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ABSTRACT

This rueport explores the effectiveness of bilingual education based
on a study of the literature. The study was undertaken as part of che
regulacory review of the Language-Minority Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
published in August 1980 in response o Title VI of the Civil Rights Acc
of 1964. Although the current Adminisctration has withdrawn the proposed
tule, the need for an examination of cthe Departmeni of Education's policy
on the education of language-minority children continues.

This need is especially critical in light of this review's findings
that cthe method of bilingual instruction (transictional bilingual education,
or TBE) promoted by the Office of Bilingual Educacion and Minority Language
Affairs and by the Office for Civil Rights in che Department of Education
cannot be supported as the sole method used with language-minoricy
children.

We examined well over 300 documents concerning bilingual education~-
which makes this the most comprehensive review to date on this sgbject.
However, %“ecause most of the bilingual scudies, especially Ticle VI
program evaluacions, are of poor quality, our conclusions have been
based chiefly on only 28 studies that were methodologically applicable
Lo our concerns.

Our cpnclusiouns, briefly sumarized, are thesa:

o Schools can improve the achievement level of language-minority
children through special programs.

o The case for the effectiveness of transicional bilingual aducation
is so weak that exclusive reliance on this instruction mechod is
clearly not justified. Too licctle is known about the problems of
educating language minorities to prescribe a specific remedy at
the Federal level, Therefore, while meeting civil rights guarantees,
each school district should decide what type of special program is
most appropriate for its own unique setting.

0 There is no justificacion for assuaning that it is necessary to
teach nonlanguage subjects in the child's native tongue in order
for the language~minority child to make satisfactory progress in
school, However, if nonlanguage subjects are to be taught in
Znglish, the curriculum must be structured differevtly from the
way the curriculum is structured for wonolingual English-speakirg
students,

© Immersion programs, which involve structured curriculums in
English for both language and nonlanguage subject areas, show
promising results and should be given gore attention in program
e development,
o The Title VII program for bilingual education must take steps
to improve the quality of its program evaluations.
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SUMMARY REPORT OF A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION!

Introduction

This investigacion? was begun at the request of the White House
Regulatory Analysis and Review Group for an assessment of the effectivenass
of transitional bilingual education (TBE). The request came during that
group's review of the Department of Education's proposed language-minority
regulations which were issued in August 1980 in response to Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Alchough the proposed rules have been withdrawn,
the question of the effectivenss of transitional bilingual education is
still important for the development of Department policy.

The review focused on two questions derived from the prificipal intent of
Federal policy:

l. Does transitional bilingual education lead to better
performance in English?

2. Does transitiomal bilingual education lead to better
performance in nonlanguage subject areas?

Although a number of other goals are often recognized for bilingual education
(e.g., reduced dropout rates, improved self-image and attitude toward school,
preservation of the primary language and culture, and lower absenteeism), we
limited this review to these rwo zajor questions. Few of. the studies reviewed
addressed the other goais, and a sﬁscema:ic assesswent of their acdcomplish~

ments could not be made.

This review did not directly include all the evaluacions of bilingual
programs that have been completed. The studies reviewed were subject to the
following limitatioms:

{

o In general, we did not reviev studies rejected as vnsound by earlier
reviewers (Zappert and Cruz, 1977; Engle, 1975). An effort was made
to examiae all studies reported since Zappert and Cruz, the most
recent prior review.

© The Office of 'Bilingual Education (Title VII program) was unable to
provide copies of its pre-1978 avaluations, so most of chem were not
available. However, since Zappert and Cruz (1977) seem to have re-
viewed and rejected most of the pre-1978 Title VII evaluations, we
'( believe the present review is the most comprehensive review of the
effectiveness of bilingual education yet undertaken.

0 Siace our focus was on transitional bilingual education, our liriced
tize and resources prohibited an equally comprehensive coverage of
alternative methods. However, we have covered the major sctudies.




Consideration of the literature and Federal policy led %o the identifi-

cation of three basic instructional alternatives, in addition to the alterna-
tive of doing nothing for the language-minority child (also known &s
suboersicn):

| [o}

Submersion. Language-minority children arz placed into an ordinary

clagsroon where English is spoken. There is no special progranm to
help them overcome. the language problem. Submersion is aptly de-
scribed as “sink or swim.” The minority home language (Ll) is not
used at all in the classroom.S )

Structured Immersion. Instruction is ian the second language (L2),

as in the case of submersion, but there are important differences.

[The immersion teacher understands the home language (Ll), and

students can address the tsacher in the home language (L1); the
immersion teacher, however, replies only in the second language
(L2). Furthermore, the curriculum is structured so that no prior
knowledge of the second language (L2) is agsumed when subject areas

are taught. 1 of T —-fn—a~way that-can-be—under-
s:osa‘by—thuf’ udents. The students in effect learn L2 and content

simul:andously:) Structured immersion differs from bilingual instruc-
tion in that the home language (L1) is never spoken by the teacher
and subject area instruction is given in the second .anguage from

the beginning.

English as a Second Language (ESL). ESL studencs are placed in reg-

ular/ ipetruction for most of the day. During part of the day, how-
ever, these students receive extra instruction in English. Generally,
this extra help is based on a special curriculum designed to teach
English as a second language. Home language (L1) may or may not be
used in ESL instruction.

Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE). Subject matter is taught

in the home language (L1) until the students' second language (L2)
(English) is good enocugh for them to participate successfully in a
regular classroom. ESL is cften used to help minimize the time needed
to master English. Home language (Ll) instruction is gradually
phased out, and regular English instruction is gradually phased in.
TBE is differentiated from submersion and ESL by the use of the home
language (L1) for instruction.

These three instructional types sometimes shade into one another; for .
example, most TBE programs include an ESL component. In addition, there is
& considerable range of activities incorporated within each type. Neverthe-
less, the typology is real and important. If the types are thought of as
representing different philosophies for addressing the needs of students with
limited English proficiency, it is immediately apparent that the different
philosophies lead to very different classroom practices which can be identi-
fied in actual classroom settings.




The slternative instructional models differ on both civil rights and
educational dimensions. Submersion is the absence of a special program which
the Supreme Court found to violate the civil rights of language-minoricty
children in the case of Lau v. Nichols. Lau was a class-sction suit against

the San
failure
Chinese

ment and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Supreme Court found

the San

However, the Court declined to prescribe a specific program that would pro-
vide equal educational benefits, stating: “Teaching English to the students
of Chinese ancestry is one choice. Giving instruction to this group in

Chinese
wethods

cthe Lau

The differences among the three methods can be fyrther illustrated in a
brief outline of the underlying arguments supporting each method as a success-
ful solution for the problems of language-aminority children:

]

]

Francisco Public School District which alleged cthat the district's
to provide special educational services to non-English-speaking
students violatad both the equal protection clause of the i4ch Amend-

Francisco Public School District to be in violation of Ticle VI.

is another. There may be others.” Each of the three instructional
seeks to correct the civil rights problem descri.ed by the Court in
decision by providing specizl help to the language-minority child.

Transitional Bilingual Education. While children are learuing

English as a Second Langugg_. Concentrated additional instruction in

English, they should be taught subject material in their home lan-

guage so that their academic progress will not be retarded by their
limited knowledge of English. It is easier to first learn CO read

in the home language than in the second language and the reading in
the home language will facilitate second-language reading. There-

fore, the sequence of instruction in L1 before L2 is superior to an
all-second-langusge program.

English language skills will keep the students from falling behind in
subject areas.

Structured Immersion. The solucion to developing English and pro-

gressing in other subjects simultanecusly is to teach all subjects
in Epglish at a level understood by the students. Alchough the
curriculum assumes no prior knowledge of English language-minority
students in effect learn English as they learn math, and learn match
through English instruction that is understandable at their level
of English proficiency.

Methodological Approach

In
ticular

l.

2.

. 3.

reviewing a body of research to determine che‘effecciveness of a par-
instructional program, three fundamental questions are asked:

Does the study present data relevant to the issues of interest?

Does the design of the study permit any plausible altermative
explanation for the results other than that the program worked?

How widely can the rasults of acceptable studies be generzlized?

3




The approach used in this review is tased on the application of standary
dethodological criteria for che adequacy Jf research designs which are widely
accepted in the education licerature. These criteria ara applied to the
studies being examined to see ii they are of acceptable quality. In cthis
review, the criteria for aechodological soundness ware applied in 4 way chat
recognized that a design weakness ia one area can be ccmpensated for by
strength in another area. Previous reviews have not recognized such com-
plexities. For example, Zappert and Cruz’ (1977) rejected the study be
Covey (1973) for failing to control for inicial differences in language
ability. However, because Covey's study randomly assigned students to
Creatzent and control groups (a true experiment), no further control of
language ability was necessary.

Many factors can affect the mechodological quality of research and eval-
uation studies. Campbell and Stanley (1963), for example, list 12 broad cat-
egories, most of which contain subcategories of problems. There is genaeral
agreement in the scientific literature on what constituces good study design.
In our full report (Baker and de Kancer, 198l) we discuss the design issues
encountered in each study that determine our judgment of the study's accepta=-
bility. For this review each study was assessed to' determine if it addressed
the relevant quescions by using a mechodologically sound design, The following
characteristcics generally led to cTejectior of a study:

o The scudy did not address our issues,

o If students were not randoml assigned to the treazment and
comparison groups“ and nothing was done to control for possible
inicial differences between the groups, the studies -were rejected.
Any differences found between the students in the special program
and the group not in che special program cauld have been due
Lo preexiscing differences petween the two groups. Differences need
not have been the resulz of the program but of the way the gzroups
were selected.” .

o If studies did not apply a rooriate statistical tests to demonstrate
program affects, the scudies were not accepted, Presenting differences
between two groups is not sufficient proof that che differences did
not occur by chance. Therefore, statistical tests must be introduced
into che study design to verify chat effects were not a chance
phenomenon.

0 The study used the norm-referenced design.® Some studies fora what
amounts to a control group by comparing gruwth against the cest
noms. Then these studies check to see if students in the special
program showed a gain against the norm. In this design, the rate of
progress of the bilingual child is ceepared with the rate of progress
of the monolingual norming groups. There is no reason to beliave
that the rate of progress of bilingual and mnolingual studencs is
the game.




Therefore, any differences found by using a norm-referenced design
cannot be accributed to the effects of the program.

The study examined gains over the school year without a control
group. Most students learn someching over the school year, so
their scores will increase. If we want to know whethar studeats
8ained more by being in the special language program than they would
have gained in a regular school program, a comparison group of reg-
ular school students must also be included.

The study used grade-equivalent scores.s. Grade~equivalents do not
correspond to the time pattern of learning, and the methods used :to
produce them are inaccurate. Equal grade-equivalent gains for two
students may not represent equal learning. Use of grade~equivalents
has often been criticized by evaluation experts. Quoting from “A
Protorype Guide to Measuring Achievement Level and Program Impact on
Achievement in Bilingual Projects” by Horst et al. (1980):

Grade-equivalent scores provide an illusion of simplicicy but,
in fact, they are almost impossible to interpret, even for
specialiscs in test comstruction. Grade-equivalent scores
should never be used by anyone for any purpose whatsoever,

However, there is disagreement among testing experts whether grade-
equivalents are totally unacceptable for measuring scudent achieve-
mente. One study that would have been accepted except for its use of
grade-equivalents has been separately identified (Olesini, 1971).

the same token, acceptable studies were—

True experiments in which students were randonly assigned to creat-
went and control groups, or

Studies using nonrandom assignment which concroiled for possible
preexisting diffarences between the groups either by mauching stu-
dents in the treatment and comparison groups or through using sta~-
tistical procedures.
4
Anzlysis of covariauce was by far the most common statistical method
used to control for preaxisting differences which could influence achievement
between groups. Many people have serious reservations about whather this
method succeeds in properly adjusting preexisting differences. Similarly,
there are doubts tha: macching is entirely successfui. For this atnalvsis,
we generally considered both methods to be acceptable unless there werse
defects in the application of these methods.

There are two ways results can acquire gereralizabilicy, First, the
students studied can be selected in such a way as to be representative of the
entire populacion of scudents in whom we are interested--in this case,
language~-minority children in the Uniced States. Only 1| of cthe mora *.an
300 documents we reviewed comes close to acquiring national generalizability
(Danoff et al., 1977, 1978) and chis study has problems. Second, generaliz-
ability comes from cousistent findings in many different secttings. Thus, ii




every study came up witch the same result, no matter how limited the general-
izability of each individual study, the weight of the colleccive evidence
could ‘be compelling. Since only one of the studies we reviewed was nationally
representative, we attach greac importance to finding consistency in the
results of the studies when arriving at conclusions as to how well bilingual
education works,

 Results

0f the several hundred studies covered by the -eview, ouly 28* were faound
to apply to our concerus and to Deet our methodological criteria. Before dis-
cussing cthe studies we found to be aethodologically acceptable, we should
note chat we found several studies that have previously been widely cited as
evidence for the effectiveness of TBE to be methodologically unacceptable
(Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979; St. John Valley,
1980; Veilleux, 1977; Leyba, 1978; Trevino, 1968; Modiano, 1968; Egan and
Goldsmith, 1981; Rosier and Holm, 1980; and AIR, 1973a, 1975¢, 1975e).9

Table 1 summarizes the 28 studies we found to apply to our two questions
2nd to meet minimal methodological criteria; by comparison, Zappert and Cruz
(1977) found 18 methodologically acceptable studies. For each study, cable 1
glves the author, the grades of school encompassad, the number of students
in the treatment and control groups combined, the languages used by the pro-
gram, and the results the author(s) reported Zor second-language and math
skills. The most frequent home language was Spanish, but a number of other
languages were represented as well. The most common second language was
English., In chree studies, French was the second language. Most of the
studies were neither longitudinal nor czue experiments. Several studies
included very large numbers of students.

For each study we examined, table 1 indicates whether the study was
becter than or equivalent to another approach. These comparisons were based
on findings which wers statiscically significant. Some studies had mixed
results, based either on tests or grade levels. 4here mixed results are
found, we have indicaced the uature of the differeat results.

Structured immersion programe seem to have done particularly well,lO
Lambert and Tucker (1972) and Barik and Swain (1975) found second-language
learning through scruccured iomersion superior to ESL, and Pena-Hughes and
Solis (1980) showed structured immersion superior to.transitional bilingual
education. As for nonlanguage subjects, Lambert and Tucker (1972), Barik
et al. (1977), and Ramos et al. (1967) all showed that it 1s possible to
teach math successfully in the second language. This finding suggests that
if che curriculum is properly structured so that the means of commumication
is at a level the child can understand, there will be no negative conse-
quences from teaching math in the second language. We found no data in

f

* Including che study by Olesini, which used grade-equivalents,

6




3
TABLE |

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES

- Number?
of
Author Date Grade Designl Students
AIR 1975b  K-1 Longitudinal; 393
(Corpus analysis of .
Chrisci) cevariance
Ames and 1978 i-9 Analysis of 669
Bicks covarfance
Balasu- 1973 K-3 Analysis of 317
bramon- covariance and
ian et al. other adjust-
ments
Bartk and 1975 K-2 Longitudinal; 2,253
Swain analysis of
covarfance
Barik 1977 2-5 Longitudinal; *
et al. analysis of
covariance
4
Carsrud 1980 4-5 Longitudinal; 172
amd analysis of
Curtis covarfance

languagcs3
Ly i2

Spanish  English
Spanish  English

and

French
Spanish  English
English  Freach
Eanglish  Freach
Spanish  English

(Continued)

Reported Results

12

Math

THE no di fferent from submersion

in 1 grade;
submersion fn 1 grade

THE no different from

ESL alone

TBE no different from

ESL alone

Inmersion better than
ESL

THE better cthan submer-

slon {n } grade; T8E
no different from
submersion fn 1 grade

TBE better than

TBE better than
ESL alone

Math taught fa
L2 wo different
from math taught
fa L1

Depending on
year and grade,
math taught g
1.2 was worse
than, no diff-
ereat from, or
even better
than math
taught in L}

TBE no different
from gubmers fon




~

Author

A. Cohién

Cottrell
Covey

Danoff
et al.

Huzar

Kau fuan

Lumburt‘

. and
Tucker

*

Math

TBE no different
from submersion
in 2 of 3
grades; TBE
better thsn sub-
mersion ia 1
grade,

&
%

TBE no different
from submersion

TBE no different
from submers fon

Y
4
' TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Contiaued)
! Number2
of Langunges3 L Reported Results
Date Grade Design 1 Students L L2 L2
1975 K-3 longitudinal 90 Spanish  Eaglish TBE no different from
analys {5 of submersion on 86 of
o covariance 100 language skilla;
and other submers fon better than
2 adjusiments THE on 11; TBE better
. than gubmersion on 3
1971 K-1 Analysis ¢f 470 Navajo English TBE no different
. covariance from submersion
1973 9 Random . + 200 Spanish English THE better than sgub-
assignment mersfon
1977, 2-¢ Analysis of 8,900 Several Eaglish Submersion better than
1978 covariance ) TBE
and other
ad justments;
big study
1973 2-3 Random assignz 160  Spanisgh English THE no different from
ment; one-way submersion
analysis of
covariance
1968 Junior  Experiment; . 139 Spanish English TBE better than submersion
High longitudinal " on 2 component scores of
a standardized achievement
test and no different on 7
Component scores in one
school; THE no different
from submersion on 9
tests in another school.
1972 1-4 longitudinal; 213 Boglish French

analysis of
‘tovariance’
(Continued)

Math taught in
L2 no different
com math
taught in 1.1

~
J

R
BRI
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TABLE 1.

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Continued)

Numbe r2
of Languages 3 . Reported Results
Author Date Grade Deelgnl Students Ll 1.2 L2 Math
Legar- 1979 K Analys is of 80 Spanish English TBE better than submersfon
reta covartance

Lum

Matthews

McConnell

McSpadden

McSpadden

Moore and
Parr

Olesini**

1971 1 Random

assignment

1979 2,4, Log-linear
6,8 model
1980 Pre-K Longitudinal;
-3 gsubject as

own control

1979 K-1 Analysis of
covariance
1980 K-2 Longicudinal;
analysis of
covariance
1978 K-2 Analiysis of
covariance
1971 3] Matchiag

1,020

or THE no different from
submersion, depending on

the test; TBE wlth ESL better
than TRE without ESL component

35 Chinese English

J tests; ESL aloue no

ESL alone better than TBE on

different from TBE on 2 tests

1,001 Many Englisgh TBE/ESL no different from

submersion
~.,

Spanish English

196 French

TBE no different from
submersio:

English

263  Freach English Submergion better than
TBE in 1 of 3 grades;
THE no different from

submersion in 2 grades

130 Spanish English Submersion better than

TBE

60  Spanish English TBE better than gubmersion
in 1 of 3 components
of a standaxdized
test; THE no different
froa submersion in one

component

{(Continued)

\
THBE better than submersion

TBE no different
from submergion

Submersion better
than TBE in 1
of 2 graded;
fBE no different
from submers fon
in 2 grades

TBE no differecat
from submersion

‘TBE better than
submersion on 1
component of a
standardized
test; THE.no
different from

gubmersion on
1 component

(4!
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TABLE 1.

Number 2
of
Author Date Grade Destgnl Students
Pena- 1980 K Random 156
flughes, assigument
and
Solis
Plante 1976 1-2 Longitudinal; 72
e experiment
Ramos 1967 1-6 Longitudinal; it
et al. matching
SEDL 1977 K-3 longitudinal; 1,060
(Steh- analysis of
bins) covarfance
and other
adjustuents;
5 sites
Skoczylas 1972 1 Analysis of 47
covariance
Stern 1975 4-6 Analysis of 213
covariance
Zirkel 1972 1-3 Matching; 278
analysis of
covariance

Languagea3
[} 12
J
Spanish Eunglish
Spanish English

liiligaynon Englisl
Pilipino :

Spanish Lnglish
Spanish English
Spanich  English
Spantsh Eaglish

(Continued)

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Continued)

Reported Results -

L2

Immersion better vhan
TBE

TBE better than
submersfon fn 1
grade. ‘1BE no
different from
submergion in 1
grade and for both
grades combined

TBE no different

from immeralon“,****

TBE no different
from submersion?

TBE no different
from submersion

Submersion better chan
THES

TBE better than submer-
slon on 1 test; THE

no different frowm sub-
wersion on 4 tests

Math

TBE no different

from fumer-
alon4, bl

THE no different
from submersion

Submers fon bevrer
than TBE

Submerston better
than THE4




*  Treatment = 73, control not given.

**% Rejected for use of grade-equivalents only,

*%% Yusble to obtain infomation at present; however the sample gsize was large.

*ktiThe classification of the instructional method used in this study cannot be determined, but our best
guess 1s {mmersion.

! In the case of multiyear studies, the number of tested students was counted. Rather than counting the
nember of unique students, the study counted each year a student was tested as a separate instance.

2 For studies not using 1 .ndow assignment, we note the method used to sdjust for possible preexisting
differences between the treatment and control groups. Analysis of covariance is a statistical me thod
used to adjust for preexisting differences.

31l is the language-minority child's home language; L2 18 the child's second language.

4 This result represents our conclustion from the author's very couplex analysis; see chspter 2 of the full
report.




these studieg pertinant to other subjact areas, which are often more depend-
ent on verbal skills than math 1s. Ramos et al. (1967) reported the least
favorable results for immersion in the literature. They found that immer-
sion from grade 1 was as effective after 5 or § years as a T3E program in
which all instruction was in L1 for grades 2 through 4, and i{n L2 thersafter.

The data on ESL instruction are not very informative. As just noted,
two studies found structured immersion superior to ESL. Ames and 3icks
(1978) and Balasubramonian et al. (1973) found that TBE programs which in-
cluded an ESL component were no more effective than ESI. alone. Lum (1971)
had mixed rasults finding both that TBE programs which included an ESL
component Jere no more effective than ESL alone and that ESL alone was
superior to TBE. Legarreta (1979) found that a TBE program with ESL workad
battar than a TBE program without an ESL component.

Mixed findings ware found for several of the studies. As a result, the
reader will notice that there are more findings than there are studies. Mixed
findings can be attributed to different achievement results either from grade
to grade or between tasts. Therefore, some studies 23y be counted more than
once as $howing a positive, no different, or negative finding.

With respect to TBE, positive outcomes pertaining to language perform-
ance were reported by Covey (1973), Carsrud and Curtis (1980), McConnell
(1980), Olesini (1971), plante (1976), Legarreta (1979), AIR (1975b), Cohen
(1975), Kaufman (1968), and Zirkel (1972). However, the case for the effec-
tiveness of TBE is called intn question by studies that found Ro difference
in second-language performance between treatment and comparison groups (Ramos
et al., 1967; Ames and Bicks, 1978; Plante, 1976; Kaufman, 1968; Huzar, 1973;
Legarreta, 1979; A. Cohen, 1975; SEDL, 1977; Carsrud and Curtis, 1980;
Matthews, 1979; Skoczylas, 1972; McSpadden, 1979, 1980; Balasubramonian et al.,
1973; Coterell, 1971; Olesini, 1971; AIR, 1975b; Zirkel, 1972; Lum, 1971).
Moreover, some studies found TBE to be less effective than either immersion
or ESL (Lum, 1971; - Pena-Hughes and Solfs, 1980) and some found TBE to have
negative effects by comparisen wizh submersion (Danoif et al., 1977, 1978;
Starn, 1975; Moors and Parr, 1978; A. Cohen, 1975; McSpadden,. 1980).

Olesini (1971), A. Cohen (1975), and Ames and Bicks (1978) found that
IBE improved acquisition of math skills, However, no effect was found by
Danoff et al. (1978), Carsrud and Curtis (1980), Moore and Parr (1978),
McSpadden (1979, 1980), A. Cohen (1975), Covey (1973), Olesini (1971), SEDL
(1977), and Ramos {1967). Skoczylas (1972), MaSpadden (1980), and Stern
(1975) reported a negative effect.

Caution must be exercised in generalizing from table 1 because some
issues of methodological adequacy remain. For example, Covey (1973) and
McConnell (1980a, 1980b) report success for programs including TBE. However,
the programs also included very low staff-student ratios=~l to 8 in the pro-
gram studied by Covey (1980). Therefore, strong doubts exist as to whether
the reported program effect was due to the use of bilingual instruction or
to the small classes.
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Tmplications
&h

We also-axzuined our findirgs to deterrine which studies would have opeey
included {f we loosened our criteria and accepted grade-equivalents. Only
Olesini would then be included in our results. His results were generally
favorable to TBE and have been in:luded in table 1 and table 2.

It is instructive to look for patterns in the findings of all these
studies. Table 2 summsrizes our findings with respect to comparing alterna-
tive inscructional approaches. We have grouped the 28 stuaies according to
the comparisons they axamine. Then, we have aggregated their findings ac-
cording to whether the study had positive, no difference, or negative re-
sults in comparison to the ocher approach.* For example, the first compari-
son in table 2 looks at the effectiveness of TBE versus submersion. For
second-language acquisition, 10 «indings favored TBE, 15 findings found no
differences between TBE and subzersion, and 5 findings were actually negative
for TBE.

T2 resulzgfin table 2 must be qualified. Rather than simply counting
the number of studies with various outcomes, we mMuSt go beyond these tabula-
tions and glive morm or la3s weight to different findings. For ex.mple, the
study by dces and Bicks (1978) (which found that TBE produced betrer math
results than submersion did) took Place in only ome school-district, while
the Danoff et al. (1978) study (which found that TBE had no effect on math)
was designed to be pationmally representative. Therefore, Danuoff's findings
must be given cousiderably more weight. Nevertheless, a clear understanding
of our finding can only be obtained by looking zt the studies in the aggre-
gate rather than looking 2t the studias in isolation. Our policy implica=-
tions are presented below.

We believe the literature makes a compelling case that special programs
in schocls can improve the achievement of language-minority children. There
is no evidence, however, that a specific program should be either legislaced
or preferred by the Faderal Government. Indeed, more research and demonstra-
tion projects with sound evaluation models are needed to determine which pre-
grams are effective with which types of children in which locations. The
rest of this summary will present our findings. '

Special Programs Can Improve Achievement in Language~
Minority Students

The literature we reviewed indicates that special programs designed
to overcame language difficulties in school can improve the achiecvement of

* Because, as already noted, some studies had mixed results, the reader will
notice that there are more findings than there are studies. However, if
2 study administered five tests of which three had positive results
and two -gative ones, we would record only one positive and one negative
result in our comparison tables. :
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- TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM APPLICABLE STUDIES*
Transitional Bilingual Education Versus Submersion
Second
TBE: : Language Math
PoBitive..iiteniitnennnnnennnnns. ceccccrsanes 10 2
No Difference................................ 15 9
Negacive..................................... 5 3
Transitional Bilingual Education Versus English as a Second Lahguage
Second
TBE: ’ Language Mach
POSLtive. e ertiiteenennnennnnnns tetecennssnee 1 i
No Difference................................ 3 NA
Negative..............,...................... 1 NA

Transitional Bilingual Education Versus Immersion*

Second
TBE: Language  Mach
Posicive..................................... 0 0
Yo Differeuce,............................... 1 1
Negative..................................... 1 0

Immersion Versus Eaglish as a Second Language*

.

Second
IMMERSION: Language Mach
Positive...........:............... ceccsssss 1 NA

* Math scores found in immersion projects in Canada are difficult to
compare with scores in regular English curriculums. What can be concluded,
however, is that sctudents can achieve equally well (or better) in
math classes taught in L2 as in mach classes taught in L1,
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language-minority children. The studies by Pena-Hughes and Solis (1980,
1981), Plante (1976), Huzar (1973), Covey'(1973), Kaufman (1968), and Lum
(1971) were true experiments, and all showed special programs to have pos-
itive or neutral effects. The ingenicus nonexperimental design used by
McConnell (1980a, 1980b) also seems to have firmly established the presence
of a positive program effect. Positive effects also were reported in the
nonexperimental studies of Zirkel (1972), Ames and Bicks (1968), AIR (1975b),
Barik and Swain (1975), Olesini (1971), Barik et al. (1979), Lambert and
Tucker (1972), Legarreta (1979), Carsrud and Curcis (1980), Cohen (1975),
and Malherbe (1946). Note, though, that while special programs have been
shown to be effective, this conclusion says aothing about the effects of any
particilar instructional approach. ]

The Federal Government Should Not Place Exclusive Raliance on
Transitional Bilingual Education

For more than a decade, the Federal Government has worked toward
institutionalizing transitional bilingual education as virtuaily the only
approved method of instruction for language-minority children. TBE has
been emphasized in Ticle VII funding decisions. TBE has been inplemented
nationwide by the Office for Civil Rights’ incerprecation of the Lau deci-
sion. And in 1980, the Department of Education proposed, with few axcep-
tions, the legal mandate of transitional bilingual education through Fed-
eral regulations (a proposal that has been withdrawn by the current Admin-
istracicn).

When we reviewad the literature on the effactiveness of transitional
bilingual education we did not find Justification for such heavy reliance
on this method of instruction. 1In order for the Federal Govermment to
tely exclusively on one instructional method for meeting the needs of
language-minority chilaren, the following two conditions must hold:

1. There must bs a strong case that the instructisnal
nethod is '‘miformly effective.

2, Effective instructional alternatives should not exist. If the
desired outcomes can be reached through more than one approach,
the Federal Goverament should not constrain the options of local
schools.

Only 28 studies that passed our methodological test addressed the ef-
fectiveness of TBE, and only 11 of the 25 studies looking at TBE reported
a positive effect. Further, additional pethodological problems in chese
studies impose strong limits on generalizing cheir results. Three studies




suggest chat the reported positive cutcome could well have been due o
other aspects of the program rather than to TEE itself (Covey, 1973;
~. McCounell, 1980a, 1980b: Plante, 1976). In addition, a number of studies

/that used aultiple~outcome measures found mixed results. Several ocher
.Studies found a negative effect for TBE when comparad with submersion,

[ ESL, or immersion (Danoff et al., 1977; Moore and Parr, 1978; McSpadden,

. 1980; Skoczylas, 1972; Cohen, 1975; Lum, 1971; Stern, 1975; Pena-Hughes
and Solis, .1980). Although we reviewad a limited number of immersion
studies, each analysis of structured ~omersion generally found positive
findings for that approach. Achievenent in ‘both language skill and subject
zACter knowledge was betcer through structured immersion chan through ZSL
or TBE (3arik and Swain, 1975; Barik et al., 1977; Lambert and Tucker,
1972; Pena-Hughes and Solis, 1980).

These findings do not add up to a very impressive case for the effec-
Civeness of transitional bilingual education. We conclude that TBE fails
both cests for justifying reliance on it as the exclusive mechod for
inscructing language-minority children. There is no firm empirical evidance
that TBE is wniquely effective in raising language-minority scudents'’ per-
formance in English or in nonlanguage subject araas.

Since several States have followed the Federal lead in developirg pro-

grams for language-minority children——in some cases, even legislating TBE--~
our analysis has {mplications beyond the Federal level.

Federal Policy Should Be Flex#E{E

For more than a decade, Federal policy (as expressed chrough Ticle VII
legislation, Title vII funding decisions, OCR implementation of che “Lau
Remedies,” and the August 5 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking) has emphasized
transicional bilingual education to the virtual exclusion of alternactive
aethods of instruction. We found through our analysis chat chis policy is
not jusctified on the basis of educational effectiveness. While transitional
“{lingual education has been found to work in some settings, it has alsgs
been found ineffective and even harmful in other places. Furthermore, both
of the major altarnatives co IBE~-structured immersion and ESL—have been
fcund to work in some settings,

The commonsense observation that children should be taught in a lan~
guage they understand does not necessarily lead to the conclusion they
should be taught in their home language. They can be successiully taught
in a second language if it i3 done right. The key to successful teaching

* in the second language seems to be to insure chat the second language and
sSubject matter are taught sizultaneously so that subject content never
gets ahead of language. Given the American setting, wvhere the language-
minority child musc ultimately function in an English~speaking society,
carefully conducted second~language instruccion in all subjects may well
be preferable to bilingual mechods.
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We conclude that iz is very hard to say what kiad of pragram will suc-
cead in a particular school. Hence it seems thac the only appropriate
Fedecral policy is to allow schools to develep instructional programs that
suit the unique needs and circumstances of their students.

Thers is no reason to assume a priori that the same approach that is
applied to a rural Souchwest Texas discrict with a large proportion of
second-generation Aispanic chiidren should also be applied to a districe
with a small group of Lao refugees in a Northem city. Buc Federal policy
has been based on such an assumption over the years. OQur review indicatas
that a fundamencal change in Federal policy is naeded.

We believe this change will require recognition by the Departmeat of
-Education that other pedagogical wethods for language-minority children can be
effective and can meet civil rights criteria. Federal funding practices
@UIC _acompzss each of the special programs designed to meet the needs of
language~minority children so that a sore realiscic balance among various
FTOgram Cypes is achieved.

A videspread structured immersion demonstration program is especially
needed. Until now, the immersion wechod has been rejected on the basis of
weak theoretical argumencs.ll Inmersion may- not transfer successfully
from Canada to che United States, buc this fs'-an eémpirical quescion that
should be answered by direct test. As a first scep, the Department should
izmediately find an excensive evaluation of the McAllen, Texas, program,
which has a true experimencal design for comparing the effectiveness of
structured immersion and TBE for Mexican-American students of low socio-
economic status.

Given the complexity of the problem, it also seems that the Federal
Goverament should provide the most Current injorzation on pedagogical
methods for language-minority children so chat school districts can make
informed choices, adapting methods to their local needs.

Ioproved Bilingual Research and Program Evaluations ire Needed

More and better research and improved program evaluations in oilingual
education are necessary if the’ needs of language-zinority children are to
be adequately mst. The low quality of the methodology found throughout the
licerature is a serious problem. The major mecthodological problems with
the literature include the following:

0 The absence of random assignoent between treatment and concrol
groups,

¢ The use of study designs chat cannot show a treatzent effect in the
absence of random assignment, such as the nomm-raferenced model or
failure to use anmalysis of covariance, and

o The failure to apply appropriata statistical tests to demonstrata
program efiects.




* These problems have particularly charscterized Title VII evaluations. The
Title VI bdilingual program has begun t¢ take steps to improve the quality
of local results. However, our review has indicated that program evalu-
ations are still of very poor quality; much improvement is still needed

in this area.

Bilingual education involves many comnlex, difficult issues that have
been little (or insufficiently) studied. Federal fuading for research in
the area of bilingual education was allotted for the first time under Part
C of Title VII in 1978, with the Elementary and Seconda'v Education Act
amendments (ESEA). The need for additional research is greac.

Unfortunately, however, when Congress established the legislation in
1978, it limited research to examining transitional bilingual education
specifically, rather than all pedagogical methods for students with limited
English'proficiency. Ay a result, Federal research has been skewed to
focus on one method. Ultimately, the development of effective instructional
programs for language-minority children will ceme about only through a move
broadly based research agenda. ¢

Areas for redirected research should include the following:

o A study of the divergent educational needs of language-minority
children in the United States to include the examination of how
these children's language deficiencies differ in their home lan-
guage and English,

o Examination of the effectivensss of alternative instructional ap-
proaches and how these approaches meet the needs of differen:
types of language-minority ‘children,

0 A reexamination of the ﬁheory of TBE (designed for monolingual Ll
speakers), which may not be relevant to wany of the language-
minority students in the United States,

o Formulation of appropriate structured immersion curriculums,

0 Examination of the methods of English as a second language
(vocabulary drills versus meaningful English communication),
and

o Examination of bilingual education teacher qualifications and the
degree of fluency such teachers have in both languages.




NOTES

l. The full report is found in Baker and de Ranter (1981).

2. A literature review is a secondary analysis limited by the level
of detail the authors provide. This limication was taken into account when '
drawing conclusions from the literatura.

3. Ll refers to the child's first, or home, language. L2 refers to
the second language, the language used by society and in the schools (in the
case of language-minority students). In the United Scates, L2 refers to
English for the language-minority child; L1 is that child's home language
(Spanish, Chinese, etc.). .

4. Examples of studies rejected because they used nonrandom assign~
Dent, posctest-only design are these: South San Francisco (1979), Elligect
(1980), AIR (1975), JDRP (1977b).

. 5. Among the factors affecting the performance of language-aminority
children in school, especlally in learning English, are age (Xrachen, 1979;
Asher and Garcia, 1969; Giles, 1971), differences in learning between oral
and wriccen language skills (Cummins, 1978, 1980; Fishman, 1965), socio- -
economic status (Moore, 1978; Veltman, 1980; Rosenthal e al., 1978, de
Avila, 1981), various cognitive abilities (Darcy, 1953; Peal and Lamberc,
1962; Landry, 1974; Segalowitz, 1975; Humphrey, 1977; Coronado, 1979;
rbe, 1546; Fishman, 1965; Jensen, 1963a, 1963b; Johnson, 1953, ciced
in Albart acd Obler, 1980), place of birch--immigrant or native-born
(Carter 1970; Troike, 1978; Kimball, 1968; Anderson and Johnson, 1971;
Cardenas and Cardenas, 1972; Baral, 1979; Ferris, 1979), the degree of
home lankuage dominance (Battel et al,, 1975), ethnicity (Rosentnal et al.,
198L; Macchews, 1979; Veltman, 1980; Balasubramonian at al., 1973; Baker and
de Ranter, 1981), cthe scudent’s motivation and self-concent (Christian, 1976;
Modiano, 1973; Zirkel, 1972, von Malcitz, 1975; Dal 3Buono, 1971; Skoczylas,
1972; Rand, 1980), parencal support for the educational program (Lambert.
and Tucker, 1972; Del Buono, 1971), and characteriscics of the communit
(Lambert and Sidoti, 1980; Lambert and Tucker, 1972; Skoczylas, 1972;

Read, 1980).

In addicion to these background characteristics of the child, numerous
factors associac#d with the school and the educational program can affect
the outcome of bilingual instruction (McDonald and £lias, 1976; Dulay and
Burt, 1979; Engle, 1975; Patniz et al., 1976; de Kanter, 1979; {ramer,
1979). : '

6. The following studiss are examples of uses of a norm-referenced
design: Rimm (1980), Young (1980), Stern (1975), Corpus Christi (1980a,
1980b), JDRP (1977b), St. John Valley (1980), AIR (1975), Ames and 3icks
(1978), Arce (1979), Fairfax County (1980).
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/7. The following are exinples of studies that examined gains without
any control groups: Guerrerc (1980), Liberty Union (1980), Birmingham
(nid.), Valencia (1971), Saith (1978), Cahill and Foley (1973), Ghini
(1979), B. Cohen (1971), Stern (1975), Price (1978), South San Francisco
(1979),,Charlo::e-Mecklenberg (1980), Arce and Sosa (1975).

8.. Examples of the use of grade-squivaient scores can be found in the
following studies: Educational Management Services (1976), Young (1980),
External Evaluators (1979), Giles (1971), Trevino (1970), Raufman (1968),
Olesini (1971), Leyba (1978), Hanson (1980), Elligett (1980), South San
Francisco (1979), Charlotte~Mecklenberg (1980), JDRP (1977b), St. John
Valley (1980), AIR (1975), Arce (1979).

9. See Baker and de Rantar (1981), ckapter 3, for a detailed discus-
sion of the methodological problems found in these studias.

10. Proponents of TBE have raised questions about the generalizabilicy
of the immersin studies based on middle-class Canadian children (see Tucker,
1980). Genesee (1976) reviewed the status of the Canadian literature and
concluded that immersion was applicable to children of lower socioeconomic
Status and to minorities. Pena-Hughes and Solis (1980) certainly indicates
that immersion is workable in the United States, but more research needs
to be done because this question ultimately is an empirical one.

11. See Tucker (1980) for a complete discussion of the inapplicability
of immersion to the situation in the United States and Genesee (1976) for
a discussion of the generalizability of immersion to the Canadian situa-
tion. Pena-Hughes and Solis (1980) discuss a successful structured immer-
sion program in the United States with language~minority children of low
socioeconomic status. ' .

!
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CHAPTER 1

CONSIDERATIONS IN REVIEWING THE LITERATURE

This investigation was begun at the request of .the White House Regulatory
Analysis and Review Gruup for an assessment of the effectiveness of
transicional bilingual education (TBE). The zequest came during that group's
review of the Department of Education’s proposed bilingual regulations
issued in August 1980. Although the new Administration withdrew the proposed
rules, the question of the effectiveness of transitional bilingual education
for language-minority students is sctill relevant for the development of
Department policy. It is also a major issue for several States whose bilingual
programs have followed Federal precedent.

Since a comprehensive review of the literaturé on the effectiveness of
transitional bilingual education has not been done for 5 to 6 years (Zappert
and Cruz, 1977), a current review was necessary to mset the policy needs of
the Federal Govermment. Such 2 review is a complex task, requiring nect only
the identification of studies bearing on our questions but also the application
of standards of scientific research. These standards provide a measure of
the methodological adequacy of each study's approach and the extent to which
the study results can be generalized into Federal policy recommendations.

To enable the reader to follow how we carried out this task and to judge the
validity of our conclusions, we have carefully defined our methodological
criteria and illustrated how we applied these criteria in the review procedures.

In the remainder of this chapter, we will summarize the history of the
Federal Government's involvement in the issue of the civil rights of
language-minority children, describe alternative methods of instruction,
explain how the review was done, and discuss the major methodological problems
found in the studies. .

Bistory of Federal Involvement in Civil Rights Issues for Language~Minority
Students

Data collected by the Federal Govermment and private civil rights and
educational organizations in the late 1960's revealed substantial evidence of
discrimination against language-minority students, especially Hispanics, in
the Nation's public elementary and secondary schools. Stutistics on
academic achievement arnd school retention documented the efiects of this
discrimination. It was clear that hundreds of thousands of language~minority
students suffered severe academic ratardation and exceptionally high dropout
rates.

‘While conducting compllance reviews, the Office for Civil Rights of the
Department of Health, Educacion, and Welfare (DHEW) discovered a number of
common praccices that had the effsct of denying equal educational opportuni-
ties to language-minority students. These practices related to the way in
vhich schools responded to the English language skill deficiencies character-
istic of many language-minority students.




On the basis of this evidence, ard using its authority under Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act, the Office for Civil Rights sent a memorandum to school
superintendents on May 25, 1970, "to clarify DHEW policy on issues concerning
the responsibility of school districts to provide equal educational opportuc-
ity to national origin/minority group children deficient in English larguage
skills.” The memorandum stated in part:

Where inability to speak and understand the English langmage excludes
national origin/minority group children from effective participation
in che educational program offared by a_school district, the district
must take affirmacive steps to rectify the language deficiency in
order to open its irstructional program to thase students.

The memorandum required that—— “

o School districts not use English language ability as a basis
for assigning national origin/minority group students to classes for
the mentally retarded or to deny these students access to college
Preparatory courses “on a basis directly ralated to the
failute of the school system to inculcate English language skills.”

o "Any ability grouping or tracking system employed by the
school system to deal with the special language skill needs
of national origin/minority group children must be designed to
meet such language skill needs as soon as possible and must
not operate as an educational dead-end or permanent track."

0 School districts must noctify the parents of natiomal origin/
minority group students of the school activities that are
called to the attention of other parents. The notice, zo be
adequate, must be in a language they can understand.

Lau v. Nichols Case

The Office for Civil Rights memorandum was affirmed by the Supreme Court
in its 1974 decision in the case of Lau v. Nichols. Lau was a glass-action
suit against the San Francisco Public School District which alleged that
the district's failure to provide special educational services to non-English-
speaking Chinese students violated both the equal protnction clause of the
l4th Amendment acd Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

In Lau, the Court reviewed the California Education Code and concluded
that—

Under these State~imposed standards there is no equality of
treatment merely by providing students with the same
facilities, textbooks, teachers, and curriculum; for studeats
who do not understand English are effectively foreclosed from
any meaningful education.




Basic English skills are at che very core of what these public
schools teach. Imposition of a requirement that before a child
can effectively participate in the educational program, he

must already have acquired those basic skills is £o make a mockery
of public education. We know that those who do not underscand

English are certain to find classroom experiences wholly
incomprehensible and it no way meaningful.

It seems obvious that the Chinese-speaking minority receives

less benefits than che English-speaking majority frem respondents’
school system which denies them a weaningful opportunity to
participate in the educational program=-all earmarks of the
discriminacion banned by the Regulations. * °

The Court declined to rule on the constitutionality of the school dis-
trdce's program, focusing instead on the statutory prohibition against catio-~
_ nal origia discriminaction set out in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. Accordingly, the Supreme Court found the San Francisco Public School
Discrict to be in violation of Title VI. However, the Court declined to

prescribe a specific program that would provide equal educational bemefics,
stating: i .

Teaching English to the students of Chinese ancestry is one choice.

Giving instruction to this group in Chinese is another. There nay
be others.

The precedent of relyirg only on transitional bilingual education Co
meet the legal requirement was established by the Federal Government in
implemencing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.

Lau Remedies

Following the Supreme Court's decision in Lau, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare assembled a group of outside and departmental
education experts to develop informal policy guidelines outlining the remedi-
al responsibilities of school districts chat failed to comply with Ticle VI
and the principles emunciated in Lau. This grodp produced a document enci-
tled "Task Force Findings Specifying Remedies Available for £liminating Past
Educational Practices Ruled Unlawful Under Lau v. Nichols"--better known as
the Lau Remedies.

The Lau Remedies outlined the major elements that should be included
in school districts' plans to remedy Ticle Vi Lau violatious. According to
the Lau Remedies, compliance plans should, among other things, provide for
the following:
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”;deﬁcificacion of students with a primary or home language other
than English. .

O Assessmant of the relative proficiency of such students in English
and their native language.

o Iastruction of elementary students through their strongest language

uncil the scudents are able to participate effeactively in a classroom
where instruction is given exclusively chrough English.

O Provision of special language instruction ard ccmpensatory educa=-

tional services to secondary school, language-minority students who
are underachieving academically.

Because cthe Lau Remedies were never published as proposed regulations,
their underlying sssumption that TBE was the best, if not the only, way to
satisfy the civil rights- requiremencs was never opéned to vublic debata.

A cover letter transmitting the Lau Remedies to school officials ex-
plained the document's legal application. In part it stated:

Voluntary compliance plans which set forth educacional strategies
consiscent with the approaches ocutlined in this document and which
contain the other elements specified therein, will be accepted by
this office. School districcs submitting voluntary compliance plans
to cthis office which are not consistent with the outlined approaches
or with other required plan elements must demonstrate affirmatively,
at ctime of submission, that such plans, at a minimum, will be equally
effective ir ensuring equal educational opportunity.

Thus, ctne Federal Government placed the burden of proof on the schools

to demonstrate that an alternative to TBE was effective, ever though the
Government had never shown TBE to be effective.

Although DHEW used the Lau Remedies to negotiate numerous voluntary com-
piiance plans, the document's legal authority was challenged in a 1978 Feder-
al court suit, Northwest Artic v. Califano. As a result of the suit, DHEW
agreed to publish its Ticle VI Lau compliance standards in the Federal Register
for public comment. In keeping with the court-approved agreement, the Departmect
of Education published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking August 5, 1980.

The scandard proposed in the notice required that transitional bilingual
education be used to me&t the needs of all language-minority students identi-
fied as eligible for services. It called for special imstruction to encour-
age fluency in English while other content areas of the curriculum would be
taught in the child's home language unctil that child mastered Erglish well
enough to succeed with all instruction in English.

Transitional bilingual education is only one of several inscructional
mechods under the generic rubric of bilingual education that attempt to meet
the needs of language-minority students. BZecause alternative instructional
approaches are availabie for deeting the educational apd eivil rights needs
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of these children, cransitional bilingual ‘sducation should clearly have been
kmown to be superior to the alternatives vhen the Federal Government .
attempted to mandate use of this method in the schools.

Following an extended period of public comment of the proposed regula-
tions, che notice was formally withdrawn February 2, 1981. Alchough the
proposed rules were withdrawn, the question of the effectiveness of tran-
sitional bilingual education is still important for che following reasoas:

0 The Department may still be under a cousent decree requiring that the
Lau Remedies be replaced with formal regulations, so new regulations
@ay have to be drafcted. If a particular instructional approach car be
justified, mandacing it would be one option considered in the develop-
ment of new regulaciouns. ’

o0 Wizhdrawal of che Title VI Language-Minority Notice of Propeosed Rule-
uaking and the absence of an alternative leaves the Lau Remedies
in force. The past practice of the DHEW Office for Civil Rights (now
in the Department of Education) in developing compliance agreements
has stressed transicional bilingual education chrough the Lau
Remedies. Therefore the issue of the effectiveness of transitional
bilirgual educaction is as appropriate in assessing che Lau Remedies
as in assessing the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

o Ocher Departmental policies and programs-—especially Title VII funding
practices-~have strongly emphasized transitional bilingual education
to the exclusion of alternative methods of ipstruction. In fact, the
Departuenc's whole approach to the problem of the language-minoricy
child over the past decade can fairly be characterized as being based
on the assumption that TBE is, with rare exceptions, the only accept-
able approach. It is worthwhile to reassess this assumption by re-
viewing the evidence on TBE effectiveness,

0 Federal policy has formed the basis for bilingual programs and legis-
lazion in several States. When States follow the Federal lead, both
the Scates und the Federal Govermment need to be sure that the path
taken by Federal policy is justified.

Iypes of Programs for Language-Minority Students

A number of schemes fnor-classifying types of bilingual instruction exist;
Valencia (1969), for example, identified 19 different models of bilingual ed-
ucation (also see Paulston, 1975). For our purposes three models identified
in the literature are sufficient to compare with the "submersion” method--
thac is, doing nothing for the language-minority child.

In a submersion progras® language-minority children are placed ir an
ordinary, English-speaking classroom with no special program to felp them
overcome the language problem. Submersion is aptly described as “sink or




—

Pt
swin.” The child’'s home language (L1) is not used in submersion.* The
Supreme Court's lau decision in effect outlawed submersion programs in the
United States.

The three alternative methods that are not ruled out by the Lau decision
are the following: .

1. English as a Second Language (ESL). In an English as a second lan-
gnage program, language-minority students aze placed in regular instruction
for most of the day. During some part of the day, however, their curriculum
differs from that of the regular classroom in giving extra i{nstruction in
mastering English. Generally, this extra help is based on a special curric-
uium designed to teach English as a second rather than as a first language.
Ll may or may not be used in ESL instruction.

2. Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE). Subject matter in a trans-
icional bilingual education program is at least partially taught in the home
language (L1) of language-minority children until their second language (L2)
(English) is good enough for them to participate successfully in a regular
classroom. English as a second language is often used in conjunction with a
transitional bilinguai education program to help ainimize the time the children
spend in mastering English. It is also generally held that learaing to
read in L1 facilitates learuning to read in L2. _Sometimes Ll instruction
is gradually phased out and regular English instruction is gradually phased
in; in other cases, the change is more abrupt, with students being mainstreamed
out of the L1 program. The ultimate goal. of transitional bilingual education
is to mova students into the all~L2 program. This method is differantiatad
from the submersion and English as a second larguage methods by che use '
of L1 for instruction.

3. Structured Immersion. In a structured immersion program, almost all
instruction is given in L2. There are, however, fundamental differences
between structured immersion and submersion. First, immersion teachers are
bilingual. Second, students can ask questions of the teacher in L1, although
the teacher generally replies only in L2. Most important, the curriculum
is structured so that it does not assume prior knowledge of the second language
when subject areas are taught. All content is introduced in a way that can
be understood by the students. The students, in effect, learn L2 and
content simultanecusly. Immersion differs from bilingual instruction in
that it deemphasizes home language use by the teacher and it gives subject
area instruction in L2 from che beginning. Structured immersion programs may
include a period of L1 language arts during the school day.

* L1 is an abbreviation for the child's first learned language. L2 is the
child's second language. In the case of language-ninority groups in which
some children could have learned both languages from bizth, L1 refers to
the non~English (minority culture) language and L2 is the normal language
of schooling and of the majority culture (i.e., English in the United
States).
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_— These three program descriptions are, of course, ideal types. in prac-
tice, it is sometimes hard to classify a particular program as one or anoth-
er. Furthermore, each of these general mdels can encompass a considerable
range of accivitias. Nevertheless, these types have real and s! mificant
distinctions.

Perhaps the best way to conceive of these models is as different educa-
tional philoscphies that guide the development of specific programs. Whac
is cousidered appropriate or inappropriate for a program will vary, depending
on which one of these philosophies is followed. The models correspond to
real program distinctions teccgnized in the literature, since ws derived
them largely from the way the literature conceptualizZes prograrmatic
differences,

Before proceeding, we should note that the three instructional models
and submersion differ on both civil rights and educational dimensions.
Submersion is the lack of a special program which the Supreme Court found to
violate the civil rights of language-minority children. The other three
methods are alike in seeking to correct the civil rights problem described
\ by the Court in the Lau decision by providing special help to language~minoricy
children.

The differences among the three methods can be illustraced by an outline

I I of .the. arguments advanced as to why each method should succeed in solving the
problems of language~minority children:

o English as a Second Language: Concentrated, supplementary instruction
in English language skills will enable students to learn English fast
enough to keep up with English-speaking teachers in the various
subjects. :

o Transitional Bilingual Education: While the children are learaning
English, they should be taught subject material in their home language
so their academic progress will not be recarded by their lack of
Engiish skills. It is easier for the language-minority child to
first learn to read in the home language rather than in English.
Further, firsc learning to read in the home language will facilicate
learning to read in English.

o Structured Immersion: The solucion to developing students' English

while they progress in other subjects is to teach all subjects in
English at a level understandable to the students. Alchough the
curriculum assumes no prior mowledge of English, language-minority
students in effect learn English as they learn math and learn math
through English instruction that is understandazble at their level
of English proficiency.




The Plan of This Review of the Literaturel

Although many of the studies we reviewed examined several outcome mea~
sures, we are limiting the discussion in this report to two questions:
Does bilingual education lead to better performance in English? Does it
lead to better performance in nonlanguage subject areas? Our decision
£o concentrate on Englisn and subject matter acquisition stems from basic
Federal policy that recogrizes the need to prepare language-~minority child-
ren to function successfully in an English-speaking nation, and seeks to
provide equal educational opportunity to them.

A program that produces mediocre English performance while maintaining
the home language skills will be judged a worse program than one that pro-
duces better second language performsnce while ignoring home language skills.
The justification for this viewpoint is that, in the United States, any
successful education program must prepare the students to participata in an
English-speaking society. Therafore, the overriding concern in evaluating
imscruction for bilingual students is how well they learn English,

A cumber of other goals have been put forward for bilirgual education:
less absenteeism, lower dropout rates, improved self-concepts and attitudes
toward school, and development of bilingual adults. Any attempt £o Sys-
tematically address all these goals is beyond the scope of this report. We
will, however, from time to time call the reader's attention to certain
interesting findings regarding these other goals.

This i3 the most comprehensive review of the literature on bilirgual edu-
catlon to date. Studies were identified by ERIC search, by consultation
with experts in the field, from prior reviews, and from lists of stud’es.
In each study we reviewed, we looked at the bibliography in an effort to
identify additional studies.

We reviewed more than 300 documents (see attached bibliography). Of
these, about 150 were program evaluations. Ir addition, Zappert and Cruz
(1977) reviewed 175 studies, mostly Tictle VII evaluations whicl the Title VII
program office can no longer produce. We did manage to locate most of the
12 methodologically acceptable studies Zappert and Cruz cited, and we accept
their judgment that the rest were unsound.

Most, but not all, of the studies we raviewed are Title VII evaluations.
They cover every region of the courtry, almost every State, ryral and urbar
areas, migrant ard nommigrant students, and a variecy of language groups.
Some studies come from other countries.




Methods Used to Assess the Studies

Once we decermined the focus of the review, we read some 300 documents
looking for answers to our quesctions, A study may be of no use in answvering
these quastions for eicher of cwo reasons: First, it may be looking at different
questions, ard so it simply does not apply to ou .oncerns. A mumber of
studies address specific local issues that do no. gereralize to our questions.
Therefore, we were unable to make any further use of these studies. Secornd,
flaws in a study's methods may raise doubts as to whether the reported program
outcome might have been the result of someching other than the intended
effect of the program. Thus, the initial review task was to decide which
studies are applicable to the {ssue and which studies cannot be used because
of methodological problems.

The approach used in this review was based on the application of standard
mechodological criteria for the adequacy of research designs which are widely
accepted in che education literature. These criteria were applied o the gtudies
being examined to see if they ware of acceaptable quality. In this review, the
criteria for methodological soundness were applied in a way that recognized
that a design weakness in one area can be compensated for by strength in
another area. Previous reviews have not recognized such complexities. For
exauple, Zappert ard Cruz (1977) rejected the study by Covey (1973) for
failirng to control for initial differences in language ability. However,
because Covey's study was a true axperiment, no further control of lacguage
abilicy was necessary.

The list of possible methodological pitfalls is long, and we did not
require that a study pass every hurdle. Rather, we looked for fatal flaws
in che study. A fatal flaw can be a single problem, such as usirg a posttest-ornly
design wichout random assignment. The flaw also may be the cumulacive impact
of a rumber of separate problems.2

The basic objective of scientific research is to rule out altermacive
explanactions.. Scientific research is easier to describe in theory thar ic
is to put into practice, however, ard few, if any, studies succeed in completely
overcoming all possible methodological problems and in elimirating all possible
alternative explanations. The reviewer must exercise proiessional judg-
ment as to whether there is a reasonable gossibility that the authors of the
study ruled out alternative explanazions.

For chis review, the methcdological problem was to be sure that the observed
results yere the consequence of the program under stua/ ard that altermative
explanations for the results can be ruled out by virtue of the study design.

The best mechod for achlevirg chis goal is an experiment in which random
assignment is used to select two groups of students, one of which receives
the usual school program while the other raceives the special treatmen:
(instruction in English as a second language, immersion, or transitional
bilingual education). Performance of the two grcups is then compared by
statistical mechods which enable us to estimete the probability chat the
observed differences between the two groups were not due to chance.
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Although experiments are rare in educational research, we did locate
six trus experiments in our licerature search. In the absence of a
true experimencal design, the problem of carrying out a study that eliminates
alcernacive explanations becomes wore difficulc, sinca there are a variety of
sources of possible alcernative explanations, The methodological glossary in

appendix A lists many of the possible methodological problems that aight be
encountered.

We found che following kinds of studies to be clearly acceptable:

0 True experizments (with random assignment beatween treatment and
control groups),

0 Studies using nonrandom assignment in which researchers had aade some
arrangements, either chrough matching or through scaciscical ad-
justment (generally analysis of covariance), to control for possible
preexisting differences beciween the groups. (See Lambert and Tucker
(1972) and McConnell (1980a, 1980b) for examples of how good design
can overcome the problems of nonrandom selection.)

It should be noted that we did not automatically discount all nonexperi-
mental studies., We recognize that both macching and analysis of covariance .
have been severely critized for failing to overcome the problems created by
nonrandom selection. While these cricicisms are certaialy valid, ac least
- in the sense cthat crue experinents are clearly superior to the alternativas,
ideal conditions are seldom mer in the real whe real world of educational evaiuvation.
Matching and analysis of covariance are generally accepted methods of cor-
recting for the problem of nonrandom selaction, other things being equal.
Therefore, we do not insistc on considering only true experiments as
aethodologically sound.

Our extensive methodological assessment determined the liaits of
generalizabilicy of each study's results and the {mplicacions that could be
drawvn from them. Obviously, a study's resulcs apply to che particular
group of students studied, buc chis information alone is not very useful.
Ultimately we want to kaow if the conclusiors apply to all language-ninoricy
students or only to some particular segment.

Rasults can acquire wide generalizability in two ways. First, the stu-
dents studied can be selected in such a way as to be representative of the
entire population of students we are interested in--in chis case, language~-
ainority children in the United Staces. Oniy 1 of the almost 300 documents
ve reviewed falls into chis category (Danoff et al., 1977, 1978). Second,
consistent findings in many different settings can be the basis for general-
izing. Thus, if every study came up with the same. result, no matter how
limiced in generalizability each individual study was, the weight of the
collective evidence would be compelling.
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- Reasons for Rejection of Studies

We cousidered any of the following characceriscics sufficient cause to
reject a study as unsuitable for our purposss:

1. Failure to address che issues we are congideriag here,

2. -Nonrandom assignment with no efforc to control for possit le initial
differences between control and program groups,

3. Nora-referenced design,%

4. Comparison of “posttest” scores only, with monrandom assigcment,S

5. Reliance or school-year gaircs for the program group without
a control group, or 6

6. Reliance on grade-equivalent scores.’

We have already discussed the firsc item. Discussion of the remaining icenms
follows.

Nonrandom Assi nt Without Control for Possible Initial Group Differ-
ences. The basic problem in assessing a study in which random assigrment
Vas not used is to izsure that the group exposed to the treatment does rot
differ from the control group on some other variable chat affects learning.
Selection bias is a possible consequance of nonrandoem assignment of pupils
to the control and program groups; the supposed observed ouccome of the
program zay simply result from original differences between the two groups
on some characteristic related to achievement. .

Our firsc step, cherefore, was to identify what other factors are known
to affect the learning process of bilingual studeats. Among the factors
affecting che performance of language-minority children in school, especially
in learning English, are the following:

o Age (Krashen, 1979; Asher and Garcia, 1969; Giles, 1971);
o Differences in learning between oral and written language skills
Cumming, 1978, 1980; Fishman, 1963);

0 Socioeconomic 3catus (Moore, 1978; Velrman, 1980; Rosenchal et al.,
1578; de Avila, 1981);

o Echnicicy (Rosenchal et al., 1981; Macthews, 1970; Veltman, 1980;
Balasubramonian et al., 1973; Baker and de Kanter, 1%81);

o Sctudent's motivation and self-concept (Chriscian, 1976; Modi ano,

1973; Zirkel, 1972; van Malticz, 1975; Del Buono, 1971; Skoczylas,
* 1972; Rard, 1980);

11
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o Parental support for the educational program (Lambert and Tucker,

1972; DJel Buono, 1971);
o Caaracteristics of che community (Lambert and $idoti, 1980; Lambert
and Tucker, 1972; Skoczylas, 1972; Read, 1980)8;

o Various cognitive abilities (Darcy, 1953; Peal and Lambert, 1962;
Landry, 1374; Segalowitz, 1975; Humphrey, 1977; Coronado, 1979;
Malherbe, 1944; Fishman, 1965; Jensen, 1962a, 1962b; Johnson, 1953,
ciced in Albert and Obler, 1980);

o Place of birth——immigrant or native=born (Carter, 1970; Troike, 1978;
Kimball, 1968; Anderson and Johnson, 1971; Cardenas and Cardenas,
1972, Baral, 1979; Ferris, 1979); and -

o Dagree of home language dominancé (Bactel et al., 1975).

In addition to these background characteristics of the child, numerous factors
associated with the teacher, school, and the education program can affect

the outcome of bilingual instruction (McDonald and £lias, 1976; Dulay and
Burt, 1979; Engle, 1975; Patniz et al., 1976; de Kanter, 1979; Kramer, 1979).

The procedures used to assign students to bilingual programs can intcroduce
bias according to student characteristics. For example, bias occurs when
parents are permitted to Volunteer their children (nonrandom assignment) for
a special bilingual program. Parents who volunteer children are usually
more involved in their children's schooling than parents who do not volunteer
cheir children. They may provide more help and encouragement.to the children
in cheir school work than do the parents who remain silent. Moreovet, superior
students are likely to come from a home environment in which the parents are
actively involved with their children's schooling. We must suspect that
volunteered students are likely to be better students than other children
are. Thus, the prograa may show “gains” due to the inclusion of better
students even though the program is in reality no more effective than regular
schooling (see Laumann, [969).

Another possible bias introduced with volunteered students is that
parents of children with an unusual gift for languages may want those childrer
to benefit from a special language program. Again, students’ progress may
have little o do with the specific program=--rather, gifted students would
stard out in any language program. :

Graduation from the program also may introduce a selection bias. If
schools mainstream students as they reach some level of performance, students
who perform relatively poorly will accumulate in the program for two reasons:

© Poor performers will stay in the program lorger.

0 The better performers who leave will, on the average, be replaced
with students who are poorer performers than the graduates were.

-~
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Comparison With Norms. When the effects of a program are svaluated, the
performance of students in the program must be compared with the performance
of a similar group of children not in the program. If random assignment is
not used, it becomes very difficult to insure that the comparison group is
similar. One approach to the problem is the norm-referenced mdel, in which

, the performance of students in :ﬁ§~5iegram is compared against national
noms by measuring fall to spring gains in percentile scores. This is by
far the =08t commonly used model in Ti'tle I evaluation (Goor et al., 1980).
However, the applicability of the norm-referanced model in the evaluation
of bilingual programs is questionable.

When the norm-referenced model is used in an evaluation, it is assumed
that the expected rate of improvement of students in the program would have
been the same as that of the norming group in the absence of the special
program. For several reasons, this assumption is probably not valid for
larguage-minority children.

The nature ¢f the learning curve for language-minority children is not
known. It is often assumed (see Egan and Goldsmith, 1981) that, in the
absenca of special help, these children will fall further behind the norms
over time, since they cannot understand instruction as well as do the mono-
lingual English-speaking children upon whom the norm is based. We found
reason to question this assumption, however. Using a nationally representative -
sample, we found that when standardized vertical-scale scores were sxamired
over a 3-year tima period the language-minority students began below the
sonolingual English-speaking group but did not fall further behind over
the 3 years. Although more research is needed or this point, it calls
into” question the assumption that the performance of language-minority
children gets worse as they mature (compared with the performance of
donolingual Exglish-speaking students).

A second problem of the norm-referenced model is that, as the morolingual
non-English-speaking limit is approached, an achievement test becomes both a
test of communication in English and an achievement test. 1If students know
the answers to the questions but cannot understand the test, their scores
will be low. If they then learn encugh English to be able to understand the
test, thair scores will rise because they now can communicate to the test
what they know. Therefore, they will register large gains on the test even
though chey have not increased their knowledge of what the test purports to
be measurirg. It is possible, therefore, that small increases ir English
skills will translate into large gains on the test for the initially lowest
scoring students (evidence of this phenomenon was found in Garcia, 1979;
Young, 1980; Cohen, 1975; Sterm, 1975).

We believe this phenomenon accounts for the spectacular gains of percent-
ile scores, especially in math, occasionally reported for bilingual scudents.
It is not so much that they learned better when instructed in the home lang-
uage as it is that they learned enough English during the school year to be
able to communicate to the test what they already knew. If this analysis is
correct, then any use of the norm-referenced model in evaluating bilingual
programs is highly suspect.
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Finally, in the Lau decision the Supreme Court ruled that submersion is
an unacceptable educational approach for language-minority children. There
is no quastion that submersion students will eventually learn English. The
issue is thac it ctakes too long and that more effective methods of English
instruction should be employed. Therefore, ‘the appropriate standard of com-
parison in bilingual program evaluations is the performance of submersion
students, not the monolingual English-speaking norm. TFor these reasons, we
decided norm-referenced desigus were not acceptable in addressing the issues
+7ith which we are concerned.

Comparison of Posttest Scores Only, With Nonrandom Assignment. Some
studies compare only posttest scores of students in the program and of a
nonrandomly selected comparison group. This design is acceptable in a true
axperiment, since the random assignment of students insures the comparabilicy
of the experimental and control groups. However, if assignment was not
random, this design does nothing to take into counsideration preexisting
differences that could lead to differential performance between the experimental
and control groups. Therefore, this approach does not comstitute an acceptable
evaluation design.

School-Year Gains Ounly, Without a Control Group. Several evaluatious
report ouly the differences berween the program students' fall and spring
scores, even tescing the gain for significance. This procedure is unsound.
Almost all students show some absolute gain over time, even if they are at
the same cime rapidly falling behind the norm. Consider the following hywpo-

thetical daca: “
\ Fall Spring Gain
Program.cceeceec. 100 125 23
Control.eecss... 100 150 50

According to evaluations chat consider only program students, the gains
would indicate program success. It is clear, however, that since the con-
trol group gained more than the program students, the program was far from
effective. Therpoint is cthat a simple examination of gains over the school
year for students in a special program-yields too little information to:
peruit determining whether the program worked. Researchers must also compare
the progress of program students with the normal rate of progress made by
students not in the special program. Hence, a study desigc that examires
gains over the school year without a control group is unacceptable. '




Grade-Equivalent Scores. Studies that are based on grade-equivalent
scores poge serious problems. Grade-equivalents do not correspond to the
time pattern of learning and the methods used to produce them may not repre-
sent equal learning. Evaluation experts have often crificized use of grade-
equivalents. To quuts from “A Prototype Guide to Measuring Achievement Level
and Program Impact on Achievemsnt in Bilingual Projects” (Horst et al.,
1980):

They are based on the mistaken belief that a gain in test scores
of one or more months Ffor each month of instruction represent(s]
good progress. This is not true. Grade-equivalent scores provide
an illusion of simplicity but, in fact, they are almost impossible
to incerpret, even for specialists in test comstruction. Grade-

equivalent scores should never be used by anyone for any purpose
whatsoever., (emphasis added) -

—

However, there is disagreement among testing experts whether grade—equiva-
lents are totally unacceptable for measuring student achievement. One study
(Olesini, 1971) which would have been accepted except for its use of grade-
equivalents has been separately identified.

Outline of This Report

The remaining chapters of the report discuss the application of the
accepted standards of scientific research (see Campbell and Stanley, 1963,
for a partial list) to the literature on the effectiveness of bilirgual
education. Chapter™2 discusses the studias we found to be applicable to
our questions, focusing on what limits are imposed in generalizing from-
these studies. Chapter 3 discusses why we found a number of studies=—-
including several studies widely cited by proponents of transitional bi-
lingual education as evidence of the effectiveness of such education--not
to be applicable to our concerns. Chapcer 4 presents our ccncliusions.




NOTES

l. Because a literature review is a secondary analysis, and the level of de=
; tail provided by the authors varies, we are limited as to what can be learmed
from the studies reviewed. These limitations were taken into account when we
drew conclusions from the literature. :

; 2. The methodological criteria we consider are generally accepted
principles of social science research, such as those discussed by Campbell
and Stanley (1963).

3. Any review is based on professional judgment, although this fact is
often not stated. People who disagree with our findings may argue that wa
applied arbitrary criteria and personal judgment. Therefore we have care-
fully explained our methodology so that readers can agsess for themselves
how we made our scientific evaluation. Our effort to explain this process
uwakes the psper long. ‘

4. Studies that used a norm-referenced desigr include Rimm, 1980a;
Young, 1980; Sterm, 1975; Corpus Christi, 1980a, 1980b; JDRP, 1977b; St.
John Valley, 1980; AIR, 1975e; Ames and Bicks, 1978; Arce, 1979; Fairfax
CountY, 1980. . : v

5. The following are examples of studies rhat were given no further
consideration because they used a posttest-only design: South San Francisco,
1979; Elligectt, 1980; AIR, 1975e, JDRP, 1577b; St. John Valley, 1980; Del
Buono, 1971. . .

- 6. The following studies looked at "pre~post” gain with no control
group: Guerrero, 1980; Liberty Union, 1980; Birmingham, n.d.; Valencia,
1971,~Smich, 1978; Cahill and Foley, 1973; Ghiri, 1979; B. Cohen, 1971; Sterm,
1975; Price, 1978; South San Francisco, 1979; CharlotteMecklenberg, 1980;
3 Arce and Sosa, 197S.

7. Studies that used grade~equivalent (GE) scores include Educational
Management Services, 1976; Young, 1980; Externmal Zvaluators, 1979; Giles,
1971; Trevino, 1970; Kaufman, 1968; Olesini, 1971; Leyba, 1978; Hanson,
1980; Elligetr, 1980; South San Franeisco, 1979; Charlotte Mecklenberg,
1980; JDRP, 1977b; St. John Valley, 1980; AIR, 1975e, Arce, 1979.

8. The glossary in appendix A gives more detail on how :he;e variables
affect learning in bilingual education.

9. We should also note that equating the treatment and comparison groups
for IQ or initial achievement probably does not account for this type of
abilicy. We encountered no evidence in our literature review suggesting that
any of the widaly used tests are perfectly correlated with innate language
ability. Therefore, to the extent the tests are unrelated to innate larguage
abilicy, efforts to control statistically for IQ and pretest will fail.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDIES APPLICABLE TO THE ISSUE

‘/ After gathering the studies of bilingual programs, .we read and analyzed
each study to see if there were reasons why the study was not applicable to
the issue of interest. Chapter 3 discusses those studies we found not appli-
cable and explains our reasons for rejecting them. This chapter discusses
the 28 studies we Zound .applicable.

The studies we found applicable exhibit the following general
characteristics:

o Five studies were true experiments with random assignment (Plante,
1976; Pena-Hughes and Solis, 1980, 1981; Covey, 1973; Kaufman,
1968; Huzar, 1973) and one study used random assignment in three
of four schools studied (Lum, 19715,

o In studies with nonrandom assignment, something was done-~genera..y
analysis of covariance--to adjust for possible differences between
.groups, either statistically or by matching.

o 7Two studies seem to have overcome most of the problems of nonrandom
assignment by very thorough and .clever study designs (McComnell,
1980a, 1980b; Lambert and Tucker, 1972). .

o By definition, none of the studies relied exclusively on grade-
equivalent scores or on the norm-referenced design.

These 28 studies have reported program outcomes about which we can be
reasonably confident. However, our interpretation may differ from the
conclusion presented by the authors. Consider, for example, the case of
Balasubramonian et al. (1973). These authors concluded that bilingual edu-
cation was very successful, because, in comparison to students in the English
as a second language program, students in the transitional bilingual program
did not perform worse in English (L2), while they weres able to to improve
their skills in their first language (Ll1). According to our criteria speci-
fied in chapter 1, however, this study failed to demonstrate the effective=-
ness of transitional bilingual education, since neither English performance
nor performance in nonlanguage subjects was found to be superior in the
students in the English as a second language program.

Social science research is rarely, if ever, completely free of methodo-
logical problems. Those studies that we accepted as oeetiag our minimal

methodological criteria are not without problems. The discussion of the studies’

problems will therefore establish the upper limits of confidence we can place
in the authors' conclusions.

Table 2-1 summarizes the important characteristics of the various types
of instructional programs used to meet the special needs of language-minority
students. The third column, special curriculum, refers to whether the cur-
riculum is organized differently from the way the curriculum is organized




in an ordinary monolingual program. For example, TBE does uot have a
special curriculum because it uses a regular curriculum in two languages,
whereas the immersion method does involve a special curriculum.

TABLE 2-1. TYPES OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Language Language

. Spoken by Spokan by Special
Teacher Student Curriculum
SUDMErSiONeccescccsessscscscseves L2 L2. Yo
Inmersioneccececccceccscseccsccsen L2 Lland/orLZ Yes

Transitional bilingual education. Ll gradually L1 gradually
veplaced by replaced by
. L2 L2 No

English as a second language..... L2 - L2 . Yes

-

Ll = the child's first or home language.
L2 = the child's second language, the language of the schuol.

- The rest of this chapter will discuss the 28 studies we acuepted.
Studies of TBE will be discussed first, followed by immersion studies.
ESL is discussed in.studies when it is compared to either transitional
bilingual education or immersiov. For each study, we will provide a de-
scription, point out :he'methodolqgical strengths, and chen discuss the

findings.

-




TRANSITIUNAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION

(TBE)




An Analytical Study of Secondary Freshman
Bilingual Education and Its Effect on Academic
Achievemant and Attitude of Mexican—-Americans

Name of Study

Author and Date : vaey (1973, 1981)
Location ¢ ?Phoenix, Arizona
Treatment Group* <3 100 Mexican—-Americans ir bilingual education
program
Comparison/Control Group : 100 Mexican-imericans in regular English
: curriculum
Duration ¢ 9 months
Ages : Grade 9
Type of Program : Tracsitional bilingual education

Description

Covey's (1973) study of a bilingual program at the largas: high school in
Phoenix i3 important for two reasons: First, it.is one of the few studies
of program effectiveness at the secondary level. Second, it is one of only
six studies using random assignment. Unfortunately, Covey s study is very
uninformative as to the nature of the program. The school yeacr 1970-71 ‘was
the initial year of the ninth-grade bilingual program, but no further details
were given as to program structure. Mexican-American students qualified for
the sample if they met at least one of the following criteria: (1) they
demonstrated a limited ability to speak English, (2) they came from a bilin-
gual home environment, (3) they manifested a reading deficiency, or (4) they
stowed a deficiency in English and mathematics. b

The school randomly divided 200 eligible students between the program and
regular classes. The tests used were carefully selected and the following
results were obtained at the end of the year:

"0 On the Iowa Test of Educational Development, students in the pro-
gram outperformed the control group on the subtest “Correctness
and Appropriateness of Expression.” There was no difference in
the performance of the two groups on “Ability to Do Quantitative
Thinking” (math).

o The experimental group scored hzghet on the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test.

-
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* These brief descriptors sometimes oversimplify complex design features
and appear here to give the reader a rough idea of the scope of each
study. '




Strengchs

The study used random assignment to Creatzent and control conditious. A
fairly large sample size was involved with a variety of outcomes being
measured.

Discussion

"Although Covey demonstrates a statistically significant improvement ia
test scores, the program was not univarsally successful. Only 10 to 15
percent of the program participants achieved a sufficiently high level
of English proficiency to be mainstreamed (Covey, 1981).

Problems in interprecing Covey’. -zsults stem from the nature of the
program. Apparently, the Phoenix & ogram was an individualized diagnostic/
prescriptive program. Participants spent 2-1/2 hours a day on reading,
math, and English. Spanish was spoken as needed., Including aides, the
pupil-instructor ratic was about 8 to 1. Very high parent participation
was attained with considerable use of volunteer pareats in the classroom.
Thus, when parent volunteers are considered, the pupil-teacher ratio was
even lower {Covey, 198l1).

Hence, thera are three competing explanatiorns as to why the program
worked: (1) individualized imstruction, (2) low pupil-teacner ratio, and
(3) bilingual instruction.

-




Name of Study : Effsctiveness of Individualized Bilingual

Instruction for Migrant Studeats

Author and Date : McConnell (1980a, 1980b)

Location : Washington Stace and Texas

Treatment Group : €30 amigrant children with Spanish as the
primary language ir a regular English
curriculun

Comparison/Control Group : 390 wmigrant children with Spanish as the
primary language

Ages : S5=9 years old (grades K-3)

Type of Program : Transitional bilingual education

Descrigcion

McCommnell has written two reports examining an individualized bilingual
instructional (IBI) program for migrants. The IBI program for Spanish-
speaking migrant children had base schools at boch the winter home in
Texas and the summer work location in Washiggton State, The Texas site
was located in a commmity where there was an emphasis on preserviag the
Spanish herizage while the Washington community placed more emphasis on
development of English skills. Students in the community emphasizing
Znglish did becter on Englivh seasures while students from the community
emphasizing Spanish did becter in Spanish. Some of the program teachers
went along on the migration to provide educational continuity between ’
the two home camps. Schooling was available 12 months a year. 4 program
of individualized instruction was used for mach, reading, English, and
Spanish. The program was for preschocl cthrough grade 3.

. The method of analysis differs considerably between tle two reports.

In HcConnell (1980a) the comparison group was formed by using the program
students' rest scores at entry into the program as age-adjusted pretests.
Students of varying ages enter the program at different times and are
pretested, By accumulating these scores over the years for each age
level, the program generates an age specific comparison group for which
there is little issue of selection bias since the comparison group was the
group selected. ) .

McConnell's figure 4 is reproduced (see table 2-2) to help the reader
get a better grasp of the mecthod. Each asterisk in the figure indicates
the results of a t-test ccmparing the "project norm group” to an age~-specific
posttest score, Although such a use of multiple C-tests is not the best:
way to analyze the daca, it is obvious from the figure that the resulcs
are robust and there is little use to worry over this poinc:




TARLE 2-2., McOOMNELL FIGURE 4

EINGLISH VOCABULARY SCORES
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3.11 4.11  5.11 6.11  7.11 8.1 9.1

*The superiority of this score over that of the project norm group of the
same age is statistically significant beyond the .00 level.

Detailed test score analysis is shown in Table 6 in the Technical Appendix.

Fiure 4, ENGLISH VDC?BULARY SCORES ON ForM A, Peasopy PicTurg
OCABULARY [EST, OF CHILDREN WHOSE PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS
SPANISH, BY AGE AND ATTENDANCE GROUP COMPARED TO THE
PROJECT NORM GROUP.

TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS (M FIGURE 4:

1. CoMPARISON TO 1HE AVERAGE SCORES iN ENGLISH VOCABULARY OF- THE
PROJECT g RM GROUP SHOWS SIGN{F!ZANT SUPERIORITY FOR CHILDREN
IN THE [Bl BILINGUAL PROGRAM AT EVERY AGE LEVEL.

2. THE SUPERIORITY OF CHILDREN WHO ATTENDED EBR 290 or HDRE DAYS
1S STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE ] LEVEL (E.G.,, THE
POSSTBILITY THAT Inba §ucu DIFFERENCE WOULD OCCUR BY CHANCE IS
LESS THAN ONE IN 0

3. CHiLDREN AFTER 200 orR MoRE Yaas ATTENDANCE ARE MARKEDLY SUPERIOR
TO THOSE TESTED AFTER ONLY DAYS ATTENDANCE, INDICATING
THAT THE GAINS IN ENGLISH ARE PROGRESSIVE THE LONGER THE
PERIOD OF ATTENDANCZ,




Based on this analytical model, McConnell found the following resulcs:

o Improved Spanish performance in both Spanish- and English=-
doninant students.

o Improved vocabulary (English) in Spanish-dominant children.
o Inproved math scores. °

o Improved reading performance in Spanish-dominant children with
200 or more days in the program.

In a second analysis McConnell looked at the performance of ounly the
children in the mobile component of tha program. In the entire project,
some sFudcnts participated oaly in the Texas school, some parcicipated
only in the Washington scitool, and some participated in both places.
Instructiov was also provided while on the road, where the project
provided staff to accompany the migrant caravan (the mobile component ).

Apparently the mobile component group of students was too small to
generate enough data to be able apply the design described above. An
additional comparison group was formed by taking Spanish-dominant migrant
students from a neighboring school, grades K-3. The program students did
signif%cantly better in English vocabulary, math, and reading (Englisp).
The more time participants spent in the program the better they did in
these three areas, also.

Strengths

The study revealed a well-designed longitudinal analysis with a large
sample size and a variety of measures and comparison groups. One compari-
son method involved using the studant as his or her own control. As children
of different ages entered the program, their pretest scores became the
ccaparison scorzs at posttest for children who were younger by the pre-
post interval.

Discusbion

McConnell's (1980a) study has the same problem of competing explana-
tions as does Covey's (1973) study. There are several alternative expla~-
nations for the treatzent group's improvement in performance:

l.v Individualized Instruction. Many educators have held that indi-
viduall‘ized {nstruction is far superior to the standard classroom setzing.

The students in McConnell's study had individualized instruction in very
small instructional groups (with a student-instructor ratio of 10 to 1).

2. A Coordinated Education. A major problem in the education of mi-=
grant children is that moving from school to school disrupts education.
Their new schools are very unlikely to be at the point in the curriculum
where the students left off when they left their old school. This results
in serious gaps in education, often leaving children without the prerequi-~

sites for mastering later skills and therefore leading to very poor
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aducational performance. The individuslized bilingual instruction program
provided a continuous curriculum. For the first time in their school axperience,
these students were able to axperience the norzal school sequance.

3. Continuous Education Was Available. The nuzber of instructional days
received vas not reported. Howaver, having services available 12 months of °
the year made it possible for children in the program to receive significantly
more days of instruction during “each grade than the comparison students
did. One of the best established principles in educational research is that
time on task (in this case, days of exposure to schooling) is relatad to
achievemant.

Analysis of the mobile compounent ravealed two design features that raise serious
question about the results. Firsc, the matching procedure was incompleta.
Commumity differences were not controlled for in any of the analyses. More
{mportant, IBI students could have begun the program as early as age 3.

Since no mention is made of a preschool progfﬁm in the comparison commmicy,
the superiority of the IBI students could be actributed to the 2 to 3 additional
years of formula instTuctioa.

In the second report, McConnell (1980b), the comparison group was formed b’
combining the program participants’ entry scores with the scores from the
noneqiivalent- comparison group for the neighboring school. Unfortunately,
this contamination of the participants’ entry scores with the ‘uncontrolled
nonrandonly salaected comparison group makes any analysis using the combined

group doubtful.

The method of analysis is o compare test scores for f£ive categories of
length of attendance in the 18I program (zero to 3+ years) by age-
standardized scores. Although the results consistently favored the program
by showing higher scores as length of attendance increased, the analysis is
suspect for two reasous. Firsc, an ve noted above, the zero-attendance
group was cuntiminated by the inclusion of a nonrandomly selected comparison
group from a neighboring school. Second, since each participant was tested
twice, one in the zero-attendance group and again in one cf the four length-
of-attendance categories, the scores were not independent. This is.a violation
- of one of the assumptious underlying the F-test used in'the analysis.

Although McConnell (1980b) has problems with a confounded treatment
group, violation of the assumptions of the tests, and use of a nonrandom
comparison group with no adjustments made for preexisting differences, we
conclude the results presented in McConnell (1980b) can be accepted for
the following reasons: \ ’

o They are fully consistent with the results from McConnell
{1980a).

0 They are internally consistent across 3 years of data.

0 They are internally consistent within the rder of the
means for the participant only group through four categories
of langth-of-program exposure (excluding the contaminaced
entry scores).




In short, McConnell's results show the findirgs are robust encugh to
hold up, even under the oethodolcgical probleme introduced by the analysis

plan in the second report {McConnell, 1980b).
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Name of Study . T A Stud§ of the Effectiveness of the Connecti-
cut “Pairing” Model of Bilingual-Bicultural

Education
Author and Date : Plance (1976) .
Location : New Haven, Comnecticut
Traatment Group : 45 Spanish-dominant chiidren

Comparison/Control Group : 27 Spanish-dominant children in a reguiar
English curriculum

Duration s 2 yearé
Ages ¢ Grades 1 and 2

Type of Program : Transitional bilingual education

Descrig tion

Plante (1976) reports on a.well-designed study of New Haven's bilingual
program. All Spanish~surnamed pupils compl.:ting kindergarten and first
grade irn an attendance area serving a large pesrcentage of chiidran from
low-income families were gZiven che Inter—America Test to identify cheir
larguage dominance., Those children in grades 1 and 2 who were identified
as being Spanish-dominant were randomly assigned to the bilingual program
or tb a control group. Thus, methodologically, the study was a true
experiment.

No bilirgual-bicultural instruction had been available to these children
prior to the implementation of the study. The type of bilingual instructioeo
investigated involved the "pairing” model in which one native Spanish-
speaking teacher taught basic skills in Spanish and an English-speaking
teacher taught speaking, readirg, and writing in English.

The studencs were tested again after 2 years. In both grades there ware
large and significant differences in Ll reading favoring the bilingual pro-
gram. In English, a significant difference favoring the bilingual program
was found at grade 2 but not at grade 3 and not over both grades combined.

Strengths

The study used random selection and, thus, was a true experiment. Plante
also collected daca over a 2-~year period.

Discussion

Plante was not justified in stating that “it seems significant to point
out that the experimental pupils in the second grade and third grade, as
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well as when a total group analysis 1s mnade, exceed the English reading
achievement of the control group.” The only significant difference favoring
TBE was found in one grade. TBE was found no different from the regular
Ernglish curriculum in the other grada or for both grades combiped.

Plante prasents results from the Metropolitan Achievement Test in grade-
equivalents. He provides no Cests of the significance of the differences
between the experimental and control groups, although all comparisons
favored the bilingual group.

Unfortunately, Plante's carefully designed study is ultimacely undone by
the drascic differsnce between Che experimental students and control group
students in retention races, All the experimental students except one pro=
grassed through 2 years of school in the 2 years of the sctudy. Only half
of the controls did so; the cther half were retained. Thus, half of the
control group had 1 year of school twice in the 2 years of the study. The
ainimal differences in test scores between the Cwo groups imdicate that the
difference in failure rate Was due €O the” fact that bilingual and regular
classroom teachers applied very different promotion criteria to their re-
spective students. The experimental and control groups clearly were treated -
very differently in ways that did not relate to language treatment. Conse~-
quently, we can conclude that Plance's study suggests a program effect but
ulcimacely fails to prove that the language Ctreatment was effective. '




Name of Study . The Effects of Program Models on Language

Acquisition by Spanish ‘Speaking Children

Author and Date : Legarreta (1979)

Locaéion : A larze West Coast city never specified
Treatment Group . : 80 monolingual Spanish-speaking ckildren
Comparison/Control Group : Subsets of the treatment groups were compared

to one another

z

Duration ' : 6 months
Ages : Xindergarten
Type of Program : « Submersion, English as a second language,

transitional bilingual education

Description

Legarreta (1979) tested kindergarten children drawn from existing pro-
grams. Teacher judgment, a language use questionnaire, and prefrest scores
were used =o limit the study to students who were "egsentially monolingual.” .
Five instructional models were compared: (1) submersion, (2) ESL, (3)
bilingusl-—concurrent translation, no ESL; (4) bilingual--balanced bilingual
education, no ESL, and (5) bilingual--concurrent translation with ESL. The
bilingual programs using concurrent cranslation were programs in which
English-taught subject matter was {mmediately translated into Spanish. The
bilingual program referred to by Legarreta as a “balanced bilingual” pro-
gram, using SO percent Spanis® and 50 percent English, can also be charac~
terized as an alternate immersion program.

Legarreta found bilingual programs sSuperior to traditional submersion,
and bilingual education rograws with ESL superior to programs without ESL.
Since one tradizional pr¢ _ am irad ESL and two of the three bilingual pro-
grams were without ESL, it is impossible to draw any conclusioms from
Legarreta's data as to the relative importance of ESL and bilingual in~-
struction. Thege effects are never separated.

However, Lagarreta found that children in the balanced bilingual educa-
tion class, who received less English imstruction than the other two bilin-

gual education classes, outperformed those groups on two measures of English
skills. The unbalanced treatments received English instruccion approximately

72 percent of the time.

Strengths

Legarreta's analysis is complex. Sctudents were not randomly placed into
the five types of treatment. GHowever, analysis of covariance was used toO
adjust for preexistirg differences. The study was restricted to wonolingual,
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Spanish-speaking children, the ctype of children pertinent to transitional
bilingual educatiom theory.

Discussion

Legarreta foynd that che more instruction given in the native language,
the better the performance in Ll. But the next finding is not so obvious.
The balanced bilirguals in the alternate ismersion classroom wers also
found to outpecform the unbalanced bilingual groups on two meagsures of
Evglish skills. In the case of Spanish, more instruction led to better
perforuance. 1In the case of English, wore instruction ‘led to poorer .
performance.

At firsc glance, the language facilitation effect appears to provide a
possible explanation for the resulc that more imstruction ia L2 led to
poorer L2 performance.* The language transference theory is generally ap-
plied to reading, however, and Legarreta's subjects were all kindergarten
children tested om oral language proficiency. The licerature Seems to
differsnciate oral and reading language skills. What applies to one does
not necessarily apply to the other., Furthermore, to argue that the trans—-
ference hypothesis applies to Legarreta's data contradicts other escablished
principles of oral second-language learning. Oral L2 skills are best learued
by young (ages 6 to 7 or younger) children——precisely the ages of Legar-
reca's students——and L2 mastery in young children is a direct function of
practice. . ’ .

There are alternative explanations for Legarreta's results. The seven
students (one class) im the "balanced bilingual” program who outperformed
students who spent more of their day in English could have had an unusually
effective teacher. Such a small sample is sensitive to teacher differences.
Exceptiohl teachers will get exceptional results in either language.

- Another altermative explanation may be cthat Legarreta did not test the
program effects she thinks she tested. Two of the three bilipgual groups
employed “concurrent translacion”--chat is, the ceacher would state a con-
cept in one language and then immediately restate it in the other language.
Legarrecta points out that this mechod may be less successful than altermate
immersion (the method used with the balanced bilingual group) because stu=
dents tune out the English, knowing it will be followed by a Spanish version
which they understand.

Berke (1980), de Kanter (1980), and Cummins (1981 ) suggest that con-
current translation is not an effective instructional strategy. Berke
argues that linguiscic theory claarly implies that concurrent translation
leads to linguistic confusion. The most effective learning of a second
lacguage occurs when the setting in which the second language is used is
clearly differentiated from that in which the firsc language is spoken,

* Briefly, the facilitaction effect, or language transference theory, pro-
poses that there are formal reading skills which transfer from one
language to another. Therefore, it is advisable to teach reading firse
in L1 and to rely on transference to help with mastery of L2.
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aven to the point of having different teachers speak the two languages.
Therefore, Legarreta's concurrent translation (unbalanced bilingual) group
may have performed more poorly than did cthe balanced bilinguals because of
linguistic coafusion inherent in the concurrent translation method.

If Berke's, de Kantar's, and Cummins' arguments are .correct, the
implication of the study is not, clear. ™ The difference between the concurrent
translacion and alternate immersion groups is exactly the same as the
difference between wunbalanced and balanced bilingual instruction.* Legarreta
interprecs the results as a test of the latcer, but linguisctic theory
suggests thar the former interpretation may be more appropriace. In

. either case, the interpretations of lLegarreta's results are not clear.

Her conclusion that balanced bilingual education “clearly is most facilitative
of acquisition of English as well as maintenance of Spanish” is questionable.

We have discussed Legarreta'’s study at some length for several reasons.
As one of the best statistical analyses in the literature, it is an im-
portant study. However, the study also shows that good statistics are not
enough. Numbers must be intexpreted. In a field as complex and as £luid
as bilingual education, interpretation is difficulc.

* Of Legarreta's four significant tests, three involve comparing one or
boch of the concurrent traaslacion programs with the alternate immersion
program. This practice makes it impossible to say what her tests
measured. For example, two of the tests pit balanced bilingual instruc~
tion against unbalanced bilingual instruction.
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Name of Study : Bilingual Educatioa Program

Author and Date : AIR (1975b)

Location : Cérpus Christi, Texas

Treatment CEQQE : 269 Title VII bilingual education
students

Céqggrison/Control Group : 124 non-Title VII students

"bu:aéion : 9 wonths

Ages : Grades K and 1

Type of Program : Traasitional bilingual education

Description

Although the report discusses secondary data from 4 years, apparently
only in | year for grades K and 1 was any adjustment nade for preexisting
di fferances between the two groups. The authors refer to adjusted posttest
means in their tables, although the text gives no discussion of how the
adjustment was made. In kindergarten there were po differences batween
the treatment and control groups on five English tests. In the first
gcade, performance by the TBE program students was superior to that of the
comparison group on fwo Spanish tests ard on two English tests. Scores on
two more English tests were reported .to be significantly higher for tbe
program students, but these results. wete not adjusted and were given in
grade—squivalents. <

In addition, first- and second-grade students were categorized by the
number of prior years they had spert io the bilirgual program. A signifi-
cant (analysis unspecified) result showing increasing improvement in English
performance with increasing length of time in the proé%am was reported.
Although the analyses described- in the preceding peragraph were also con-

. ducted for a second cohort (without adjustment), the table showing increased
effects over time was not replicated.

S:reggths

The Corpus Christi sample was moderately large. The authors made an adjust=
ment for possible preexisting differences resulting from noarandom selection,
presumably by analysis of covariance. They also made use of more than one
outtome measure.

Discussion

A complete assessment of the generalizability of the study is made diffi-
cult by the lack of detail provided inm AIR's (1975b) secondhand account.
Apparently the student population of the program schools is largely Hispanic,

16
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for the authors note that no screening for eligibility was done. All par—
ticipants were also volunteered by parents, a situation that cannot be
fully compensatad for by the statistical adiustment.

Generalizability is also limited by the study's coverage of only two
grades (K and 1) in one school district.

17
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Nane of Study : Will Instruction in Reading Spanish Affect
Abilicy in Reading English? 2

Author and Date : K:mfmr; (1968)

Location : New York City

Treatment Group . : School A: 48 Spanish-speaking pupils ceceiving
- 4 sessions of Spanish a week; school B: 27
Spanish-speaking pupils receiving 3 sessions
of Spanish a week

Comparison/Control Group : School A: 37 Spanigh-speaking pupils in regular
English curriculum; school B: 27 Spanish-
speaking pupils in regular English curriculun

,

Duration : School A: 2 years; schcol B: 1 year

Ages + Junior high

Type of Pregram ' Transitional bilingual education

Description

Raufman (1968) examined the effect of bilingual education in Spanish and
Erglish in two junior high schools in New Yerk City. Biling:al education
at this time was just beginning to receive national atteation. Spanish
instrucrion was given to the experimental group four times 4 week for 45
micutes per session at school A and three times a week for }5 mirutes per
session at school B. Experimental and control groups received equivalent
instruction in English. There were no significant differ ‘ces between the
experimental and control groups in school A. In school B, two of six tests
siguificantly favored the bilingual group, leading Kaufman to conclude,
"These findings suggest that there was some evidence of positive transfer
of learning from instruction in reading Spanish to reading ability in
English at school B.” Altogether, Kaufman found a significant difference
on two of nine tests he performed. :

Strengths

Kaufman used random assignment in his study makirg it one of the six
true experiments in the literature. He also used analysis of covariance
to control for preexisting differences in verbal IQ, nonverbal IQ, age,
and English pretest score.

Discussion

By analyzing the two schools separately, Kaufman partially lost the ad-
vantages of random assignment because school differences are confounded
with the treacment. If the bilingual students at school B had an unusually
effective teacher, Kaufman's results would be expected. Kaufman should
have combined the data from the two schools in his analysis and tested for




school and teacher effects. We can only approximate such tests using

data from the article. In school B, the difference betwmen the bilingual
and control means was 0.39. That difference is reduced to 0.18 for the
combired weighted means of both schools A and B. We cannot say whether
this lower difference is significant because sampla size is increased. The
large reduction in the mean suggests that the difference Raufman found
between the bilingual and control groups in school B was due to something ° -
other than the effect of the program. On the other hacd, the school B
results could be indicative of the program effect while achool A results
could be due to an umusually poor teacher. The voint is that something
other thar a program effect was at work, so caution must be exercised in

drawing conclusions from the study.

Raufman had lougitudinal data measuring word meanirg, paragraph aceaning,
and total score means for English reading. Since studsnts in school A wers
pos:tested three times and students in school B were posttested twice for
these 3 measures, Kaufman could have examined the hypothesis that, if the
program h:d an effect, the difference berween the bilingwal and control
groups wiuld increase over time. We have computed these differences for

Kaufnmai's three vasures:

TABLE 2-3. DIFFERENCES I¥ TEST SCORE MEANS (KAUFMAN, 1968)

School A . School B .
K Test Word Paragraph Word Paragraph A

Point  Meaning Meaning Total Mearing Meaning Total N B

i -.0195 .1169 .903 .3933 2772 J3422 78 49
2 .1143 .0328 .0747 .0290 .3032 1430 72 45
3 02152 1128 .1542 NA NA NA 50 MA

There is no luprovement over time for school A when the bilingual and
control groups are compared. School B shows improvement in the bilingual
class on the first posttest for word meaning. The total mean shows improvement
but is really again measuring-the effect of word meaning scores. The second
posttest showed no significant improvement.

_ Interestingly, school A had the most Spanish instruction and showed no
English reading improvement. However, school B had one period less
Spanish instruction and showed significant gains. This, again, suggests
that something other than bilingual instruction accounted for the achievement

differsnces in school B.




Name of Study : An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of
Selected Experimental Bilingual EZducation
Programs in Connecticut

Author and Date :  Zirkel (1972)

Location Cmmamu(kﬁgmn,hn&m,hwknum
New London)

Treatment Group i Grade 1l: 73 Puerto Rican children; grades
2 and 3: 53 Puerto Rican children

Comparison/Control Group Grade 1l: 73 Puerto Rican children in a regular
English curriculum; grades 2 and 3: 76 Puerto
Rican children in a regular English curriculum
with ESL

Buration 1 year
Ages Grades 1-3

Type of Program : Transitional-bilingual education

Descrigtion

Zirkel (1972) looked at three variations of bilirgual programs in four
towas. The author points out that in some cases what was termed a "bilin~-
gual® class in one location was indistirguishable from what had bean indi-
cated a8 a “control” class in another area. The author characterized these
variatiocs as (1) the bilirgual education model and (2) the quasi-bilirgual
model. The children involved in the study were “economically disadvantaged™
Puerto Ricans. The use of Ll in the classroom varied considerably in the
schools included in the study, ranging from 10 to 150+ minutes daily.

Adjusted posttest means in both English and Spanish reading were analyzed
by five tests. There was only one significant difference favoring the
bilingual program in English (ard one in Spanish for the same group of
students). This difference occurred in grades 2 and 3, which had the most
English instruction. The analysis of quasi-bilipgual models disclosed
nousignificant differences between the experimental and control groups in
azhievemant out:oues,

Strengths

To partially control for the effects of nonrandém selection, Zirkel
matched the experimental and comparison groups for age, sex, and socio-
economic status by eliminating scudents from the study until group level
usatching was attained. Analysis of covariance controlled for precest
and nonverbal IQ.




Discussion

Bilirgual teachers in grades 2 apd 3 were more qualified than firsc-

grade teachers. Therefore, teacher differences probably had a significant
impact on the higher level of student achievement in grades 2 ard 3.




Name of Study : An Evaluation of Title VII 3ilingual/Bicultural
Program, 1977-1978 School Year, Pinal Report

Authors and Date : Ames aod Bicks (1978)
Location ¢ Brooklyn, New York

Treatment Gzoup

212 Spanish-speaking and Creole~French-
speaking children in bilingual acd ESL classes

Comparison/Control Group: 457 Spanigh-speaking and Creole~French=-

speaking children in regular EZnglish curriculum
with some ESL pullout

Duration : 9 months
Ages : Grades 1-9 :
< Type of Program : Transitional bilipngual education, English as a
second language ]
- Description

Anes ard Bicks (1978) present an interssting study of a bilingual program
in New York City. Participants in the program were Spanish speakers and
Creole French speakars who scored below the 20th percentile on :ue English
Language Assessment Battary developed by tha New York City Board of Educa-
tion. The comparison group was composed of studencs with non~Euglish-
language backgrounds in schools where’the bilingual population was not
large enough to justify a full bilingual progTam, but where the same
English-language instruction was given on a pullout basis as was done in
the schools with bilingual programs. The bilingual and pullout groups of
students received 3 to 5 hours of English ipstruction a week. It appears
the ESL group had more English iastruction than the other two groups.

- The size of the bilingual and ESL classes was less than 25 students.
All teachers were fluent bilirguals, Some of the teachers used individu=-
i alized instruction, while others chose “traditional” styles of teaching.
A comparison of the bilirgual versus ESL versus pullout groups in English
reading showed significance. Although the bilingual and pullout groups
had equal gains, the ESL group had the largest g ‘n.

The authors conclude:

Since the ¢ime spent in intensive study in English was
the same in both the bilingual and pullout groups, it was
understandable that achievement in reading Engli-h was
not siguiilcactly different. In math, however,...the
results...indicaced that those students who received
instruction in the native language achieved higher scores
in math than tlose whose instruction was given in Erglish.




. Strengths

Analysis of covariance was used by Ames and 3icks to adjust for pre-
existing differences due to unonrandom azsignment., The mathod of selecting
the comparison group was very well devised and inspires more confidence in
the equivalence of the treatment and control groups than is usually the
c‘u.

Discussion

The ESL group is never fuil descrived in the report. We are never sure
how much English instzuction they received. However, on the reading test
the ESL students showed gains 50 percent higher than either the bilingual
or pullout jtudents. The authors present an insignificant F-test for bi-
‘lingual versus pullout, but, unfortunately, no separate test of ESL varsus
either of the other two program types was given. In math the pullout
group gained 49 percent of the bilingual group's gain, but the ESL group
achieved 30 percent of the bilingual group's g3in. Again, no paired tests
involvipg ESL were givern. Because no tests of ESL other than the overall
F-test were given, sad because we are unsure whether the authors used
adjusted or raw meaas, it is unclear whether the ESL program nsy have bzen
equal or superior to rhy bilingual progran.

Another problem with the analysis is that the 14.ingual versus pullous
test was apparently a two-variable analysis of covariance done after the
three-variable test. This is not the preferrsd way of testing differences
between pairs of means after f/nding a2 significant F-test in the ommibus
test,

The study may also be confounded by teacher differences, as some teachers
employed individualized instruction and others employed traditional methods.
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Name of Study : Iloilo I and Rizal

Authors and Date : Ramns, Aguilar, and Sibayan (1967)
Location : The Philippizes
Treatment Groun : Iloilo: 232 students instructed in Hiligayuon

and chen English; Rizal: data unavailable

Comparison/Control Group : Iloilo: 301 students ipsctructed in English;
Rizal: data unavailable

Duration : Iloilo: 6 years; Rizal: 5 years
Ages ¢ Iloilo: Grades 1-6; Rizal: Grades 1-S

Iype of Program ¢ Transitional bilingual education/immersion

Engle (1975) choroughly described a 20-year study of instruccion in the
first language in the Philippines, which we quote here. We have divided
her description into sections for claricy.

Hoilo T and Rizal (Ramos et al., 1967). The Philippine
studies referred to by these place names rejresent two
carefully designed studies executed between 1948 and 1967.
In some respects, the results conflict with each other,
and one can begin to understand come of the factors only
by examining the differences between the two [and] then inte-
grating the findings. The language situacion in the
Philippines is complex; there are many vernacular lan-
guages. Tagalog (or Pilipino) is the national language,
and the government would like to encourage English in the
elementary schools as an additional national language.

Description: (Iloilo I)

The original Iloilo experiment was conducted in an area of
the Philippines that speaks Hiligaynon as its mother tongue.,
The Iloilo I study was designed to analyze the efrects of
initial instruction in the vernacular on the eventuzl
learnirg of the curriculum in English.

The study was statistically well designed, The experi- .
mental group received instruction in the vernmacular for
grades | and 2, and in English in grades 3 through 6. The
shift was abrupt. The controls were gliven all inscruction
in English from grades 1 through 6. Instructional mate=-
rials were identical throughout, with the exception chat
the first and second grade experimental materials were
translated from English into Hiligaynon. Assessment of
abilities and achievemen: occurred before grade l, and
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afcer each grade through grade 6. Assessment in grades 1
and 2 was in the vermacular for the experimental group, and
in English for the consrols. All of the assessment was in
English for the 3rd chrough sch grades. Tests of reading,
arithmecic problems, understanding social studies, and
learning language skills were given at each grade.

At cthe beginning of the project the sample included 1,lo4
controls aud 758 experimentals. When the experimencals

were matched wich controls, che sample size decreased to

188 experimentals and 189 controls; Unfortunately, the
attricion rate was very high; by the end of the 6ch grade,
ouly 28 percent of the sample remained. Reports of the

accual numbers differ, - The report of the 6th grade evaluation
indicaces chat 232 E's and 301 C's remained in the study.

Of these, 82 weres matched.

The mechods employed for second larguage teachirg were dif-
ferent from the standard methods. The new method was based
on language patterning and drills, emphasizing both structure
and sound relationships. Teachers were given training in
teaching in HAiligaynon and in teaching Eaglish as a second
language.

At cthe end of the first year of the study, the experimentcal
group was significantly higher on reading (in the language

of instruction) and social studies. The differences in
arichmetic were not significant. At the end of the fourth
year (two years of instruction in Engiish for the experimental
8roup, four for the control), a nonsignificant superiority

in the control group was fuund for reading and arithmetic,

and a significant superiority was demonstrated for larguage.
The experimental group had a slight superioricy inm social
studies,

Strengths: Iloilo I

The sanple consisted of fourteen elementary schools equated
for SES, teacher quality, the principal's qualifications,
and supervisors. Experimental teachers were generally of
higher SES than controls. CcChildren were further equated
on the Philippines Mental Ability Test, chromological age,
and school attendance.

Discussion: Iloilo I

The confusion with which the project is reported and quoted
is ex-mplified in a comment by Venezky (1970) who reviewed
the scudy. He reports that an independent investigation

of the fourth-year results by the Director of Public Schools
showed significant superior performance by the controls on
all cests, including social studies. Venezky includes ro
references. He alludes to the “"overenthusiasm" of the
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program's director for the native language approach as a con-
founding factor, and this observacion of enthusiasm is echoed

in the report by Ramos et al. (1967). Although one cannot
discard a study becguse the dirsctor believes in it, one can
suggest chat the Hawthorne eifect may be operatirg in a situa=-
tion where one group is seea as more exciting and more signifi-
cant than the other. No control group matched on “being studied”
was included, nor did the investigators seem aware of cthis
problem.

In the sixth year evaluation (with the reduced sample size),
the experimentals were superior to the controls in social
studies achievement cests and slightly higher in arithmetic
and reading tests. The controls scored slightly higher in
language.

A Personality Inventory was given at the end of grades 4, S,
and 6. Children in the experimental groups reported tchemselves
significantly higher on one of the 4 or 5 dimensions of that
test, chough the dimension varied from year to year.

The results of cthis study were widely accepted in the Philippines;
all children were then' given instructions in their vernacular for
the first two years of school, and in English for the remainder.
We feel that such an adoption of policy was premature, particu-
larly when the sample was so small, and when only one model had
been attempted. Ocher variations, such as introducing the second
lacguage in the first grade as a language of instruction, were
not mentioned.

The study suffers from a number of problems typical of many such
studies. The tests were inadequately validated in English and
then simply cranslated into the vernacular. Variables were not
isolated; a new mechod of instruction was cocfounded with the
basic hypothesis (differences in language of imstructioa). No
control for the Hawthorne effect was made; the children could
well have been achieving becazuse they felt special. The two
curricula in £irst and second grades were unequal since the
English materials were published and polished, whereas the
Hiligaynon lessons were on “rough dittos, often unclear.” The
level of knowledge of English on the part of the teachers is
recognized as extremely low. The high drop—out rate suggests
that che final sample is extremely select in terms of the
factors which permit a child to stay in school--probably related
to SES.

Even though severe criticisms can be raisad methodologically
about the interpretation of the study as a test of the reading
transfer and mode-of-instruction hypotheses, it does indicate
clearly that experimental children in this situation were not
hampered in achievement. If, that is, they were able to stay
in school for 6 years.




Description: Rizal

Screngths:

The Rizal écudy was designed to gather information as to

the most appropriate time to introduce reading in English
and English as a medium of inscruction, questions chat had
not been answered b' Iloilo I. Five groups were defined
according to the children's grade level at cthe introduction
of Englisgh for reading and as a agedium of inscruccion. -

F. B. Davies of Hunter College, New York, served as con-
sultant for chese two studies.

Grade in which English Grade in which English

is first used asg a reading begics

medium of instruction First Second
First Group 1
Thizd Group 2 Group 4
Fifcth Group 3 Group 5

Teachers received instruction on the teaching of English,
ard teachirg various subject matters in Eanglish. They
received no instruction in the teachirg of, or wich, the
vernacular (in chat location, Pilipino) and continued to
uge outdated material that had followed from the recommen=
dations made after the first Iloilo experiment.

The time at which reading in Znglish was introduced appar-
ently made little difference on an English language reading

-Cest.

To test the hypothesis concerning the medium of instruction,
three versions of all achievement tests were constructed:
Erglish, Pilipino, and bilingual. The resulcs suggested

that varylng the medium of instruction did nor hava a large
effect on basic skills. The ouly effects w ve on arithmetic
and language scores. Those who had been incroduced to English
most recently scored highest on the English arithmetic test.
Those who had used English as their medium of inscruction

the longest had the highest scores on the English language
tests in sixth grade.

Rizal

Schools were systematically selected, equatad on significant
variables, and carefully matched.

Discussion: Rizal

The authors argue that English competence is directly re-
lated to number of years studying English. Cae aight
therefore argue that if you want children to learn gnglish,
you should begin as soon as possible with English, siace
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it does not retard the other language and the children will
have learned English better. These results contradict the
findicgs of Iloilo I. However, on closer inspection a
third varilable might explain the discrepancy.

As noted previously, the teachers were not traimed in the
use of the vernacular in the Rizal study; all of their
raining was in the use of English. On the other hard,
the majority of the training in the firsc study was in the
usa of the vernacular for instruction. Thus a combinatiorn
of teacher training effects and Hawthorune effects zight ex-
plain the difference becween studies. Ramos et al. (1967)
themselves suggest such an explanation. A future direction,
then, could be an assessment of taachers'’ capabilities and
the sffects of teacher training on achievement in various
areas. However, neither of the Philippine studies conclu~-
sively indicates whe=her introducing reading in the first
language should be introduced as a language of instruction.

We conclude, as does Engle, that these studies do not clearly show con-
sistent superiority of either transitiounal bilirgual education or immer-
sion. Therefore, we classify the studies as a single study showirng no
difference becween bilingual education and alternatives.




Name of Study ¢ 4An Investigation of the Effects of-Background
Characteristics and Spactal Language Service
on the Reading Acihiievement and Zaglish
Fluency,of’Biiiiéual Schools

Author and Date ¢ Macthews (1979)

Location : Seattle, Washington

ITreatment Grous : 383 language-minority students in bilingual
and ESL programs

Comparison/Control Group : 1,011 language-ninority scudents in a regular
English curriculum

Duration : 9 months

Ages ! Grades 2, 4, 6, and §

Type of Program ! Transitional bilingual education,
English as a second language

.

Descrigcion

Macchews (1979) analyzed the differences between all language~minority
children in the Seattle special language service bilingual program and all
language-minority children ot in the program. Special language services
included English as a second language and/or bilingual instruction. The
largest number of children with a non-zZnglish~speaking tackground wers
Chinese, with Philippine, Korean, Spanish, Japanese, Samoan, Vietnamese,
and other ethnic groups represented as well.

The exact nature of the program Matthews examined is unclear, being re-~
ferred to as “"Special language services,” which was defined as including
"English as a second language...and/or bilingual instruction in required
Subject matter: mathematics, science, health, social studies, language
arts.” However, the program was established under a Lau compliance agreement
calling for TBE wherever practicable.

Macchews presents data on all language-minority students rested in
grades 2, 4, 6, and 8 in the Seactle schools in the spring of 1979. The
following control variables were used in the analysis: previous test scores
from fall 1978 for grades 2, 6, and 8; the five-point Lay scale of English
fluency; echnic background; and free lunch (a proxy for family socioeconomic
status). A ctheoretical model relating che control variables to each other
and to achievement was developed. The components of the model were tested
by partial gamma coefficients and x2, a procedure somewhat similar to
log linear modeling. About one-third of all bilingual scudents received
bilingual services, with 56 percent of the studencs scoring in che lowest
three stanines being served. Thus, approximately equal numbers of low
scoring students were in the treatment and control conditions, which is
very desirable from the Perspective of the analysis.
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The effect of TBE on achievement was rascad by hulding fluency, language
background, income, and grade constant, forming 64 contrasts. There were
six significant coefficients, all indicating loyer achievement on the MAT
total reading score (English) for students in the progranm.

In a second analysis Matthews examined gain from fall 1978 to spring
1979 (1 year of school) and found no difference between the prope +=ious

of students gaining against the norm in the treatment and control groups.
Macchews scates:

-+.served scudents tend to score lower than not served Studerts
even when background variables such a fluency and previous
achievement are held constant. In addicion, the served and not
served students tend to improve their reading percentile scores
in similar proportions (cius students who are not carved progress
in English reading skills as rapidly as those who are served).

With a larger rumber of students, Matthews was able to carry out an
analysis that has a number of advantages over the more usual ap proach
using analysis of covariance. By using nonparametric statiscics, the
analysis avoids having to make a number of problematic assumptions about
the nature of the underlyicg discribucion and about the mecric that are
necessary in a parametric analyses. The one clear advantage parametric
wethods have, their greatar power in detecting a difference, is not
necessarily a problem here since the use of less poverful tests makes
the analysis more conservative. Matchews may have overlooked a small
true effect by using less powerful cests, but if so, the magnitude of
the effect would be so small as to have little practical valre.

Discussion

The generalizability of Matchews' findings is limited primarily by the
> restriction to one school district and by the relatively low proportion
of Hispanic students in the school (only 9 percent of che language-minority
students were Spanish speaking). An occasional problem is that, ever with
the large number of students, some of the 64 cells in the tests table con-_

taic so few students that the X2 cest may not be accurate (a point Matthews
recognizea).

It is worth repeating Matthews' fipal statement because -+t reminds us
of the limits ulcimately imposed on all the nonexperimental evaluations
discussed here:

Given the limitations of the current data base, it {is
impossible to determine with any confidence whecher
the results are a reflection of the effects of service
or whether they msrely reaflect current implementacion
practices,




Name of Study : An Evaluation of Scme Cognitive and
Affective Aspects of a Spanish-English
Bilingual Education Progran

Author and Date ¢ Skoazylas (1972)

Location * A community in northera California

Treatment Group : 25 Ticle VII students (Anglos and Mexicap-
Americans)

Comparison/Control Group 22 Anglos and Mexican-Americans in a regular

English curriculum

Duration : 9 months
Ages : Grade 1
Type of Program ¢ Transitional bilingual education

Descrigtion

Skoczylas (1972) reports on a Title VII bilingual program for children
in first grade. The bilingual education class and che comparison class

children who had been in the bilingual kindergarten. Parencs were given
the option of enrolling their children ia one program or another.

Skoczylas conducted a parent survey and extensive pretesting to see how
the comparison and pProgram groups might have differed on the relevant vari-
ables of age, IQ, home educational environment, school attendance, paren:zs'
educational background, language development, and sex. The two groups Jif-
fered significantly on three of the background variables. The background
variables were used a5 covariants in che analysis. This analysis is one

Spanish performance of the program 8roup was becter, but math performance
was worse. Skoczylas' study was limited to the firs: grade, so blaake:
8eneralizaticns to all grades are not justified.
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Sctrengths

The author collected extensive background information from the pazants,
tested for initial equivalence of the groups, and used analysis of covar-
iance to adjust for inicial differerces.

Discussion

Skoczylas (1972) found no difference between program and comparison
first-grade students in Spanish listening comprehersion and English skills.
The program students performed significancly better in Spanish~speaking
skills and significancly worse in math.

We paraphrase NIE's (198l) evaluation of the Skoczylas study, highlighc-
ing cheir critieisms:

Skoczylas' listening comprehension test (one of two tests of English
used) consisted of 11 yes/no responses to quest’'sns about 4 brief para-
graph. Thus, a child coyld be expected to get 4 to 7 correct responses by
chance. On the Spanish version of this comprehension test, the mean pre=-
tést score for the control group was 2.2, well below what would be pre-
dicted even by chance response to the test., 3y posttest time at the and
of the year, this raw mean climbed to 4.8, essentially moving into che
range of chance response, (For the experimental group, raw group mean
scores were 6.0 and 8.0 for pre- and posttest.) The experimencal group
was rated 48 parcent Spanish-dominant or Spanish~monolingual; 23 percent
of the members of the control group were in these categories. This, along
victh the hom2 language usage data, seriously calls in question just how
bilingual the children in the control group were. The analysis of co-
variance did not adjust for language use in the home.

The children in the experimental program were gsuperior in the pretast
to the children in the concrol group on three of the four measures of
' language use, including both measures of Spanish use and one measure of
Ecglish ise (che other English measure showed no sigrificant difference).
This difference in groups is important wher one considers that the child-
ren in the experimental group had gone through a year of bilingual ig-
struction in kindergarten, while the children in the other treatment had
goce through regular kindergarten. This pretest is in some sense a com-
mentary on the effects of the bilingual kindergarten program. It is in
large part the superior performance of the children who had been in the
bilingual kizdergarten that forces the use of analysis of covariance io
the sctudy.

All the children in both groups took the math test in English. Half
the children in the experimental bilingual program had had math instruccion
only in Spanish, with no prior math instruction in Eaglish. Thus, chese
children may have encountered the technical terminology of math concepts
in English for the first cime on the posttest.

There was no pretest in math, only a posttest, Nocetheless, the avaly-
sis of covariance had the effect of depressing che math scoras of the
children in the experimental bilingual program and increasing the scares
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of che children in the control group, because it was compencating for the
superior language performance of the experimental children on the chree
language measures in the pretest, There are insufficient data presentad
to determine if the groups would continue to be significantly different
if actual scores, rather than adjusted scores, had been used.




Name of Study ¢ An Effectiveress Study of English as a
Second Language (ESL) and Chinase
Bilingual Methods

Author and Date ¢ Lum (1971)

Location ¢ San Francisco, California

Treatment Group . ¢ 35 monolirgual Chinese studects in a
bilinrgual class

Comparison/Control Group : 20 monolingual Chiinese sctudents in an
ESL class

Duration ¢ 9 months

Ages ! Grade 1

Type of Program : Transitional bilingual education, English

as a second language

Descrigcion

Lum (1971) compared a program of Erglish as a second language with
tracsitional bilingual education. The students were 53 monolircgual
Chinese-speaking first graders in San Francisco. Chinese language arts
were taught in the TBE schools but not in the ESL schools. Although a
lictle Chinese was used in the ESL program for content-area iastrucction,
mich more was spoken in the T3E schools. Use of Chinese in both schools
dacliced over the school year, becoming very minimal by the end of the ESL
school year. English language zrts icscructiorn was given through ESL pro-~
cedures in both schools, but the ESL-only schools averaged 30 percenct
more time each day in ESL instruccion. .

All cthe teachers involved in the study were Chizese. The bilingual
- classes were tean taught, so that one of the two teachers was expert in
Chinese. The ESL classes had only one teacher per classroom.

Assignment to the treatments was rather complex. First, students were
screened by self-report, teacher Jjudgments, and the Hoffman Bilingual Scale
to identify only monolingual Chinese-speaking scudents for the study. Scu-
dents who lived in one area were randomly assigned to one ZSL and two TBE
schools. Studerts living in a second attendance area were all assigned to
an ESL school. There were 35 bilingual and 20 ESL students, with two ESL
and three TBE classes, In reviewicg the assignment process Lum concluded
that “subjects seemed matched through pretestirg and randomization by area
of residence.”

Lum measured oral proficiency in English using ratings of tape-recorded
responses -to teacher-administered stimulus pictures. Apparently, the
plctures and rating method wera taken from standard procedures described
in che literature, although Lum's wording implies they were modified.




Only one person did the scoring of the tapes. In general, free-response
scoring systems are best done by multiple raters in order to achieve ac-
ceptable levels of reliability.

The students' respooses to the pictures were rated on five scales:
length ~c response, length of the five longest responses, number of dif-
ferent words used, scructural complexity, and grammar. There were no
differences between the groups on the last two items. On the first thrae
measures, the Fnglish as a second larguage students significantly outper-
formed the tracsitional bilingual education students. Lum converted the
scores Lo age norms and found that the TBE 3cudents were, in the first
grade, functioning in Erglish at a level equivalent to native English~
speakirg 3- and 4-year-olds. ESL students were performing at a level
equivalent to native 3.6~ to 4,.6-year-olds.

Lum reported that, in che free-response situation, students tended to
Teply in cthe language most used by the teacher. That is, the more English
9as used in the classroom, the more English the students used in their re-
plies. Mo data or analysis on this point are provided, however.

Lem looked at differences between classes within each instructional
mechod on each of the five measures. There were no significant diffe=-
rences amorg the three TBE classes on any of the five variables. There
“as one significant difference between the two ESL classes on one of the
five variables, 1In general, then, there seems to be little problem wich
Lum’s data due to either conrandom assigument selection bias or teacher
effects (except in 1 out of 10 comparisons). Nevertheless, it Would have
been desirable if the author had taken more extensive steps €o introduce
additional statistical controls for these effects.

Lum also obtained student self-reports of use of first language outside
the school. English performance was negatively related to use of L} ouc-
side the school and use of Ll nsutside the school was positively related to
beirg in a transitional bilingual education class.

Screng:hs

The project was restricted to monolizgual Chinese speakers. There was
a ccaparison of two types of instruction. Since most of the students were
racdouly assigned, the project was almosct a true experiment., Extensive
Deasures were used.

Discussion

Lum’'s categories are somewhat misleading since the ZSL classes used
Chinese in their subject areas, although to a lesser degree than the TBE
classes. The generalizability of Lum's, findings is limited for several
reasons: che absence of measures of literacy and writieg, a small sample
composed of one grade in one school district, the unknown reliabilicy of
the zethod, and the young age of the students. However, the following
corclusions are suggested by his study:
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o English performance is a funerion of exposur. %o English.

© Znglish as 2 second language alone (with the lizited use of Ll)
was superior to a program of biliagual education plus Zaglish as a
second language.

Lum's study did not present any data on learning in nonlanguage subjects.
Some proponents of transitional bilingual education argue that instruection
in L1 is cricical in this area. Therefore, Lun's findings apply only to

" learning te speak English.
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Name of Study : Models of Bilirgual Educatior: Comparisons
) of Effectiveness

Authors and Date : Moore and Parr (197 .)
Location . ¢ Small, rural towa in West Texas
Treatament Group ¢ 130 Spanish-domirant students with

limited Englist proficiency

Comparison/Control Group : 77 English-dominant students

Duration : 9 months

Ages ¢ Grades -2

Type of Program : Variations of fransitional bilingual
education

ggscrigcion

Moore and Parr (1978) scudied 130 language-minority and 77 Erglish-
dominant studencs in grades K chrough 2 i.. four schools ia a Tizle VII
project. Four types of programs were represented: maintenance bilingual
education, transicinaal bilingual education, minimal bilingual educatior
(oot more chan "2 minuces a day of formal Spanish instruction), and non~
bilingual (all-tuglish) classes.

The school district was located in a small, rural commuaity {z West
Texas where Spanish is the home language of roughly one-third of the
students. Thirty percent of the students were from low-iacome familias
and many families were highly mobile because of seasonal work.

foore ard Parr summarize their resulcs:

Non-bilingual classes scored significantly higher than
bilingual classes on measuras of readicg and larguage
achievement in English. Because students were pot

rardonly assigned to treatment gToups, these results

should be viewed with cautiou. Covariance was used to
attempt to correct for pretest differences, but covariance
systematically underadjusrs for initial diffsrencas between
groups.,

In addition, there were co differences among the groups on the math
scale of the CTBS. Additional analysis by the authors f.u._’ that sex acd

an unspecified raticg of teacher competeuce had sdignificant effects on
some of the mneasures.




Strengths

An analysis of covariance using socioeconcaic status, langeage domi-
nance, teachers, tsacher competencs Tating, ailde competence, and school
was employed. Thus, this study has better stacistical control than many
studies having noarandom assigoment,

Discussion

There are some problems with Moore and Parc’'s analysis. Sex diiferences
and levels of teacher competency should. have been controlled. It is sur=~
prisirg, however, that classes with teachers rated as less competent gen-
arally had better results.
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Name of Study ¢ Acadiana Bilingual Bicultural Zducation

?rogram: Izterim Evaluation Reporz 1978-79

Author and Date ¢ McSpadden (1979)
Location ¢ Lafayette, Louisiana

Y
Treatment Group : 142 Ticle VII sctudents (blacks and’ whites)

Comparison/Control Group : $4 sctudents (blacks and whices)

Duration : 9 mouths
Ages ¢ Grades K and 1
Type of Program ¢ 7 -rpsitional bilingual education

Descrigcion

McSpadden (1979) reported on the first year of a French-Znglish Title
VII program in Louisiana where the project included both public and
parochial school participants and controls in kiragergarcen and first
grade. About 37 percen:t of instruction was in French in language arrs,
math, ard social sciences. A bilingual specialisc, associate teachers,
and aides taught the Frenzh portion of the curriculum while regular
classroom reachers in the bilingual classes taught only in English. The
regular teachers performed support activities during the French instructiorn.

The methed che school ysed te select the participant and control groups
{s not given, but analysis of covariance was used to adjust precest diffar-
ences. Oun a locally developed French language test of French skills, math,
and social sciences, program participants had significantly greacer gairns
over the school year than did nonparticipants.

On a standardized achievement test in English, there was no difference
in che perfommance of the two groups ou any of the various language 3kill
subscales or on the math portion.

Screngchs

McSpadden employed analysis of covariance to adjust for pretest differ-
ences, and his sample size +as fairly large.

Discussion
~==2tgss:0n

The program improved LI performance with no detrimental effect on English
perforzance. On the other hand, there were no gains in che students' per-
formance in English as a resulc of daily instruccion in LI ({.e., no
facilicaction effect). Therafore, since the criterion used for the present
paper is one of improved performance ia English or other subje.t matter,

#e conclude that the McSpadden study found transitional bilinggal education
to be ineffective, subject to the following limitacions:
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0 It could take more than 1 year for the facilitating effact to
Qccur.,

o Thera are no data presented to show that students in the program
were language-limited. Instead of being a language-minority
group struggling to learn English, they could basically be an
English-speaking group learning a second language (French),

0 The facilitation effact is generally discussed in teras of
liceracy, not oral proficiency measured in young children.
First-grade studants are just beginning to learn reading and
writing skills. The facilitation effect would not yet de
applicable,

o The generalizahility of the results is limicted since che study
deals only with kindargarten and first grade.




Name of Study : Acadiana Bilirgual Bicultural Education
Program: Interim Zvaluation Report 1973%-§0

Author and Date ¢ McSpadden (1980)

Location : Lafayette, Louisiana

Treatment Group : 203 Ticle VII students (black and whitze)
Comparison/Control Group : . 60 studeacs (black and whita)

Duration : 9 months

Ages : Grades K-2

Type of Program : Transitional billngual aducation

Descripcion

McSpadden (1980) contimued the evaluation of the Lafayette bilingual
program into the next year of operation. One additional grade was added
to the program, which now included kindergarten through seccnd grade.
This report does not compare the tresatment group and comparison group
for progress in LI.

Using the same analysis as the year before (McSoaddex, 1979), the study
compared Znglish progress of the comparison and project students and found
the following:

o There wera no differences in kirdergarten;

O Project (transitional oilingual education) students in grade |
had significantly lower rotal reading scores chan the comparison
students; and

0 Project students in grade 2 showed significantly poorer periormance
on word knowledge and math subtests.

Screngchs

The author used a large <zmple size, longitudinal data, adjustment for
pretest differences, and analysis of covariance.

Discussion

Alchough che results are subject to the same limitations discussed pre-
viously conce:ningQMcSpadden's 1979 report, they strengthen the interpreta-~
tion that the program is not effeccive in developing skills iz Erglish and
math. To the extent that grade 2 participants have not been replaced by
student turnover, the grade 2 students represent a longitudinal cohor:
that has received 25 to 30 percent of all its math imstruction over 3 years
to LI. Alcthough chese students performed the same as the comparison group
during the first year, an additiona. year shows rhey are beginning to fall
behird, .
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Name of Study : Do Bilingual Education Programs Inhibit
English Language Achiasvement? a4 Reporz on
an Illinois Experiment

Authors and Date : 3Balasubramonian, Seeley, and De WefZer (1973)
Location : Illivois (excluding Chicago)
Treatzent Group : 213 Spanish~speaking children in a tTansitionay

bilingual educatioa program

Comparison/Control Group : 104 Spanish-speaking children in an English
as a second language program

Curacion : 5 months
Ages ¢ Grades K-3
Tvpe of Program : Transitional bilingual education, Zaglish

as a second language

Descrigciou

Balasubramonian et al. (1973) compared 213 scudents in a bilingual pro-
gram in 15 schools in Illinois with 104 Spanish-gpeaking children in EoL-only
classes. The students were in kindergarten through grade 3.

ALl 317 children recaived instruction in English language arts as a
regular part of the curriculum and an additional 30 vo 40 minutes daily
in special English as a second language instruccion. It appears that tke
bilingual program consisted of one-half day in che tradictional curriculum
and one-half{ day in the bilingual program. Znglish as a second language
¥as part of the bilingual component. Thus, the bilingual program children
were exposed to approximately 25 percent less Eaglish during the school
day than were children who wera taught English as a secon! language in
the traditional curriculum.

The authors note that the rate of atcricion was the same for che two
groups over the school year and present a lengthy discussion of zhe appli-
cation to cheir analysis of Campbell and Stanley's (1963) threats to in-
ternal and external validity. No differences in gnglish~language perform-
ance were found between the =S and bilingual-plus-zSL groups, leading the
authors to conclude that the bilingual program was a success since the
students improvad their L] skills (although no evidence on this poiat is
presentad in the paper) at no cost to theiz English performance.

Screngths

The s:zudy usad a large sample size from several schools comparing :wo
types of instruction. an analysis of covariance was run to control for
aonrandom assignment. In addition, the authors examined pretest diZfarences
and found a siguificant pretest difference occurred in one of the three
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grades studied. Recognizing the possibility that che analysis of covariance
underadjusted pracest differencas, the authors crsss-validated the analvs:yg
with a partial correlation analysis and used verbal and aonvarbal IQ scores
as an additional covariate for the students in grades 2 and 3.

Discussion

Given our criterion of inproved per<n:yance in Znglish skills, we do not
find evidence for the success of transit: nal bilingual education in this
study. No data were presented on Erogress {n nonlanguage subjecrts. The
supposed facilitation effecz from learning Spanish (L1) to learning English
did not occur, since the comparison group did just as well in gEnglisa. How-
aver, since students were tested over only 1 schoal year, it may be that notc
edough time was allowed for the facilitation effect to become manifesc, Al-
ternatively, it may be that the facilization effect in bilingual education
leads to better English performance than would be found in a submersion pro~
gram, but that ESL works even betrer ind has a greater facilirationm efface
than the bilingual program.

Finally, the authors presented no information on how che instruczional

programs varied across schiools. Systenatic differences hera could alter
che perception of program outcome,
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Name of Scudy ¢ 3ilingual Zducatioa ia San Juan Councy,

Urtah: A Cross-Culzyral Zaphasis

Author and Dace ¢ Cotetzell (1971
Location : San Juan County, Ucah
Iresatment Group ¢ X: 38 Yavajo and Anglo students; grade 1l: 33

Navajo and aAnglo students

Comparisca/Cont=ol Grouo : X: 4§ Navajo and Anglo studencs; grade 1l: 33
~Navajo and Anglo scudencs

Duraction / : 9 monthg

as ! 5-7 years old (grades X-1)
4ges

Iype of Program ¢ Transitional bilingual education

Description
AL 1AL LU

Coctrell (1971) evaluaced a bilingual program for Navajo students ina
Utah which also contained Anglo students. Data from an unspecified source
were given to show the low level of English usage in the home-. of the
Navajo students. Navajo college sctudents were hired =5 form bilingual in-
Struction teams with certified (aon=Navajo) teachers. Navajo language was
used to teach subjec: matcer and a Yavajo history and culcural progranm,
Znglish was caught through ar Znglish as a second language approach.

The comparison group was formed <rom Javajo students in the neighboring
school district. Coccrell notes that Navajo students in :the comparison
school district had more exposure to Znglish-speaking children ourside
school hours and that the comparison school students had nistorically ouc-
perforaed students in the project schools.

Project students and comparison students showed no differences in oral
English skills or in MAT scores.

Screngchs

The auchor used analysis of covariance to adiust for preexiscing dis-
farences between the treatment and comparison groups due to aonrandom
selection.

Discussion

Since students from the comparison schools were bistorically known to
oucperform students from the project schools, the program effeact was
probably underestimated by che analysis of coviriance. Furchermore,
Cottrell did not separate program effects on Anglos from those on Indians.
These two groups were differentially distribuced ia zhe study:
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Navaijo Anglo
davajo  aAnglo

Treatmenc . 76
Control 54 47

The table above shows a significant diifersnce in rhe proportions of Anglos
and Indians in che groups, However,

Cotcrall's analysis of covariance does
10t seem Lo taka into comsideraCion this igporzant fac:z.
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Name of Study : The Zffects of an Ernglish-Spanish Primary-
Grade Reading Program on Second and Third
Grade Students

Author and Date ¢ Huzar (1973)

Location : Perth Amboy, New Jersey

Treatment Group : 84 randomly assigned Puerto Rican studernts
Comparison/Control Group : 76 randomly assigned puerzo Rican students
Duration : 2 to 3 years

Ages : Grades 2 and 3

Type of Program : Transitional bilingual education

Desc:igc{gg

“When the program was iniciated in 1963, the subjects were randomly
assigned to either bilingual or regular classes, which remzined intact
throughout che primary grades” (Huzar, 1973, p. 34). The Inter-america
Test was adminiscered in 1972 to 84 program students then in grades 2 and
3°(two classrooms each), acd to 76 control students (two classes aach of
grades 2 and 3). There were = {inictial differences between the two grovps
on the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test or on an IQ test administered to
the third grade. A posttest—only control group design (see Campbell ard
Stanley, 1973) was used, and the difference between the groups was tested
by the t-test. “The posttest-only control group desige is perhaps the
only setting for which the t-test is optimal” (Huzar, 1973, p. 40).

When the two bilingual classes' scores were averaged there were no dif-
ferences between the groups on cheir English reading skills. Wichip the
bilingual group in one grade, che class haring two bilingual teachers (one
for Spanish, one for English) performed significant’r better in English
reading skills chan the class having one bilingual ard one mono lingual
teacher, but in the other grade there was no difference.

A one=-way analysis of variance comparing scores by sex for treatment and
control classes was significant. Althouga the control boys had the lowest
average score of the four groups (treatment x sex), the Sheffee test for
pcst hoc contrasts was not significant. Thinking the Sherffee test was too
copservative, the author performed a t-test on the two groups of boys and
found the treatment boys scored significanrly higher than the cuncrol boys.




Nuaber of Soys

Grade Treatment Control
2 18 25
3 23 18

Strengths

The.mechodology zade use of longitudinal zreatzent and random assignment,

with tests for initial equivalence betwesn the groups. Teacher efiects
were examined to a degree.

Discussion

The implication that transitional bilingual aducation was differencially
effective for hoys and girls is probably not correect. 3oth grades ware

combined in the analysis and an inspection of che sample frame shows the
following: ,

There were more older boys in the treatment group than in the control group.
Siace older students would be expected to score higher, this distribution
across grades puts a disproportionately higher number of higher scoring
third-graders in the treatment group. Thevefore, the result shown in the
C-test comparison could indicate nothing more than the unequal discribucion
of boys across grades within the two groups,

The limitations on generalizing from the study are that {t covered a
limicted number of grades (two) in one school district, and a linited number
of subject content areas (one) in only one language group.




Jdape of Project : The Follow Througn Planned Variacion Zx~-
: rerizent, Volume 4-3

Author and Daca : Stebbins er al. (1977)

Location : 5 sites
e

Treatzenc Group : 492 follow through participants
(84Z not wnice or diack acthnicizy)

Comparison/Conzrol Gzouo : 568 regular zZnglish curriculuam students
. (18% not wnite or black ethnicizy)

Suration : 4 years
2=

Ages ¢ Grades k-3

Iype of Program : Transisional hilingual aducacion

Descripcion

The Follow Through (FT) experimenc covered 13 diffarent instrucrtional
models designed to liak and follow throagh on special praschool prograns
inco the early elemencary years. One of the 13 models~—SEDL--was a bal-
anced program of bilingual inscruction. Approxipately three-quarters of
the children yere Spanish-speaking. Dual language skills were stressed in
@OSC curriculum areas. In the bilingual classroom model, the English-
speaking children learned Spanisn and the Spanish-speakers learmned Eaglish.
The Follow Through evaluation covered 3 cohorts over 4 years (X-3). Eow-
ever, the analysis in volume IV of the report is the analyctical method
finally seccled on far the study and supersedes earlier. reports,

s

The analysis is very complex. Fifcteen outcome measures were used

and each was cested with ~ different statistical models at each sice.
The 10 zodels were various :ethods of adjusting for che effects of non-
random assignmenc. Backg.ound covariates included 4RAT pretest score,
first language, income, occupation, ethnic group, sex, age, between-site
characteristics, cype of preschool, mother’s education, and MAT score.

The basic analysis Strategy was to seek consistency among che sta-
tistical =nodels. Alchough each model introduced unique artifacts inco the
result, consistent findings across models are probably robust and can be
taken as evidence of true effects. The authors concluded:

The performance of FT children in this model on the various Teasures
of the outcome batzery varies considerably among sites. Cross cohort
comparisons also vary among sites. In general, FT children In chis
zodel perform as well en the cognicive conceptual skills cascs as they
do on the effective measures; overall, 12 percent of these msasures
have null effects. FT childran perforu somewhat differently in the
basic skills domaiz, where 20 percent of the effaccs are positive and
57 percent are null. Positive or null effects tend to be concencracac
wichin particular sites. This implies that che SEDL program has a
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wide range of effects by site, ranging from 100 percent positive
in Tulare in the basic skills domain) to 50 percent negative (in
Philadelphia, also in che pasic skills domain). Bock and
Stebbins (1977)

The SEDL program is one of but three American projects we found that
followed the sequence of first teaching lireracy in Ll before teaching L2
liceracy (SEDL, 1979). The program consists of a coordinated ¥-3 curricu-
lum ia keeping with the overall approach of Follow Through.

Strengths

The SEDL program had a fairly large sample distributed across several
sites, cohorts for replication, and an extensive battary of outcome mea-
sures. A very comrlex statiscical analysis was used, making this one of
the more powerful of the nonexperimental studies.
Discussion

The Tesults of the Abt (Stebbins et al., 1977) analysis are summar-
ized in table 2-2.

TABLE 2-4. SUMMARY OF FOLLOW THROUGH RESULTS - BILINGUAL PROGRAMS

Results (%)

Site Positive Neutral Negative
Philadelphia 0.67 88.3 v 11
Los Angeles 0 94 6
Tulare 51 49 0
St. Marcin 0 89 11
San Diego (Texas) 7 79 14
Total <11.9 79.5 8.3
ALl Follow Through 12.8 6§7.6 19.6

Source: Stebbins (1977), »p. 244, table A-4-2,

The table shows the proportion of positive, nejative, and neutral
findings from ‘150 analyses per site (15 outcome measures by 19 statistical
analytic models). The 13 Follow-Through models in general had little in-
pact in couparison to the regular school program. The SEDL program was,
for the most part, about as effective as regular schooling with 80 percent
of the tests showing no significant difference. Within the 5 SEDL sites,
one site (Tulare) stands out for its positive effects. It would not be
unreasonable to conclude that something happened at this one site that was
ef fective. However, it is by no means clear that the effect can be atcrin-
uted to bilingual education since the T3E program was alsc replicated ac:
four other sites where the Proportion of negative resuits is far greacer
than the proportion of positive results, We could find no indication ina
Stebbins et al. (1977), SEDL (1979), and 3o0ck and Scabbins (1977) of wav
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Tulare was so different from the ocher sitas, both within che SEDL aodel
and across all Follow Through models.

Ia addition o the unknown sice-speciiic confounding, :here are other
problams of confounded treatnents ia the Jata. as a follow Through Pro-
gram, SEDL also provided--

o Medical and dental servicas,

o JNutritional programs,

© Social gervicas,

o Guidance and psychological services,

o Iadividual and small group instruczion, andg

o Coordinated X~-3 curriculum.

The scope of the SEDL program can be appraciated by che program cos:s
vhich vare 5800 per pupil or 62 percent over and above the average pupil
cost. One could reasornably expec: to get improved performance through any
number of instructional methods if one was glven a budget increase of 62
percent. Given the budget available to SEDL (and to the other Follow

Through Programs), the questlon can be raised that since they had so auch
to worR with, why did so litzle resule?

Our iaterpretation of the data is that no Teasonably conviacing evi-
dence for the effectiveness of bilingual education is zo be Zound in che
data.




Name of Study : A Sociolirguisitic approach o 3ilingual

Education
Author and Date : A Cohen (1975)
Location : Redwood City, Californis
Treatmert Group ¢ 45 Mexicarn-American children in 3 cohorcs
Comrarison Group : &5 Mexican-American children in 3 cohorss
Duration : 2 year study of a 3-year progran
Ages ¢ Grades X-3
Type of Progranm ¢ Transitional bilip,.x) education

Description

The theory often put ferth justifying TBE stresses a sequence of ipitial
liceracy in L1 followed by che development of literacy in the secoad lan-
gauge. The Redwood City project is one of only three American studies
where it is clear the prescribed sequence ‘was followed. TWo prograa stu-
dents and 18 comparison students were recained during the years of the
study. Males were twice as frequent in che program as in the comparison
group. 8l percent of nrogram participants had parents who were born in
Mexico and 77 percent of the comparison group parents were born in Mexico.
Parental permission was required cof participants. 4n extensive battery of
tests were administered to measure language proficisecy, language use, azath,
academic aptitude, language actitudes, socioeconomic level, educatioral
environment of the home, and demographic {actors.

AlmostC half the comparison students were receiviag special assistance
through Title I (24 percent), ESL (18 percent), or tutoring (4 percent).

Across the three cohorts and the aultiple-test battery, 100 F-tests on
Zoglish proficiency were conducted. Of these 100 tests, l4 wvere signifi-
cant wich 1l showing superior p~rformance by the comparisor group and 3
favoring che bilingual prugram

Based on ratings by parents’acd observers and on studect reports, Cohen
reports “The bilingual project did promocte greater usa of Spanish...”
(Conen, 1975, p. 226).

One of the chree cchorts showed superiority for cthe program participants
in math and in gains in nonverbal IQ.

Cohen summarizes the fipdings as "Mexican—American children who were
taught the academic curriculum in Spacish and English for several years
appeared to be as proficient in most English larguage skills as comparable
Mexican-aAmerican children taught only ia English*” (Cone':, 1975, »n. 163).
"The Mexican-American children following the bilingual program performed as




well as, or better than, comparison chlldren on tests in a aonlanguage
sudbject mattar, namely mathematics” (Cohen, 1975, p. 236). "The Bilipgual
Project also had no apparsnt detrimental effect upon the academic aptitude
of the Mexican-dmerican children involved. In fact, that program seemad to
have enhanced academic aptitude in the case of che youngest group” (Cohen,
1975, p. 237). )

Strengths

The program is replicatad through three cohorts. Analysis of covariance
was used to adjust for the eifects of nonrandom selection, following testgs
for parallelism of the ragreassions and high wichin group correlations be-
tween pre-= and post scores. Longitudinal data and a large batzery of zests
covering IQ, English, Spanish, and @ath developments wers administered.

Discussien

The author interprets the rasulcs by emphasizing the point that lan-
guage minority children can develop their home language in school +without
worrying about ill effacts on English performance. However, Cohen began
with the argument that initial literacy in L1 would lead to better levels
of L2 skills. This hypothesis, which underliss the rationale for bilingual
education, was not supported by the data. Indeed, if anything the data
show some negative effect on Eaglish development.

From our perspective, we find the programs’ effect on English davelop-

ment to have been neutral to a lictle negative with mixed resulcs in
arithmecic.
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Nape of Study : Final Report of the Compton Unified
School Districss Ticle VIZ 3ilingual-
3icultural Project, September 1969
Through June 1975

Author and Date

o

Location ¢ Compton, California

Study Povulactions

o

213 students in a Tizle VII program

puration ¢ 1 year

Ages ¢ Grades 4 through §

Tyve of Program ¢ Transitional bilingual education
Dercription

This {s the final report on a 6-year Title VII project. The resulcs of
the first S-year evaluations are summarized in insufficient detail to per-
mit an assessment. The findings of the sixth evaluation year are presented
in considerable detail,

The Title VII project operated in one school ia two of three ¢lassrooms
at grades 4, 5, and 6. A variety of information is presented and the re-
port is noteworthy for the detail of program process ‘aformation provided.
Among the data presented are norm-refersnced analyses, analyses of gains
for participants with no comtrols provided, and grade-equivalent scores.
As discussed in chapter 1, we can maks lictle use of this data. However,
the anthor also presents an analysis of covariance of the Califoraia Test
of Basic Skills and its subtests for grades 4, 5, and 6. When averaged
across all three grades, the program effect was negative on all 9 component
scales of the CTBS. Looking at results across grades, there were & nega-
tive findings, and 5 that were no different in grade 4; 5 negative resul:s
and 4 chat were no different in grade 5; and 8 negative results and 1 that
was no different ac grade 6.

Additional dara are presented showing that students who have been in the
program 3 or zmore years score higher than students who have been in 2 or
fewer years. )

Screggchs

Stern employs some longitudinal analysis and adjustment for che effects
of nonrandom selection by analysis of covariance. The program she studied
had been operating long enough to become stabilized and involved a large
number of participants. ’
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Discussion
==3&05510n

Geperalization i{s limited by cthe fact that the study took place in only

one school and in three grades. To 3 degree, the results ars incoasiscant:

1f longer exposure to the program leads to better performanca, why did the
controls do becter? Theres are two interpretacions for this situation.
First, the analysis of covariance adjustaent may not have been able to
Overcome the severa selection bias that occurs when two-thirds of the scu-
dents are placed iacto the program. Therefore, the longirudinal analysis
is correct, Alternatively, so much cime is taksn away {rom practicing
Znglish when students first enter the program that scores are deprassed.
As time passes and more English is added to the curriculum (as is charac~
teristic of the T3E program), progress is noted. Nothing in the data en-
ables us to select betwaen these two altarnatives.

Finally, Stern notas that after § years of program operations, some
former participants were included in the comparison group. This situation
creates a bias against the program if che former participants had been
“graduated” from the program on the basis of improved performance. Un-
fortunately, Stern does not examine the possibility of such an affect's
havi 1g occurred.

G




Name of Study ! ESEA Tizle VII 3iliagual ?rogram

Author and Date ¢ Carstud and Curctis (1980)
Location ¢ Auscin, Texas
Treatment Group : Grade 4: 80 Title VII orogram students;

Grade 5: 92 Tizle VII prcgram students

Comoarison/Control Grour : All other Mexican-imerican students ia
school districe

Duracion t 5 Years
Ages ¢! Grades 4 and 5
Iype of Program ¢ Transitional bilingual education

Descrig:ion

Carstud and Curtis (1980) studied che change ia percentile scores frow
the first grade for studants iz a Spanish-Znglish bilingual program. They
ccmpared students who had been in the Austin, Texas, Title VII project for
4 to 5 years wita students never in the project and with all Hispanic sty-
dents in the district (see cable 2-3). A significant proportion of the
students (over one-half of the projeé: fourth graders and one-third of the
f£ifcth graders) were monolingual ia English, Many of the other students
were English-dominant scudents. Thus, the majority of students served by
the program wers either Znglish doainant or English-monolingual.

Comparison of gains for Project and nonproject students were carrted outg
by regression analysis with project :status and pratest score as prediczor
variables. A significant difference in favor of the p~oject was found in
math for students who had been in cﬁe project for S consecutive years, but
no differences were found for English or for both English and mach in
students who had been in the project continuously from grade }.

Strengths

Carsrud and Curtis carried out a longitudinal analysis with pretest ad-
Juscaent to correct for effects of nonrandow assignment.

Discussion

Although the longitudinal nature of the data i{s a plus, thers (s no
doubt chat chere was attrition over the & Lo 5 years covered by the study.
It would have been very desirab.e if the 2uthors had provided an analysis
of the effects of atcrition.

It is worch reproducing Carstud and Curtis' daca table (see table 2-3)
to illustrate che magnitude of the sroblem encountered ia teaching =any
language-aiaority students. Most Mexican-smerican students began school
3s
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&t the national nomm lavel.

Note that in 4 or 5 years the Mexican—

American students' performance has declined about 5 percentile points

wvhaether or not they were in the bilirgual program.

TABLE 2-5.

PERCENTILE SCORES OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS

1980 California Achievement Test First Grade 1980
Grade Scale Percentile Percentile  Change
4 Reading Project 54 50 -4
4 Reading  Nonproject 54 46 -8
4 Reading District :

(Mexican-American) 54 39 -15
4 Math Project 51 39 -12
4 Math N¥onproject S0 31 =29
4 Match Discrice

(Mexican-American) 52 38 ~-14
5 Reading Project 63 39 =24
5 Reading Nonproject 59 32 =27
5 Reading Discricet

(Mexican-American) 57 43 ~-14
5 Mach Project 67 3 -29
5 Match Nonproject 55 33 =22
5 Math Discricet

(Mexican-smerican) 58 39 -19

pa
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Naze of Study :  Evaluation of the Impact of £SZA Title VI
Spanist/English 3ilingual Zducacion frogran

Authors and Date : Danoff et al. (1977, 1978)

Location ¢ National sample

Treatyent Group : 5,800 Ticle VIX Spanish-Znglish project
students

Comparison/Control Group : 2,400 non~Title VII scudents

Duration : 6 months

Ages ! Grades 2~-¢

Type of Program : Tramsitional bilingual education

Description

The American Institutas for Research (AIR) carried out a national evalu-
ation of the {wpact of ESEA Title VII Spanisn-English bilingual programs
(Danoff et al., 1977, 1978). The first resulcs were released in February
1977 and caused a scir {n the educational coumunity because the research
found litgle positive efifects for students participating in bilingual
education prograas.

The AIR sample consisted of 5,800 project students in 37 sites and 2,400
non-Title VII students controlled for ethnicity, socioeconomic status, aand
grade level. The programs were in their fourch or fifth year of operation.

Results of the study indicacted that Ticle VII students did slightly
worse than the non-Title VII students in English language arts. 1In aach,
the Tictle VII students surpassed the control group. In response to wide-
spread cricicism of the study from che bilingual community and the Yacional
Institute cf Education, additional data were collected on a subsample of
the original universe, The subsample was posttested after a longer treat-
G20t interval chan the original sample. The additional data were exten-
sively reanalyzed by AIR (Danoff et al., 1978). This additional analysis
somewhat changed the original conclusions: the reanalysis found no diffar-
ence in math scores becween the program and comparisoun stucents and coan-
tinued to find superior English performance for the comparison group,
Compared with national norms, both groups ware in the bottom fifth of che
nation in English and che bottom third in math.

strengths

The auchors drew a very large sample and had a well-controlled data
collection program. The study included extensive sophisticated staziscical
analyses including analysis of covariance to adjust for preexisting differ-
ences due %0 nonrandog assignment and a statistizal test o determine
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whether there vas an underadjustne  problem with the analysis of
covariance.

oiscussion
Z23cission

The AIR study has been criricized by proponents of bilingual education
(Gray, 1977; cardenas, 1977; 0'Malley, 1978). 3ased on these criticises,
the National Advisory Council on 3ilingual Education concluded, ‘'The
asethodology used in conductiag the study has been critically analyzed by
various independent educational rasearch and evaluation experts, who hava
rendered che findings of the study coupletely invalid.” The key elements

"~ of these criticisms and our responsez to them are presentad below:

l. Comparison Across Programs. Bilingual education {s very complex,

The AIR study failed to acknowledge char bilingual programs de-
velop and exist under varied conditions due to specific district
characzeristics: linguistic needs, availability of qualified
Ceachers, adequacy of curriculums, district commitxment, and pe-
licical underpinnings (Gray, 1977). The AIR study failed o
recognize these differencss and treats bilingual educacion as an
undifferentiated and uniform program. As a result, posicive
findings are cancelled cut by any negative findings so that the
effects of a good bilingual program are lost,

The criticism that it {s unfair to coupare across programs does noc
acknowledge the needs of policymakars to make informed decisions based on
representative data. If cransitional bilingual education {s generally af-
fective, its effects will show up on the average. The AIR study refle-:s
both good and bad programe, many of which suffer from very real implerenta-
tion problems and resource constraints, However, these contraints and con-
dicions reflect acrual discrice and school problems which determine how
effective a program can be. Such programs must be included to measure the
effectiveness of *bilingual education.

2. Testing Intarval. Only 6 of the 37 projects icvolved i{a the
study were tasted over more than a 6~month period. The remainder
of the projects vare analyzed for program resul:s over snorter
periods. Evidence of cumulazive gains in bilingual educaticq
over several years indicates that such short periods would not
allow observation of the real long-term improvements dye to
transicional bilingual education.

Danoff et al. (1978) reanalyzed the data taking a subsample of the
original universa:

The results can, it turns out, be summarized succinctly,
For both the grade 2 cohort and the grade 3 cohort, che

for ! =_grace J cohort, the
fall-to-fall achievement gains in English Reading and in
Mathematics Computation in Ticle VII projects were neither
siggificznclz nor subscanciallz different from what would
have been expecced without Ticle VIT treatnent, with one

possible exception: the grade 3 cohort of Title VII

N
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children in communities for which 10 comparison classrooms
were available (i.e., in the urban Northeasct region) showed
substantial gains iz Mathemacics Computation skills. 1Iin
light of chese crends across sethods, the significant
diiferences favoring non-Tictle VII in some of the grade 2
analyses of covariance were more than likely due to that
method's tendency to undercorrect preexisting group
differences in some situations.

Alchough the subsample is not totally representative of the original sample
(excluding Southern California), the AIR study still is the most comprehen-
sive study undertaken of bilingual education.

A number of studies in the litcaracure that we looked at reported gains
over a 9-month period. Over a 6 month period gains should also be made.
It is unlikely char a sample as large as that of the AIR study would have
failed to detect short-run gains if they were made.

3. Teacher Qualifications. The AIR Teacher Bilinguality Scale
indicated chat only half of che teachers invclved in Title VII
projects were proficient in tnglish and Spanish. oOnly 26 per-
cent of the tsachers participating in the study had bilingual
teaching credentials.

There is a paucity of qualified bilingual education personnel in che
United States. Therefore, that AIR found only 26 percent of Title VII
teachers in cheir sample to be qualified bilingual educators is not sur-
prising. This finding reflects che actual situation in the United States
(Reisner, 1981).

Moreover, the AIR analysis measured the impact of teacher characteristics
on student performance. The study indicated that formal credentials were
not related to performance.

4. Improper Comparison Group. AIR askad che principals of che
Ticle VII schools to idencify nearby schools with similar stu-
deat bodies without Ticle VII programs to form the comparison
sample. 4 number of schools were unable to idenzify comparison
schools. Furthermore, there were initial differences in the
level of language skills bectween the Title VII group and the
comparison group.

This last criticism does nct recognize AIR's use of analysis of covari-
ance €0 adjust for preexisting differences between the two groups. If we
conclude that, despite their efforts, AIR failed to produce an acceptable
comparison group, then we must also reject all the studiss that employed
inferior methods for identifying com_ arison groups. . '

Rosei (1979) and NIE (1979) have analyzed the entire AIR project. While
recognizing that the AIR study is not without problems, they must be kept
in perspective. Rosgsi acknowledged that, given the problems inherent with
evaluations when assignment is nonrandem, AIR did an adequate job. That
the study may not have evaluated poorly implemented projects does aot
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decract frem its conclusions as o the effectiveness of Ticzle VII programs.
1t aay or 2ay not Miaic drawing conc..usions about transitional bilingual
education. The AIR study is one of the bast existing nonexperizmencal stud-
les of bilingual education and its conclusions aust be given some wiight.
We chink the F-llowing conclusions are supported by the AIR study:

o Title VII programs have not been shown =0 iaprove students' per-
fornance in school. Math scores seem unaiffecced out Inglish
performance 1§ worse.

o The largest, most comprehensiva study of a bilingual education
program ever undertaken found no svidence that the program is
an effective way to maet the needs of language-minority children.
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Jame of Study s 3iliagual Zducation of Children: Tha St
Lambert Zxperizent

Authors and Date : Lambert and Tucker (1972)

Location : SC. Lambert, Quebec, Canada

Ireataent Group ! 64 monolingual Znglish-speaking childran Zron
St. Lambert, Quabec; cohorz I: 26, cohor:
IZ: 38

Comparison/Control Groun : English ContTol I Group: 43 aonoliagual

English~speaking children in :the same
school, in a regular Znglish curriculunm;
cohort I: 22, cohort II: 26

English Concrol II Group: S& aonolingual
English-speaking childrsc from Montreal,
in a regular English curriculum; cohor:c I:
26, cohort II: 28 ’

French Control Group: 47 children from Trench-
Catholie school in Stc. Lambert, in a French
curriculum; cohorz I: 22, cohorz II: 25

Duration : 4 years (longitudiaal study) -
Ages ! Grades 1-4
Type of Program ¢ Immersion

gg;erigcion

The prototype immersion project is the St., Lambert program ia French
for Znglish-speaking students in Canada (Lambert and Tucker, 1972). In
the St. Lambert project, aiddle~class, monolingual speakers of Inglish
vere introduced to French in av immersion kindergarten program taught by
bilingual, nativeFrench-speaking teachers; scudents continued £o receive
wonolingual Fremch instruction through the first grade. In the second
grade, an English language arts course was introduced for 1 hour a day.
Ultinately, 40 parcent of class inscruction was in English, including
English language arts, art, physical education, and music taught by a
native English speaker. Sixcy percent of class instruction was in Freach
and taught by a native French teacher. Although instruction was deliverad
ia L2 (French), students could speak to and ask questions of che teacher
in L1 (Znglish). The teacher, hovever, aluays answered in L2.

There vere two types of comparison groups. Two regular English classes
vere established as controls, They received instruction in toglish, except
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for 1 hour of irmstruction fa French as a2 second larguage (TSL) each day

A French curriculum class also was chosen as a control. This class receives
the regular French curriculum for French schodls in Canada. The groups were
carefully compared for equivalences usizag sccioeconomic status, IQ, language
achievamentc, and home background faczors based on interviews ia the honme.
(The children involved ia. che study came from ziddle- and upper-middle-
class homes.)

The St. Lambert sctudy followed two cohorts swom «indergarcan through
grade 6. The results showed 2 gereral trend of L2 perfzrmancs superior 2o
that of the Znglish control group and approaching zhat of z%e L2
monolioguals.

Math was caughc in French, but tasts wvere given in beth French and Zag-
lish wich no difference ia scorss resulcing from the language of the cesc.

Znglish (L1) performance was indzially depressed during tha firsc 2 y=ars
when there was no formal Znglish inscruction. Howevar, when English in-
struction was introduced iate parz of the school day, L1 scores improved to
normacive levels. )

At grade 4, che experizencal izmersion group wa® equal to the English
controls in subject area achievemenc and intelligence, buc slightly lowar
in English oral and listening skills. Their achievement scores in French
were average compared wicth Montreal norms; their scores in oral skills
were slightly lower than those cf the French control group. The immersion
group was recested in grade 6. The English concrol group and the exper:i-
nentdl group had equivalent scoras on the Ecglish exams administersd, but
the experizental group was not equal to the Freach controls on the French
tests. The imnersion students, aithough having =made significan: strides,
did no¢ have nacive fluency in the language. dovever, the experimencal
groups’ L2 performance was far superior to chat of the Znglish controls
receiving French as a second language instruccion.

Screngths

Following the progress of two cohorts pernirced replication of the re-
sults. Considerzble background information was gathered on the scudents
so that comparability of the 8roups could ba tested, and covariates were
used in the analysis to adjust for inirial differences. An extensive
battery of tests and comparison groups were uszd, providing considerable
information on the students'’ development. The longitudinal design azade it
possible to determine long-term trends in development. fiznally, the over-
all pa:ztern of results is consiscenc with the authors’ theoretical propo-
sicions and is difficulr to explain by any more parsimotious alternacive.

* French as a second language i{s the equivalent or fnglish as a seccud
language when L1 s English rather than another language. We therefore
include FSL as an ESL program, since that makas the terminology consiscent
for the American case.
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Discussion

We have some concerns about the methods used in che St. Lamberc study.
First, che sample size was very smwall, especially for a longitudinal study
in which normal attrition (students aoving in and out of a particular
school) can be expected to raduce the sample size over the years. Tha
first experimental cohort contained 26 students, reduced zo 20 by the
fourcth grade; che second cohort began wich 38 students, but dropped to 27
by grade 3. The voluntary nature of the program raises special concerns
about actctrition, since 2 plausible alternacive hypothesis would ba chat
students who were doing poorly in the program weré pulled out by their
parents, chereby biasing che program with scudents who, for whatever rea-
son, did rather well in learning French. In addicion to actrition in the
. LTeatzant group, attrition in the French-speaking control group was ‘so
high by che second year of the study that che authors felt compelled to
supplement the comparison with cthe less d;trfable norz~referenced design
in French. . - 1

Program participanés ware all vol
chapter of this report discusses

ered by their parents. The firsc
¢ W such a process can introduce bias
into a study. This type of bias dould have been especially acute in the
St. Lambert study, sinca the program was begun by the school only after
intense parental pressure for a sppcilal program to teach Canada's ofZicial
second language to their children Recognizing che possibility of selec-
tion bias, Lambart and Tucker gathered considerable praprogram data on the
students and their home environment and found there ware differences among
the various groups on several parental attitudes and on two of five indi-
cators of socioeconomic statusy’ The authors concluded these were primarily
differences between the French- and English-speaking comparison groups,
since the treatment group mean fell between the 2eans of the other two
groups in the aﬁalysiq of covariance. However, to have been completely
certain of chis interpretation, the authors should l.ave carried out post
hoc contrasts of warious pairs of means. It is important to note there
ware no diffsrences in nonverbal IQ among the various groups of students.

English performance was depressed at the end of the firsc grade relative
to the comparison group, but equal at the end of the second grade. The au-
‘thors atcributed the improvement to a facilicacing effect on learning to
read a second language (English, in this case) from having firsc learned
' to read another. This argument overlooks che fact that the srtudents came
from English-speaking homes where parents were concerned thaf both languages
be learned. These children had 40 percent of cheir school day (including
classes in art, music, and physical education) in Englisha. Sixty mimuces
of formal English instruction per day in the second grade could have been
enough to bring children of chis background up to par without any facili-
tating effect,

The authors also tried to demounstrate language transferability. Follow-
ing a study of bilingual college students who were better able to discrim-
inate sounds in a third language than monolinguals were, the authors in-
cluded a cest of discrimination of Russian phonemes at the end of each
grade. No difference was found between che program and comparison studencs.
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Despite chis direct rejection of the transferabilicy hypothesis, the authors
proposed -a transferability explanation for several results. The authors
also plaved down the depressed English performance of students aftar grade !
and the occasional negative effeccs indicating nental confusion, which ap-
peared in the yearly IQ cescs.

In reviewing the IQ test resuits on the Lorge~Thorandike "not-belonging”
subtest, Lambert and Tucker (1972) pointed out the nean for the experimental
class was above the zean of the controls. Alchough, the authors argued thac
this peasure shows the experimental children reaped benefits, the difference
wds not statistically significant and was ouly about one-half the magnitude
of the statistically significant diffsrance favoring the comparison studencs
on the vocabulary subtests, a difference the authors dismissed as worthy of
"0 special attention” (Lambert and Tuckar, 1972, p. 123).

The authors concluded there was “no native language retardation deficit
of any sort” (Lambert and Tucker, 1972, p. 152), but two tests of IZnglish
proficiency showed the comparison students co be significanely superior to
those in the program (see Lambert and Tucker, 1972, pp. 147-48).

The Lacbert and Tucker study has another important implication for the
U.S. problem: learning is best accomplished in language-segregated settings.
A lictle-noted substudy in the Lambert and Tucker study looked at the con-
sequence of putting some native French speakars into the Freach immersion
classrooms. It was expected these students would provide French-speaking
role -odels for the students learning French and would improve cheir per-~
formance. However, just the opposite happened. French (L1) Performance
of the immersion students declined. Apparently these students could not
keep up with the anative Franch speakers, who .ended to monopolize the
- teachers' time. The implicacion is clear. Language-ainority students,
at least during the early stages of acquisition of English, should be
separated from their English-speaking peers.

Despite some technical problems, the study is impressive. The degree
to which the St. Lambert experience is generally. applicable to the Uaited
States, however, is unkaown. The two settings differ in the following ways
(ses Paulston, 1978; Tucker, 1980) and perhaps ochers:

0 St. Lambert was a middle-class, suburban community. American
bilinguals are almost exclusively of lower socioceconomic status
in eicher rural or urban communitias.

0 L2 was a high-prestige language in the community. Most American
communities place a high value only on English.

o L1 was the majority language of the culcture. ‘In the Amarican
setting, L1 is a ainority language.

o The goal of the project was to develop bilingual scudents, persons
fluent in both English and French. The emphasis of American
policy is on English mastery.




Name of Study : Three Year Evaluation of a Large Scale Zarly
Grade French Immersion Program: The Ottawa Study

Auchors and Date ¢ Barik and Swain (1975)

Treac:ment Grouv and
Combarison/Control Group : Cohorts
Grades I II III
Exp. Cont. Zxp. Cont. Zxp. Cont.

4 220 200 270 310 140 130
1 200 225 160 170 -
2 108 121 - -— -—

Duration : 3 years (longitudinal study)
Ages ¢ Grades R-2

Type of Program ¢ Immersion

Description

A second major evaluation of a French (L2) immersicn program was carried
out in Ottawa by Barik and Swain (1975). In chis program ocnly L2 was usad
for inscruction in kindergarten and grade 1. In cthe second grade 1 hour a
day of English (L1) instruction was added to the curricuium. The study
spanned 3 years and three cohorts in several schools.

The study design was much like that ysed by Lambert and Tucker (1972).
Studenzs were tested in both languages and comparison groups received 15
Co 40 minutes a day of L2 instruction in an ESL-type setting. The study
found that kindergarten immersion students did better in L2 after 1 year
of instrucrion than did ESL-type scudents after 2 years. Ll performance
vas depressed during the firsc 2 years, but recovered in the third year to
normative levels. L2 performance of the {mmersion students in all grades
and all cohorts was far superior to the comparison group and approached
the national norm. (Since the students were around the 70th percentile in
Ll, median performmance in L2 indicated they were still somewhat deficient
in L2 given their ability level.) Unlike Lambert and Tucker (1972), Barik
and Swain did not include a native-French~speaking comparison group but
used tast norms instead.

Screngths

Barik and Swain had a large scudy population about whom they gathered
extensive daca. Students wera nonrandomly selected for the treatment
groups and comparison groups, but preexisting differences were adjusted for
by analysis of covariance. By followirg several cohorts of children, 3arik
and Swain were able to gather longitudinal data. Program results ware
replicated in all three cohorts examinad and were consistent with the
findings of Lambert and Tucker (1972), as well as immersion cheory.
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Discussion

Barik and Swain (1975) do not explain how students were selected to
participate in the program, which raises a question of whether selection
bias was present, However, their usge of analysis of covariance
is the standard procedure for taking into account the nonrandom selec-
tion process. A second reason why selaction bias might not have been a
problem is that the pattern of results is inconsistent with any of the
alternative explanations based on selection bias. Selection bias holds
that program students are initially either superior or inferior to the
comparison group and that this difference continues through che evaluation.
Neither of these patterns is found in Barik and Swain's (1975) or in Lam~
bert and Tucker's (1972) immersion studies.

Since Barik and Swain's study design was similar to that of Lambert and
Tucker, most of our general comments about Lambert and Tucker also apply
here with an important exception. By drawing on an extensive experimental
program thwough two large school districts and by selecting the comparison
group from nonexperimental classes throughout the districts, Barik and
Swain had a much larger sample available, Unfortunately, the authors
present no analysis of attrition effects, which occur in longitudinal
studies to some degree.
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Name of Study ¢ English-french Bilinrgual Education: The
Elgin Study Through Grade Five

Authors znd Date ¢ Barik, Swain, and Nwamnobi (1977)

Location : Elgin County, Ontario, Canada

Treatment Group : 73 monolingual Znglish-speaking students

Compariscn/Control Group : 79 monolingual English-speaking students in a
regular English curriculum; other control
groups, including full French immersion

. classes

Duration : 5 years (longitudinal data)
Ages ¢ Grades 2-5

Iype of Program ¢ Immersion

Descrigcion

Barik et al. (1977) report on the fifth year of a longitudinal study of
a partial immersion program. While the immersion programs of Lambert and
Tucker (1972) and Barik and Swaiz (1975) began with 100 percent of the
school day in French (L2) for grades XK and 1, then gradually shifted to a
60 to 40 percent division between L2 and Ll (English) at the upper ele~
mentary grades with all content subjects taught in L2, this partial iomer-
sion program uysed a 50-50 language split of French and English beginning
in first grade. Onme language was used in the morning, the other in the
af ternoon.

Mathematics, music, and French language arts were taught in French by
a bilingual anglophone teacher. Science, beginning in third grade, was
also taught in French. English language arts, physical education, and
other subjects were taught in English. The curriculum content was the
same as cthat followed in a regular English program. Beginning in grade 3
to 5 each language component was taught by a different teacher with native
or native~like command of French.

The treatment group seems to consist of four cohorts of one class each
(n = 73), Several types of comparison groups were used. To assess L1
performance, each cohost was paired with one class of students in the reg-
ular monolingual English program from a similar school in the same school
districe (n = 79). L2 development was assessed by comperison with students
in another school digtrict (apparently the data reported by Barik and
Swain, 1975) chat had both a full immersion program and regular L1 iastruc-
tion with one period a day of formal instruction in L2 language arts.

(4}
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Analysis of covariance used nonverbal IQ and age as the covariates.
year's data were analyzed separately, although the nature of the data
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suggests that a repeated measures design may have been nore appropriate
(see also Lambert and Tucker, 1972; Barik and Swain, 1975).

Screngchs

In the Elgin study, Barik et al. had a large sample size about whom ex-
tensive data were gathered. Several different comparison groups ware used
Co zeasure different achievement levels. Studencs were randomly selected
for the comparison groups, and for preexisting differences were adjusted
for by analysis of covariance. By following several cohorts of children,
3arik et al. were able to gather longitudinal data by replicating the
treacment.

Discussion

The results are ccmplex and are most easily understood by reproducing the
authors' summary cables. Apparently, the data on L2 performance (table 2 in
the report) were not adjusted by the covariates and statistical tasts ars
not reported. Therefore, we cannot accept the resulcs of the L2 data and
will limit our discussion to math performance.

The authcrs note that understanding the math results requires an under-
standing of che English (L1) resulcs. Apparently in response to initially
poor performance in L1l (relative to the students inscructed monolingually
in L1), che school mved to strengcthen L1 instruction by reducing the time
given math instruction (math instruccion was all in L2). Further, che
students received less total exposure to L2 than did che total immersion
students. Therefore, it may have been more difficult for them to maintain
nomal progress in L2 mach. Nevertheless, while the comparison students
performed significantly better in math in 8 of 88 comparisons, 80 of the
88 comparisons show that the students who were taught math in L2 were not
falling behind in math performance by comparison to those taught in Ll.
Since the treatment group did not fall behind in math skills on 90 percent
of the comparisons made, it appears chat instruction in L2 did not impede
subject matter acquisition.

Assessing the scudy's design is difficult. On the one hand, one must
admire the authors for the ingenious way they patched together a rather
comprehensive design from various sources. On the other hand, exactly
how chis patchwork approach may affect the results due to preexisting
differences is unknown. Neifther is it clear chac using age and nonverbal
IQ as covariates can fully control for any (uaknown) preexisting differ-
ences. The inconsistent results within grade across cohorts and within
cohorts raise further questions. The authors may or may not be correct
in cheir speculacion that these patterns reflect changes in school policy.
Since this i1s a major issue, it would have been becter if the authors had
preseated some hard data showing that chese policy changes had indeed
takea place rather than merely speculating on the point.
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TABLE 2-6. TREATMENT AND COMPARISONS SCORSS vz,
ELGIN FRENCH IMMERSION PROJECT

Perrormance in rranch, Grades 2-%

Toronto
Elgin PFI* TEI2%x Otzawa TFI/RED##%
Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 4 Gr. 5 Gr. 1 Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 4
French Comp. Test
Lavel 1 (max.=43) 12,47  26.55 27.29 36.31 31.69 TFI: 38.39 40.03 -

RE: 10.58 14.20 12.15

Test de Rendement
en Francais
Gr. 1 Level (max.=

30) 10.94 19.10

TFI

Gr. 3 Level

(max.= 30) 8.7% 11.87 17.39 15.96

Gr. 4 Level

(max.= 40) 13.87 26.06

Test de Lecture
Gr. 2 Level
(Max.= 19) 10.50

12.83

Gr. 3 Level

(max.= 28) 11.44  15.73 21,50 19.73

Gr. 4 Level
(max.= 42) 16.79  22.38

28.82

& Data taken from Barik and Swain, 1976b (unit of analysis = individual),

D Data taken from Barik and Swain, 1977 (unit of analysis = class).
French instruction in RE progr
on (varies among grac:s).

Amount of
am = 20 to 40 minutes a day from kindergarten

* Partial French immersion
** Total Franch immersion

***Total French immersion/regular English curriculum

SOURCE: Barik et al., 1977, ». 465.




Name of Study : ABC'S: McAllen's Immersion System

Authors and Date "t Pena-Hughes and Solis (1989)

Location ¢ McAllen, Texas
Ireatment. Grouo : 78 comparably limited Mexican-American
children

Comparison/Control Group : 78 compzrably limited Mexican-American
children in transitional bilingual
education classes

Duration - ¢ 9 months

Kirdergarten

Iype of Program : Immersion, transitional bilingual educaction

Description

An English immersion program for Mexican-American students began re-
cently in McAllen, Texas, and has reported gains in test scores, gelf-
‘concept, and discipline (Pena-Hughes et al., 1980). The project is differ-
ent from the previously mentioned immersion programs in that the students
are of low socioeconomic status, chere is lictle parental involvement, it
is not a voluntary program, cthe school is in a rural area rather than in
a large urban area, the children are not monolirgual but are comparably

limicted in both languages, and they are language-minoricy children, not of
the majority culture.

The project was begun in kindergarten during the school year 1979-30.
Teachers, aides, and students (n = 156) ware randomly placed in four ex-
perimental classes (n = 78) and four TBE control classes (n = 78), Scu-
dents were controlled for IQ and socioeconomic status. Students irn the
experimental classes were taught the same curriculum as the control stu-
dents but cheir teachers spoke only English to them from 8:30 co 1:30.
Students, however, could speak in either language. Physical educazion and
cafeteria personnel spoke only English to the experimental children. Span-
ish language arts was taught from 1:30 to 2:30 in the afternoon.

Test results on the Language Assessment Skills (LAS) test (a State-
approved language proficiency test) indicate that students in the experi-
mental classes have made significant gains over the controls. Even though
students were randomly assigned, the authors carried out tests to detarmine
pretest equivalence and found the experimental group scored significantly
higher on the Spanish pretest, with no difference on the English precesc.
Therafore, pretest diffarences were adjusted for using analysis of covar-
iance in order to assess program impact. In English oroficiency the con-
trol group made a gain of 3Q.23 points from pre— to posttesting while the
experimental group made a gain of 43 points. .




The gains in Spanish proficiency of the experimencal group were also
significancly greater than, those of the control group. Children in che
experimental program gained 30 poiats while those in the control group
gained 24. Both the experimental and control groups made significanc
gains in boch Spanish and English over the school year. Teacher observa-
tions indicated that children in the immarsion progr»m could be identified

by cheir improved uyse of Znglish as comparad with the scudents in the bi-
lingual education program,

Strengths

The scudy was a true experimenﬁ in which both teacher: and students
were randomly assigned to the two treacment condictions. Although only in

its firsc year, the design was longictudinal and the sample reasonably
large.

Discussiecn

The TBE program uysed the approach generally called- concurrent transla-
tion; in this approach the teacher immediacely follows statements laicially
wade in L1 with the L2 translations or ‘'vice versa. We argue later chat
this approach is counterproductive because students ctune out the language
they least undersctand and, in effec:, receive only half a day of instruc-
tion. Therefore, any conclusion drawn from the McAllen study chat immer-
sion is superior to TBE zust be made conditional: immersion was shown to

be superior to one method of bilingual education that employs a very ques-—
tlonabls pedagogical technique. ‘

The pattern of results could also be due to the Hawthorne Effect, al-
though this seems unlikely because boch groups were in their first year of
school. Also, both groups of students were in a special program.

The McAllen project was one of the six true experimental designs we have
found in cthe literature and as such the reported success should be given
greater weight cthan the results of scudies that were less well designed.
However, the generalizabilicy of cthe study is limited because the experi-
mental children had completed only kindergarten and the experiment is
limited to only one school discrice.

The ongoing experiment in Mcallen indicates that immersion can indeed
succeed in the typical American bilingual setting, and that perhaps the
Canadian experience does generalize more than had been previously thought.
The difference between immersion projects and submersion cannot be over-
emphasized. An immersion program does not involve simply placing language-
ainority childred into an English-speaking clessroom to sink or swian. Im-
mersion is a carefully structured program of L2 instruction which presuges
no prior knowledge of L2. The teachers understand student queries in L1
even though they reply only in L2. Immersion programs may to meet the
needs of language-minority children. They require much work on the pare
of schools, but there is a payoff for the affort.




CZAPTER 3

INAPPLICABLE STUDIZS

Tha precsding chapter discussed those stuiles we Zound to be applic-
able to our question in terms of (1) the issues addrassed by the studiag
acd (2) their methodological soundness. This chaptar liscusses the gtudias
“we did not find applicable. The discussion is limited to the zeasons why
“e did not consider these studies relevant to the issue. While :any of che
studies doubtless address some other question(s) adequataly, we are not
underzakicg a general review of the litarature acrass all possible ques-~
tions. We are acrampting to inswer some particular policy questions, asnd

SO are concarned only with studias chat provide guizable data for these
questions.

The zost common reasons for deciding that a study was not applicable
£.¢ our purposes were the following, alone or iz combination:

o The scudy was designed to answer locally relavant
quesctions that did not address our question.

0 e cortrol or crmparison grovp was included. The
- study reported gaias only for the program parcticipants.

0 The norm-refarsnced model was used.

0 o statistical or matching controls were employed where
assignment to the program was nonrandom.

O A postcest-only design with nonrandom assigrment was used.
0 Results were reported only in terms of grade-equivalent scores.

The bulk of this chapter presents our reasons for rejecting a number
of studies that have been widely cited as evidence to support traasitiosnal
bilingual education. At the end of the chapter we describe an English as
4 second language scudy of a project widely cited as evidence supporting
5L and our reasons ior rejecting che study as not addressing our questions.
Our final discussicn presents a sumary chart of studies which did not geer
our methodological criteria and the reasouns for rajection.

Transitional Bilingual Education Studies

The Chiapas, Mexico, Study

Dnscrigtion

Modiano's (1968, 1973) ccopzrison of the Spanish direce teaching and che
Indian native language approaches ia the Chiapas nighlands of Mexico is
protr 'v the most frequently quoted study {n cthe zrea of bilingual educatiown.




Since Yodiano's study has beer well sucmarized by Zegle (1975), = quote
Iegle at lengchs

The Chiapas educational situation offers a tatural experimant
because they have developed three types of schools. Tw0 use a
direct ceaching mechod entirely in Spanish; chese are the State
ard Federal schools. The third is run by the Inscituts NYacional
Indigenisca (INI), and introduces instruccion in the vernacular,
The children begin in a preparatory grade. During thig year

they are taught resding in the vercacular using a global zethod,
ard are given oral Spanishk drills. In the second ysar of school-
izg, children are introduced to reading in Spanish, this tize by
a phouics mathod. In Modiaro's study two factors wers examined:
the effacts of the two zethous of irscruction on learning to read
iz Spanisi, and the role of the teacher in the communicy.

The sample was i,601 children from 26 schools with 42 teachers
in three tribal areas. Villages (gecerally with one school
each) ware matched as nearly as possible oc variables such as
distance from a road, amount of food, climate of the sc¢hoolroom,
and resistance [to] op dcceptarce of schooling. Careful gbser—
vations were made of actual classroom procedures. These obser—
vations, contaired in Modiano (1973), highlight che fzportance
of teacher trairirg for rural teachers. In addicion, her com~
nents about poor attendance, low aworale on the part of the
taachers, lack of materials, ard isolation of the villages,
underline the need for aralyzirg the ecological situation of
the school for potential alternacive explacatiorns.

The assessment instrumert, a Spanish language reading test, was
developed specifically for chis area; items were made relevant
to the Chiapas Indian child. Reliability and validity estimates
were adequate. The test was given to all childrare who the
taachers considered mew Spanish well enough to take che test
(about 3C percent). The children were not equated on age or IQ,

since it was virtually impossible to obtain that information,

¥odiazo (1968) compared the INT schools and the State ard Federal
schools on a cumber of variables. The INI school zeachers identi-
fied significantly zore childrer whom they thought could read
Spanish with some understanding. Their judgments wera corrobor-
ated by the finding that the INT students also scored signiii-~
cantly higher or the Spanish reading cesc.

Reasons £o7 Rejection

- There are several major reasons for rejecting Modiarno's study. Firse,
and most important, we have reason to believe the comparison group was ot
equivalent to the treatzert group. The process of assigning students to
either the Indian or State schools was not racdom. Variables kumown to af~-
fect language learning were not statiscically controlled. Modianc ackpowl-
edges she was unable to corntrol for age difierences.

[~

e
b,
X




v

Another problem wicth not controlling for preexigtiag diiferancas lias

ia Modiano’s acknowledgement that thers was higher adul:z literacy ia zhe
Creatmant villages. Modiano pProposes chat the literacy rate was the rasulc
of adults having participated in the native language program. Howevar, He-
cause of ‘the recsnt implementation of these programs zhis sroposicion is
doubtful. A possible alternative explanation would te that these commumi~

ties

nad higher literacy ratas even befors the advent of che Indfan schools.

These litaracy ratss would Se expected to affect village children’s lizaracy
Tates and should have been controlled. Modiano seems =0 nave made a0 statiztical
adjustzent for chese preexisting diffarences.

zion

A further problam ia Modiano's study 1s with the zetiod of L2 {msctruc~
utilized by the Tederal sctools, wnich EZngls dmscribes:

The Dirsct Method Approach advocates Sluent second ianguage ~.
learning beiore reading is introduced. ¥odiano's (1973) de~ hat
Scriptious of the State and Federal schools, which were usiag

only Spcuish, indicaces that the children were far from flueat

ia Spaaisn before reading instruction was Segun. Further, no
Syscematic oral Spanish iastruccion was attamptaed. Children

learned by rote means and were generally ccofused. Thusg, her
Tesulls suggestiag chat the nacive language approach in INT

schools (was] supezior ars not surprising. The study does aot
oresent a comparison of a good use of the Direct Mathoed with

the Native Language Approach. The variable of the taacher——ais
background, echnic identificacion, trainiag, and relationship

wizh the commumniry-—has been oo infrequencly scudied. Modiano .
(1973) assessed the relacive effects of the native teachers
(promotores) and the State and Federal teachers, primarily froem

the dominant culture, on the community in wiich che school was
located. Premotores are usually sixch grade graduates from an
Indian community who receive training. She used three measures

of tha effect of teachers on the commumity: cthe gumber of
teachar-sponsored projects (this is one of the roles the teacher

is supposed 5 fulfill); che percent of girls 'n school; and the
percent of Zemales which the teachers indicated inew enough

Spanish to be cesced. Chi-square analyses on each variable

betmen the two kinds of school were significanc, favoring INT
schools. Indians also unanizously preferred Indian taacaers.

Thus, it appears clear that either the Indian teachers, or che
vernacular in the schools, has some effect on the rest of the
communicy, and that this effect is greater than the effect of

the cestizo (non-Indian) ceacher on tha coumunity.

Is che difference between the schools a function of the language
method, or of a sensicivity to che culture the Indian teacher
brings that a mestizo teacher would not have? Two Indians in
her sample teach in the Direct Approach schools. The children
learned more from the two Indians than from the mestizos, buc
less than was learned by chifdren in INT schools. A study of
this quescion is peeded.
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The Rock 2oiat Navajo School Srogranm

Dascription
————me—

The biliagual program az che Rock Poiat Navajo school has been videly
Teported (losier and dolm, 1980; Rosiar, 1977; wosier and Farella, 1976;
Voiri and 2wsier, 1978). Following the successsul development in the early
1960's of a new curriculum in English for Navajo scudents ac Ioek Poiat,
shich was then adopted by other Navajo schools, Rock Point began experi-
=anting iz 1967 with a bilingual Program. Inizlally funded by Ti:le I,
tue bSilingual program “was limired to beginner (pre~first grade) level.
Caildren contiruad to recaive concentratad oral English iastrucrion using
an ESL approach but inpicial liceraicy-—reading readiness——was introduced ia
Navajo” (Rosier and farella, 1976, p. 379, emphasis added). In 1971 a
Ticle VII grant expanded che biliogual program to {nclude grades X-4 and
"allowed the school to develop a comprehensive bilingual curriculum. The
PTOgram was expanded from just reading resdizess in Navajo to complete
inieial liceracy in Navajo. after the children learaed Lo Tead well ia
Navajo, they wers introduced to English reading (during grade Z or 3)-
(Rosier and Farella, 1976, p. 380). However, a lapse in biliagual educa-
tion resulted for those children who had graduated from the kiadergarten
Program and completed the firsc grade before 1971,

The evaluation is based on three different analyses. First, it ccm-
pares students enrolled in grades 2 chrough 6 of the Rock Poiat bilingual
program with two ccmparisons groups drawn {rcm other Navajo schools. Rock
foint students wers tested wich the SaAT ia 1970, 1975, 1976, and 1977 and
w“izh the MAT ia 1976. One comparison group was testad in 1975 with the
SAT and che other wzs tesced in 1976 with the MAT,

Rosier and Eolm conclude thac Navajo scudents who received tlliagual
iastruction did becter on standardized achievement tests than did Navajo
Students at ccmparable schools who had recsived Eaglish-only insrzuction.
They also conclude that these students did berter than an earlier cohort of
Rock Point students who had received inzcruction only {o English,

Second, a comparison is made between Rock Point students in the bi-
lizgual program and Rock Point students before the program tegan and iz is
reported that che bilingual scudents score better than ths earlier group.

Third, a compacison Is made between one group of fourth-grade students
“ho were iz the bilingual program continuously Irom kindergarten and a group
of Zourth graders from the same year who had had their bilingual progranm
sequance intarrupted in grades 1 through 2. It was found that the students
with continuous bilingual education performed better than the gToup whose
bilingual iast=uction was iaterzupted.

Reasous for Rejection

One problem plagued all three analyses. Zach analysis was
conduczed in grade-equivalent scores. we noted ia our first seczion the




unswitability of grade~equi-ralent Scoras I3 srogram avaluation; the Xock
Poiat evaluation is a good illustration of one of the problems, Ia 1975
the wck Zoiat sctudents were cestad w1tk both the SAT and tha MAT. Groweh
Tates in grade~equivalent scores were caleulatad Sor hoth cascs., U8 Fade~
tquivalant scores work, they shbould show the save growth rate on Soch
cests. Ioscead, their groweh rata was 1.18 on the SAT and 0.84 on the VA~
(Rosier, 1977).

The fiszst analysis which comparad the Rock Peizt bilingual orogram
students with groups from other Javajo schools had serious 2ethodological
problems. 2Rwsier and Hoim cried to aateh the treac=ent and ccaparison
gTroups but we have doubts the comparison schools were similar to the Rock
Poiat szudent body. The adequacy of the comparison between Rock Point
and othar schools depends on Qaking a3 good match tatween the trearment and
compariscn groups. Rosier (1977, p. 13) reports the comparison schools
i4re seiected from other Navajo schools using the "Direct Method™ but
dotes, “There wera only a faw BIA schools wich such‘programs.“ Furcher,
core than oce-third of the comparison schools receicsd students ac grades
3 avd up frci Federal schools whose fanstructional programs were ot kaown.

¥ore iaportant, Rosier and Holm (1980) noce that the RWwck Poiat school
has historically outperZorzed other Navajo schools. They showed that the
control schools scored higher than other Indian schools and interprecad
tais finding to mean a posicive osutcome for parricipation ia cha bilizngual
program. To arrive at chis conclusion, Rosier and Hola should have shown
that ock Poiac ard the control Indian schools wers historically aquivalen:.
This demonstracion is particularly cricical in view of Rock Poiat's hiscori-
cal supericcicy (Willink, 1968). However, Rosier zad Folm failed eisher zo
test for equivalence or to apply stactiscical adjustments sor differances.

Tadle 3-1 further {lluscraces Rock Pcint's history of academic superior-
127 over other reservation and 3IA schools. In che table we extracted cthe
Navajo Area Norm (1970 comparison group) and the performance of Rock 2sintg
students before the program was instituted from Rosier and Holn's chare 12.
Nate chat the same pattern that the auchors interpret as evidence of the
eifectiveness of the oilingual program in the 1975 daca is found ia 1970,
before the program began. In both years, Rock Poinc students began below
the ccaparison group at grade 2 and were above by grade 6.*%

* The relative size of the sixth-grade diffsrences becween 1970 and 1975
could be evidence of a progran effect. However, other possible reasons
for the increase are:

o Diffarent tevts were used in 1970 ard 1975.

o Different comparison groups were used.

o The nature of grade-equivalent scores makes suchk a comparison of
doubtful validicy.

0 The siza of the difZerence is less than the year-to-year df Ziarences
sSonmetizes found between consacurive classes at thes same grade.

5
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TA3LE 3-1. ROCX POINT AND COMPARISON SCHOOL PERSORMANCE,
. 1N GRADE-EQUIVALENT SCORES

~

1970 1975-1977-
Grade Rock Peint Comparison,  DiZZerence 1 Rock Point Comparison Dif:arancs
© 2 1.8 -1.9 - .1 1.94 . 2.16 - .22
. 4 3.9 3.2 o7 2.67 3.13 .46
6 ' 5.4 . b 1.0 8.2 4,15 2.04

Finally, v gota che data Rosier and dolm used to demonstrate their
ficdings were incompleta. .The 1975 Rock Point sixch grade was eliminaced
because there ware too few students (six). The SAT comparison group was
tasced onl?. once (1975), but the auchors compared 3 years of the experimencal
testing program (1975-1977) to this one comparison tast year.

In tha second analysis, grade 6 students in the Rock Point bilingual
program wera cesced wich:the 1973 SAT and wera compared with earlier (1970)
Rock Point students who had heen tasced wich the 1964 edition of the SAT. The
Students in the bilingual progran were found to be superior, but again
there are difficulties with cthis analysis. It is qot at all clear thac
the bilingual sixth graders did indeed receive inicial reading instruction
in Navajo. It is also not clear what effect taking different tests had on
the scores or how successful Published tables equating grade~equivalent
Scores across different editions of a rast really are.

One the of most serious problams {s cthe lack of analysis cowmparing
similarity of cchorts becween the program and 1970 cohorzs. Sericus prob-
lems can occur with comparing different cohorts of students within the same
school and assuming they are equivalent when the mumber of students is
small. This works ouly if you can assume each succeeding cohort of stu-
dents is the same. Although che law of large agumbers says this is cthe case
for the encire population, everything else being equal, one or two schools
are not the entire population, and chance fluctuations can produce consider-
able differsnces in ability and performance berween any two successive
classes. This poinc.is 1llustraced in che Rock Point data, where two suc~
cessive fifch grades (1976 and 1977) had average scores of 5.66 and 4.51,
about a 25-peccent difference 12 performance from 1 year to the next. An ax-
aminacion of cest scores indicates a variaction in the number of children
being tested. This variation can accouat for cohort differences being

found. The authors did nothing to control for cohore diffarences in their
analysis.

In cheir final analysis, Rosier and Holm (1980) describe a comparison
betwmen two groups of fourth graders, showing the results of continuous
versus interrupted tilingual instruction. The interrupted group began
school with Navajo reading readiness instrucclon (apparently in kindergar-
tan) but then entered the all-English first-grade program. In the chird
grade they 'mre returned to the bilingual program. Rosier and Hola argue that

3




these dacta provide an important evaluation of the program. They aceriducs
the highar scores of the bilingual education scudents to their participa-
tion in the bilingual program. There is anothsr interpratation to these
findings, however. Thera saould he liccle wonder that children who began
schooling in one language, - wara changed to a second language, and then
changed again to a mixture of 5oth languages, all within 4 years, did not
do s0 well as students who had a coordinated exposure to the two. languages.
Further, Rosier and Holm failed to examine equivalency berween the two
groups. i

Finally, Rock Point is but one of three American studies to ‘yse cthe
sequance of Iirst teaching L1 liceracy and chen teaching 2 literacy. The
facilitacing effect on L2 that is hypothesized by f#irsc tedching LI licar—
acy is one of tHe major justificatiouns for TBE. Counsequently, Rock Peint
is a major study. However, the adequacy of Rock Point as a cest of this
hypothesis is doubtful since not all the classes in the bilingual program
seem Co have been first taught litaracy in Ll. One of the most puzzZling
aspects of the sctudy focuses on how grades 4, 5, and € were taught initial
literacy. Rosier and Holm (1980) state chat the fifth and sixth graders wera
Caught initial liceracy in Navajo in grade. 1. 3ut if che dacas reported
by Rosier and Farella (1976) are correct, there was no bilingual instruction
other than kindergarten reading readiness prior to 1971. 3y cha 1975 rest-
ing, students who had been firstc graders in 1971 would have been in grade 5,
so that of the three grade 6 classes, only one would have been taught ini-
tial litaracy in Mavajo and of the three grade 5 classes, ouly two would
have teen taught in Yavajo. Since it was the grade 5 and 6 classes who
Scored the largest gains over the ccaparison groups, it is not clear how
the results should be interpreced.

- Finnish Immigrants in Sweden Study

Description

4 recent study of Finnish immigrant children in two Swedish school
systems (Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976) i3 fasc becoming one of the
20st widely cited studies supporting the use of L1 ia the schools (see
Pifer, 1979; Troike, 1978; ¥cCounell, 1980 a, 1980b; 3aral, 1979; Rodriguez-
Brown and Junfer, 1979; Cummins, 1980).

It i3 generally thought that che study by Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa
(1976) shows that the more schooling in Finnish (L1) children had befora
beginning instruction in Swedish, che better their Swedish (L2). It is
then infarred that chis finding supports the use of Ll in the Uniced States

for children from non-Evglish-speaking backgrounds.

Reasons for Rejection

We rejected che Skutnabb~Kangas and Toukomaa (1976) report for several
important reasons. The report lacks much of cthe detail needed o figure out
exactly what the researchers did. In addition, the authors did not have
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Tandom assignment, and thay did aot Iy to maczch the con

2antal groups or o' control statistically for preexisci
furthar, chere is

parison and experi-
ng difZferencas.
2 high atirition rate in the authors' sampla, - T

ssing data pose a particulary sevare problem. The authors state that
the study covered 637 students (Skutaabb-Xangas and Toukomaa, 1976, p. 48),
but cheir ey analysis is based on only 150 students. when almost 80 per-
"cent-of the data ara TISing, sazious distortions can be iatroduced iacto
the scudy. The auchors give no consideration to this problenm.

Skutaabb-Xangas and Toukomaa presented no statistical anal
of cheir data. When we did the stacistical analysis,
the conclusions generally drawn =
amines the Skutnabb-Xangas and Toy
sions the resaarchers draw from ¢

ysis of aany
iz did not suppor:
om the study. This section closely ex-

komaa repott and argues that the conclu-
heir study are unwarranced.

Langeh of Residence in Sweden. Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa (1976) con-
cluded that the 11- and L2-year-old children who had had sore prior schooling

in Finland performed as well, relacive to the norm, as did 7- to 8-year-old )
immigrant children living in Sweden from an early age. The implication at-

tributad to this analysis is chat inizial schooling in Ll leads to better

LI performance. The authors conclude the “learning potential in the foreign

language (Swedish) is influenced by abiliry factors, but also by their

skills in cthe mother tongue; ia ocher words, the betcer a pupll has pre-

served their mother tongue compared with others who have lived ag equal

length of time in the Teceiving country, the better are their prersqui-

sites for learning the foreign language” (Skutnabb=-Xangas and Toukomaa,
1976, p. 78).

We suggest that the data ara open to alternative interpretaczions.
Xzashen (1979), in a recent raview of the literature on age and L2 leara-
12, concluded that older learners acquire the inicial stages of L2 more
rapidly than do younger learners, but Jounger learners ultimately reach
higher performance levels. Krashen's findings lead to a very diiferent
conclusion about the educacional program for language-minority students.
While the implication that has been dravm from Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa
is to use Ll in the early years of schooling, the implication from Xrashen
is to maximize use of L2 in the early years. Language educators focusing
01 the pattera regorced by Xrashen have scrassed che izportance of eginniag
second-language instruction at the earliest possible age.

It would be necessary to control for both age and L1 proficiency before
the implication that language ainoriries are best taught first in Ll could
be demonstrated. Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa did not do this.

L2 Test Performance and Schooling in Ll. Perhaps the most important
data in Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa's report on those reproduced here in
table 3-2. These data have besn widely interpreced as showilng that L2 par-
formance is bectter the longer the exposure to Li: chird to sixth graders
with 3 or mors years of schosl in Finland performed becter in Swedish than
did chose with 1 to 2 years of school in Finland, who, ia turn, did tettar
than chose schooled entirely in L2. (Points refers to three catagories
of performancs in Swedish, wich 1-2 being the low 2nd of the scals.)
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TABLZ 3-2. RESULTS OF WRITTEM COMPREMENSION TESTS ACCORDING TO
LOCATION OF SCIOOL (JAUHO AND LOIXKANEN 1874)

Attended school only in Swedea Attended school in Finland

Percantage
Points . Swedish-lang. Finnish-lang.
class class 1=2 yrs. 3 vrs. or mors
1=2 (=) 122 3% 143 5%
3 262 402 1§54 122
4=5 (+) 622 55% 75% 322
Total 1002 1002 100% 100%
N 65 40 28 17

SOURCE: Skutaabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976.

The authors present no stacistical analysis of the data, e carried
out a lengthy statistical analysis which is presented hare co examine the
extenc to which these daza support che use of Ll instruczion with language-
ainority children. Tke analysis is complicated by two factors. Inter—
orecers of Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa have assumed two different under-
lying models of the language learning process. Some models assuze a con-
tinuous underlying function—"che longer the Finnish children were educatad
in Finnish, the better cheir academic achievement was in courses taught in

Swedish™ (National Clearinghouse for 8ilingual Education, in Skutnadb-

Kangas, 1979). Ocher models assume a discontinuous, step function; Cummiag!
threshold hypothesis (1976) argues chat a certain level of Ll skills must

be attained befors a facilitacing effect of Ll on L2 will occur. The ap-
plicability of various stacistical restcs to the data depends in part on
whether the underlying function is continuous or has a step. Tae step func-
tion implies a dichotomy in the data and underlying function and the use of
categorical lavel tests. The cuntinuous function implies chat the chree
conditions——school in Sweden, 1 to 2 years in Finland, and 3+ years in
Finland--form an ordered mectric and tasts suitable for ordinal data are
appropriate. )

The second complicating factor is that the small sample (n) in some
cells of the table raises questions about the suitability of the X2 cest.
Cousequently, our analysis will include X2, likelihood ratioX 2, asymmescric

» Somers's d, and gamma values. (The coefficient divided by the asymptotic
standard error can be troated as an estimate of the t-distribucion to ctest
the significance of the coefficient.) Tabla 3-3 prasents the statistics
calculated.,
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TABLE 3-3. SUMMARY OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Test dnalysis
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3? 11.2 4.79 | 2.59 | 2.65 | 3.49 | 2.59 7.7 3.08
Prohabilicy .08 .31 .27 .26 .17 11 .02 o2l
Likelihood ratio
ratiol 11.7 5.11 | 2.83 | 2.94 | 3.6 | 2.83 3.3 3.18
Probabilicy .07 .26 .24 «23 .16 .09 .02 .20
;\ 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 3.0 Q.0 0.0
Scmers's d .09 .14 021 196 .15 .21 .140| -.02
Approximate Nty NSD NSD NSD .05 .05 | yspD NA
probabilicy
less than
Gamma 1861 .29 .46 4371 .36 .49 276 =05
o Approximaca NSD NSD NSD NSD .05 | NsD NSD YA
probabilicy
less than

Note: NSD = No significant difference

Each column of table 3-3 presents che results of an analysis corres-
pondiag to one possible interpretacion of the data. The probabilicy levels
for Somers's d and gamma are approximations to the t-distribucion based on
the asymptocic standard error. In our opiajon, zenerally the most useful
Statistic showa is che coefficient, which glves the probability of knowing
in which category of Swedish performance a student will be found, given che
student's exposure to school in Finland.

Our analysis is as follows:

1. The f£irsc columm in table 3-3 presents the analysis of all che
daca shown in table 3-2. In addicion to the statistics presented in ca-

- ble 3-3, r,T and Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients weres computed.
The probability value of all three fell within the range 9.10 + 0.02. The
resulcs are quite clear. ¥o mattar what assumptions are made about the
metric and the appropriate test, cthers is no relationship between Ll and
L2 performance to be found in the overall daca.

10
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2. Ve analyzed the data excluding the group ia the bilingual program
in Sweden. The theoretical rsason for dropping these students from the
analysis is that this group iatroduces another variable (bilirgual educa-
tion) into the analysis. Also, siace this s the worst scoring group,
eliminating it maximizes the opportunicy to confirm the conclusion. 4s
can be seen in columm (2) of table 3=3, che battery of nonparametric tests
found no significant assoclation ia the data. As a furcher test, both the
{ruskal-Wallis cest and a one=way analysis of variance wers persormed.
These statiscics were iasignificant (P<0.4 in both casts). To further ox-
plore the possibilizy of association betwaen the two variablas, the Pearson
T, Spearman rask-order, and corrglation coefsiciants were calculasad. 411
“are insignficant and ip the range 0.15 + 0.02.

This analysis is che best cest of the wderlying model that prior ex-
posure to Ll iastruction is a continuous function ghowing a facilicating
affact of Ll on L2. There is no avidence in Skutnabb~Xangas and Toukomaa’s
daca to support such a conclusion. ’ .

Ffurther, this analysis is probably the best test of the threshold hy-
pothesis since none of the proponents of that hypothesis seems to idenatify
3 school year whers the threshold is found. When examining the Sull range
of data, 10 glicch is found that would correspond to the presence of a
thrashold. :

3. 1Inspection of the daca Suggests the threshold may have been passed
by ouly the group with 3 or more 7ears of schooling in Finland. To cest
this bypocthasis, che group with | to 2 years of schooliag in Finland was
eliminated and the group with 3+ years was compared to the group- schooled
eatirely in Swedan. Again, there is no evidence of a thrashold or of a
facilitacing effect of Ll on L2.

4. To further explora the threshold hypothesis, Studeats with 3+
7ears of school in Finland were compared with those with | to 2 years of
school in Finland combined with those schooled only ia Sweden. Once again,
there is no evidence of a threshold effect.

J. In their discussion, Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1975) rafer to
the “level of achievement of normal Swedish pupils (4 or 5)." Following
this distinczion, we combined the two lowest sicill level categorias (callad
points iu table 3-2) and compared the three groups with skill-level
dichotomized.

Ouly gamma and Somers's d showed small, but significant effacts. Yow-
ever, the use of these ordinal mecric stactiscics with a geasurs haviag only
€40 categorias is problematic. A more appropriate measure in this case is
¢» which was also significant T, = 0.17(c= 1.98, P<0.05).

6. Another comparison specifically mantioned by Skutnabb-Kangas and
Toukomaa (1976, p. 66) is produced by eliminating the group with 1 to 2
years of school in Finland from the data analyzed in No.4 above. In cthis
¢omparison only Somers's d was significant. The gore appropriat:e’rg was
not significant (T3 = 0.17, 2>0.1).
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7. Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa (19768) note that "Two years {n a
Tinnish class in Swaden did not... nake for as good a basis for learning
Swedish as the corresponding tize in Finland.”  Alchough the X2 (s signirfi-
cant, it is a questionable test in chis case since over 20 percent of the
calls have an expected value of less than 5. More important, none of the
Jeasures of strangth of rela:ionship-—espcc.ia.lly the asymmacric
indicates the presence of a relacionship., EZven 1f a significant relaciong-
ship is correct, nota the discribution: students schooled {a Fianland aza
ore likaly to score both higher and lower thah those schooled in Sweden.
Zveryching cousiderad, we find no supporz for /the authors' claia in the
data.

8. Finally, since the Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa study 1is citad in
support of bilirgual programs, wa should look at what Qappened to the scy-
dents in the bilingual 2Togram in cemparison with the students in all-
Swedish classes. Although the direction of tha data is against the bilia-
gual prograt:, there is no significant diZ?farence in the perforzance of the
&0 groups.

The major problam we have with che correlation analysis {s that we
cannot interpret table 3-3. The most it Seexs to show is that good scu-
dents tend to perform wall in any number of subjects, including languages.
Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa g0 on to discuss two aspects of the table,

#e have takan Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa's table apart {n a number of
¥ays in an effort to find something supporting their argument. Looking
across the eight apalyses, one is simply overwhelaed by the lack of rela-
tiouship expressed. Caly two analyses found Possible significance (ASE
only approximate the true estimata of the standard error, and borderline
cases of significance should be treated as doubtful) in the strength of
telacionship 4f the variables can ba assumed to be ordinal. The i{mportant
quescion to ask about the auchors analysis {is, "Why one would create such
cambinacions o begin with?" Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa of far no expla-
aatfon. I£ certain combinarions of the data are of theorecical importance,
they should have been specified in advance (which the authors did not do).

In shorr, we find overwhelming evidence ia Skutnabb-Xangas and
Toukomaa's data for no relacionship betwsen L2 Performance ard develop-
oent of Ll.

The Correlational Analysis. Table 3-4 reproduces the third of
Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa's major analyses. The auchors note that the
absence of a significant correlation between age and the level of Swedish-
language skill among students who immigraced at ages up to 5 years old {s

the result of their developmeut in L2 reaching a plateau. Other data presentad

in the report show that this plateau is a highar level of L2 than that at-
tiained by any other group. Readers are cautioned to keep in mind that the
Presence of a correlation in takle 3=4 does not necessarily imply ans thin
about ability {n Swedish. Since the students who had lived longest in

Sweden (the O=5-year colum) had reached a plateau that the other students
wers scill approaching, the higher correlations for the other groups {ndi-
cates that uncil the plateay resulting from spending a long cize in Sweden
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TABLE 3-4. CORRSLATIONS WITH SWEDISE-LANGUAGE SKILLS IN TEIRD 70
SIXTE GRADERS (OLOFSTROM)

dge on zoving to Sweden all
partial corr.
0-3 yr. 6~8 yr. 9=11 vr. (tize held sonscant)

Age .19 S 4 . 265X
Sex (a) .03 12 =23 -.04
Length of residence .19 SFXX 31 -
Age on zmoving -.10 -.27% .00 $23%x
Picture vocabulary .

(Finnish) S1E==x 15 A= NALSSS
Synonyus (Finnish) .22 -.13 .24 L 20%x
#ord Groups (Fianish) J39xx 01 Jajxx J2%ex
General level of Finnish 37,03 35 J3exx
Observacion speed 27X .02 557 290 .
Addicion SAAXXX 49XXX | 50%% JA4%XX
Zetter language

(Swedish) .05 SHFEEX - .03
N 68 48 49 183

Note: xxx, xx, and z refar to significant coefficients.

SOURCE: Skutnabo-Xangas and Toukomaa, 1976.

is reached, older children leara L fastar chaa younger children, holding
age on moving constant.

In 1979, the Yational Clearinghouse for 34linsgual Education published
4 paper by Skutnabb=-Xangas which rafars to and sucmarizes the more exten—
sive presentation in Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976). Table 7 in that
document is reproduced here as table -3 showing oral performance in L2
(note that cable 3-2 refers to wricten skills).

The listening comprehepsion test: data Suggest that longer schouling in
Ll is related o 12 perforzance. Table 3-4 duplicates the analysis de-
scribed above for table 3-3 on the data presented in cable 3~5. The results
are generally significanr. However, it is not clear that these data can be
taken as supporting the conclusions generally drawn from Skutnabb-Xangas
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TAZLE 3-3,

LISTENING COMPREHENSION (SWEDISH)

AND THE LANGUAGE CF SCHOOL ENTRY

Group 1

Started school in Sweden

Group 2
Started school in
Finland
School years ia

Finland before

emigration
Test Mark (X)| Swedish classes Tianish classes =2 3 or ncre
1=2 (=) 122 4a 3 123
3 50% 33% 173 12%
4=5 (+) 382 633 69% 76%
TOTAL looz looz 1002 loox
1N 82 49 29 17

SOURCE: Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979.

TARLE 3-6. SUMMARY OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Taest dnalysis
l 2 3 4 3 6 7
7@ 20.2 [16.5 6.6 | 4.96 [13.8 .853( 3.9
Probabilicy .002f .002 .04 .08 .00L1 .003] .14
Likelihood 22,1 |17.8 7.4 3.77 {14.2 8.7 3.9
ratio?
Probabilicy .001] .0023 .02 06 | 0 0031 .13
A A2 ) .15 | o OL7) .31 .36 0
Souers’s d 223 .234 .25 086 .31 .56 .019
Approximate .01 .05 R h] NSD .0l .01l } Ns
probabilicy
lavel
Gaxma .385) .435 44 <397 .38 | 1.43 .04
Approximata .01 .05 | NSD | wsp .01 .0l | NsD
probabilicy
level ’
i ! i
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and Toukomaa (1976), siace chat raport dealt
1379 report seems to addrass oral skills,

Subject of the same general problems alread
no coatrol for other factors where selace

tion ¥as not random »a2d lack of iz~
formation un the test used and how the analysis was done.

wicth writcen skills and zhe
Further, the 1979 repozt i3
y discussed for che 1976 repore:

Finally, as noted earlier, chere i3 a serious probl

em in the sctudy
with the cumber of students. Skutaabb-Xangas (1979, tab

la 2) resporss a

sanple of 687 immigrant students but the analysis shown in table .3-4 {s
based on only 177 szudents.

of the sampla raisas sarious
of the resuics.

The absences of data on mors than three-quarsars
questiouns about the validiry and generalizabilicy

Hebb County, Taxas, Math Program

Description

Trevino (1968, 1970) looked at

rounding laredo, Texas, which is locatad on the Mexican border.
4as in one elementary school; the object of the
child learn a second language.
Participate in the project. In the
teacher taught in both languages.

was not bilingual, but because there werse o third~grade classss che

a bilingual program in a discrice sur-
The projecs
program was to Rave each
English-speaking children cousented to
first and second grades a bilingual

In the chird grade one of the teachers

bilingual teacher taught in Spanish half the day and che 20n0 lingual
Eaglish teacher taught in English half che day.

Trevino (1968) examined the effaoct of teachiang zath in the scudents'
heme language. A cohort of 183 bilingually taught students was ccmpared
with an earlier cohort of students taught in English (L2) {n the first
and chizd grades. Analysis was perforzed for all students and for a sub=
set which had 3 years of school without retention. The pattern of resulcs
was the same for the total sample as for the subset. £ eight analyses of
variance comparing the Spanish-speaking students in the
with the Spanish~speaking students who were caught only in English, four
diffarences ware significant in favor of the bilingual group. Bagically,
the bilingual gzroup was surerior on the arizhmetic reasoning subtast, whila
no differences wers demonstrated on the arichwetic fundamentals subresc.

Reascns for Rejeczion

Thers are three major problems with Trevizo's study. First, Trevino
made no attempt to match her trezaczent groups and earlier cohorts. To

assume equivalence of conorts within the same school is questionable.

Trevino should have included statistical controls for cohort differences.

Since she did noc, iz is possible the differences observed were nothing

more chan preexisting differences between the two cohorts and that the
program is ineffective.




The sacond problem involves iaternal inconsistenciss in Trevino's
data. If che program worked, then the diffarencs beteen the Znglish-spealdag
ard Spanish-speaking students should be less in che bilingual cohort thawn
in the monolingual cohore taught entirely in English. This vwas not the
case. Mexican~iserican children in the bilizgual zath class did as well is
Mexican-imarican children in the Eaglish cath curriculum when hoth qroups
vere ccapared with 'English-speaking students {a their respeactive cohores.

A thizd problem wich Trevino's study is che findiag that the Saglisa=-
speaking students in the bilingual program did bettar in amath than did Zaglish-
speaking children in a ragular English curriculum in previous ysars. Thars
13 little reason why a acaolingual Znglish-speaking child should do beczer
" in 2 Spanish curriculum than ia an Zoglish-instructed math class.

The program was designed so chat math was taught twice each day, once
in Spanisk and once in Inglish. I this double teaching of zath resulced
in the bdlingusl cohort's having more total mach iastruccion than the
aonolingual cohort did, then scores of both Znglish- and Spanish-speaking
students in the bilingual cohort would be higher. Intearestingly, Travino
(1968) .invokas this explanation to aceount for the superior performance
of the bilingually taught Anglo children buc fails to realize it can ac~-
count for che perférmance of the Spanish speakars as well. We think these
explanations caa account for Trevino's rasults wichout invokiag program
success.

The Colorado Statewide Zvaluation Study

Description

Egan ard Goldsmith (1980) and Goldsmith 1980) report a statewide
assessment of biliagual programs in Colorado for the 1979-30 school vear.
The authors used data from all available school districts {a the State where
gaias in normal curve equivalents (NCES) cculd be decarmined for grades Y
through 4. (NCZS are a Cype of standardized percencile score; the study is
fundamentally a norm-referenced study.) The authors argue chat since language-
aiaority children would be expected to show a loss against che nora in zhe
absenca of treatment, Program success s evidenced by zlzsses showing
either no change or an increase. They proceed to count such classes. In
addition, they escablish a second, stricter success criterion of a gala of
at least seven NCES (one-cthird standard deviation).

Apparently, “no change” was defined as a posttest score within one-~
third standard deviation of the pretest score, so that some of the classes
counted as evidence of success actually aay have axperienced decliniag performanca.
(Since chese students were {nitially low-scoring, a decline of one-third
standard deviation toward the tail of the distribution wouid cover a considerable
range of scores.)
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Goldsmith (1980) concludes that “overall, 87 jercant of che srogran
reported gaias or zaintanance of acadenmic achjiaverent....”

Xeasons Zor Rejection

We reject Egan and Goldsmith's Colorad: Jtate study because their
logic does not ovarcome che problem found ia a norm-referencasd design (sea
appendix 3). The norm-teferenced mdel assumes cthat the rate of imprave-
oent of students in the program would have been the same as that of the
nor2ing group in the absence of the special program. This may aot be =rue
with language-minorisy children.

A second major problem is that the statiscical analysis does aot sup~
pott the conclusion. Technical readers will dppreciate chat the procedure
leading to an 87-percent success rata caanot be taken as evidence of pro-
granm success, given the regression toward the zean artifact in low-
achieving populations and the authors' inclusion of a loss of up to one-
third standard deviation ia very low scoring children as evidence of
success.

For nontechnical rsaders, the Problen can ba {llustratad usizz soms
test data from a anational sample of non~Hlspanic students from the Suscain-
iog Effects Scudy (SZS). The percentile score distribution was divided into
20 parts——catagories of 5 percentila points each--and the posttest percentile
category was broken out by pretest percentile category. Thersfore, tha
oovement of studants from fall to spring percentile categories can be
counted. Since Egan and Goldsmith ars dealing with low-achieving scudents,
“& limit che exaaple to the four lowest categories in the fall (1st chrough
20th percentiles). Since Egan and Goldsuith counted losses of up to 7 MCZS
as 8o change, we will cownt a drop of 1 percentile category from fall to
soring as no change. When we apply Egan and Goldsmith's logic to our daca
for regular scudents not in any speclal program, we 7ind basically the sage
result as Egan and Goldsmich interpreted as a program effect. This is
showm in tabla 3~7.

TABLE 3~7. PERCENTAGE CF STUDENTS' PERCENTILES CHANGING
FRCM FALL TO SPRING (READING)

Fall Soring Percentils
Percantile Loss No Change Gain No Change + Gain
1-5 0 36 64 100
6-10 0 51 49 100
11-15 15 33 52 35
16«20 22 32 46 78
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Applyicg Egarc and Goldsaich's logic to students rot in special pro-
gTazs would lead o che conclusion that regular schooling produces inpres-
sive gaics ic low-achievirg studencs=-100 sercect of those helow the llch
percsntile showved no change or a gaiz. Since this cabla is based on regu-
lar scudents zot 1o any speclal program, it illustraces how the zeasurement
€ITOT comporent of test scores could have accounted for Egan and Goldsmich's
rasulcs.

Finally, the reporzirg of the results, especially in che exacutive sum—
2ary (Goldsmich, 1980) is highly selactive. Zor example, the author statas,
"Iz 1979, 75 percent of...kizdergarzen data...shoved subsctantial dalzs ia
excess of seven NCES.™ This happecs to be the z0st extreme positive cell
out of cheir 12 (grade/time/yesr) cable. The correspondieg figurs for
secord grade of the same year ie only 35 percent.

The Santa Fe, New Mexico, 3ilirngual Program

Descriscion

Leyba (1978) conducted a lorgicudinal study of a Sparish-English Hi-
lingual program in Sanca Fe, New Mexico. Threa elezentary schools partic-
ipated in a Title VII program for grades 1 through 6. Participants were
volunteered by parants. The Mexicac-American students participating were
bilingual, alchough they were scronger in Zaglish chan i Spanish, Arnglo
students also participaced in che program. Three groups were used: a 2ro-
gram lorgitudizal (continuous participation program) group, a non—
longitudirnal group, ard a conrandom comparison group.

The Santa Fe progran reporzed that che Title VII scudencs showed an
izcreasing capability in Erglish language skills arnd 2athematics over cize.
Leyba also states chat in che wajority of cases Title VII scudents ocutper=-
foraed the non=Title VIT scudents in reading and matheratics. Ze also re-
ports cthat the Title VII students over tize sutpassed or matched natioral
noras in reading and =ach.

Reasons for eiection

Leyba did not control for possible preexisting differences due to non=
racdom selection. There is evidence that such differerces existed. The
progran studencs nad higher precest scores than the corparison group in 51
of 63 cases. This strongly implies the program participants were betrzar
sctudents to begin with and therefore 21ight have =made greater gains whether
there was a program or rot.

Much of the analysis is based on comparing grade-equivalent scores
with cational norms. For the reasons discussed in chapter 1 we fipd this
an unacceptabdle analysis. However, ir addition, raw scoras gains were
tested for gigpificance by che t-tesc. Jicety nonindependent t-tests wera
carried out; 1S were significant, 2 of the 15 iz the wrong direczion,

This statiscical aralysis is doubtsul. The zonindependence of the t~cests

18




Tenders cthe probabilicy level unknown so there is no justification for con-
sideriag 15 significant regules at the nominal 0.05 lavel t, be evidence of
a Jrogran effect,

Tinally, Leyba hypothasizes a rack order for the three groups wich the
longicudinal participancs batzar than nonlongitudinal parcicipants, who, L2
tura, are bettar than the tcaparison group. No significanc diZfersnca ta-
tTween the longitudinal and noulongitudinal groups exstad.

St. John Vallay School Distzice, Maine 3ilingual 2rsgram

Cue of the most puzzling projects to assess is that of St. John Valley,
which has been widely ciced as an exanple of a successful bilingual program
(Troike, 1978; Ticle VII, 1980). Llocated near the Maine border with Canada,
the St. John Valley project was a French-Eaglish bilingual program Troiks
referencas three studies of the project (Dube and Herberz, 1975, Lamberc
et al., 1973; Vellleux, 1977). In our search, which iacluded an ZRIC
search, personal contacts with Troika, Veilleux, and the St. John Valley
School District, we were wmable to obtain copies of two of these studies,
We did, however, wncover two addizional reports that vere not iacluded in
Troike's bibliography; St. John Vallay (1980) and American insticytes
for Research (AIR, 1975e). The laccer covers the firstc 5 years (1970-

75) of the sroject’s operation, while the former covers the last 5 years
(1975-80). Neither of these Teports cites Dube and Herbert {1975) or
Veilleux (1977).

1. AR (1975e)
Descrivtion

AR (1975e) presents the results of local evaluations of the bilin-
gual education program and supplements these results with some additional
data it collected from the school districss. Using che loeally developed
data, AIR (197Se) presents a table of grade-equivalents in a nora-rrferenced
Cccaparison, finding that program students were perforaing at around grade
level. In addiction, in a supplemancal analysis, AIR found that bilingual
prograz: students outperforzed studants in regular clagses.

Reason for Rejection

The locally developed analyses were all based on a norm-raferencsd
comparison and are, therefore, wacceptable. ‘s own analysis does ac~
tempt o create a comparison group composed of 3tudents in regular class-
Tocus. However, the AIR analysis presents no data that demonstrate com-
parability between the program and comparison groups, presents no statisci-
cal adjuscments for nonrandom assignment, and uses grade-squivalent scores.

Furthernore, AIR seems to mi.sinc;rprec the data. AIR gtates, "Follow-
ing single groups (j.a., reading diagonally dowvnward), the results for each
gToup get better, suggesting that the program =2y be rafining ics techniques
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acd improving ics achievements over tzme.” AIR looked at cohorts longi-
tudinally across several years (by readiag che dlagonals of the cabie).
The refersnced table presents both grade-equivalent scores and stanines.
decause we Zing grade-equivalents inappropriate for this types of analysis,
“e will limit cursalves co looking at stanines. We calculated whether =
Stanine went up, went down, or stayed the same for each cohort from each
year to the next. Scorss went up in Jour instances, went down in five
cases, and remained the sams in seven cases. AIR's conclusion that the
results of each group got better every year is not suppcrted by the daca.

2. St. Jonn Valley (1980)

Descrintion

The St. John Valley (1930) study looks at the Title VII program for
1975-1980. The report first presents data on the percentage of bilingual
dregram students achieving specified curticular criteria.

’

In genarzl, chke Program students cet the specified learning gzoals. 1Ia
addition, poscrest data are analyzad ia terms of grade-equivalent scores
and stanines. Scores were around grade level and these resylcts are pre-
sented as evidence of program succass.

Reasons Ior Redection ;

We reject. both the criteria-referenced and norm-referenced analyses.
These data, while valuable to the local school, cannot be used for
our purposes. We have no means of determining hew a control group would
score on these criteria, and, therefore, cannot judge program efiascts,

Secoud, posttest scorass are invalid for many of the same reasons, Al-
though’ posttest grade~equivalent scores and staninas are shown for the pro-
gram group, cthere was no control group. In the absence of control grcups,
the fact chat che students scored somewhat above the national average cag-~
not be interpreted as proof of program seffectiveness.

3. Veilleux (1977)

Descrigcion

The aost widely cited of che several evaluation repor:s on the Sc.
John Valley program is that of Veilleux (1977). This sctudy purports to
show that achievement increased by comparing the results of the first 7
years of the program with test scores of students for the 3 years before
the program started operacion. His findings were these:

O Data gathered before bilingual project implementation and during
the £irst 5 project years show general student achievement has
improvad since che inception of bilingual education for chose
scudents ia the program.
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0 ?roject student achievemant during che 7 years of bilingual
education indicatas that Title VII students in general, arae
achieving at or above national pnoms in reading, math, and
language arecs.,

0 Samplings in each of the participating discricts indicate that
Ticle VII bilingual educarion students are achieving higher
Scores on nationally standardized achievement tests than stu-
dents who are not participating in the bilingual projecsz.

Reasons for Rajection

Thera ars a oumber of problems with Veilleux's analysis. His firsc
conclusion is based on an analysis.chat compares diffarant statistics from
different metrics from diffarent tests. The preprogram students wers
tested with che SAT cest, while the program participants wers tested with the
MAT and SRA cests. The praprogram data are presented as the percentage of
students below grads level. For the program students, the metric is the
percentage of students below the average stanine score, which was five.

for their grade level while the ®ajority of program students fall at or
above: che .zean stanine score, the program was cousiderasd a success,

This is not an acceptable analysis since it is incorrsct co compare
a single score cutoff point with a wide-tand category. Since the stanine
scale divides che total .distribution of scores lnto ouly nine categories,
largze numbers of students who would fall below a single score--that is, the
percantile or grade-equivalent grade-level score will be included in the
at-grade-level stanine (L.e., five). ’

Other tables in Vailleux make possible a more valid comparison. Ta-
ble 3-8 extracss grade~equivalent scores from several of Veilleux's cables
presenting postprogram data. Since 17 of che 23 (almost 80 percent) scores
presented are "below grade level,” ir is clear that the shift from the
grade-level metric to stanines drastically altered the perception of pro-
gram success.

TABLE 3-3. POSTPROGRAM TEST SCORES

Grade Grade

Level Reported Mean Grade~-Zquivalent
4 4.8 4.3, 4.7, 5.0, 4.8, 4.6, 4.8, 5.4, 4.9
5 5.8 5.2, 5.4, 5.4, 5.8, 5.4, 5.1
6 6.8 5.4, 5.3, 5.8, 4.8. 5.1, 5.3
7 7.8 6.3, 6.2, 6.8
8 8.8 NA
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¥oreover, the preprogram data iacluded threa school districes while
the postprogram data came from only one of the chree. It is instructive
%0 compare the tast scores for thac one district for grade 6 ouly. Grade
Scores were available for both periods and aras shown in taple 3-9,. Using
the author's logic of comparing such scores, it is clear the program had
tarzful effacts: students performed somewhat worse afzer § years of bilin-
gual inscruccion tham did their peers 7 yedrs earlier who had not partici-
pate in a bilingual program.* finally, cohort matching fails to fully con-
tTol for diifarences. that could afiect performance in school. The author
failed to provide evidence that the two groups ware indeed comparable.

TABLE 3-9. GRADE 6 TEST SCORES

Preprogram ~Median Postprogram Mean
SAT Grade=- SRA Grade-
Zgquivalant Equivalent

Math Concepts Reading
Math Computation Math
Math Application Language
Social Studies

Science L !

Veilleux's second finding is based on norm-raferenced comparisons.

As has been indicated before, a nomm-referenced design is not appropriate
for language-minoricy children.

Veilleux then presents data taken from AIR (1975e) comparing scores of
an unspecified number of students Sronm three grades in one of the school
disrricts. This analysis has che following problenms:

0 Posttest-only design with nonrandom assignmenct.

0 Use of gradé~equivalenis.

Nc statistical cescs of significance.

The zean scores ware "derived from quartiles and medians, and
are approximate.” 1In other wnrds, there is no way of mowing

Note that we do not necessarily believe this conclusion. We are only
illustrating how the author's faulty analysis can be used to show exactly
the opposite of what he claims. We think that the problems found in the
apalysis ars so severe that aothing, either pro or con, can be concluded
about the effects of the program. However, if the reader disagreass with
our reje:tion of Veilleux's zethod, then the reader must also accept this
negative evidencs.




£ the reported scoras are anywnere near the students’ correcs
“scores,

Two ctables summarizing data frcm one of tha other schools agaia present a
postlast-ouly comparison.

In conclusion, the Vaillsux study is beset by a varlety of methodoiog-
ical problems, and it fails to aake a case for program succass in St. Joon
Valley.

4. Troike (1978)

Troike (1978) conducted a revisw of the recent literature including
studies available on St. John Talley. We would have anticipated Troike's
analysis of the program to closely parallel ours. Jowaver, it did not.
The major discrepency involved the use of a control group.

The description of the program given by Troike (1978) differs from de-
‘scriptions in the other evaluations ‘we reviewed. For example, different
Scatements are made about thé use of random assignment {n St. John Valley.
Troike states that “randomly selected bilingual-medium schools were matched
with all English contzol schools having students of comparable IQ and
socloeconomic status, and afzar § years (1970-75) bilingually-c;ained stu-
dents were found to cutparforn scudents in che control schools in Eaglish
language skills and math, and hava continued td remain ahead ever since,"”

In summariziag the results of the project evaluations AIR reviewed for che
JDRP, AIR states that “dther than national noras, no other commarison

or control group was identified.” In chis Teport covering 1970-75, air de-
veloped its own control group data for three grades in ome of the school
districts (1974). In the St. Johrr Vallay evaluaction coveriag 1975-80, there
were no control group ‘data. Thersfore, when looking acroess all che reports
it is not clear that thera was elther random assignment or for that matter,
‘any «ind of a control group for amost of the 10 years covered by che projec:.

We also question Troike’s interpretation of the resulcs. In present-
ing che results of the study, Troike reports, “In 1969, prior to the begin-
uing of the bilingual Program, as many as 80 percent of grudents scored
below grade level in language and math. Figures for 1974-75 show students
in the program achieved average or above average stanines in all subject
areas.”* It i3 not clear this car be taken ag indicative of a program ef-
fecz, as the following illustration freom the AIR data demouscrates.

The performance of the 1974 control group in the AIR study {s compared
“icth that of the bilingual program grcup. On average, the control students
from chree grades were 0.2 grade-equivalents below grade level with an
average standard deviation of 0.9 grade-equivalents. Therefore, the control

* AIR scates, "Prior to 1970, studies made by guidance staff and Super-
visors in the area had shown cthat students in the schools were perform-
ing rather poorly.” St. John Valley (1980) makes no referencs o pre-
program gerformanpe lavels.
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group scored at che aational norz or at about the same level ag participants
iz zhe bilingual program. Appareccly, something happened between 1969 and
1974 to raise the performance of students aot in the srogram as well as
those in the program.

We camnot account for che differences between che studies Troike ra-
vieved and thosa wa rsad. However, we have more coufidence in the validicy
of the AIR szudy prepared for cthe JDRP. These data would have been caras-
fully reviewed by AIR and the final report closely checked for accuracy by
both the Titie VII rogran and the loecal school, .

In conclusion, we are aor sure what to iaterpret about %hat happened
in St. John Valley. The study briefly described by Troike would seem to
Se strong evidence in favor of program success. Unfortumataly, we have
nat been abls 20 fird such a study. Based on the two S-year summary eval-
uations we read, we can only conclude that for che past 10 years studencs
in the St. John Valley project hive been achleving at right arocund the
nacional norm. No evidence is given to suggest this' was an accomplishment
of the bilingual projecs.

Houston, Texas, Bilingual Program

Description

AIR (1975c) reports on Houston's Ticle VII bilingual educacion program
during ics £{%th year of operation and presents data for years 3 through 3.

Although federally finded in part, the program receives most of i-g
funding from State and local sources. The program schools are locared ia
the eastern and northeastern pares of the clty and have a student anroli-
zent which i{s 53 percent Mexican-imerican, 42 percent black, and 5 percent
Anglo, Asian, and American Indian.

Zach bilingual classrocm has a teacher and a half~time aide who assists
wicth instruction. Instrucction is blocked so that some time is devoted to
Spanish reading and language arts. During the remainder of che day, instruc-
tion 1is in English for Zoglish=-dominant and biliagual studeats, while scu-
dents who are monolingual Spanish gpeakers receive addictional subject matter
iascruction in Spanish afcar the lessons are presented in English,

Matched students from eight elementary schools with bilirgual programs
“ere compared with scudents from three schools without a program in opera-
tion gver 3 years. The difference in gains between the two groups was
tested with no pretest control included. However, 11 <¢* ‘4 pratests differ-
ences favored the comparison group. Twelve of 14 tests (. the significance
of the difference in school year gains significiancly favored the program
group. Additionally, six of eight tests of math gains significantiy favored
the program students.
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easons for Rejection .

Although a Bmatching srocedure was atc;mpced, @ reject the study bHe-
cause zatching was not dccomplished, leaving the study without adequata
conzrols. AIR (1975c) noted the following limitations in the study, which
we Jquorte:

0 Students were eliminatad from the cemparison zroups in order
to zatch cean pretast scores. This natching procass introduced
unknown biases into the daca. -

o The program had high actrition ratas.

o All Spanish-dominant srudentcs in" the ,cchparison group were
eliminated during the second year of the study when it was
discoversd they had been receiving ZSL.

These last two problecs render che zatching procass invalid. Students were’
zatched during the first year of the study, but of the 124 first-grade par-
ticipants in the firsc year of the scudy, only 38 were left in cthe fourth
jear. 3y eliminating the Spanish~dominant 'students from the contTol group
in the second year of the study when they discovered all the Spanish~domi~
2ant controls were in ESL classes, che -program tanagers introduced an im-
portant bilas into the ccmparison. In addition, the study loses validicy
because of the failure to include an adjustment for pretast scores in che
statistical analysis.

d

Harlandale, Texas, Bilidgual Program#

Descriocion

Harlandale Independent School District is in che San antonio Greatear
Metropslitan area. Olesini (1971) decided to study Harlandale because of
its coamposite bilingual population and its developed Spanish-English bilin-
gual program. Olesini describes his sample as "being sixty chird grade
Mexican-American children” who were "selected at random.” The treatmen:
group had been in bilingual aducation classes for at leasc 2 years; the
comparison group had always been in a regular English curriculum,

The children ware compared on average gains in é:adenquiva.lenc scores
by the t-test after cthe mvo groups had been found aot to differ on 1Q
(verbal measure) or age. Scores of program participants and spelling and
arichmetic computation were 1o differenr:. However, che study found chat
program participants did bettar in vocabulary, reading, language, and
arichmecic concepts. -

* Harlandale is included {a our total ‘count of acceptable outcomes, table
2-1 and table 2-2. dowever, because of its use of grade-equivalents we
have included it here rather thza in chaptar 2.
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easons for Rejection

Contrary to his description, Olesini did not randomly select his
program acd comparison groups, although he did match the groups on IQ
and age. His study is cejectad, however, because of his yse of grade~equivalent
scoras.

It is difficule to determine what bappened ever if grade-equivalencs
are accepted. On the pretes: the encaring third graders scored very high=—
3.7 for the program greoup ond 3.5 for the comparison students. Neither
group can be consdiered disadvantaged (as confirmed by cheir IQ scores,
whick™were over 100). Over the 6 monchs separating the tasts, cthe control
group gaiced 3 months and the tresctzent group gained 7 months. The hiscoric
performance of che treatmant gToup was bectter chan 1 month gain for each
wonth of instruction (see their prectest score). The same was the case for
the comparison group. The comparison group had a bad year, since they had
gained wore than a month for each month of schooling for the first two
grades, but in the third grade they gained only one-half montk per month of
school. The. treatzent group continued their hiscoric pattarz. This raises
scrong doubts chat a program effect was demonscrated.

A second problem is found with the IQ control. 1If the szudents in che
bilingual program are limited in cheir English performance as a result of
their con-Zrglish-speaking background, their scores on a verbal IQ testc
(Otis Quick Scoring) must greutly underestimate their true potencial.
Since their IQ score averaged 103, they must be students of very high true
ability (as reflected in their precest scores).

Further, since there was no coutrol for relacive language domirance, the
groups could have differed on rmlative lacguage proficiency, yet had equal
IQ scores. Differential true ahilities, when exposed to differing amounts
of English ir the home, culd have lad to equal verbal abilicies. Their
school performance would then be different tc the extent that learring in school
is affecced by crue ability levels.

Alice, Texas Iadependert School District Bilingual Education Program

Description

Children enterirg kirdergarcen in Alice, Texas, were assigred to the
Spanish-English bilingual programs on cthe basis of (1) test scores, (2)
parental approval, ard (3) space available. A nonrandom comparison group
was formed by matching kizdergarten language-dominance tests for project
and nocproject classes. Since the origiral documents reviewed by AIR did
not present any cests of statistical significance, AIR estimiced signifi-
cance using posttest scardard deviations.

“
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Sut of 32 cests, AIR (1975a) Zound 17 chac significancly Zavored the
project studants on the Intar-imerica tast series. Twelve of the siznici-

cant difierunces were in Ll tests, so ouly 5 of 16 tests of Zaglish psr-
foraznce favored the Project students. Clearly the project did much becter
in teaching Spanishk (which apparently was not taught ig the comparison
classes) than it did in English. However, on the 32 pretest scores givan,
the program group scorsd higher on 23, and the concrol gToup scorsd
higher oo 7, with equivalent prectest scores ia only two groups. 4All buc
one of che significanc gaias favoring the project studencs oczurred in
grades vhere project students had an initial advantage at the start of the
school year, Project students had tigher precest scoras on 15 of the 16
Spanish tests and on 8 of che 16 English tests (1 more thac che mumper oy
winich the comparison gtoup exceeded the control).

3easons for Rejeczion

The authors made an attempt to match the treactmenc acd comparison
groups on the basis of class averages of students' scores on the "QOral
Language Zligibilicy Tesc” upon entering kindergarten. Shortcomiags in the
procedure, howaver, introduced biases. Consider the kindergarten pretesc
jcores for the 2 years covered by the raporc:

TABLE 3-10. ALICE, TEXAS, 3ILINGUAL PROGRAM
SCORES ON LANGUAGE-DOMIMANCE TEST

Spanish Eaglish
Year Progranm Comparison Program Couparison
1 57 42 48 49
2 55 48 48 32

Although the two groups look reasonably the same in cheir inisi
English scores, with che comparison students being slightly ahead, =he
Creatment scudents show considerably better Spanish ability. Consider the
implications suggescad by the data that the cwo groups are esquivalent in
English but one does betcer in Spanish. The implication is that the pro-
gram group had considerably better language skills overzll, Therefore, no
program effect needs to be postulated to account for why progran participants
(1) consistently aad higher precest scores in grades 1 through 3, and why
thay (2) gained more over the school year. This igs exactly the pattzarn
that would be expected from students with greater language abilizies.




The xias i{dentified in the pattara of the
found in the othar grades. On all 7 Spanisn
§Toup scored nigher than che control group.
nigher than the contzols on 5 of 7 Znglish reading precasc scores. Although
the authors aever testad che significance of pretesc diifarences, we can
test che pattarn by the Binomial Test. The conclusions are that the treacment
groups scored significancly higher in Spanish prscest scores (P=.008) and

there was no diffarence in Znglish (P=.227) across all grades, confirming
the patcern discussed above for «inderzarzen.

“ndergarten zactching is also
reading precascs, che treatment
The treatment group scored

Classroom turnover also distorts the aacching procedure cver cize.
Yot only ars studants being lost over =ime (one comparison class dropped
from 32 to 19 in one year), but students wara also added to the study. 1In
some grides sample sizs increasad over the 2 years. The two conorts experi-
enced a l-year lose of data of 22 percent and 34 percent, respectively., 1If
these ratas are indicasive of the year o year turnover, the total turaover
in che tw cohorts not considered in che reporc would have been 88 percent

and 170 parcent, respectively. The effacts of § years of turnover on the
inicial mazching is unknown.

For the one grade where natching was unaffected by turaover, that {is,
the £irst year of participation for each cohort, there were ao significant

diffarences in the gains in Znglish becveen the pragram participants and
the controls.

finally, +e note that English scorss favo

in the last year of che study in both cohorts
of a2 cumulative impact.

ring the control grcup occurred
. Therefore, chere is a0 evidence

Znglish As A Second Language Study

Fairfax Countw, 7irginia, Eaglish as a Second Lazguage Program

Description

The Fairfax County, Virginia, public school §yStem operatas an Zng-
lish as a secornd language program in grades 2 through 12; aogst participants

Stay in this progran for 1 to 3 years before being maizstreamed. Program

Students' gain scores on the California Achievement Test (CAT) varied

#idely in reading, 7ocabulary, reading ccmprehension, language mecharics,

language expression, and spelling when mcasured (December 1980), but of the
71 ccaparisons aade, 64 wvare educationally siznificanc. Children ranged
from the 7th to the 39th percentiles on the tests.

Former program children in

grades 4 and 6 who were .mains:re'amed lnto
the regular curriculum in Fairf

ax County by June 1977 were measured on the
SRA and STEA in October 1977. Students in both grades scored highest in

zath (above the 50th percentile) and lowest in readiag and science (28ch
to 38th percentile)., A posttest 1 year later, again showed scores highest
in mach (63rd percentile) apnd lowest in reading (38ch to 43rd rercentiles).

The nean composite score for 2ach, social studies, readiag, and sciance was
about the 50th percentile.
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The second group of Sgurth= ard sixch-grade former =SL studants, who
left the program in June 1978, wera testac che following Oczober. Turae of
8iy contert areas showed scores above the 50th-percentile level for beth
groups. The fourth graders performed alnost at che 50th-percentile level
for sciencs, veadizg, and social studies, but the sixth graders showed
lower achievemernt (reading, 39th percectile, and sciemce, 43rd perceszcile).

Students ir grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 categorized as speakirg “msetly a
language other chanm Zrnglish® and having a "fairly good level” of English
proficiency were cesced on the SRA ard STEA., pPres= and posttests irndicated
thaz, at all four grade lavels; children scored nighest in mach (45th to
50th percentiles) and lowest in Teading (13ch to 45th percentiles). Grades
were uniforaly highest at grade 4 arnd lovest at grade 1.

The Fairfax Couaty study is one of the few scudies in the i tarazure
that addreases the issue of the diffarence between statistically ard educa-
tiornally sigrificant gains. Giver larze erough sample sizes, very small
differeccsas will be found statistically significant. In zany cases, these
differerces will be 00 small . make any practical diiference. Therefore,
a good evaluation practice is = -~ to consider the question of whether any
statistically significant diffe nce is also big erough o be educatiorally
impertant. Following Horst et al. (1975) ard Linr (1978), Fairfax defined
a gain to be educationally significant if it was greater than one-third
standard deviation of the rom group. Fairfax found that 64 of 71 compari-
sons exceeded the criterion of educational sigrificance. The effamct of
the Fairfax program on Teadicg scorss can be seen in cable 3-11.

eagons for Rejeczion

Alchough the Fairfax study contairs nuch information of use to the
local school system, in the final analysis the study addresses a question
that is different from the issue of concern here. The Fairfax study looks
at how well che bilingual studants ara perforaing in comparison with the
national nom,

TABLE 3-11. CAT TOTAL READING PERCENTILE SCORZS,
° FTAIRFAX COUNTY ESL PROGRAM

Pretest Posttest

41 95

31 114

28 87

18 71

12 73

18 53

11 57

3 . 55

8 67

7 40

- 7 20

*The gaiz for each grade exceeded -he educationally significant

criterior of beirng largzer thar ome-third s:andard deviation of
the zormieg group.
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We have discussed earlisr the subtle but importart difsrsncs bSecveen
this question ard the question of evaluating how well one method of {instruc-
tion does ccmpared with arother. In the absence of a zontreatzent language~
zinority group, the Fairfax study contains zo data ralavant co the primcipal
corcerrs of the present study.

By the standards generally used to assess the eflsctiveness of educa-
tlocal programs, these gains are Very impressive. However, the interpreca-
tion of the gairs is not so clear—cutr. Note chat although very large gains
iz percantile standing were rmade during just 1 year of che program, only
students iz grade 2 had arn average percentile score above that glven in the
Proposed Language-Mirority Rules as the cutoff point sor bilingual aduca-
tion eligibilicy. From grade 5 on, although larze gains yere nade, the
final level of performarcs racged {rcm only che 7th to 18cth percenriles,

Therefore, while the Fairfax County program is very successful whenm
looked at iz terms of gain over che school year, there ars grounds to ques-
tion whether studects reached a level of performance at which their lack
of £rglish skills was no longer holding them back in school.

Other Icavolicable Studies

The preceding sections of this chapter discussed i{n some detail the
problems ve Zfound with a number of studies that have regularly beez cited
by the proponents of bilirgual education as supporting the effactiveness
of TSE. We find the mechodologica}/logical problems encourntered in these
studies to be so severe that we cangot accept chem as valid evidencs of
program efiects, for the reasons staced. In addition, we reviewed many
other studies that we judged to be irapplicable. However, sirce these
other studies have not been generally cited as evidence for TBE, it 1is rnot
necessary Lo discuss them at lercgch,

Table 3-12 gurmarizes the raasocs for our rejection of all the scudies
we did not accept. Our reasone are summarized into eight cacegories, any
one ¢f which was sufficient o reject a study. The eight categories are:

l. Yo Adjustaent. When studencs are not randomly assigmed to treac~-
zent and control condictiors, something (either matching or staciszical ad-
justzent) zust be done to adjust for possible preexisting diffecences af-
fecting learnirg that could bias the rasults of the tests, we rejected
studies using corrandom assignment where sunch adjustzents were not made.

2. Gaizs Only. All students learn something over time. 1If a study
demonstrates only that students' scores “ent up over the school 7ear, ro
: evidence of a program effect has been demorcstrated. Gains have to be com—
pared with scores of a proper control group of students not in the program
in order to demonstrate program effacts.
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3. Norzs. Sicce larguage-mizority students do rot develop in English,
their second language, the same way zonolingual Znglish speakers develop iz
Ecglish, comparing the progress of larguage-airority sctudents to noras dased
or monolingual Inglish-speaking studerts is not acceptable,

4. Critsrion Tests. (Criterion-referenced cests cap ouly be used for
our purposes I thers is universal agreemenr about the criterion or if a
control group was included to demonstrate a program eflect.

5. Statistics. Conclusions mst be based on ar appropriate statisci-
cal acalysis. IZ ro statistical aralysis was doze or if rhe apalysis done
was clearly contrary to gecerally accepted practice, we rejected the scudy.

6. Local Criceria. Some studies are desigred to address specific,
locally relevant criteria that do not apply to our concerns. Wo could rot
use such results since they speak to different questiors.

7. GE. As discussed in chapter 1, we do not consider grade-equivalen:
scores Lo be ar acceptable metric for prograim evaluaticn.

8. No Detall. If a study failed to provide emough information to
ecable us to be r=asorably sure none of the above problems exists, we did
rot accept the scudy.




TADLE 3-12.

METHODOLOGICAL, REASONS FOR REJECTING STUDIES*

Study

No G

Adjustment ©

alng
nly Norms

Critecion
Tests

Statisg-
tics

Local
Criterin

No

GE Detail Other

AIR, 1975e (St. Joln Valley)

X X

X

X

AIR, 19752 (Alice, Tex.)

AIR, 1975d (thiladelphia)

AIR, 1975¢ (llouston)

e[ ¢ >¢| >¢

Alejandro, 1979

Alston, 1980

Alston, 1977

Alston, 1980

Alston, 1980

Arce, 1979

Atce sud Sosa, 1975

> €| e ¢ ¢

Battiste, et al., 1975

Berget, 1980

”

Birmingham, 1981

Boyce, 1980

BDoyce, 1979

Cahlll aud Foley, 1973

chnrlotte-"cckicnburg, 1980

Colien, B., 1971

Colilsun, 1974

Author'’s {nterpretation
flawed

Corpus Christi, 1980a

Corpus Christi, 1980L

Del Buono, 1971

|

Development Asgsoclates, 1977

Edwards, 1976

Literature review

Edwnrds and Smyth, 1976

> >e|>¢

Literatute review

Egan_ond Goldsmith, 190}

Elligett, 1980

Ewnnyslqﬁ, 1978

Not a.comparative evapl-
vation, a study of 1.2
learning

{Contivued)
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TABLE 3-12. METHODOLOGICAL REASONS FOR REJECTING STUDIES* (Coatinucd)

Study

No

Ad justment

Gaing
Only Norms

Local No
Criteria GE Dpetail

Statig-
tics

Criterion
Tests

Other

Falrfax County, 1980

’

X

Fort Worth, n.d,

Ferrip, 1979

Cnrcia, 197§

Genespee, 1976

Literature review

Ghini, 1979

Giles, 1971

Goldemith, 1981

Golub, 1981

Goodrick, 1977

Gudschinsky, 1971

Literature review

Guertero, 980

ilall, 1970

linrrison, 1980

llerbert, 1971

iy PR

llorat, 1980

Autlior rejects 19 B
1ingual Evals (Pl
unsound

i-
P) as

11linois, 1981

JURT, 1977

Kolmar, 1575

2| e

Leyba, 1978

HeCarihy, 1976

Mocnemara, 1966

Hacuamara, 1970

Literature review

Hlranda, 1979

Teacher “reporta”
of progress

Hodlano, 1966

Intetpretation of
results not clear

tonzon, 1981

tiulTer and Teonetil, 1970

HeCarthy, n.d.

> | Datf e >

1,0

(Continued)
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TABLE 3-12. METHODOLOGICAL REASONS FOR REJECTING STUDIES* (Continued)

. No Cains Criterfon Statis-  Local No
Study Adjustment Only Norms Tests tics  Criterfa GE petail Other

Offenburp, 1971 X X

Cood denign;

Olerinde, 1978 no findings avatlable
Olesint, 1971 X

o Payne, 1973

Payne and Hedina, 1972

Price, 1978 X
Pryor, 1970
Pryor, 1972

Pryor, 1971

Ricliard, 1979 X

Rimm, 13975 X X
Rirm, 1978
Rim . 1980 X
ilmm, 1977
Rimm, 1379
Rosfer, 1977
Rosier and lolw, 1980
Rosler and Farells, 1976
SEDL, 1979

Schmid and Schonbein, 1930 X X

Scott, 1979 X s
Scudder, 1979 Compared 2 ESL progroms
Skutnabb and Kangas, 1979 X X X

Skutnabb-Kangaa, and Toukomaa, 1975 X X X

Smith _and Smith, 1978 X X

Sonth San Francisco, 1979 X X X X

St. John Valley, 1980 X X X

Swain, 1978a ' X

Swaln, 1978b X

‘Trevino, 1970 X X X

Trevino, 1968 X Confounded treatmentg

> >

> D] | Def e

>
>

> > e >

e e e e e >e
2 > 0e| | e e

(Continned)
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TABLE 3-12. METHODOLOGICAL REAS()NS. FOR REJECTING STUDIES*  (Continued)

No Galne Criterion Statis- Local No
Study Adjustment Only Norms Tests ticse Criteria GE Detall Other
anencla,_!??] X
Valencia, 1970 X
Veilleux, 1977 X X X X
Yorih and Rosier, 1978 X X X
Willfuk, 1968 , Compared 2 types ESL
Winter, 1979 X
- - Interim report; no
foloye, 1977 relevant results yet
Young, 1980 X X . X
Zimmer, 1976 X X X

* He hnve not listed studies that do not address our -questions.
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CHAPTER 4 ,

) CONCLUSIONS

Qur review of the literature exploring the effactiveness of bilinguai
education has examined two basic questions gerctianent to the intemt of
current Federal policy:

l. Does transizional bilingual educatior lead to better
performance in English?

2. Does transitional bilingual education lead .o better
performance in nonlanguage subjezt arzas?

We examined well over 300 documents concerned with biiiagu~l education. Only
28 studies were found to apply to our concerms and to meet our methodological
criteria. These 28 methodologically sound studies included evaluations of
pedagogical methods other than tramsitional bilingus! education, namely
English as a second language (ESL) and structured impersion. We present the
Tesults of our review and implications for Federal policy below. )

Results

Of che several hundred studies covered by the review, only 28* weres found
Co apply to our concerns and o meet our methodological criteria. Before dig-
cussing che studies we found to be methodologically acceptable, we should ™
note that we found several scudies that have previously been widely cited as
evidence for the effactiveness of TBE to be methodologically unacceptable
(Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976; Skutnabb-Xangas, 1979; St. John Valley,
1960; Veilleux, 1977; Layba, 1978; Trevino, 1968; Modiano, 1968; Egan and
Goldsmith, 1981; Rosier and Holu, 1980; and AIR, 1975a, 1973c, 1975e).

Table 1 summarizes the 28 studies we found to apply to our two questions
and to meet minimal methodological criteria; by comparison, Zappert and Cruz
(1977) found 18 methodologically acceptable studies. For each study, table 1}
gives the author, the grades of schocl encompassed, the gumber of students
in the treatment and control groups combined, the languages used by the pro-
gram, and the results the author(s) reported for second-language and math
skills. The most frequent home language was Spanish, but a gumber of other
languages were represented as well. The most common second language was
Znglish. In chree studies, French was the second language. Most of the
studies were neither longitudinal nor true experiments. Several studies
included very large numbers of studeats.

* Includes the study by Olesini which used grade-equivalents.




For each study we &amined, table 1
bettar than or 2quivalent o another approach, These comparisons were based
on findings which were Statistically significant. Some studieg had mixed
results, »35ed either on teges Or grade levels, “hera mixed results are
found, we have indicated the nature of the different resulcs,

indicaces vhecther the study was

Particularly welj, !0
and Swain (1973) ¢

found secoud~lauguage
Tuctured immsrsion Superior to ESL and Pena-Hughes and
Solis (1980) showed struccured iamersion Superior to cr i
education. ag for

nonlanguage subjects
Ramos et al. (19

ully in the seca

et al. (1977), and

» Lambere apd Tucker (197
teach math successyt

67) all showed that
nd language. This findiag suggests chat

the aeans of communicatisn
RO negative conge-

We found no data in

which are often more depend-

Ramos et a1, (1967) repo
for immersion in the 1i=

r subject areas,
skills chan math igs.

rted the leasrt
érature. They found that immer-
sion from grade } was as effective after 5 or ¢ years as a T3E program in
which ajl inscrucsion was in L1 for grades 2 through

The data op ESL instrucei 4s juse noted,
t¥wo studies Zound s T Ames and 3Bickg
(1978) and Balasubramonian er al. (1973) ¢ TBE programs which 1a-
cluded an =5t ccmponent were no more effeccive thap ESL alone. Lum (1971)
had amixed resules finding both that TBE Programs which included an EsL
Camponent were pe i than ESL alone and that ESL alone was
Superisr to TBE, ) found that a TBE program with ESL worked
better than , TBE

Program without an ESL component,

1%
Mixed findings ware found for several of the Studies, 45 a resuls, che
Teader will notice that chere are more findi
Iindings can be acer

ffarent 3
%0 grade or between tescs. Therefore, Some studies nay be ¢
once as showing 2 positive, uO*differeuc, or negative finding.

Wich Teéspect to TBE, Posizive outcomes perraining to language perform-
ance were reported by Covey (1973), Carsrud and Curtis (1980), McConnell
(1980), Olesini (1971), Plante (1976)

» Legarrera (1979), arz (1975b), Cohen
(1975), Kaufman (1968), and Zirkel (1972). However, tha case for the effec-
tiveness of T3E is called ingo question by studies that found no difference
ia Second-language perf

tment and comparison groups (Ramos
&t al. 1967; Ames and Bicks, 1978; Planta, 1976; faufwran, 1968; Huzar, 1973;
Legarreta, 1979; a. Cohen, 1975; SEDL, 1377; Carsrud and Curtig, 1980-
Matthews, 1979;

Skoczylas, 1972; McSpadden, 1979, 1980; Balasubramonian et al
1973; Cottrell, 1971; Olesini, 1971; AIR, 1975b; Zirkel,

Moreover, Some scudies foypd TBE to be less effective than eir
or ESL (Lum, 1971; Pena-Hughes and Solis, 1980) and some
negative effeceg by comparison with submersion (Danof £ ec al., 1977

Stern, 197s. Cohen, 1975; McSpadden, 1980).

; Moore and Parr, 1978; a.
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- Olesini (1971), A. Cohen (1975), and Ames and Bicks (1978) found chat
TBE improved acquisition of math skills. However, no effect was found by
Danoff et al. (1978), Carsrud and Curtis (1980), Moore and Parr (1978),
McSpadden (1979, 1980), A. Cohen (i973), Covey (1973), Olesini (1971), SEDL
(i377), and Ramos (1967). Skoczylas (1972), McSpadden (1989), and Stern
(i975) reported a negative effecs.

Caution must be exercised inp generalizing from table 1 because some
issues of nethodological adequacy remain. For example, Covey (1973) and
McConnell (1980a, 19800) repor: success for programs including TBE. However,
the programs also included very low sctaff-student ratios-=1 to 8 in the pro-
gram gtudied by Covey (1980). Therefore, strong doubts exist as to whethar
the reported program effect was due to the use of bilingual instructicn o
to the small classes.

We also examined our findings to determine which studies would have been
included if we loosened our criteria and accepted grade-equivalents. Only
Olesini would then be included in our results. His results were generally
favorable to TBE and have been included in table ! and table 2.

It #s instructive to look for patterns in the findings of all these
studies. Table 2 summarizes our findings with vespect to comparing alternma-
tive iastructional approaches. .We have grouped cthe 28 studies according to
the comparisons they examine. Then, we have aggregated their findiags ac-
cording to whether czhe study had positive, no difference, or negative re-
sults in comparisen o the other approach.* For example, the first compari-
son in table 2 looks at the effectiveness of TBE versus submersion. For
second-language acquisition, 10 findings favored TBE, 15 findings found no

- differences between TBE and submersion, and 5 findings were actuz'ly negative
for TBE.

The results ia table 2 must be qualified. Rather than s8imply ccunting

the nuaber of studies with various outcomes, we must go beyond these tabula-

, tions and give more or less weight to different finding~. For example, the
study by Ames and Bicks (1978) (which found that TBE pruduced better math
results than submersion did) cook place in only one school district, while
the Danoff et al. (1978) study (which found that TBE had no effect on math)
was designed to be nationally representative. Therefore, Danoff's findings
aust be given considerably more weight. Nevertheless, a clear unde rstanding
of our finding can only be obtained by looking at the studias in the aggre-
gate rather than looking at the studies in isolacion. Our policy implica-
tions are presented below.

* Because, as already noted, some studias had mixed results, the reader will
notice that there are more findings than there are studies. However, if
a study administered five tests of which three had positive results
and two negative ones, we would record only one positive and one negative
result in our comparison tables.




Implications

We believe the literature makes a compelling case that special programs
1a schools can improve the achievement of language-minority children. Thera
is 1o evidence, however, that a specific program should be =ither legislated
or preferred by the Federal Government. Indeed, more research and demonscra-—
tion projects with sound evaluation models are needed to detarmine which pro=-
grams are effective with which cypes of children ia which locations. The
test of this summary will present our findings.

Special Programs Can Improve Achievement ia Language-
Minoricy Students

The literature we reviewed indicates that special programs designed
to overcome language difficulties in school can improve the achievement of
language-=oinority children. The studies by Pena~Hughes and Solis (1980,
19°.), Plante (1976), Huzar (1973), Covey (1973), Kaufman (1968), and Lum
(1271) wers trué-experiments, and all showed special programs to have pos-
itive or neutral effects. The ingenious nonexperimental design used by
McConnell (1980a, 1980b) 3lso seems to have firmly established che presence
of a positive program eifect. Positive effects also were reportad in the
wonexperimental studies of Zirkel (1972), Ames and Bicks (1968), AIR (1975b),
Barik and Swain (1975), Olesini (1971), Barik et al. (1979), Lambert and
Tucker (1372), Legarreta (1979), farsrud and Curtis (19803, Cohen (1975),
and Malherbe (1946). Note, though, zhat while special programs have been
shown to be effective, this conclusion says nothing about the effects of any
particular instructional approach.

The Federal Government Should Not Place Exclusive Reliance on
Transitional Bilingual Education

For more thar a decade, the Federal Govermment has worked toward
institutionalizing transitional bilingual ‘education as virtually the only
approved method ‘of instruction for language-minority children. TBE has
teen emphasized in Title VII funding decisions. TBE has been implemented
nationwide by the 0ffice for Civil Rights' interpretation of the Lau deci-
sion. And ia 1980, the Department of Education proposed, with, few excep-
tions, the legal mandate of transitional bilingual education through Fed-
eral regulations (a proposal that has been withdrawn by the current Admin~
istration).

When we reviewed the literature on the effectiveness of transitional
bilingual education we did not find justification for such heavy reliance
on this method of instruction. 1In order for the Federal Govermment to
rely exclusively on one instructional method for meeting the needs of
language-minority children, the following two conditions must hold:

l. There must be a strong case that the {astructional
method is uniformly effective.




2. Effective instructional alternatives should not exist. If che
desired outcomes can be reached through more than one aporoach,

- the Federal Government should not constrain the options of local
schools.

Only 28 studies chat passed our methodological test addressed the ef=-
fectiveness of TBE, and only 11 of the 25 studies looking at TRE reported
a positive effect. Further, additional methodological problems i{n -hese
studies impose strong 1limits on generalizing their results. Three studies
suggest that the reported positive outcome could well have been due =0
other aspects of the program rzther than to TBE itself (C.ovey, 1973;
McConnell, 1980a, 1980b; Plante, 1976). In addition, a number of studias
that used multiple-outcome prasures found mixed results. Several other
studies found a negative effect for TBE when compared with submersion,
ZSL, or immersion (Danoff et al., 1977; Moore and Parr, 1978; McSpadden,
1980; Skoczylas, 1972; Cohen, 1975; Lum, 1971; Stern, 1975; Pena-Hughes
and Solis, 1980). alchough we reviewed a limited number of immersion
studies, each analysis of structured immersion generally found positive
{indings for that approach. Achievement in both language skill and subject
matter knowledge was becter through structured immersion than through ESL
or T3E (Barik and Swain, 1975; Barik et al., 1977; Lambert and Tucker,
1972; Pena-Hughes and Solis, 1980).

These findings dp not add up to a very impressive case for the eoffec—
tiveness of transitional bilingual education. We conclude that TBE fails
boch tests for juscifying reliance on 1z as the exclusive method f£ar
iastructing language-minority children. There is no firm empirical evidence
that TBE is uniquely eff.ctive in raising language-minority studencs’ per-
formance in Englich or in nonlanguage subject ar=as.

Since several States have followed the Federal lead in developing pro-

grams for language-minority children--in some cases, even legislating TBE--
our analysis has implications beyond the Federal level.

Federal Policy Should Be Flexible

For more than a decade, Fedéral policy (as expressed through Ticzle VII
legislation, Title VII funding decisions, OCR implementation of the "Lau
Remedies,” and the August 5 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking) has emphasized
transitional bilingual =ducation to the virtual exclusion of alternative
aechods of instruction. We found through our analysis that this policy is
not justified on the basis of educational effectiveness. While transitional
bilingual education has been found to work in some settings, it has also
been found ineffective and even harmful in other places. Furthermore, both
of the major alternatives to TBE--structured immersion and ESL-—have been
found to work in some sertings.

The commonsense observation that children should be taught ia a lan-
guage they understand does not necessarily lead to the conclusion they
should be taught in their home language. They can be successfully ctaught
in a second language if it is done right. The key to successful teaching
1a the second language seems to be to f{nsure that the second language and
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subject matter ars taught simultanecusly so chat subject content never
gets ahead of language. Given the American setting, where the language-
zinority child must ultimately function in an English-speaking society.
carefully conducted second-language instruction in all subjeczs may well
be pre’erable to bilingual methods.

We conclude that it is very hard to say what kind of program will suc~
ceed in a particular school. Hence it seems that the only appropriate
Federal policy is to allow schools to develop instructional programs chat
suit the unique needs and circumstances of their students.

There is no reason to assume a priori that the same approach that is
applied to a rural Southwest Texas district with a large proportion of
second-generation HBispanic children should also be applied to a district
with a swall group of Lao refugees in a Northerm city. But Federai policy
has been based on such an assumption over the vears. Our review indicates
that a fundamental change in Federal policy is needed.

We believe this change will require recognition by the Department of
Zducation that other pedagogical methods for language-minority cnildren can be
effective and can meet civil rights criteria. Federal funding practices
zust encompass each of the speclal programs designed to meet the needs of
language-minority children so that a more realistic balance among various
progrza types is achieved.

A widespread structured immersion demonstratioa program is especially
needed. Until now, the immersion method has been rejected on the basis of
weak theoretical arguments.ll Immersion @ay not transfer successfully
from Canada to the United States, but this is an empirical question that
should be answered by direct test. As a first step, the Department should
immediately fund an extensive evaluation of tie McAllen, Texas, program,
which has a true experimental design for comparing the effectiveness of
structured immersion and TBE for Mexican-iAmerican students of low socio-
economic status.

Given the complexity of the problem, it also seems that the Federal
Government should provide the wmost current information on pedigogical
methods for language-minority children so that school discricts can make
informed choices, adapting methods zc their local needs.

Improved Bilingual Research and Program Evaluations Are Needed

Yore and better research and improved program evaluations in bilingual
education are necessary if .the needs of language-minority children are to
be adequately met. The low quality of the methodology found throughout the
literature is a serious problem. The major methodological problems with
the literature include the following:

o The absence of random assignment between treatment and control
groups,

16,




0 Tha use of study designs zhat cannot show a treatmeat efface ia the
absence of random assignment, such as the norz~referenced model or
failure to-use analvsis of covariance, and

o The failure to apply appropriate statistical tests to demonstrate
program effectcs.

These problems havehpar:icularly characterized Title VII evaluations. The
Tictle VII bilingual program has begun o :zake steps to improve the qualicy
of local results. However, our review has indicated that program evalu-
ations are still of very poor quality; much improvement is still needed

{1 this area. .

8ilingual education involves many complex, difficult issues that have
been liccle (or insufficiently) scudied. Federal funding for research 1in
the area of bilingual education was allotted for the first time under Part
C of Title VII in 1978, with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
acendments (ZSEA). The need for additional research is great.

Unfortunately, nowever, when Congress established the legisiation 1in
1978, it limicted research to examining transitional bilingual education
specifically, rather than all pedagogical methods for students with liniced
Inglish proficiency. As a vesult, Federal research has been skewed to
Socus on one method. Ultigpately, the development of effective instrucrional
srograms for language-minority children will come abouz only through a more
broadly based research agenda.

Arzas Zor redirected research should include the following:

0 & study of the divergent educapional needs of language-minoricy
children in the United States to include the examination of how
these children's language deficiencies differ in their nhome lan-
Zuage and English,

0 Exazination of che effectiveness of alternative instructional ap-
proaches and how these approaches meet the needs of diZferent
tyrces of language-minority children,

0 A reexamination of the theory of T3E (designed for monolingual LI
speakers), which may not be rslevant 2o many of the language-
mlnority scudents in the lnited States,

o ~Foraulation of appropriate structurad immersion curriculunms,
© CExamination of the methods of Eaglish as a second language
(vocabulary drills versus zeaningful English communication),

and

o £Zxamination of bilingual education teacher qualifications and tre
degree of fluency such teachers have in both languages.

~3
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SUMMARY OF APPILICABLE 3TUDIES

Number2
of
Author Date Crade Designl Studentsg
AJR 1975b k-1 Long{tudinal; 393
(Corpus analysis of
Christi) covariance
Ames and 1978 1-9 Analysig of 669
dicks covariance
Balasu- 1973 K-3 Analysis of 317
bramon- covariance and

fan et al.

Barik and 1975
Swain .

Barik 1977
et al.

Carsrud 1. 4
and

Curtis

Lo

2-5

4-5

other adjust-
ments

Longitudinal; 2,253
analysig of
covariance

Longitudinal; *
analysis of
covariance

Longitudinatl; 172
analysis of
covariance

Languages3
L 12
Spanish  English
Spanish  English

and

French
Spanish  English
English  French
Euglish  French
spanish  English

(Continued)

Reported Results

L2

Math

TBE no different from submersion

in 1 grade; TBE better than
submersion in 1 grade

TBE no different from
ESL, alone ‘

TBE no different fcom
ESL alone

Immersion better than
ESL

TBE better than submer—

slon in 1 grade; TBE
no different from
submersion in 1 grade

TBE better than
ESL alone

Math taught in
L2 no different
from math taught
in L1

Depending on
year and grade,
math taught in
L2 was worse
than, no diff-
erent from, or
even better
than math
taught {n L1

TBE no different
from submergion
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Author

A. Cohern

Cottrell

Covey

Danof f
et al.

Huzar

Kaufman

Lambert

and
Tucker

Date

1975

1971

1973

1977,
1978

1973

1968

1972

Grade

K-3

2-6

Junior
figh

1-4

TADLE 1.

Design;L

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Continued)

NumberZ
of
Students

Longitudinal
analysis of
covariance
and other
ad Justments

Analysis of
covarfance

Random
assignment

Analysis of
covariance
and other
ad Justments;
big study

Random agsign-
ment; one-way
analysis of
covariance

Experiment;
longitudinal

Longitudinal;
analysis of
covariance

90

470

200

8,900

160

139

213

Languages?
L 12
Spanigh  English

Navajo  English
Spanish English
Several English
Spanish English
Spanish English
English French
(Continued)

Reported

Results

1.2

TBE vo different from
submersfion on B6 of
100 language skills;
submersfon better than
TBE on 11; TBE better
than submersion on 3

TBE no different
from submersion

TBE better than sub-
mersion

Submersion better than
TRE

TBE no different from
submersion

TBE better than submersion
on 2 component gcores of
a standardfzed achievement
test and no different on 7
component gscores ian one
school; TBE no different
from submersion on 9
tests In another school.

Math

TBE no different
from submersion
in 2 of 3
grades; TBE
better than gub-
mersion in 1
grade.

TBE no different
from submersion

TBE no different
from submersion

Math taught in
L2 no different
from math
taupght in L1
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Author Date
Legar- 1979
reta
Lum 197¢
Matthews 1979
! McConnell 1980
! McSpadden 1979
McSpadden 1980
Moore and 1978
Parr
OlesiniA* 197]

Grade

K-2

16

TABLE 1.
Number 2
of
Designl Students
Analysis of 80
covariance
Random 55
assigument
Log~1inear 1,011
model
Longitudinal; 1,020
gubject as
own controj
Analysis of 196
covariance
Longitudinal 263
analys’s of
covariance
Analysis of 130
covariance
lintching 60

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Continued)

Languages 3

L S
Spanish English
Chinese FEnglish
Many English
Spanish English
French  FEnglish
French  English
Spanish Euglish
Spanish FEnglish

(Continued)

Reported Resultsg

L2

TBE better than submersion

or TBE no different from
submersion, depending on

Math

the test; TBE with ESL better
than TBE without ESIL component

ESL alone better than TBE oun

3 tests; ESL alone no

different from TBE on 2 tests

TBE/ESL no different from
submersion

TBE better than submersion

TBE no different from
submersion

Submersion better than
TBE in 1 of 3 grades;
TBE no different from
submersion in 2 yades

Submersion hetter thau
TBE

TBE better than submersion
ifn 1 of 3 components
of a standardized
test; TBE no different
from submersion in one
component

TBE no different
from subhmersion

Submersion better
than TBE in 1
of 2 graded;
TBE no different
from submersion
in 2 grades

TBE no different
from submersion

TBE better than
submersion on 1
component of a
standardized
test; TBE no
different from

submersion on
1 component:

§omed
o~
N

Y




TABLE 1.

Pena- 1980 K Random 156
flughes, assignment

and

Solls

Plante 1976

Number2
of
Author Date Grade Deaigﬂl Students

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STUDIES (Cont:{nued)

Languages3 Reported Resultg
L2

il

L2

Spanish Fnglish Immersion better than

TBE

Math

Longitudinal ; 72 Spanish English TBE better than
exper {ment submersion in 1
grade. TBE no
different from
submersion in 1
grade and for both
grades combined
Ramosg 1967 1-6 Longitudinal; **%  Hiligaynon English TBE no different TBE no different
et al. matching Pilipino from immeraion4,**** from Immer-
aion4, hhR s
SEDL, 1977 K-3 Longitudinal; 1,060 Spanish English TBE no different TBE no different
(Steb- analysig of from submersion® from sutmersion
bing) covariance
aud other
ad justments;
5 sites
Skoczylas 1972 1 Analysis of 47 Spanish English TBE no different Submersion better
covariance from submersion than TBE
Stern 1975 4-6 Analysis of 213 Spanish English Submersfon better than Submersion better
covarfance TBES than TBE4
Zirkel 1972 1-3 Matching; 278 Spanish FEnglish TBE better than submer-
analysis of sfon on 1 test; TBE
covariance no different from gub-
mersion on 4 tests
(Continued) 17,4
—— _—— = e SRR




*  Treatment = 73, control not given.
**  Rejected for use of grade-equivalents only.
A%% Unable to obtatin information at present; however, the sample size was large.

A*44The classification of the Instructfonal method used in this study cannot be determined, but our best
guess ig fmmersion.

I In the case of multiyear studies, the number of tested students was counted. Rather than couﬁtlng the
number of unlque students, the study counted each year & gtudent was teated as a separate ingstance.

For studies not using random assignment, we note the method used to adjust for possible preexisting
differences betweer the treatment and control groups. Analysis of covariance 1s a statistical method
used to adjust for preexisting differences.

3 L1 16 the language-minnrity child's home language; L2 18 the child's gecond language.

b s result repregents our conclusion F om the author's very complex analysis; see chapter 2 of the full
report.
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FRCM APPLICABLE STUDIES*

Transitional Bilingual Education Versus Submarsion

Secound
TRE: Language Math
Positive..................................... 10 2
Yo Difference............o................... 15 9
Negative..................................... 5 3

Transitional Bilingual Education Versus English as a Second Language

Second
T3E: - Language Math

—

Positive..................................... 1 1
No Difference................................ 3 NA
Negative..................................... 1 XA

Transitional Bilingual Education Versus Immersion*

Second
TBE: Language Math
Positive....................o................ 0 0
Yo Difference.ieeereeeetoeieneeenececennnnnns 1 1
Negative..................................... ! 0
Immersion Versus English as a Second Language*
Second
DMERSTION: , Language Math
e 1 NA

* Math scores found in immersion projects in Canada are difficult to
compare with scores in regular English curriculums. What can be concluded,
however, is that students can achieve equally well (or better) in
math classes taught in L2 as in math classes taught in L1.
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Appendix A

METHODOLOGY GLJUSSARY

Age. The ease ard rapidity w.ch which children acquire a second lang-~
uage has been noted by parents, teachers, and linguists alike. The literatuyc-e
(Krashen, 1979) shows chat, holding tire and exposure constanZz--—

0 Learmers who begin exposure to the second latguage, (L2) during
childhood generally achiave higher 12 proficiency than those
beginning as adulcs. -

0 Older children acquire the early stages of larguage §k;lls faster
than younge. children.

© Adulcs proceed chrough the early stages of language and
sentence development faster than children.

Thus, adults and older children geverally acquire second-language skills
faster than younger children, but younger childrer will be language
Superior in the iorg run (Snow acd Hoefnagel-Hobls, 1978).

Some recent research relates L2 development to Piaget's theory of cog~
cicive phases (Kessler, 1980). cChildren learning a second language before
age 6 have not moved from the stage of preoperational thought to concrete
operational thought (Piaget and Irhelder, 1969), indicating sz different means
of acquirirg L2 is found in older children. Asher and Careia (2969) found
that ipmigrant children who had arrived ir the United Stafes between the
ages of 1 and 6 became almost native=like English speakers. Asher and Garcia
also presected evidence that first starting to lear L2 betwsen ages 7 and 10
has detrizental effects on both languages because scund discriminacion recog-
rnition as well as promunciation begin to deteriorate at the onset of puberty.
Giles (1971) hypothesizes chaf L2 instruction during cthis age peviod causes
intarference between the two languages because Ll has not been fully developed
(also see Anderson, 1978: Hughes, 1969).

Cognictive Ability. There is an extensive lcerzture debating whether
bilingualism has positive or cegative cognitive effects (see Darcy, 1953;
Peal and Lambert, 1962; Landry, 1974; Segalowitz, 1975; Bump..rey, 1977;
Coronado, 1979; Malherbe, 1945; Fishman, 1965; Jensen, 1963). This debate
does not concern us except o note “here are implications for the cype of
ceaching methods used for bilingual children depending or the nature of the
cognitive effects of bilingualism. However, these effects have yet to be
vell documented, so it would be premature to comment on tnem except o note
that cthe verbal skills of bilirgual children are generally poorer thar
their nonverbal skills.

More important for our purposes is the proposition that children differ
in the speed with which they learn languages, whether due to differences in
flair for languages or differences in general ability. If cthis is so, then
zmore able children will acquire L2 oore rapidly (see Johason, 1953, cited in
Albert ord Obler, 1980). Humphrey (1977) compared nonverbal IQ scores for His-
panic children and found that the better the Zaglish language (L2) abilicy,
the higher che nonverbal IQ. This finding {s best interpreted as showing
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thac nascery of a second larguage is easier fot more intelligent children.
(See also Ardal, ziced i Cummias, 1980.) A re ated point is the learmer's
cognitive style (see Coronado, 1979, for a revy w).

Communities. Different communiti~s have dif Serent characteriscices thag
brar on the teachirg of language minov.ties. Lambert and Sidoti (1980) poiznt
out that in every locale languages have a scatus dimension. In =ost U.S. com-
zunicies larguages other than Erglish have low preastige. However, in those
areas where English is a =minority lsaguage or where zdnority comXunity aeabers
are unafraid of losing their .inguistic identicy (Lambert and Tucar, 1972),
bilingual education may well yield different results. Finally, couaunicies
differ in the rumber of minority groups present. Chicago, with over 10" lan-
guages, faces a problem different from that of a Southwest Texas comunity
where only Exgiish and Spanish are typically found (for a review, see
Skoczylas, 1973; Read, 1980).

Corzelation. A correlation is z measure of the extent &, which twe
things occur together. Daylight and che presence of the sun in the sky are
perfectly correlated-—you do not have one without the other. Mecst factors
involved in education are not perfactly correlated. There is a high but im-
perfect correlation between achievemenr and IQ. Because the correlation is
nct perfect, {f +e want to understand why children differ iz achievement, we
2usC consider other relevant factors in addicicn to 1qQ.

All che relationships discissed in this report involve less thac par-
fect correlations. Readers should keep in mind that everything said about
Silicgual education is prefaced with an umstated “chere is a tendency for.”

~-knicicy. The background zationality and socioculsural differences
of the language minority chiid can affect learning English. Several authors
heve suggested that learning L2 is easier the more similar L2 is to Ll the
home language, L1 (MacNamara, 1966). That is, 1t {s easier for a Spanich-
speaking child to learn English than it is for a Vietnamese-speaking child,
because there are more linguistic similarities betwean Englist and Spanish
than between English and Vietnamese. Cummirs (1981) also postulates that
the sociocultural factors of a language-minority child's background affecr
larguage learnirg. 1In a scudy of 1,200 immigrants in Toronto, Cummins
postulates sociocultural differences as the reason that children of Chiuese
background learned English better and periormed bettor wcademically than
Franco-Qntarian children.

Gain Over che School Yeir. Several evaluations report only the dif-
ference between the program studenzs’' fall and 3pring scores, «s,en testin
the gain for significance. This procedure is unsound. Almost all stude-cs
show some absolute gain over time, even if they are at the same time rapidiy
fallirg behind the nom.

Grade-Equivalent Scores. There are serio—e problems with grade-
equivalent scores, as explainod in "A Prototype Gu!de to Meaguring Achieve~
ment Lavel and Program Impact or Achievement in Bilingual Projects™ (Hcrst
et al., 1980):
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They are based on the istaken belief that 3 gain {n test scores
of one or more monchs for each month of instruction represents
good progress. This is 0oL Crue. Grade~equivalent scores provide
an {llusion of simplicity but, in fact, they are almost impos-
sible to interpret, even for specilalists in rest construction.
Grade-equivalenc Scores stould never be uged by anvone for anvy
Durpose vhacsoqur. (emphasis added ) h

The Hawthorne Effect. This is named after a famous study of indus-
trial production which discoverad thac vorkers become more productive
when they are the center of attention ({.e., being studied), The very faze,
chen, that the people in a study are studied cap affect the ecudy outcome.

Immigrant or Native-Born. Different problems faca educators accord-~
ing to whether che Student population with limiced ability to speak
Engligh is foraign=torn or native=born. Imnigrancs can be expected to
be randomly distributed ip age when they entar oyr schools, Therefore,
the school 1s as likely to gec a non-‘.-'nglish—speaking immigrant scudenc
in cthe tench 3rade as {n the first grade. Native-born language—micoricy
children are unlikely to make pProgress to the teurh grade without learning
English, Therasfore, the type of program operated by = school myst change
significancly with each increasing grade depending on whether the student

Immigrant szatus has been linked to superior school performance by
someé researchers. Canadian research has shown thac inmigrancs outperforn
the national norm in 4 number of areas once L2 is learned. Anecdoral ob~-
servations by school Personnel in the 7.s. Southwest oftan conclude that
recent Mexican immigrants outperform native~born Mexican-Americars (Carter,
1370; Troike, 1978; Cummins, 1981). The implicacion is that, although both
native~ and foreign-born children perform equally poorly in Ecglish, im~-
aigrants are more likely to have higher cognitive abilities or motivation.
However, empirical evidence zo Support these observations is limited
(Kimball, 1968; Anderson and Johpson, 1971).

Some studies have found that immigrancs initially do less well .chan
native~born language minoricies in school. In Israel, a 15=ysar study by
the Ministry of Education and Culture (1969) found thac failure of immi-
grants from culturally differanc ccuntries was caused by socioeconomic
factors compounded by the character of Igsraeld schools, the structyre of
the educational g7stem, and the aurriculum, which wag based on a different
value system. Cardenas and Cardenas (1972), in ctheir theory of incompac~
ibilicies, draw similar conclusions about the United States.

Baral (1979) found Mexdican inmigrants of lower Socioeconomic status
had lower academic achievement thap Mexican-Americans of 3 higher status.
However, Ferris (1979) found that Junior-high children who immigrated from
Mexico after grade 3 did as well in English wricten ccaposition as natgive-
bora Mexican—Amnericang did. The foreign-born, moreover, were suparior o
Mexican~Amaricansg despite a greater amount of travel time. ro Mexico, lower
30cioceconomic Status, and more Spanish spoken in the home.
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Lack of Standard Evaluation Format. Another ‘problem that confounds
effectiveness comparisors of programs stems from the lack of a standardized
evaluation format. Alkin et al. {1974) examined this problem by looking at
the Title VII experience in evaluation and the ise of testing data. Swain
(1978) has identified program testing as differing according to type, con-
tent, and ucilizacion.

Local-Critarion-Referanced Designs. Communities may set up goals for
their specific programs.such as parent involvement, curriculum development,
and less absenteeism and then measure these goals chrough a criterior=-
referenced evaluation. This report i3 addresses a very specific Federal
policy question dealing with student achievement aand English language ac-
quisit’on. There may be studies chac provide perfectly adequate answers
to locally relevant evaluation questions that have no bearing on our con~
cern here (for example, see Offenkerg, 1970; Young, 1980; Goodrich, 1977).
Therefore, we can make no use of these studies. Criterion-referenced cests
are further discusse’ ‘n the section on tests in this gloszary.

Motivation/Self-Concent. It has been argued by some that many ainor-
ity languages have low prestige in che United States. The majority, there-
fore, may view minority children as members of an infeiict group, placing
a negative value on the children, and depressing their self-concept, which
in curn depresses school performance. De Avila and Ulibarri (1980) question
this theory. Home language is identified with “"significant others” who
are very important in shaping the child's self-concept. The degree to
which eignificant others are associated with reading and writing =may be
important to the development of self-concept and, consequently, litreracy
(Christian, 1976). Studies that show greater academic achievement and _
2otivacion by language minorities in classes with teachers of the s.me
ethnic.ty illustrate this poinu (Modiano, 1973; zirkel, 1972; von Malcitzs,
1975).

Lum (1971, -eviews several studies showing that scudents who accept
the mainstr2am culture learm English more rapidly than do those who "cling
to their own cultural group.” ¢

Closely related to self-concept s the role motivation plays in the
child's school experience. Even though the literature is far from conciu-
sive as to the role played by wotivation, it is often put forth as a plaus-
ible explanation for discrepant findings. It is argued that the child's
motivation to learn L2 and to otherwise perform in school is affected by
(see Von Maltiz, 1975; Del Buono, 1971; Skoczylas, 1973; Rand, 1980) these
factors. )

o Whether L2 is the dominant language of the sociecy or a highly
valued gecond language,

O Whether the child learning L2 comes from the majority cultural
group or from a minority group,

0 The socloecnnomic status of the family,
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o The linguistic patterm of the community in which the child
lives and the degree to which the community esteems L2 and LI,

0 Parental larguage use,

o Parental accitudes toward L1 and L2,

o Subcultural differences, and

o Parental attitvdes toward school in general.

The Novelty Effect. One interpretation of the research on educational
improvement is that children respord to novelcy. Following a change iz
the way a classroom is run, children will learn a little better. Once the
cew becomes commonplace, a change to something else again will succeed.

Consequantly, any innovative practice works when first tried, but loses
its presumed effectiveness once it becomes the usual order of business.

Oral or Wricten Language Skills. Age seems to affect acquisition of
oral and writtén skills differently. Cumminsg (1978, 1980) argues there is
liccle transier (facilitation) effect from learning oral L2 to learaing
written L2. Alchough there is no direct evidence suppor=ing Cummins'
theory, neither is there evidence refuting it. The implication is that no
improvement in initially learning how to read (grades 1 and 2) eizher L1
or L2 will result from prior imstruction (preschool or grade 1) in oral
language skills in either language (see Fishman, 1965). Conversely, Kramer
{1980), Venezky (1970), and Gudschinsky (1971) argue that oral skills are
an important precursor to learning how to read. Goodman and Goodman (1978)
report very different oral and written skill levels in language-minoricy
children.

|
Parental Support. Lambert and Tucker (1972) emphasizs chat the Sc.
Lambert program could not have been a success without the involvement of
parents. Recognizing the importance of parental cupport, Title VII proj -
ects have emphasized the role of parent advisory groups (see also Del
3uono, 1971).

fos: hoc Zxplanations. The purpose of scientific study is to elim:-
rate all possible explanations of an event exczept the one to be proved.
If che study fails to support the chosen explanatisn, all che alternatives
become viable. These after-the-fact alternative explanations are called
post hoc explanatious. 7Tney have very little value as scientific proof.

The tilingual literature has many examples of post hoc explanations
for program results. Motivation, self-concept, and community differences
are usually ciced. By and large, the royle these factors play is bilingual
education has nnt been subjected to direct tests. That they have something
to do with the outcome of a bilingual program .s plausible, but not prover.

Posccest-Only Design. Some studies compare only pustzest scores of
students iz the program and a nonrandomly selected comparison group. This
approach 1is open to all the seiection bias problems and the results or suen
studies cannot ve relied upon.
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One of the most {mportant sources of alzernative explanations for the
resulcs of a study is the complex nature of human behavior. Zducation ig
30t a2 simple matcer. Many factors affect a student’s performance in gchool.
If a sctudy fails to consider the affects of these relevant factors on
achievenmert, erronecus conclusions about the effectiveness of the progranm
can result,

School performance due to a special program musc be separated from
other relevant factors. For example, it can be chown that test ~res de~
cline as the amount of Federal aid to a school districe goes up.

It is a miscake ¢o conclude that Federal programs cause poor achievemen:
Secause there is another relevant factor. 3oth low test scores and Federal
aid are consequerces of poverty. Poor schools have students who score low
o0 tests and Federal aid is allocated Lo schools based on their poverty
levels. A serious misinterpretation about the effect of Federal aid could
be made if one ignored the relevant factor of poverry. ’

The firsc step in assessing the studies of effectiveness of programs
for bilirgual students is to determine what the relevant faczors are so that *
the degree to which they were controlled for can be considered.

Interaccior is a problem of ten found in association with relevant
faczors. Interaction means that cthe effect of one relevant factor changes
when another relevant factor charges. There is, for example, an interac=-
tion between age acd learning to write or speak a second language., It is
vell established that the younger cthe learmers, the better they eventually
come to speak L2. It is also well established that the older pecple are
wher they begin to learn how Lo read L2, the faster 12 i35 learred. Thus,
there can be no single statemert about the reiationship between age and
larguage le arning.

There are rumerous characteristics of language-minoricy children that
affect their acquisition of English, including age, oral and writzen skills,
parental support, cognicive abilivy, prior training in L2, ethnicicy, self-
concept, and motivation. Coamunity and school attictudes also affect lan-
guage learnirg and academic achievement. When measuring the effectiveness
of bilingual educacion programs, one should somehow control for these rele-
vant factors. If a study fails to consider these factors, its results may
be open to gerious question.

School Differences. While characteriscics of language-miroricy
children play a role in determining the outcome of ap educational program,
the “educational program itself is obviously another Source of factors af-
fecting the course of learning. For example, McDonald and Eliag (1876) of
Educational Testing Service found that teacher performance makes a sub-
stantial contribution to what children learn. They found the second most
imporcant facter fér predicting change, other than socioeconomic status,
vas what teachers did in the classroom. Research indicates that students
wich Znglish proficiency have historically been provided fewer of the
tezcher practices related to student achievement (Dulay and Burt, 1979;
Engle, 1975; Patniz et al., 1976).. Teacher proficiency i{n &1 and teachin
sethods are of major izportance to studernt success, as are teacher atci-
tudes. Urnfortunately, little is knowt about the art »f acritude change.,




dowever, de Xanter (1979) has employed a dissonance {2tervention strategy

with teachers in Texas to address atritudinal and value inconsistencies

vhich affec: behavior, thus making teachers more open to students with English
proficiency (also see Muller and Leonetti, 1970; Moore and Parr, 1978).

Basically, any dimernsion of the school setting related to the effec-
tiveness of schooling can affect a bilingual program. For ipstance, a
major problem in bilingual programs is the general lack of msterials ard
qualified teachers (NTS, 1980). Separate program elements can be put to-
gether in differect ways by 4. ":rent schools to form a bilingual progran,
and different combinations niy t2 differentially effective,

Socloeconomic Status. Socioeconomic status (SES) has been shown o be
at least two-thirds responsible for che relatively low achievement in school of
Hispanics (Veltman, 1980). Moore (1978) has shown cthac studencs of higher
socioer.gomic status within bilingual programs do becter than lower status
groups. Rosenthal et al. (1981) found, in a nationally representative
sample of elementary school students, that controlling for socioeconomic status
accounted for most of the low achievement of Hispanic students relacive to °
Anglo studente. De Avila (1981) concluded that controlling for soclo-
econmic status reduced the total variance accounted for among Hispanic
students, although it did not eliminate it. In inspecting National Agsess-
ment data we also found that cognitive performance of Hispanics closely
resembled that of blacks and English~speaking low-SES groups, while neither
blacks nor Hispanics resembled the higher SES Anglo/white sczudents. Thus,
home language may not be the primary cause of low achievement for mauy
children from coo-Erglish-language backgrournds.

Tests. Evaluations use nationally normed referenced tests or criterion-
referenced tests, or both. Standardized tests permitC comparisons across
programs, but they are not completely adequate deasures because many of the
groups tested differ comsiderably from the noming populatioa. There is
also che problem of cultural biases in standardized rests. Juarez (1974)
pointed ocut that students do best on tests tho- take in their native tongue.,
However, Perez (1979) questioned court-ordered first-language testing in a
study that found most of the language~minority cnildren scored becter ir
English. Lambert and Tucker (1972) found no difference in math score due
to the language of che test.

Effectiveness studies measure different skills according to the pro-
gram goals. Oral tests may measure factors completely different from
reading, writicg, and liscening comprehension tests. Similarly, tests Zor
cognitive gkills, subject matter, and linguistic proficiency measure aspeces
of a program's effectiveness but cannot be compared to ome another.

Although standardized achievement tests have problems, a better alter-
cative does not usually exist, so we have given considerable weight to
sticdardized achievement cescs,

There are two problems with criterion-referenced rests from our per-
spective. First, if they are to be used in 2n evaluation of a program, ar
appropriate comparison group is absolucely essential. Second, the -seleczion




of the critaria prasects a P lem. They should be aeaningful and
appropriate to the gquestion of intarest; often they ars pot.

In order to usge cricerion-referenced tests for an evaluation of
bilingual education across projects, we zust specify the criteria to be
assessed. This is impogsible since we are reviewing existing scudies
which have already specified their locally relevant criteria. It should
be noted that, although criterion-referenced test studies are of lictle
use for our purposes, they may meet the evaluation needs of a local school.
Alternatively, criterion-referenced test scudies with control groups can
be assessed across projects ou the question of whether the program students
outperformed che controls. In this case, all the usual cautions about
selection bias apply. This is a moot point, however, as virtually no
criterion~referenced test studies employing control groups exist.

Test scores have become the standard weans of validating a project's
Success. Other data such as average daily actendance, parental involve-
ment, and completion of secondary school mar also be viewed as measures of
project success, however. 1In fact, Paulston (1975) argues that che dropout °

rate is che hest single measure of progranm success among larguage-ainority
secondary studecrts.
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