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AgSTRACTﬁ .
. Method ical problems associated with the research
.cited by the Baker DekK Review of Bilingual Edugation {1981) are
reported. The review co ed that there is little evidence

supporting the need for bilingual instruction for language minority
.children. Given the: wgu’spread legal, fiscal, policy, and media
implications of this nclusion, it is 1mportant that the evidence be
analyzed. Each of the 28 studies cited to support the Baker DeKanter
conclusion was analyzed in depth in regard to methcdologitca? ‘
soundnéss. Numerous instances of the following methodolog1ca1 errors
were found: non-random assignment of subjects, h1gh attrition of
subjects, extremely small sample sizes, inappropriate measurement
* instruments or procedures, inappropriate pretest/posttest time
frames, inconsistent design, lack of control of critical learning
variables, variations in qualifications of instructional personnel,
and lack of recency of the studies cited. Given these problems, the
conclusions of the Baker DeKanter review should be questioned. ) .
Detailed reviews of each of the 28 studies are appended. (RW) '
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" Baker/DeKanter Review:

T«

Inappropriate Conclusions on the Efficacy of Bilingual Education

The 1980 decennial census placed the number of Hispanics in the United
States at 14.6 million based upon self-identification according to

Spanish origin. Popular publications, such as Time and'Newsweek,

estimate the Hispanic popd]ation at closer to 25 million. From 1970
to'1980, the Hispanic population of the United States grew at a rate -
6.5 times greater than the general populatfon. The growing Hispanic

community in this country emphasizes the growing political, economic,

and international importance of Hispanicsf It is of extreine signifiQ
gance, therefore, given the fact that th& 't} of Hispanics in
this country are within the "school age" population, that all citi-
zens, particularly educators, be concerned with the efficacy.of

schooling being provided thié ethnic group.

On September 25, 1981, a final draft report was completed by staff
members'{n the Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation ov Lhé u.S.
Departﬁént‘of Education. That report was titled “Effectiveness of
Bilingual Educatisn: A Review of the Literature." Authored % «eith
A. Baker and Adriana A. DeKanter, this report is frequently r+. »rred
to in the literature, and in the popular press, as the Baker/.:Kanter
Review of Bi]inguélﬁEducation. Baker and DeKanter focused their
revi<d upon what they described as twenty-eight studies "qupd
applicable” with "outcomes about which we can be reasonably

confident," and "found to apply to our concerns and to meet our m%no-

dological criteria." Baker and DeKanter, in their report, go to




great lengths with a substan;ial number of introductory comments, to

build an aura 6f carefu1 schoiarship surrounding their review, of a
clear and we11 -defined conceptual basis for their review of spec1f1c
stud1es, of a comprehens1ve and extens1ve selection of literature, and
"of conclusions and recommendations based upon clear evidence derived

from their data bases.

Baker and DeKanter (1981) conclude "The case for the effectiveness of

transitional bilingual education is so weak that exclusive reliance on

this instructional method is cféar]y not justified.".(p.bl abstract)
“There is no justificatioh'fob assuming that it is necessary fo teach
non-language subjects in the child's native tongue in order for the
Tanguage-minority child to make satisfactory progress in school."

(p. 1 abstract)

There have been very few literature reviews that have required or
justified a careful and specific critique; however, the importance of
such a critique of the Baker/DeKanter Review can be determined by the

following evidence:
N

1) Policy- and Fiscal Effects. Senator Walter Hudd]eston,

the Honorable- Senator from Kentucky, 1ntroduced on
December 16, 1981, Senate Bill 2,002. This p1ece of
legislation would allow bi]ingua] education to be pro- |
‘vided for one year only, with the possibility of an
additional year of bilingual instruction if a child has’

had an extensive individual evaluation which establishes

the need for continued services. But, in no event would




the child be permitted to be enrolled in b{l%ngua] edu-
cation in excess of three'years. Senator Huddlestan

states in prepared remarks for tha Congressional Recerd

- of wédnesday, December 16, 1981, that a major ratfona]e
for the introduction of Senate Bill 2,002 is the infor-
mation provided by "a recent report by the Department of
Education.;;conc]usive]y shows that the bilingual educa-
tion program is not working;.. The report concluded Fpat
the case for the effectiveness of transitional bilingual
education is so weak that exclusive reliance on this
instruction method is clearly not jqétified.“ N

(Huddleston, i981: No. 188, Part 3) The report to which

‘Senator Huddleston refers is the Baker/DeKanter Review.

The Federal bffice of Budget and Mdnagément has recom:
mended‘significant tuts or reductions in the level of
i federal funding for bilingual education.‘ One of the
bases for these recommended reductions, accordjng to
Foster (1981), is the conﬁ]usions described in the
Baker/DeKanter Review of the Effectiveness of

Bilingual Education.

-

2) Legal. Various legal action has been initiated based
upon the information included in the Baker/DeKanter
Review. For eXamp]e,jRobinsQn (1981) states "The

Attorney General hopeé to use the Education Department's

study to shpport'thefstate's claim that bilingual edutac '
tion as called for by Judge Justice (U.S. vs. Texas, C&\\\\\__““‘“\
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3)

4)

1981) is not necessarily the most effective way to
remedy language prbb]ems of Spanish speaking

youngsters." (p.5).

Research Procedures and Scholarship. The Baker)DeKanter

Review has become the basis of and formulation for cer-

tain research associated with bilingual education.
Foster and Matske (1982) indicated that a major and
expensive_($500,000)'stu;y funded S& the Office of
Education to a private research corporation (RMC

Research Corporation)'bqsed one of two major sections of

- conclusions upon the Baker/DeKanter Review. That par-

ticular study was to Took primari1y at Deparfment of

Education, Title VII funded, bilingual education

programs. A scholarly review of the Baker/DeKanter
Report was recently canﬁleted by Seidner (1981).

Seidner openly questions many of the COhc1usions,

“methodologies and so forth that were utilized by

Baker/DeKanter.

Conceptual, Philosophical, Capital Development. The

Baker/DeKanter Review has begun to serve as the basis
fof the development of philosophical or conceptual
postures relative to the education of children of
Timited English proficiency (Campbe11 & Gray, 16x¢2; -

Chavez-Hernandez, et.al.,1981; Robledo, 1982.)

Media Dissemination. The Baker/DeKanter Review has

served as the basis of a substantial number:of




' Baker/DeKanter Review, it seems impOrtant, if not essential, that a

newspaper, magaiine, television, and other news media
information. In almost all instanceg, media porfré&ed
//f%\\\the Baker/DeKanfer Review as substaﬁtive evidence of'
- the lack of effisﬁfy of bilingual education (Associatéd
Press, 1981; Corpus Christi Caller, 1981; Real, 1981).

Given the multiple significant effects of the dissemination of the

-~

scho1ar1y inquiry be made into the specific studies cited by Baker and

- DeKanter éiy“methodologica11y applicable." Thereforey a research

team* was Sssémbled at the University of Texas at Austin for the

purposé of comﬁieting such a scholarly inquiry.

The purpose of this paper is to report one small aspect of t e work of

a research team at the Universiti of Texas. An appendix to the paperi

is provided for those scholars who wou]dylike to analyze in depth the
reviews completed by the research team. Each review in the appendi x .
includes éareful references and documentation to the original source

SO that any concerns with the review can be followed to the original

57

document.: This paper will provide a relat1ve1y brief report1ng,of

;pecific problems associated with the procedures and methodologies of

the "twenty-eight" studies selected by Baker and DeKag}er as the only

stJdies that were "methodologically applicable."

cCollum,
es Yates.

Sandra Burks, Shernaz Garcia, Betty Horton,

*Comprised of the following members: James Adﬁg;? .Linda Avila,
Emily Poling, Michael Thomas,.Jdohn westbrook




A range of procedural Eeporting difficulties are present in the Baker/'
DeKanter volume itself, such as poorly ide?tified publication/
refereﬁces; hasty writing and/or editing as exemplified by gramnatical
and typographical errors, difficu]t%es in pagination, narrative that

is di;crepant with tables and so forth. These probTems wog]d, in and
of themselves, allow one to deduce that there are difficulties with

the Baker/DeKanter Review. However, these difficulties, in and of

themselves, would not necessari]y lead to.difficult conclusions.

In order to contrdl pbssible potential researcher prejudice which
could develop from seeing such lack of care and scholarship, the'
research team at the University\of~Texas at Austin did not.read the -
Baker/DeKanter report prior to initiating their‘review‘efforts of the
"twenty-eight" selected studies. 'Pfocedura11y, the Univebsity of
Texas research team took the "twenty-eight" refefences from
Baker/DeKanter and sought the original source§ that is to say, tﬁe,
journal article, project report;.paper presented, and so forth. This,
in itself, was an extremely time-consuming and difficult task, as,‘to 
say the least, many of the citations are most obscure 1iteratUre.
Citations were often generally unavailable and required the most tena=
cious efforts of fnquiry on the part of the rgsearchers in order to

find the original documents.

4 | . . .
The second procedure for the University of Texas research team was to
utilize the same categories and topic headings for their review or

. critique of the specific studies as were utilized by Baker and

_DeKanter.




The following difficulties discovered by the University of Jexas

. research team reflect only those most str1k1ng errors that are c]ear]y
evident and documentable in the original sources. The errors
described do not reflect any effort at dgduction or interpretation

on the part of the rese:rch team. The following section reports those

errors in terms of number of times the error was noted in the original

sources, and provides specific examp]es of the errors. - o
,\ 7 Q}

1. Non-random assignment of szJects and/or other procedures wh1ch

would result in non-eq‘Availnt groups - 21 instances.

Exdmples: Carsrud.& Curtis (1980) used no bilingual or Spanish
dominant students in the contr61 groups; only English dominant

students, were placed in control groups.
W

Mathews (1WJ9), studehts‘wfth lowest flugncy were assigned to
treatment groups. |

Lum (1971), assignment to treatment and control was based upon
area of res1dency and ava11ab111ty of b111ngua1 c1asses, rather

than random1zat1on.

2. High attrition of subjects - 5 instances.

Examples: Stebbins (1977), 70% of treatment and control group
students were not présent for post-testing.

Ramos, Agu11ar & S1bay¢ﬁ (1967), 758 treatment and 1,164

control students d1m1n1shed to 232 treatment and 301 control
students at the time of post-gesting.

Ba]asubramoﬁian ets al. (1973), 26% attritibn dccdrred.in the -

treatmene group and 21% attrition occurred in the control

group.




Discrepancy in size of n or very small n - 8 instances.

Examples: Barik & Swain (1975) used'asbfew as ten randomly

ée]qcted students for some cohort groups. = - v ¢ A o /
Legarr;ta (1979) had an n of seven in one treatment grodp.

Kaufman (1968) had 30% more treatment subjecs than control

subjects. |

[

Inappropriate measurement instruments and/or procedures -

26 instances.

Examp]es: Barik, Swain & Nwanunobi (1977) measured reading

achievemeanin the second grade on instruments requiring

reading, yet, reading according to the schoo]-éurricu]um,‘was

not‘int}oduced until the endlof the second grade. .

Legarrata (1979) used cookies, peanuts, and raisins as rein- -

forcement during timed tests of oral ]anguage'proficiency.

‘Additionally, Legarrata used four 11- and 12-ye§r old girls as

examiners to collect language proficiency data. Two of the

girls were the investigator's daughters.

Lum (1971) administered an ingtrumEnt for the purpose ﬁf
determining mono/bicu]tura]ism.f In actuality, theftes; Q;s
a heasure of 1angu€ge usagé. |

Campeau, Réberts, Bowers, Austin & Roberts (1975) did no

screening for eligibility. Participants volunteered.

‘Danof f (1977a, 1977b, 1978a, 1978b) teachec,}udgmant and

perception was the only measure of language dominance.

Time frame of pre/post-testing inappropriate - 8 instances.

Balasubramonian et. a].l(1973), only five months elapsed

-8-




between pre and post-testing.

Carsrud & Curtis (1980) only five to six months pre to post-

)

testiﬁg occurred. v
. Kaufman (1968),ohad>Wide differences in the time fr;me_ofvp;e/
post-testing: School A - 18 mohths pre/post-testing;'School B -
9 monfhs.' | Lo |
- Moore & Parr (1978) pro;ided six to eight months pre/poﬁt-

testing.’

6. Inconsistent design implementation/inconsistent treatmeht -

35 instances.
Examples: Lambe&&_ﬁbjucker (1972) in kindeﬁﬁ??ten and first
grade an immersion(model was util{zed as treatment, and in
second through fourth grades, a partial bilingual model was
utilized as treatment. Yef, results are cited as effects of
an iﬁmersion model . | |
Zirkel (1972), treatment groups varied in amount of bilingual
instruction from ten minutes to one hour with‘indiv{aual versus
groub instructioﬁ, fﬁtorfng versus self-contained classrooms;
all instruction was grouped into one treatment group.
¢ Ames & Beck (1978),'duéing the middle of the éear of the study,
the School Board mandated»a reduction of native language '
instruction to 50% of‘the time for the treatment groups.
Carsrud & Curtis (1980) teachers in the bilingual élassroom
treatment EPOUpS taught 82.5% of the time in English only. One
‘third of the treatment group‘teachers taught<on1y in Engiiéh.
Stern (1975) at the end of the project, it was discovered the

-9-
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’ . : _ .
the highest scorers in the control group had at one time been

students in the treatment group. . .

Campeau, -Roberts, Bowers, Austin & Roberts, (1975) ireatment

7

groups received instruction in a Variety-of settings: self-

&

contained, open §pace, team teaching, and so forth, yet were an

lyzed as one treatment.

Lack of contfo] of known critical learning variables

10 instances.

Examp}es:' A variety of;studies - Legaratta (1979),3K$ﬁfman (1968),
Moore & Parr (1978), McSpaqden (1981), did not cohfrél for véry_
ihg‘inte]]igence in treatment and control groups. Huzar -
(1973), Covey (1973), Mathews (1979), did not contro]“fqr di f-

ferent sqcio-economic levels of EFeatment-and control groups.

"Time on task was not controlled.in a variety of studies, such as,

McSpadden (1981), Mathews (1979).

|

Different standards/qualifications of insiructiona] E9rsonne].f(

N L
14 instances. \\“\mm‘ o

- Examples:  Balasubramonian et. al. (1973), control group teachers

had twice as many years of experience as thestreatment group

teachers. .

Campeau, Roberts, Bowers, Austin & Roberts (1975) control group
oo - . . ¢

teachers had an average of ten years experience, treatment_groupl

teachgrs wére all first and second year teachers.

- Skoczlas (1972), aides without teaching credentials had equal

responsibility for instruction with certified teachers.

s
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- cant advantage for b111ngual instruction with these conc]u51ons

.

‘Stern (1975), teachers with no certification or tralnlng as
bilingual educators taught in the treatment blllngua] education
prggram groups. A
Danoff (1977a, 1977b, 1978a, 1978b), teachers in the treatment
Tit]e VII c]assrooms wide]y varied in proficiency in both

languages of interest.

9. Lack of reeency of studies cited. 25% of the studies were ten

.Or more years 6]d;'40%§of the studies were more‘than'five years

old.

In rea]fty; there ane not twenty-eight_Studisg, as previously
re?erred to by Baker and DeKanter,'but tmenty-ij; as p]eeini (1971)7
was countee'as one of the twenty-eight acceptable studies, yet this
study was removed by Baker- and Dekanter fntO'the section of the report -

wh1ch they deemed as unacceptab]e or 1nappropr1ate to the1r effort.

Of 1nterest1ng note, Olesini (1971) is a study which showed signifi-

limited primarily by a short test/retest period of only seven months.
Additfonal]y, Baker end’DeKanter eeparatelyvcite'McSpadden 1979 and
McSpadden 1981, when in rea]fty, these two citations are one study, as
the 1979 citation is a pre]imineny or interim report, with the 1981 _

citation being the final report of the same project.

‘Given the significant difficuIties found with the studies that were

se]ected by “Baker and DeKanter, one must ser1ous]y questionthe
conc]u51ons reached by Baker and DeKanter, i e., “the case for the

effectiveness of transitional bi]ingua] education is so weak thet

-11-




exclusive reliance on this instruction method is clearly not

justified." (p.1 abstract)

%

Whatever may be the réason for the conclusions reached by Baker and

DeKanter, it is ndQ‘po§sible, based upon the efforts of the

reseatch team at the University of Texas at Austin, to allow scholars
"to examine the original'soches, to examine the information obtained

.and produced by the research team, and to al]owrit.to be scrutiniied N
in a true atmosphere of'open scholarship. Such reviews are not only

acceptable to the research teém, but are welcomed.

Those concerned with honeéty of'inquify and scholarship must be
informed and able to respond to the Baker/DeKaﬁ€ér documeht. Such
.- | - know]ed@e is essential in order that appropriaterpolicy decisiéns,
- A resource allocations, fairness and equity of service delivery can-

. occur, void of ignorance, prejudice, politics, and racism.

Dt U




References

Ames, J. S. & B{cks, P. An eva]uat1on of the Title VII bilingual-
bicultural programs, 1977-1978 school year, final report. Community
School District 22, Brooklyn, New York: July, 1978. ‘

_Baker, K. & DeKanter, A. Effectiveness of bilingual education: a review
of the literature. Washington, D.C.: Department of Education, Office
of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation, Sept. 25, 1981.

N

Ba]asubramon1an K., Seeley, H.N. & De Weffer, R.E. Do bilingual education
programs 1nh1b1t English language achievement? a report on an I11inois
experiment. Paper presented at the Seventh Annual Convention, Teachers
of English to Speakers of Other Languages. San Juan, Puerto Rico,

May 9-13, 1973. '

Barik, H. C. & Swain, M. Three year evaTuation of_a large scale early grade
Fren;h immersion program: the Ottawa study. Language Learning, 1975,
25(1) 1-30. .

Barik, H. C., Swain, M., and Nwanunobi, E. A. English-French bilingual
education: the Elgin study through ‘grade 5. "Canadian Modern
Language Review, 1977, V(33), 459-475.

Campbell, R.N. & Gray, T.C. Critique of the U.S. Department of Education
report on effectiveness of bilingual education: a review of the
literature. IDRA Newsletter, January, 1982, p. 3-4.

Campeau, P.L., Roberts, A.I.H., Bowers, J.E., Austin, M. & Roberts; S.dJ.
The identification and description of exemplary bilingual education
programs. Palo Alto, California: American Institute for Research,
August 1975 (Corpus Christi component of report, D 57-76).

‘l
[ 2L

~ Carsrud, K. & Curtis, J.  Final techmical report:—Et
s

roject. Austin: Austin Independent Schoo] bi
5Publ1cat1on No. 79.21).

Chavez-Hernandez, E.; Llanes, J.; Alvarez, R. & Arvizi, S.F. ~The federal
policy toward language in education: pendulum or progress.
Sacramento, CA: California State University, Department of
Anthropology, Cross-Cultural Resource Center, Monograph No. 12, 1981.

Cohen, A.D., A Sociolinguistic Approach to Bilingual Education:
Experiments in the American Southwest. Rowley, Massachusetts:
Newbury House, 1975. ’ '

Bilingual education. Corpus Christi Caller,'October,S, 1981, p. 12A. -

Education Department memo s]ams b111ngua1 education. Corpus Christi Caller,

Cottre]l M. C. Bilingual education in San Juan County, Utah: a cross-cultural

emphas1s. Paper presented at the American tducation Research Assoc1at1on
Ashual Convention. New York, New York, February 4-7, 1971. ;

Covey, D. D. An analytical study of secondary freshmen bilingual
education and its effect on academic achievement and attitude of

-13-




-

Mexican-American students. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Arizona State University, 1973.

Danoff, M. N.- Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/
English biTingual education programs. Volume I: study design and
interim findings. Palo Alto, .Californta: American Institutes for
Research 1n the Behavioral Sciences, 1977.

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/
English bilingual education programs. Volume IT: project descrip-
tions. Pale Alto, California: American Institutes for Research
in the Behavioral Sciences, 1977.

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/
English bilingual education programs. Volume III: year two impact
data. Palo Alto, California, American Institutes for Research
7n the Behavioral Sc1ences, 1978.

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/

English bilingual education programs. Volume IV: overview
of study and findings. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes
for Research in the Behav1ora1 Sc1ences, 1978. )

Foster, S.G. - & Matske M. U.S. study reports shortage of quallfted
bilingual education teachers. Education Week, June 9, 1982, p. 6.

Foster, S.G. Studies stirred debate over worth of fedéral programs.
Education Week, 1(15), December 21, 1981, p. 1. °

Huddleston, W.D. Congressiona1'Record 97th Congress, Vol. 127,
Wednesday, December 16, 1981, No. {88, Part 3.

Huzar, H. The effects of an Ehg]ish-Spanish primary-grade reading

rogram_on-second-and-third-grade-students. - Unpublished thesis,
- Rutgers Unfversity,’May, 1973. :

;ngufman, M. w111'1nstruct1on in reading Spanish affect ab111ty in

~ reading EnglTish? —Journal” of”Readrng, 1968-}%—~52 e

Lambert, W.E. & Tucker, G.R. Bilingual educatlon of children: the

St. Lambert experiment. Rowley, Massachusetts: Newbury House, 1972. ?

Legarrata, D.. The effectsvof program models on language acquisition
by Spanish-speaking children. TESOL Quarterly, 1979, 13(4), 521-534.

Lum, J. B. An effectiveness study of English as a second language.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California at
Berkeley, 1971. .

Mathews, T. An investigation of the effects of background characteristics
and special t2nguage services on the reading achievement and English
fluency of bilingual students. Seatle, Washington: Seatle Public
schools, November, 1979. )

Mchnne]]; B.B. Effectiveﬁess of individualized bilinghal instruction for

migrant students. Unpublished-doctoral dissertation, Washington State =

University, 1980.
-14-




McSpadden, J. R. Acadiana bilingual-bicultural educational program: final
evaluation report, 1980-81. Lafaystte, Louisiana: Lafayette Parish
Schoal Board, 1981.

Moore, F.B. & Parr, G.D. Models of bilingual educatics: comparlsons of
effectiveness. E]ementary School Journal, 1978, 1679(2), pp. 93-97.

Olesini, J. The effect of bilingual instruction on the achievement of
elementary pupils. UnpubTished doctoral dissertation, tast Texas
State University, 1971,

Pena-Hughes, Eva & Solis, Juan. abcs. McAllen, Texas: McAllen

Independent School District, Mimeographed, 1980.

Plante, A.J. A study of the effectiveness of the Connecticut pa1r1ng
model of bilingual-bicultural education. Hamden, Connecticut:
Connecticut Staff Development Cooperative, 1976.

Ramos, M., Aguilar, J. & Sibayan, B. The determination and implementatiocn
of language policy. Quezon City, Republic of the Philippines:
Phoenix Press, 1967. ’

Real, D. Study claims bilingual education doesn’ t work. San Antonio Light,
Sept. 30, 1981.

Robinson, Vi Texas, U.S. Education-Department Epar over top-secret
bilingual education report. Education Times, Sept.” 21, 1981, p. 5.

Robledo, M.R. Bilingual evaluation research does it work? IDRA Newsletter}
February, 1982, pp. 1-7. .

Seidner, ‘S.S. Political exper1ence or educational research: an analys1s

of Baker and De Kanter's review of the Titerature of bilingual

education. Rosslyn, VA: National Clearinghousg for Bilingual-

-

Education, 1981.

Skoczlas, R. V. An evaluatioh.of some cognitive and affective aspects
. of.a_Spanish-English bilingual education program. _ Ungub11shed doctoral

dissertation, Unlvers1ty of New Mexico, August,%1972

Stebbins, -L.B., St. Pierre, R.G., Player, E.C., Anderson, R.B., Crum, T.R.,
Education as experimentation: a planned variation model. volume IV-A
and IV-D, evaluation of follow through. Cambridge, Massachusetts, ABT
A‘Soc1ates, 1977. ~ '

Stern, C. Final report of the Compton unified school district's Title
VII biTingual-bicuTtural project: September, 1969 through June, 1975.
Compton, California: Compton Unified School District, September, 1975.

U.S. v. Teias, Civil Action 5281, 5th Circuit, U.S. District Court, Tyler

Division, January 9, 198l1.

Zirkel, P. A. An evaluation of the effectiveness of selected experi-- -
mental bidingual education programs in Connecticut. West Hartford,
Connecticut: Hartford University, Connecticut Migratory Children's

__Program, May, 1972.




Reference: Ames, J. S. & Bicks, P. An evaluation of the Title VII bilingual -

bicu]tura]lpéograms, 1977-1978 school year, final igport. Compmunity

School District 22, Brooklyn, New York: July, 1978.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 22-23, Chapter 2.
Available From: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 185 132,

2 Name of Stugy: An Evaluation of the Title VII Bilingual-Bicultural Programs,
| 1977-1978 School Year, Final ‘Report.

Author and Date: Ames, J.S. & Bicks, P.; 1978.
Location: ‘ Community School District 22, Brooklyn, New York. \ ’

Treatment Group: 212 Spanish and French Creole-speaking students in Grades 1-9 of
| Community School District .22, Brooklyn comprised the treatment
group. There were seven bilingual classes located in %our_

bui]diﬁg§;jpr Grades 1-9. Two of these were bilingual French-English

classes (Grades 1-6). Additionally, intensive ESL classes were

oo ....conducted_at one_elementary.and two junior _high schaols. .

Control Group: 457 students who were identified as language deficient and were

served through negu]ar'c]asées.with "pull-out" programs. Each stu-

dent received 3-5 hours per week of intensive ESL instruction.
Duration: 1977-1978 school year.
Ages: | _ Grades 1-9. -

Type of Program: f.SpanisH‘and French Creole transitional bilingual-bicultural education

_and ‘intensive ESL. - | o <
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~ Description:

‘of Education. Students were considered ]angUége deficient if they

The project consisted of bi]ingua]-bicu]tural,programs for both
Spanish and Creole French and extended from the first thfough the
ninth grade. Separate classes for both languages did net exist at
each grade ]eve].‘.quricula included were: for the bilingual
French classes, reading, math, seience, and social studies (Grades
1-6); for the bilingual Spanish classes, phonics, readieg, science,’

social studies, language arts, culture,‘and math (Gradés 1-9); and

an outline for English as a Second Language (Grades -1-9).

English language deficiency was determined through testing with

the English Language Assessment Battery, developed by the NYC Board

scored below the 20th percentile. Spanish-speaking children below

the 20th percentile were also given the Spanish Language Assessment

Battery. Of 669 children found to be eligible, 212 were‘p]aced in

special bilingual or intensive ESL classes; the other 457 were

served in regu]ar‘claeees with "pull-out" programs which offered ESL

instruction. The pr03ect cons1sted of seven b1l1ngua] classes in -

four school bu1]d1ngs. Two were b1]1ngua] French Engl1sh.
Add1t1ona]]y, three sChoo]s offered intensive ESL classes (one

elementary anq two junior high schoo]s);‘ The teachers of all

- classes received special training from the project staff and ESL

materials for language deficient students.

The bilingual classes were initially defined as providing all o
work in the native']anguage other than for the ESL component;

however, some schools' bilingual classes joined the regular classes

~for-art, music, gym, and any other e]ective courses. As some
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Strengths:

Discussion:

competence in English was attained,.students were moved into main-
stream classes, a]though(junpetence levels were not defined.
Additionally, near the efid of the school year, the_Board'becameﬂ
concerned about the transitional ;spects.of thé bilingual program
aﬁg insisted that the native instruction be restructured t§ only

50% of the instructional time. Therefore, comparisons of groups

and/ob methods were questionable, as instructional methods were

-not held cdnstant;

Pre- and post-testing with SESAT English and the SAT Reading and

 SAT Math were utilized to compare achievement in thé bilingual/

ESL settings with achievement in the "pull-out" setting. -An

analysis of covariance procedure with pre-test scores as

covariate was conducted:

‘1. SESAT English - revealed no significant difference in achieve-

ment between the three groups;

2. SAT Reading - Aevealed no significant differences among the

bilingual, ESL, dnd-hpUII-but“métudénté;'

3. SAT Math - indicated significant Jifferences between the
bilingua® and "pull-out" groups. The students receiving
instruction in their native language achieved higher

scores than those whose instruction was in English.

The project staff was cbnsidered highly qualified and the dis-

trict was committed to the project.

students toward mainstream as quickly as possible was not

e 20




consistently adhered to by the staff. The Board changed its goals

near the end of the year and required more English in all Eettings.

The failure to'maintéin specified conditions in the treatment as.

well as the designated control group vitiates any conclusions

- regarding the preference of one method over another. There were

achievement gains for all groups. The proficiency attained in
matbematics in the bilingual group was significantly greater

than in the “pull-out" program.

While the program evaluators felt that the cultural .objectives
had been met, there was no documentation that knowledge of the
native culture had increased, other than the reviewers' recog-

nition of colorful room decorations depicting culture or

~language instruction. - The curriculum for the bilingual Spanish

classes did include a segment on culture.




Reference:

Available From:

Name of Study:

Author and Date:

Location:

Treatment Group:

Control Group:
Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

)

| Balasubramonién,.K., Seelye, H.N. & De Weffer, R.E. Do bilingual edu-

cation programs inhibit English langudge achievement? a report

on an I1linois experiment. Paper presented at the Seventh Annual
Convention, Teachers of English to Speakers of ther Languages.

San Juan, Puerto Rico, May 9-13, 1973.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 42-43, Chapter 2.
ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 118 703.

Do Bilingual Education Programs Inhibit Engli sh Language

Achievement? A Report on an I1linois Experiment.

: - ~
Balasubramonian, K., Seelye, H.N. & De Weffer, R.E.

Fifteen schools within three comparable school districts in I1linois.
‘ : ©

213 Spanish-speaking students (grades kindergarten through three)

who received English as a Second Language instruction in the

context of a bilingual prqgraﬁ.

104 Spanish-speaking students: who received English as a Second.

Language (ESL) instruction within the traditional school program.

Pre- to post-testing for this study was a five-month period

~in 1972, January to May.

Grades K-3.

'ESL in transitional bilingual program compared with'ESL within

“traditional school program.

- =20- °




Description:

-

‘

The Balasubramonian et al (1973) study was conducted in response to

the fears.of paﬁénts and educators that the removal of students
from the traditional classroom to the bilingual program, resulting
jn'ZS% less English exposure and instructipn during the school day,
m%ght retard English acquisition and educational achievement.

ﬁ@e research-questions was: Do'bi]ingua] education programs in-

L

hibit English language achievement?

To probe this concern, pre- and post-test data were collected

' during a five-month interva]\in fifteen schools within three com-.

parable school districts in I1linois in 1972. Program alternatives
compared were the ESL/bilingual programs and the ESL/traditional

approach.

The bilingual program involved the student in a special class p]éce¥‘
meht for one-half of the school day; however, for one-half of that
time (ot for one-fourth of the school day) the ESL program was

given, therefore, only one-fourth of the day was di fferent from

that provided Spanish-speaking students in the ESL/traditional

classroom. The number of adults within environments did not vary

(3); the regular teachers had over twice as many years of

experience and the bilingual educators were more fluent in Spahish.

‘A pre-test, post-test non-equivalent group was used. Data were

analyzed by ANCOVA and partial correlational analysis. The authors
explain that: - S a
The present experiment is a situation where' the

covariate is fallible due to the imperfect
reliability of the present measure and there is

-21-




| a possibility of a systematic™difference on the _
| covariate due to non-random assignment. As a ¢

procedure of cross validation, both ANCOVA and

part1a1 correlation analysis were performed and

Lord's technique of adjustment was analyzed to

the 2nd and 3rd grade data, using verbal and non- .

verbal intelligence scores as covariates.

Analysis techn1ques failed to detect d1fferences.

The results of the listening and reading comprehension tests were

compared. Tests used‘inc]uded the following: Test of Basic:

:\\\ - Experience - Language Subtest (K &L), Test of Reading - Inter-

American II, D E, Vocabulary, Speed, Level; Test of General

Intélligence - Habilidad General, Verbal, Numerical, Non-

Verbal. Pre-test data was obtained in January and post-

testing occurred in May.

The dna]ysis,re?ealed no significant'differencehin the achieve-
ment of the two groups. The amount of”English achievement in
kindergarten and fﬁrst grade was less than the achievement'in first
and second grades. Achievement of second and ﬁhi}a-graders

found no significant difference between groups.

{Xhe researchefs concluded‘that'ha]f-day'biliﬁgUal programs con- ., C e
ducted in this mannervdo not inhibit English language achievement
and the additionalAbenefits of the bilingual program couldAenhance

" self-concept and cultural éppreciation and awareness, although

it was not the purpoﬁe of the study to measure these addi tional

benefits.

\Strengths: A rather substantiated and appropriate application of analysis

techniques occurred.

<
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Discussion:

¥

taught were in lower SES Title I schools. Assignment tb these
correlation between the two groups.- The schools with the

percentage of‘Spanish-speaking children, but it was explained that

The authgrs indicated a desire to have used tests reflecting

oral language fluency, given the age level considered; however,

the constraints made this type of assessment impractical for the

A .
project. The use of the selected tests was consider&d equally

suited for the experimental and control groups, since both groups

two groups was not ‘random; however, the pre-test indicated a'hjgh'd

L4

bilingual‘programg were supposedly selected becauge of the higher

a¢lack of funds was the primary reason bilingual programs were
only in certain schools. The partighpants selected for inclusion
in the study were students presefft for both pre- and post-
tests. However, there was an gtfritiop factor of 26% project,

21% control group. . ' -

The resufts, whi}e aemonstrating the ﬁéed for further investi-
gation, indfcated that placément in the one-half day.ESL/bilingual
program is not detrimental to the English language development of
the participants. Additional rewards for this alternative included

cultural appreciation and self-concept enhancement.

Concerns:

1. The interval of testing, approximately four and one-Half months,

is extremely short for pre-/post-test differences to emerge.

2. Random assignment was not possible“ince children were a]ready

assigned to programs. It 1s‘p Asible that dffferencgs thaf
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-’ .,
may be observed in the post-test score are«thg result of pre-
. - \

éxisting group differences‘rather than treatment effects.

. ' . ' - » \ - .
3. The one-half day bilingual instruction as the only treatment

may not have beeh sufficient treatment for effects to be

identified. - - e




Reference:

Available From:
Name “of, Study:

Author and Date:
Location:

Treatment. Groups:

. . - .
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> .

Barik, H. C.t&’Swain, M. Three year evaluation of a large,
scale early grade French .immersion program: the Ottawa study.

Language Learning, 1975, 25(1) 1-30.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 66-67, Chapter 2..

The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, Toronto,

Cénada.

Three ¥earvaa1hation_of a Large Scale Early Grade French

Immersion Program: The Ottawq'StUQy;

Barik, H. C, & Swain, M.; 1975, . -

Ottawa, Canada. -

Cohort i‘ ’ < ..

! .

1970 - ten kindergarten classes witha total enrollment of

219 chi]dren

o

1971 - ten ffrst-grade classes with a total enrollment

of 194 children,

1972 - nine second-grade classes with a total enrollment of

170 stddents

Cohort I1

1971 - twenty kindergarten classes with a total enrollment

of 422. Data analysis usedVSO% of the total group.

1972 - eighteen first-grade classes with a total enrollment of

396. Analysis was performed on ten Eandom]y selected
-25-
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‘ ‘ ' ) Cohort

1972 -

students.,

ITI

i

twenty kindergarten classes with a total enroliment

- of 412. Analysis was performed using ten randomly

selected students.

Control Groups: .Cohort I
1970 - nine regular kindergarfen English instructed classes with
a total enroliment of 200 students.
1971 - ten regular first grade classrooms with a total
enrollment of 225 students.
1972 - ten regular first-grade .classes with a totalAenrpjlment
of 120 students. Twelve randomly selected students were
" included in the data éna]ysis.
Cohort: 11 ;
T o 1971 - twenty-one regular kindergarten classes with a total enroll-
ment of 310. Data analysis was performed on one-half of the
~ $tudents. - L L.
' 1972 - seventeen regu]af.firstagréde classrooms. Barik and Swain

(1975) do not notethe enrollment figures. Ten randomly

selected students were used for data analysis.

-

.

Cohort III




Duration:

Type of Program:

Description:

communities that part

1972 -~ thirteen regular kindergarten classes. The authors do not
provide student enroliment figures. Of the total students
. enrolled, data analysis was performed by using ten

randomly selected students.
Three years (from the Fall of 1970 to the Spring of 1973.)

Barik and Swain (1975) employed a French bilingual immersion

program. French was used as the only language of instruction

in the kindergarten and fiﬁst-gra&; immersion classes, in the .
second-grade»classrooms,lone hour of English LanQuage Arts per

day was taught by an English-speaking teacher. The rest of"

. the instruction continued to be taught in French. The control

group had one hour per day of FSL instfuction.

The journal article that3appeared'in Language Learning by

Barjk and Swain (1975) supplied only a skeletal

version of the longitudinal program evaluation of the French
immersion school program. The article detailedvthe |

number of students in the treatment and control groups, the
;ests ahd measures used in the study, and the results of the
data analysis. The requirement for brevity in the journal-
article did not permit the researchers to describe the methods
used‘in teacher selection or qualifications, material selection,

or description of the actual program. As a resu}t, it is impos-

sible to gain a full understanding of the program itself.

Barik and Swéin (1975) provide a brief description of the

icipated in the study. Students were

\
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T

from two school districts‘in Qttawa, Canada. Students in the

" treatment and control groups were all from middle and upper-

middle class English-speaking Cﬁnadian homes. Participation

in the study was completely voluntary. Children with any visual,

hearing, or emotional prob]ems,were not included in the study.

Test battery for the three school groups included:

Cohort 1 : 3

Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test (Primary 1 Level)

Clymer-Barrett Pre-Reading'Battery

Metropolitan Achievement Test

‘French.Compréhension Test

Cohorts II and 111

Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test

Metropolitan Readiness Test

Stanford Early School Achievement Test (Level 1)

French Comprehension Test (1972 edition)

Results

Results of the test batteries for the kindergarten cohorts
report no significant differences in numerical or pre-
reading skills, or general cognitive deve]opméntAbetween the

French bilingual program classes and the regular English-

- classes.

Grade 1 - Results on the Metropolitan Achievement Test s howed

<
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Discussion:

the imﬁérsioh classes scored>;;;6%%;;a;£iy lower (at the p<
.001 level) ;han the controi classes on word knowledge, word
discrimination, and reading. No significant;différencevin

mathematics skills was noted for the immersion groups or the

control groups.

Grade 2 - Performance of the immersion and control groups.on the

Metropolitan Achievement Test showed no reliable difference

in English skills. In mathematics, the'imnersion classes scored
significantly higher (p<.05) on the computation subtests.

Scores on the Test de Rendement en Francais and the Test de

Rendement en Mathematiques indicate that the French immersion

group performed at the fifteenth percentile of the French-

standardization group. v v : .

Some caution regardng the results obtained by‘Barik and Swéin
(1575) may.be warranted. The researchers rebofted]y used only
ten or twelve randomly selected students for some of the data’
analysis. Tﬁe use of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Analysis of
Covariance (ANCOVA) techniques on sﬁchvsmall numbers of students

is questionable.

In summary, the French immersion groups in Ottawa, Canada

appeared to be successfu] for students in kindergarten to Grade 2.

The French immersion students were as proficient as the Eng]ish-

speaking control classes in reading and mathematics by Grade: 2. -
In addition, the immersion students seem to have achieved a much

greater level of Frenchbproficiency than English-speaking

students receiving instruction in FSL.
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The similarities of the Canadian Frenﬁh immersion programs are
in sharp contrast to the chﬁracteristics of bi]ingdal SpaniSh/
Eng]iéh programs in the Ungtéd States. The di fferences in home
language status, socio-economic statUs, and the educational value
otf%earning a secdnd language severe]y.limit generalizing thé

Y . : .
results of the Canadian studies to American models. In fact, the

researchers of the Canadian study state that one of the most

critical differences relates to the "social status" of the native .

language.
The following illustrates such_di fferences:

1. The treatment and control groups were middle to upper-class

Eng]ishrspeaking Canadian students. -

2. .Although Barik and Swain (1975) evaluated non-equivalent |
. gFoups of students, the IQ measures showed average to above-

average intelligence for both groups.

3. Parental and community support were positive in regard to

the establishment of immersion programs in the school.

4, The treatment groups aiready spoke .a high status language -

English.
5. Learning French was regarded as positiVe and academic.
6. Teachers were native French speakers.

In the case of linguistic minority groups, Lambert and Tucker

—(1972) feséarched Canadian immersion.programs_anqwsuggested

-30-
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that instruction alternatives other than an immersibn,model be
provided until reading and writing skills are achieved, or that

a completely balanced bilingual program be presented in order

" that instruction in both languages is conducted.

' ) : - o




Reference:

‘Available From:

Name of Study:

Author.and Date:

Location:

Treatment Group:

~ Comparison

Groups:

v

Barik, H. C., Swain, M., & Nwanunobi, E. A. English-French bilingual

education: the Elgin study through grade 5. Canadian Modern |

Language Review, 1977, V(33), 459-475.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 68-70, Chapter 2.

Canadian Modern Language Review, 1977, V. (33), 459-475.

English-French Bilingual Education: The E]gfn Study Through Grade 5.
Barik, H. C., Swain, M., & Nwanunobi, E. A.; 1977.

St. Thomas, Ontario, Canada.

The treatment Qfoup was comprised of Eng]ish—speaking Canadian students

enrolled in a partial French bilingual (PFI)-program, St. Thomas, Ontario.

Grade .2 (Cohort IV) 19 students
Grade 3 (Cohor;.III) 21 students.
Grade 4“(Cohor£ 11) 15 students
Grade 5 (Cohort Ij 18 students-

- The comparison groups for English and math were cdmpriéed of English-

speaking Canadians of comparab}e SES in another school in .St. Thomas,

Ontario. Théy received regular instruction.

Grade 2-24 students
Grade 3-18 students
Grade 4-18 students

Grade 5-19 students

Comparison groups in French language skills included indeterminite

.numbers Of.students from two .locales. Regular program students from
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Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

Description:

tion in French reading_and writing did not begin until the end of the

Ottawa, Canada{who received French as a Second Language instruction
comprised one French compabison group. The second French language

comparison group was pupils in Total French Immersion programs in

Five-year report from a longitudinal study. .

@

|

|

|
Ottawa and Toronto, Canada. | _

Grade 2 through Grade 5.

+

4

A partial French Immers ion (PFI) program was employed from fiﬁst to

fifth grade. Instruction was conducted in one language during the
marning with instruction given in the other lénguage,in the afternoon.
In the first and second géade the same teacher provided instruction in

French-and Eng]ish~ianguage_arts; In the third to fifth grade~1anguége‘

arts in Frehch and English were taught by di fferent teachers. Instruc-

second-grade year. Science was not introduced until third grade.

Mathematics, music, French languége arts, and science were taught in

French. English language arts,»physica1 education, and other

non-academic subjects were taught in Ehg]ish._

Te§t Mastery - The fo11owing measures were administered to the treat-

ment and English-speaking control groups in the spring of 1975:

’

1. The Qtis-Lennon Mental Abi]ity Test

2. Canadian Cpgnitivé Abilities Test, Non-Verbal Battery

3. Metropolitan Achievement Test

The treatment and French language'control gﬁoups were administered

the following tests:
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Discussion:

1. French Comprehension Test

2. JTest de Rendement en Francais -

3. Test de Lecture

The results from Barfk and Swain (1277) do not reflect any pre-

dictab]e‘trend or pettern. .The scores from each cohort fluctuated
randomly from year to year in both Eng1fsh and math. It would be
logical tolassume-that the scores. from one cohort would reveal & -

gradual increase or decrease from one year to the next. 5Instead, the

results in Cohort I Grade 3 indicate that the'English contro] group

,performed significant]y better (at the .001 leVel of confidence) in

Eng]1sh than the French b111ngua1 treatment group. No differences were

reported in math computat1on math concepts, and prob]em solving. Since’

two of the three math subsections involved reading, there is a d1s-

" crepancy between the scores for reading and the scores for math. In

contrast to thebsignificantly poorer English skills demonstrated in.

Grade 3, Cohort 1 groups'performed‘similarlyrin Engiish and math for

grades 4 and 5. -

In Cohort II, the Grade 2‘English control group performed significantiy
better-in word d1scr1mm\et1on, reading and spe]11ng (at the 01 level
of conf1dence) Scores for Grades 3 and 4 of -the same cohort are not
significant. No s1gn1f1cant differences were reported in math for
Grades 2 and 3 of Cohort II. The Grade 4 Eng]1sh control d1d better ‘

in math (at the .001 level of confidence in computation) and .01 level

'for the total math scores.. Math subtests requiring verbal ability

(e.qg. concepts, verbal items), reported no significant differences.

-34-




A more extﬁeme}illustration of une&p]ained random d{fferences was
evident for the Cohort III group. In Grades 1 and 2 no significant

‘%differences were reported for either math or reading. In Grade 3 the

‘ E;glish coqtro] group performed significantly better in reading*(at thé
.01, .001, and .05 levels of cénfidence) on subtests. The same phen-
omenon occurred in math. The Grade-3 English coptroi group did
significantly better on all the math subtests..'Differences were re- |
ported af“the'.OOI 1eve1}of confidence, in computation, concepts, and

. total math. EVén though Barik and Swain.(1977) adjuysted the mean
scores in math and reading by ho]ding age and IQ congtant, the

unpredictable performance of the treatment cohorts raises questions.

-

The first.questjon to be raist is why were the Grade 2 treatment groups

4

tested on‘instruﬁents that required the ability to read? In the

description of the program, Barik and Swain (1977) pote that reading
: § ’ ‘ '
instruction was not begun until the end of Gﬁéﬁe 2 fpr all of the

treatment groups.

The second question relates to the extent-that a curriculum or quality
- of teaching might have varied from year to year.(‘Significant

differences in instruction have introduced a,variable that may-explain

the random extremes in the performénqp of the groups. -

Unfortunately, the researchers did_nOt désign~or conduct this investi-
gation with either appropriate performance measures or.adequate cohtroT
of extraneous variap]es; Therefo;e, the resu]ts obtained do not

appear to be reliable énough to answer_the°fésearch question asked. In_

) fact, Barik and Swain (1977) conclude that the inconsistent findings of
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/ their inve§tigation warranted "detailed analysis of the curriculum
qocumentiné the nature of the materials in use, the teaching strategies

“and the pedagogical approaches" used.

. -
- . ©
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Available’From:
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Author and Date:
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Treatment Group:

Campeau, P.L., Roberts, A.I1.H., Bowers, J.E., Austin, M. &

~ Roberts, S.J. The identification»and'desciiption of exemplary

bilingual education programs. “Palo Alto, California:

American Institute for Research, August, 1975 (Corpus Christi

component of report, D 57-76).
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 16-17, Chapter 2.

ERIC Doéument Reproduction Service ED 123 893.

\The Identification and Description of Exemplary Bilingual Education

Programs.

Campead, Peggy L., Roberts, A;O.H;,'Bowers, J.E., Austin, M. &
Roberts, S.J.; 1970-71 through 1974-75,

~Corpus Christi Independent School District, Corpus Christi,. Texas.

143 students in three elementary schools beginning with six_kinder-

‘garten classes in 1970-71 and adding one Qrade level per year until

a population of 519 students was being served in 1973-74 comprised
ihe'initial treatﬁgﬁt group. ‘Data collection was consistent only
through the end of the 1973-74 school year when'519.students;were en-
rolled in the project in grades 1-3 in three schools (Crockett, Travis,
and Evans). Those enrolled in the treatment group from 19ib-1974 are

indicated according to grade level below:

J
¥ I :
Year Kindergfrten . First Second -Third ~Total
1970-71 . 143 143
1971-72 164 126 " ° ‘ 290
1972-73 T73 * 155 107 . 435

1973-74 154 ' 148 - 124 .93 519
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Control Group: “Three e1§hentary schdols served.as control schools. The schools: were
| selected by’ the Bilingual PrOJect Staff due to their close - -proximity
to Project schools the bu11d1ng pr1nt1pa1s designated one class at
each rade level as a control. The PrQJect descr1pt10n stated that \\\
class form1ng control were approx1mate1y equal to the praject group o
in terms of low* SES. - Although ‘the report does ndt speci fy the exact

number of control studentsj.analys{s.of the tables prowided’for the

various grade level performances on tests indicates that in 1972-73

there were 207 controls to 321 Prdject'students tested on at 1east one

scale. s e o .

Attrition was not addre&%jd cons1stent1y and the numpers tested var1ed
on each scale. Absentee1sm in both groups was extreme, with an average

of‘353 per class or 12 7 per pupil. This rate of absenteejsm poss1b1y 2

‘contributed to conslderable.yarlat1ons v the number of students

'
Y

evaluated on each measure.

¢

Class s1ze of the controls was 23 in compar1son to 29 for PrQJect | . %
students in the k1ndergarten 1eve1, otherw1se, at grades 1 and-2 con-

trols and Prqlect students were equal in terms_of class size. -

Duration: © Test data was colleeted consistently for.1970-7l, 1971-72, 1972-73,
and 1973-74 school years. The Project continuedgduring the 1974-75
school year, but the Project staff respdnsibilities were realigned

and the assessment/eva]uation'prOCess was restructured.
" Ages: » Grades involved were kindergarten, first, second, and third.

\ -
- Type of Program: . Transitional bilingual education.
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Description:

Although the term "transitional" is not used, students were moved as
quickly as feasible to 1ncrease English: usage. 'The type of 1nd1V2dua1-
jzation that took p]ace makes the ProJect c]assroom programs d1ff1cu1t
to descr1be and impossible to rep11cate. A statement from the gr{uect

description illustrates the individua]ization ef forts:
' V -

“In kindergarten, instruction in English was initia]]y established at-

‘10% of day; Spanish at 90% of day. Individual differences in children

k1ndergarten year many children were receiving instruction in bdth
languages for equal amounts of time. Before the end of grade his is
true for all children." : .

necessitated adjustments in language emphas1s and by the end Qﬁh:he
b
rr

Kindergarten.children were not screened for elﬂg1b111ty and participa-
tion was vo]untary. Initial teacher observation and reliance on

Spanish for communication was the basis for grOUping and're-grouping

D

. of students. There was not a description'of the selection process for

the control students, other than the information that a nearby school

was selected. (with equivalent SES) and that the building principal

selected one class at each grade level of project.operat{on.

Variation occurred in project classes.instructional methods. “In one

"$chool classes are self-contained, in another all c]asses at a grade -

S

level are in open space' which enta11ed Narge group1ng and -
cooperative teaching with daily trading of teachers for subject

This t¥pe arrangement waS‘accomp11shed in a c1rcu1ar bu11d—

-

areas.

1ng w1th pie- ~-shaped c]asses and -a resource center in the middle of

o

the building. The number of volunteer hours to assist individudls
also varied. Invo]vement’ﬁncreased from almost non-ex1stent to over
3300 hours of helg\to classrooms (superv1se playground, chaperone,

-
individual reading and conversation, provide snacks, tell stories,
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assist in materials preparation and field trip supervision). Infor-
mation about control class curriculum, scheddie,'assistange for

s . ’ 4 -
aides/vo]untegga is"not included, except for oné statement: "Until

the 1974-75 arademjc year, éontro]lstudents were ins{ructed mono-

.1ingua11y in Eng]ish.. Heavy emphasis was placed on neading and

i

math."

The Corpus Christi Bilingual Program was selected from one hundred
seventy-five programs a; one of four exémplary programs by the
D1ssem1nat10n Review Panel of the Education Division (DHEW) The
1ntroduct10n to the report states that "these four programs revealed
sound ev1dence demonstratlng significantly improved student outcomes."
Since the focus of the report was on programm1ng aspects, there is
cons1deraQ1y more information regarding texts utlllzed, dally sche-

dule, staff training; cost factors, and individualization tech-

niques involving aides and volunteers than on research aspects of

. the project. In fact, details regarding data analysis are sketchy

and the text states that evaluation data has been "summarized".

The objective of fhe Corpus Christi Bilingual project was to prowide

an effective bilingua]-bicu]turé] program for children of Mexicah;

American descent. The four ways of reaching the goal specified

were: ) | ( _ 0

1)- Use of instructional strategies and routines selected specifically
A )

for the program;. .

2) Review, selection, adaptation and/or deve]opment of appropr1ate

materlals
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3)

4)

The

1)

2)

.

4)

5)

6)

7)

)
lmp]émentation of a.staff development program tailored to program

strategies and teacher needs;

Direct, intensive involvement of parents.throu%h Yb1untary
parpicﬁpation”in a variety of program activities that depend on

their. help.
major features of the prdgram were as.folfows:

Use of bilingual teachers exclusively at kindergarten and first

> .
grade, with pairing of monolingual with bilingual teachers for

éooperative teéching in grades 2-4.

Experienced bi]ingua] Instructional Consultants provided personé]'

assistance and weekly visits to teachers.
Daily cooperative planning among teachers and aides by grade level.

Administrative staff conduziedﬂplanning, coordination, and

monitoring.

Introduction of English heading readiness and aural/oral skills

as soon as child demonstrates minimal aural comprehension of

English. There was no indication of how this was measured or

criteria of "minimal" comprehension.

Emphasis on English reading and communi:ation skills for the

duration of the program.

Use of bilingual teacher aides for instructional support and

reinforcement.




8) Use of teacher-deve]opéd curriculum materials tailared to partici-

pants' needs.

-,

° 9) Provision of intensive pre-service training for ald project staff,

reinforced by monthly in-servicé training during~the school year.
. - L .

10) Promotion of parent commitment to fﬁe program throuéh direct
invo]vement in classroom related activities which included parent
educatiqﬂgmeetings, Parent Advisory.Countil, classroom involvement,
(3300 hours of help in.the supervision of chiidrén), materials ‘

exchanges and tutoring.

Evaluation design: Students were administered pre- and post-tests each

-

7 - year. Means and/or grade- equivalents.were compared for project and .. -

contro] students.

A3

The following table reflects the scales and when administered:

Tests R ' Grades Administered
Administered - _ o 1972-73 1973-74

Stanford Early School Achievement Test
Inter-American General Ability Spanish
Inter-American General Ability English
SRA Achievement Test Primary I

SRA Achievement Test Primary II
Inter-American Reading Spanish Level I : 1,2
Inter-American Reading English Level I . 1,2 , R
Inter-American Reading Spanish Level I1I 2 2
Inter-American Reading English Level I1I 2 2

N = XXX

K
K
K
1

—_— ()
NN W

To verify teacher obinion regarding initial selection of students who

were Spanish-speaking, the Oral English Proficiency Test was adminis-

tered to a 10% random samp]e, There was no information regabding the

.outcome of this administration.




Project staff utilized a basic comparison design in 1972-73 and 1974-75.
involving administration of pre-tests Snd post-tests to both ﬁro-

ject and confrol groups within each grade. Evaluators point out that
the two groups may not show sampling equi?alence, although the narrative
states that an "attempt was made to balance both groups as cldsely as
possible in terms of ethnic mix, maturation, and the test instruments
administered." Matching was made at the school level by the building
principals. .Consﬁderation was inen to the similarity in SES and

grade léve]. Building principals selected an existing class to“serve

LN

as a control.

of thé families in the Project, 81% had incomes within the poverty

level., The average family had 4.5 children. An extremely high _ o
absentee fate was present, particularly at the kindergarten level.

In the Project, 92%Lwere Spanish surnamed énd, accordihg to informa-

tion from the parents, 74% were native Spanish speakers, and 50%

relied mostly on native Spanish for communication. Teacher observation

and assessment of reliance on Spanish for communication was-the basis

for in-class groupings designed for greater ipdividualization.

The Project program at the kindergarten ievel consistedlof two heurs
daily of language development and language arts, English and Spanish.
The kindergarten teachef§’in 1972-73>at control schools averaged ten
years experience while six kindergarten teachers at Prqject schobls
were all first dr second year teachers. Emphasis was pléced on
developing enthusiasm for communicating in English and Spanish in all

activities. Teachers did not correct usa§e~in either language or

evaluate performance formally. English reading readiness was intro-
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duced as kindergantenérs developed a;i]ity,to ]earn/théée skills. 80%
of the students were provided reading readiness in kindérgarten and

the-other 20% received.ﬁiading'readiness instruction in the first parf
of the first grade. Childreh spent 45 minutes a day on Spanish socié]

studies (Spanish culture and heritage) and 45 minutes on mathematics.

Phonétic analysis skills were taught first in Spanish.

In other classrooms children wére grouped for language dominance and
achievement. Children worked in 3-4 in-class gfoups for each subject
with rotation of teachers/dides/vo]unteers every 20 fo 30 minutes.

The process was highly {ndividualized with teacher and aide giving
special assistance ahd at least one parent volunteer in each classroom.

to hear children read aloud, cdnverse, interact, or work independently.

Results

As stated previously, evaluation data was summarized. However, data

strongly suggest that the bilingual program results in "éuperior

achievement in both languages by project pupils in comparison to con-

trols" (p.D-62). Results of eva]uétions aréAreported by grade level

v

for 1972-73 and 1973-74. | - o :

1972-73: Scores are reported by mean pré;tegt and post-test and post-
_ L
test adjusted for pre-test mean group differences on the verbal,

numerical and non-verba] parts. of both Spanish and English versions of

the Inter-American General Ability Test.

Kindergarten: Project pupils showed significantly higher adjuéted post-

test scores on the Inter-American General Ability Spanish Test than did
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controls. No significant difference was found on two Inter-American

English subtests nor on three of the Stanford Eafly School

Achievement Tests.

First Grade: Project pupils showed significantly higher (.01 level)
.vadjusted post-test scores on both subtests of the Spanish and English

versions of the Inter-American Readinngests and also achieved signifi-

cantly higher (.01 Tevel) on all 3 subtests of the SRA Achievement

Tests.

Second Grade: Project , :pils showed 'significantly higher (.01 level)

adjusted post-test scores on both subtests Qf‘both versions of Inter-

Americaaneadiqg Tests and two of three SRA. Achievement Teéts, with

-

but onme subtest exception (the comprehension part of the Spanish

Version‘of the Inter-American Reading Test).

1973-74: The same instruments were utilized as the previous school
year but post-test covariance adjustments were not calculated.
Program effectiveness was demonstrated by significant mean gain

differences favoring project groups.

‘Kindergarten: Project pupils showed significant gains in compérison

‘to controls on the Spanish version of the Inter-American General
_ ! . ‘

Ability Test, but were equivalent to controls on the Stanford Early

Achievement Test.

/

First Grade: Project f1rst graders outperformed controls by approxi-

b
mately 0.5 grade equ1va]ghts on the SRA Ach1evement Tests (sig. levels

are not reported) and significantly outgained coptfo]s on both versions

[
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Strengths:

Discussion:

of the Inter-American Reading Tests. Project pupils averaged signifi=-

cantly above the grade level,’

Second Grade:- Project pdpi]s outperformed controls with respect to

aVerage grade equivalents op the SRA Achievement Series (though
medn differencesvwere not statistically significant). Project pupils
significantly outgained controls on the‘Spanish version of the Inter-

American Reading Tests. The reverse was trué on the English version

of the Inter-American Reading Test (controls significantly outgained

project pupils).

Third Grade: All differences on the three subtests of the'§gﬂ

Achievement Test favored the Project group (0.4 grade equivalents).

Project pupils significantly outgained the controls on both versions

of the Inter-American Reading Tests.

Since the same tests were used both years to measure English and

Spanish, longitudinal research was ppssib]e. The additive effects of

"the project were considered by comparison of scores of 213 children re-

maining in the program with those entering the project at a later

| grade. Results of the comparison indicated that length of time in the

program'was significantly related to test performance.

The Project involved a large sample size with cohort grouping

~ for successive years. The project utilized individualized approaches.

Perhaps the'greatest strengths of the Project were the staff training

and parent involvement as advisors, volunteers and supporters.
? ) .

The information cited in the Project description concluded that Project

. pupils outperformed controls on numerdus measures, and the longitudinal

-46- . »

o




ana1y51s 1nd1cated that continuation in the program HE& additive bene-
fits for language development in both languages. Information avallable
regarding the control classes makes comparisons questionab]e, espe-

cially sinte;there were many variables unaccounted for within the

. Praject setfiﬁb; Soine of»these inciuded the method of subject

selection, instructional methods, pupil/teacher/aide/parent volunteer

ratios, and varlatlons in program approaches (se]f contalned and open

“‘rotating c]asses, cooperatlve monollngual blllnbual team efforts as

well as the all bilingual approach). Additiona]]y, the initial place-
ment criteria and the process of individual matriculation within and
between classes based on "minimal English comprehension" is not spéci-

fied. The amount of Spanish utilized with Project students varied .

- with individual students in their interactive relationships with

teacher(s), aide(s), and Spanish-speaking parent volunteers.

il .
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‘Reference: Carsrud, K. & Curtis, J. Final technical report: ESEA Title VII NEEERN.

AN

bi lingual pgqject; Austin: Austin Independent School District, N\

11980, (Publication No. 79.21).
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 55-56,.Chapter 2.

Available From: - Austin Independent School District, Office of Research and

‘Evaluation, 6100 Guadalupe, Austin, TX 78752.
- ‘ | |
Name of Study: 1979-80 ESEA Title VII Bilingual Project .
) - | \
Author and Date: Carsrud, K. & Curtis, J.; 1980,
Location: Austin Independent School District:

Allison E]eﬁentary School
Bécker_ylementary School |
Broohé/ﬁlémentary School : /¢/
Dawson E]ementﬁry Schoo]

Govalle E]émentary School

| Ortega E]ementary School
Sanchez Elementary School

‘Zavala Elementary School

Treatment Group: Prqject students comprised five language categories:
Spanish monollngua] Spanish dom1nan§\ b111ngua] English
dominant, English monolingual. More than five hundred students

from kindergarten through sixth grade were involved.

Comparison Group: Noh-p;}?ect students comprised five language categories: . K

Spani mbno]ingua], Spanish dominant, bilingual, Ehg]ish
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, dominant, English monolingual. Approximately two hundred students

from kindergarten through sixth grade were inc]udedyewith_some;sﬁ_sw,
~ comparisons being made with the district's overall Mexican -

American student population. (number unknown)

Duration: ',This study focused on the instructional period from September,
1979 through June, 1980, but long1tud1na1 analyses were made

 over a five-year per1od 1975-1980.

Grades. K through 6.

Type of\QQOgram: © Transitional bilingual education.

Descriptiohx\ This technical report contains the purpose of,'protedures for, and

\
\\

results from each instrument employed in data collection relevant
~to.major decision questions, evaluation questions; and student
'outcome obJect1ves of the 1979 80 ESEA T1t1e VII B111ngua1

Pr01ect These questions and objectives were:

[ What type of bi]ingua]vprogram should the Austin Indepehdent

Sch001 District have?

What is the nature of the English-Spanish bilingual program
* - v (i.e. trahsitional or maintenance) that the Austin Indepehdent_

School District currently has?

II’_Should a maintenance b111ngua1 program such as the Title VII

program be funded locally if no federa] funds are ava11ab1e7

What is the achievement in English of students who have been

in a bilingual program for a varying length of time (1-5
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years)?

Do the‘students in the Austin Independent School District -
K-5 bilingual progr-'am'méintain or improve their Spanish

reading skills?

What have been the achievement gains over thé last four year;s

for the following groups of children?
Project:’

Spanish dominant
bilingual
English dominant (Spanish-speaking)

English monoli ngu‘al

Non-project:

Spanish dominant

bilingual
English dominant (Spanish-speaking)

@

English monolingual

ITN\ What should be the foci for parental invo]va{gg)t project-wide?

“ .
\\ ~

What are the effects of parental. 1ntervent1on t\hrough involve-

)

ment with Exper1ence Based Curritulum umts .on/ {stud'ent

’ N . O.Ql

achievement? . v -

' ) i
- What are the activities of the community representatives in/

project schools?°
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Did attendance at Parent Adgjsory'Group.meetings improve

quring 1979-80 when compared wfth.1978?73 attendance?

Which services and activities of the parental involvement
component are mostfpigh]y valued by parents, and what additional

services would be helpful?

©

IV Should the Austin Independent School District implement the

"Experience Based Curriculum? °
What is the effect of the Experfenced Based Curriculum on
. : | P e ¢
reading achievement
. : N
. conceptual development
o ‘

F\ V  What components of the program appear most effective? ( e
% "What were the levels of attainménﬁ for €ach objective?.
{ * ‘ - ‘ . * 3
i N . &'

1. Students in kindergarten will demonstrate an increase in

Spanish oral language skills,,

1.1 Materials identified by‘the_curribulum spegja]ist:to
complement thé;Experiénce Based Curriculum unifs will be
furnished to all teachers. Spanishllgnguage materials
will be furnished to all teachers instructing in Spanish.
Eng]fsh language naterié]s wii] be furnished to teachers

instructing in English, -

2. Students in kindergarten will demonstrate an increase in

English language skills.
' | >
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2.1 A member of the project supervisory'team will visit each
new teacher's classroom itraveraée of at least.once perf'

month and experienced téachers' classmooms on an expressed
. : R S

need basis.

.4 * 4
o

| f ‘ o 3.1 Demonstration lgssens and other/types of - on-campus acti-
. . vities will be planned and/or conducted by a member of

b

the project staff for each school and documented by a log °
) . 1 !
of these sessions. °

- 7+ Title VII students in grades 4- 5 rece1v1ng math instruction
in Eng]1sh will demonstrgte'greater gains in math skills
when tested 1n English than did students 1n.1978 79.

-
’

. B " 3 8s %itLe VII.students in grades 2-5 will demonstrate greater'
i} ga1ns in vocabu]ary skills in Eng]1sh than did the

1978-79 students.

T &

14

tion w111 demonstrate s1gn1f1cant gains 1n Span=xﬁ
i

t . compnehens1on ‘and vocabulary. . . -

v
o

"10. Title VII students in grades 2-5 receiving English reading

’ - instruction will demonstrate more significant gains in

English reading than did -the 1978-79 students:

v

VI What components.of the program appear most effective?

What were the levels of attainment for each objective?,

-

3. Spanish_dominant students in kindergarten wi]].demonstrate

19 greater gains in basic concepts (tested in Span1sh) than"
~52- :
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9.; }itle’VII students in grades 1-5 receiving §panish instruc- .




was true of kindergarteners in 1978-79.

¢

4. English dominant students in kindergarten‘will demon-
strate greater gains in basic concepts (tested in

English) than was true of kindergarteners=irf 1978-79.
. . A

5. Spanish dominant students in kindergarten will demon-
strate greater'acquisitién of quantitative concepts when
tested in Spanish than was true of kindergarteners in

1978-79. . ¢
1

6. English dominant students in kindergarten will demon-
strate greater acquis%tibn of quantitative concepts when

.

tested in English than was true of kindergarteners in

-

1978.
' Y

Although this is an incomplete list of the decision and evaluation
quesfions and objectives, the above is aicomplete list of those
questions and objectives noted and addressed in the Carsrud

and Curtis report. The eleven areas of data collection include:

Ci

. PAL Oral Language Dominance Measure
\ California Achievement Test

o

\'Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
Spanish Reading Test {Prueba de Lectura)

- Community Representative Activity Logs
Documentation of Staff Development Activities
Parent. Interviews ‘

Supervisor's Record of Classrooms Visited -
Documentation of Materials Sent to Schools
Community Advisory Group Sign-In Sheets
Interviews with School Personnel

The authors, Carsrud and Curtis, clearly describe how students

were identified as being in one of five language categories, but
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Strengths:

Discussion:

9

It appears one of the strengths of this study is that it included a

little information was provided on how students were selected for

the project. It appears the only épiteriq for involvement

in the project were: 1) enrollment in one of the schools which
sponsored the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Project; 2) parental desire ¥
for their chi]d;éﬁxtv’ﬁérticipate in the praject; 3) the students’

own Hispanic heritage.

-

variety of data collection techniqles and sources.

Primary Acquisition of Languadges

The Primary Acquisition of Languages Oral LangUage Dominange Measure
(PAL) was administéred to collect data to determine what components
of the bilingual program appeared most effective. Student outcome
objectiveé were listed as: 1) Students in kindergarten Wi]]_demon-
strate an increase in Spanish oral language skills; and 2) studegts
in kindergarten will demonstfate an increase in English language
skills.

<o

In the fall, kindergarten students who reported a non-English

language to at least one item on the Survey of Home Languages

were administered the PAL as a pre-test. In the spring,

a sample of project and non-praject kindergarten students wéng

~

administered the PAL as a post-test. Apparently, many students

were pré-tested and not postétested, but the sample comparison

of pre- and post-test scores included 88 students tested in

. English and 78 students tested in Spanish. The sampling

procedure waé.not explained, but it was noted in the report:
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Although this sample ing]udedléthdents from both project
and non-project classrooms, there‘were}ﬁo non-project students

in the bilingual or Spanish dominant categories.

In 7ther\words, the comparison group consisted of students repre-
senting only one 1anguage category, English monolingual or dominant,
while the exper1menta1 group cons1sted of students represent1ng
three- 1anguage categories: Span1sh monolingual or dominant;

- bilingual; and Eng]ish monolingual or dominant. -ANOVA comparisons
between project and non-project English dominant students were made,
but comparisons between project and noe-prqject students in other
language categories were not madé because of the lack g;fzglingual
and Spanish dominant non-project students in these categories. |

Results indicate that the project and non-project English dominant

groups did not differ in their rate of Spanish gains.

When compering‘pre- and post-test PAL scores, two groups of students
s howed sjgnificant gains in EnQ]ish: non-broject English dominant
students and Spai.ish dominant project students. .Bi1ingua1 and
Eng]ish domi nant project students did ﬁpt show significant gains.

In reaction to the findieg that non-projebg English dominant

students improved more than project students, they noted:
It appears that special attention-may need to be paid to the
English 1anguage acquisition of b111ngua1 and Eng11sh dominant
students in the bilingual program in future years, so that
these students do not fall behind in their Eng]1sh verba1
ability.

The reliability and validity of this data is uncertain. Although

the PKL was administered under standardized conditions in the
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spring, the researchers noted, “In the fall, conditions are supposed]y
standardized, but this standardization is not certa1n." Only five

to six months elapsed between fall pre-testing and spring post-

testing. Inter-rater correlations ranged between .71 and .94 for

five raters in previous years, but researchers indicated that the ¥

.correlations would be lower for the 1979-80 program year.

California Achievement Test

The California Achievement Test (CAT) was administered to a sample

of students in grades 2-5Vin-order to address the following

four aspects of the 1979-80 Title VII Bilingual Programs: 1)
Overall student achievement 1nc1ud1ng a comparison of project and '
non-project students, and gains for the current year; 2)
Experience Based Curriculum (EBC), Early versus Delayed

Treatment groups; 3) EBC Parent Training; and 4) Impact of the

program on iong-term academic achievements.

The EBC consists of activity oriented units produced by the project
to feach communication skills through introductory and fp]]ow-ub
lessons assosiated with f%e]d trib experiences. The Early Treatment
Group was tomprised‘of’project students who were exposed td the

EBC units and field experiences from September, 1979 to February,
1980, while the Delayed Treatment Group was comprised of prqjéct
students who were not exposed to EBC units or field experiences

until after February, 1980.

Three parent groups were involved in the EBC parent training. The

Volunteer Participant Parent Training Group were parents who

~56-
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voiunteered'and were actually chosen toparticipate in the
parental involvement activities. Tbe Vo]un -Participant
Parent Training Group were parents who also volunteered to partici-
pate in the EBC parental invo]vement‘activities, but were placed
in the group of randomly selected volunteers wﬁo did not participate.
The Non-Volunteer Parent Training Group were parents who did not

volunteer tgiparticipate in any of the EBC parental involvement

activities,

Reading subtests were administered to a sample of projecf students
and non-project students in grades 2-5, while math subtests were
administered only in gradés 4 and 5. The samplihg procedure was -
exp]ained in detail and appears adequate and appropriate. Bofh
project and non-project groups were represented by four language
categories: Spanish dominant, bilingual, English dominant (Spanish-
speaking), and English monolingual. However, approximately 75%

of the project students were either English dominant or English
mono]ingua]. Concerning problems with test administration that
might have affected the validity of thé data, Eesearchers noted,
"The sc¢hool personne].who administered the pre-test in.previous
Aprils may or may not have followed consistent procedures." This

study did not report validity data.

Both project and non-project students in Grades 2-5 s howed signi-

ficant éains in their Reading Total scores from April, 1979 to

- February, 1980. On Math Total scores, 4th and 5th grade prqjéct '

students also showed significant pre- to post-test gains; 4th

grade non-project students did not show significant gains in their
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‘math scores. A cOmparison of gains made by project and non-
project students indicated the twd groups diﬁ not differ at any
~grade level on the CAT Readfng Tbtal; On Math Total, project
students gained more thaﬁ non-project students at 4th grade, but
not at 5th grade. Although both groups gained in their raw
scores, their scores generally declined with respect to

national percentiles.

Comﬁarisons between Early and Delaygd EBC Treatment groups on

thé'Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Reading Total Scales of the

CAT indicate that the two treatment | roups did not differ on any
of the scales at grades 2-4; at grade 5, thé Delayed Treatment
grnug_mgQ; greater gains than the Early Treatment group on thé
Vocabulary and Reading Total scales ofvthe_gﬂl. Researchers
noted:
It appears that the EBC units were not any more effective,
and perhaps were less effective, than the curriculum they
replace. The results of the fifth grade may reflect an even
greater need at this level for complex and sophisticated
materials which emphasize achievement related skills.,
Comparisons between the three EBC parent training groups indi-
cate there were no di fferences between the three groups on the
Vocabulary, Comprehehsion, or Reading Total scales of the CAT.
However,_researchers noted:
...the students whose parents volunteered to participate in
the parent training scored consistently higher at both pre-

and post-testing than students whose parents did not
volunteer. It appears that parents do make a difference.

6 %

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
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The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was administered to all - kinder-

garteners in September, 1979, and retested in Februany; 1980

The purpose of the testing was to provide information address1ng
overall k1ndergarten ach1evement EBC impact on Ear]y and
Delayed Treatment groups, and EBC parent&l- involvement activities
impact on academic achievement. The test was administered by |

classroom teachers who may or may not have received tra1n1ng

t

on theuadm1n1strat1on of this particular test. Researchers also
noted that “Individual variations in administration procedures
hay have occurred.” Students receiVing the majority of their
inSPructiqn in Spanish.fook the Boehm in Spanish, all others

took the Boehm in English. Teachers made the decision as to
thch}language to test‘in; and pfe- and post-testing were done in
the same language. TWd language categories were represented in
the testing: Spanish dominant and English dominant. However,
the comparison group consisted of only Englfsh dominant studenfé.
Results of the_gggnm analysis indicate that the project students
gained more than the non-project students oﬁ all Boehm sub-
scales, except for Time. The results also indicated greater
gains than Delayed Treétment grodps on their_§gng Totai scores,
while for groups tested in English, Delayed Treatment students
performed better than Ear]y Treatment students. The three parent

training groups in the EBC Parental Involvement component did

not ‘differ in their gains on Total Score.

Spanish Reading Test

The Spanish Reading Test, or Prueba de Lectura (PAL), was adminis-

tered to 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade project:- and non-project students

i
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who had taken the test in the Spring of the previous school
year. It is unclear how many students were -excluded from

testing because they»had not been tested the previous year.

Testing was done in March, 1980, and although some make-dp sessions

were scheduled, they were not always possible. Three language
categories were represented in the testing: Spanish dominant

: students'who received reading instruction primarily or so]ely in .
Spanish; English dominant students receiving reading instnuction
in English only; and English dominant students receiving some

reading instruction in Spanish. However, there were no Spanish

dominant’project students in the 4th and 5th grade samples.

3rd grade English dominant and Spanish dominant students who were
receiving Spanish reading instruction made significant gains on
their Total Score on the_gﬁk.‘ Non-praject students,‘?nd those
Eng1ish'domjnantmstndents who did not receive Spanishlreading
instruction did not make significant gains in’their PRL scores.
Regress1on analyses were conducted to compare ga1ns of project and
non-pPOJect students. At grades 3 and 4, pr03ect students showed
greater gains than non-project: students. In grade 5, phOJect and

non-project students did not differ in their rate of gains.

A longitudinal analysis of third, fourth, and fifth grades was
also done with twenty-five to eighty-three students. who were
consistently project or non-project over a three-year per1bd

1977-1980. A1though project students tended to score h1gher than

i
\
!
|
|

|

non-project students, the authors noted:
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An inadequate sample of consistently non-project students
precluded a comparison of project and non-project students...
since -the sample of non-project students was small, estimates
of means for that group may be less accurate than for project
students. . o

Communi ty Representative Activity Logs

Each schoo]'socommunity representative maintained a log which
consisted of a cheék]ist detailing all of their daily activities.
No mention is made of how these representatives were selected

or their qualifications. A random sample of five dates was chosen
for examination in the analysis of community representatives'
activities. However, some schools Qere“unab]e to provide data

due to prolonged vacancies in community representative positions
tﬁroﬁghout the year. Aﬁa]ysis of the available data indicated

- community repfésentatives spent most bf their time making

home visits. The main purpose of the.homé visits, telephone calls, :
: ahd'other activities was to improve school attendance, interview
parents, and secure clothing, food, services, etc. for the.

students.-

Documentation of Staff Development Activities

The documentation consisted of a listing of staff development
activities'conductéd by Title VII during the school year. There
was a total of 199 sessions 1isted; but one-third‘of these only
~involved one participant. Three-fourths of the sessions

focused on training ih'eithervbi1ingua1 education methods or

general teaching methods.

Parent Interviews
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A random sample of ninety-seven parents.was interviewed by

community representatives for the burpose of determining
which services and a?tivities were host beneficial to parents,
and to secure feedback and suggestions concernihg the services
provided by the community representatives. Data was not available
from some schools dué to vacancies in community représéntatiQe
pdsitions throughout the year, The authors noted:
The results of these interviews indicate that the tfaining of
parents by community representatives and their use of the home
(EBC) units had no measurable or consistent effect upon the

- parents' knowledge of or attitudes toward school and bilingual
education.

3

The data also verified the activities of the community repre-

sentatives as noted in their daily activity Togs and parents

indicated a need for more of the same kind of services.

Supervisors Record of Classrooms Visited

Title VII supervisors kept a record of the date of each visit they
made to a prdject classroom fhroughout the year. A comparison
with recorded visits from previous years indicated an incfease in
visitation, bd% it was hotvpossible to determine from the
available data whether or not the supe};isors'~visits actually
corresponded to the expressed needs of thé teachers'visited. The‘
191 visits only average out to about two teachers visited per

school each month;

Documentation of Materials Sent To Schools

The Curriculum Specialist for Title VII maintained a ‘1isting

of all materials sent to the project schools. The listing re-
-62- .
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1

vea)s that the materials distributed to project teaéhers were, -
four EBC units which focused on: 1) Pollution; 2)fNutrition
‘and Mexican American foods; 3) The Vaquero; and 4) The Wide

<

World of Sports.

Community Advisory Group Sign-In Sheets

[

These .sign-in sheets contain the name and other informétion for
pérsonsvattending'each of the eight Title VII Community Advisory
‘Géoup meetings. Results indicate ho signifiéant changes in ‘
atten@ance'when'cdmbared ;o previous years, with‘a'current

-attendance average of'forty-one. However, it was noted that

everyone present may not have signed in. *

13

School Pergonnel Interviews

Thirty-one Tit]e VII teachers were nandomiy se]ecte& to beJ )
interviewed in April and May, 1980 by persons from thé Office

of Researcﬁ and Equuation. Results indicate an aLefage c]asg
size of 22.6 with 1.4 studgnts in ea;h c]éss being Spanishbmond-
lihgual;‘17 Qf’the teachérs interviewed had ;o SpanﬁSh monolingual
students, while the other fourteen teachers had- from one to,sévén
Spanish'mono]ingua1‘students in their ciassés. Teachers Spent an
.average of 82.5% of the time teaching in English, with téﬁ of the
teachefs indicating they taught only in:English. -Only half of
the teachers interviewed had bilingual cer£ification.' Teachers'
perceptiops of what fhe bilingual program was and»whai it»sﬁould

be were diverse, but they commonly expressed a strong need for

instructional materials, coordination between the bilingual
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1 curriculum and the AISD curriculum, bilingual specialists, and
support services. There was a diversity of opinion among-the
. teachers interviewed concerning more specific areas of -the Title

VII program.
Summary -

. Although it was the intention of' the féheral-legislafbrg
for ESEA Title VII programs to improve the achieveqent of ;tudents
who enter public schools with a Spaniﬁﬁ;speaking background, the
vast‘n@jority of students in the AISD Tif]e VI1 program - |
épproximate]y sevenfy#five‘percent - were English dominant or
English monolingual. Hfhe achieQemeht gains noted in the program
seem attributable fo these English sBeaking student§f rather than
~the bilingual, Spanish dominant, and Spanish mono]ingya] stddents.
In addition, teachers provideﬁ instruction in Eng]ish 82.5% of
mphe&pime, making the program one of “immersi.on" rather than
traditional bilingual education. Only one-hé]f of the teachers .
p6;:éssed bi]inguaT ceftification. Aithough the mafor'strength
.of this evaluagjon was the variéty of input data and methods of
data co11ectio;, the lack of input and controls. in vafious stages
of evaluation and incompafab]e prbject and non-praoject groups make
it'diffjcult for AISD to make satisfactory decisions regarding ‘

.the future of their bilingual program. Carsrdd and Curtis noted

in their overall evaluation summary:

N &
Ll
.

b

If any of the AISD Title VII projects are to be|considered ; $(‘
' for continuation after the ending of external funding, than a
' major re-analysis of the programmatic activities is needed to

improve the benefits obtained for the costs required. The.
. . )

<
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final evaluat1on report does not reflect the possible bene-
fits which the program may have provided in areas other than
achievement...It is unclear what specific positive effects
may have occurred or whether the effects m1ght have been

achieved in some less costly way.

v
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Reference:

Available From:

Name of Study:

Author &nd Date:

Location:

Treatment Group:

7
¢

~~ Control Group:

°

Cohen, A.D., A Socio]inguistit Approachlto Bilingual Education:

' Experiments in the American Southwest. Row]éy,_Massachusetts:

7 Newbury Hbuse, 1975,

-

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 51-52, Chapter 2.

Newbury House Publishers, Inc. 68\Middle Road, Rowley, Massachusetts

01969

The Redwood City Prqjectb . N t‘:’ o 1
Cohen, A. D.; 1975. -
ReAWood City, 6§]if0rnia

Pilot group, Fall, 1969 included ten Hispanic male, five Hispanic
female, first graders. Follow-up I group, Fall, 1970, inc]ddédi

ten Hispanic male and six Hispanic female first gragérs; Fo]iow-up I

- group, Fall, 1971, included nine Hispanic male and five.Hispanic

female first graders. The total number of students included in the
three cohorts of the bilingual treatment group was forty-five. Jhé
treatment group contained a two-to-one ratib of male to female

Hispanic students. Priority consideration for selection in the treat-

" ment group was given to students 1) whose family had demonstrated

residential stability, 2) whose siblings were already in the pfogréh,
3) whose parents gave permission for inclusion in the project,
4) those with the greatest lack of English skills, and 5) chdeFen

~

who were Spanish. dominant.
The pilot control g;oupfcontained nine male and five female Hispanic

first graders. The follow-up control group included eight male and

-66-
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Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

o

seven female first=graders.u The follow-up II group contained nine male
and seven female Hispanic first graders. The total number of children

in the control groups was forty-five. The total number of males was

twenty-six, females nineteen.

Criteria used for inclusion in the control groups were that the

child be: 1) Spanish-dominant, and 2) that Spanish be used as the

X

The Hispanic children in the bilingual treatment and control groups

primary language in the home.

were recent immigrants to the United States. Most of the parents
were born in Mexico and nearly one-third of the students in the study

were born in Mexico.
3 years
Grades K-3 ) "

A.partial bilingual program model was used. In kindergarten, social
studies, muéic, art, and physical education were taught in Spanish.
Spanish dominant students received math and science instruction in
Spénish. Language arts was teqm-taught so that students,reggived
instruction in Spanish>1anguage arfs with one tgacher and English
language arts with_another Teacher.

\

The partial bilingual program model was used in year 2 of the pro-

..ject. Spanish-dominant firs: graders received math instruction in

Spanish. The rest of the treatment groups received math instruction
in English. First grade students received science instruction in
Spanish. Second grade students were taught science in English. Social

studies and music were taught in Spanish.
-67-
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Description:

\
During the third year, a full bilingual pr ogr am model replaced the par-
tial bilingual model used in years 1 and 2. Math, social studies,

sciengﬁ, and all other subjects except language were taught in Spanish

and English in grades 1-3. An alternate days approach was used.

Subjectsbwere taught in Spanish one day, English the next. Nith this
approaiii a ]essYk\was prev1ewed in Span1sh or English, presented in
the other 1angua the following day, and reviewed in Spén1sh or

English the next day. |

’

The study‘followed a quasi-experimental "non-equivalent control group
/

design" (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). In this design, treatment and

control groups are not randamly selected and are assumed to' be non-

equivalent. .

Severa]ﬂstatistical techniéues were employed including: one-way
analysis of variance (ANOWA) for measures admfnistered only once;
ané]ysis of covariance (AVCOVA) was used to reduze possible bias on
post test comparisons by $tat1st1ca1]y adjusting pre-test di fferences;

regression analysis was us%d; and contingency-table analysis was used

~ for categorical data. \

Implementation of the progrgk\mode1s varied from year to year and from
group to group. Cohen (1975) $tates that the diversity of instruction
treatments experienced by the ereatment groups illustrates "that -
bilingual educat1on 1sn 't one t 1ng, but rather a number of possible
combinations of treatments." Eacp of the groups exper1enced di fferent
exposureé to bilingual échoo]ing.\
, \

Students in the treatment groups di? not receive the same bilingual

training. For this reason, a.descrf?tion;of the instructional program
_ -68-




Instruments:

was well-documented for each group and each year of the prqjecf.

scriptions of personnel, students, facilities, scheduling, instruc;
tional materials, and in-service teacher training overviews were |
presented. Although thé instructional staff over the three years of
the projects had different Spanish language backgrounds, a decision
was made to speak the variety of Spanish spoken by the chi]dﬁen's

pdarents.

The comparison groups of Hispanics received English only
instruction. Nearly half of the students in the comparison groupsi
received additional instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL),

Title I, or tutorial dinstruction.

Thirteen measures of language proficiency in Spanish and English were
administered. Only five of the thirteen measures were given to all
groups on a pre-test/post-test basis. Pre-test administrations of

five measures occurred in the Fall, 1970 and post-tests were adminis-

‘tered in the Spring of 1972. These measures included:

1) Spanish Word Naming by Domain is a test of vocdbu]ary production.

It purports to measure a student's ability to name objects com-

monly found in settings associated with the domains of home,
education, re]igion: and neighborhood. Jhe child is.given 45

seconds to name as many Spanish words for objects found in each .

setting. as she/he can.

2) English Word Naming by Domain is an English version of the Spanish ° ~

Word Naming task.
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3) Spanish Storytelling Task is based on the John T. Dailey Language
- -

(5%

5.

Facility Test (Dailey, 1968). A series of oral stories were

" elicited based on three pictures--a snap shot of an Anglo woman

outside a white house with Chicano, Black and Anglo children

‘clustered around her. A painting by Muriilo of "The Holy

Family of the Little Bird" was used. In this painting a bearded
man is hoiding a little child, while a woman and a dog look on.
In addition, a sketch of a boy pointing at a cat in a tree was
shown to the students. The sfories wére taped‘ahd rated by |
linguistically trained judges. Categ&ries included genera]l
fluency, grammar, pronunciation, intonation, language alterna-.
tion, and descriptive ability. In post-testing a sub-sample of

students were presented three photo cards from Words and Action

(Shaftel and Shaftel, 1967). -

English Storytelling Task used the same format as explained above

for the Spanish Storytelling Task. Cohen (1975) gives no exp]aha-

tion for using the same stimulus pictures in pre-tesfing the
Spanish and English storyte]]ing task. There is a question of

the practice effect of two like tasks adminﬁstered in the same time
fréme.~ The language productioq of the second”pre-test administra-
tion of the Dailey stimulus picture could reflect practice effect

more than language proficiency.

o

Student Spanish and English Proficiency-Parent Report.

)

‘Four reading measures were administered.

‘1.

The Prueba de Lectura Cine-Interamericana was_adminiéteﬁed to the

pilot bilingual group in the Spring of 1971. All group; received
, '70- 1 Q
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the post-test in the Spring of 1972.

~2. The Murphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis was only adminisf

tered. to the follow-up groups I and II in the Fall of 1970

and 1971 respectiVe]y. No post-tests were administered.

3. The Inter-American Reading Test was administered to the pilot and

foL]ow-up I bj]ingua] treatment groups in the Spring of 1971. Al

groups were administered the post-test in the Spring of 1972.

4. The Cooperative Primary Reading Test was administered to the pilot

and follow-up I groups in the Spring of 1971. Post-tests were
administered to the pilot, fo]]ow-up,I;4fo]10w-up II treatment

and pilot control groups in the Spring of 1972.

Spanish and English wrifing samples were collected from the pilot
treatment group in the Spring of 1972. As a result of the spotty ad-
ministrations of pre-test and post-test measures, Cohen (1975) relied
most heavily on oral language producfions rated by judges.as the

measure of Spanish and English language proficiency.

Measures for math included:

1. The Mathematics Ability Cooperative Primary Math Test was ad-

ministered to\a!] groups in the Spring of 1971.

2. The Academic Aptitude Inter-American Nonverbal Ability Subtests
were administered to tbe'pilot groUps in fhe Spr;ng of 1971; the
follow-up I groups in the Fall of 1970; and to the follow-up Il
groups in Fall, 1671. The‘fo]]ow-up II groups were administered

a post-test in the Spring of 1972.
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Attitudes of parents and students were gathered by two instruments.
‘The pre-test and post-test interval was two and one-half years.
Parents were given the Language Orientation Questionnaire to obtain

parents' reactions to seven reasons for their children to learn

Spanish. An'English version of the questionnaire was given to obtain
parental reactions to seven reasons for their children to learn Eng-
lish. Student attitudes toward English and Spanish were assessed by.

an item from the Cross-Cultural Attitude Inventory. Student atti-

tudes toward school were measured by attendance records. Students'
attitudes were only assessed once after the children had been in the‘

project for twd and one-half years.

Spanish-Language Proficiency:

Results from the Spanish Language Proficiency measures indtcated few
significant di fferences between the bilingual treatment and English
.control students. The pilot group of students in the bilingual
phogram did significantly better (at the p<.05 Tevel) than the
Eng1ish'28htrot group in Spanish reading comprehension, total reading

and spe11ing.

The follow-up I bilingual program students showed more des-
criptive ability on‘a storytellihg task in Spanish (p<.05). A
random sub-sample of bilingual program follow-up students-received
significant1y:(p<.0$) higher ratings in grammar on the Storytelling

by Domain Task than the English control group.

No significant differences were reported between groups at the follow-

up iI level.
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As some indication of the overall effect of Spanish language instruc-

tion, significantly more parents of the bilingual program reported
stable or improved Sp&nish speaking ability of their children.‘ Pilot
bilingual progrém oroup (p<.05); follow-up I (p<.01); follow-up II
(p<.01).

English Language Proficiency

Relatively few significant differences were reported between the

]

bi]ingda] program students and the Engiish control students in English

. language proficiency. Overall, the English control students in the

pilot, follow-up I and follow-up. II levels appeared to have a better

command of English vocabulary.

The pilot English control group did better in spelling (p<.01) than
did the bilingual program pilot students. No significant differences

were reported in oral comprehension, storytelling, reading, or other

~areas in English writihg,ski]ls.

More significant. differences were noted between the follow-up I groups,

however. “The follow-up I Eng]ﬁsh control group performed better in

Word Naming by Domain for "kitchen" (p<.05), total word naming (p<

.05), English reading as éssessed by the Cooperative Primary Tests

(p<.01), and English intonation on Storytelling by Domain (p<.05).

The only significant difference in the follow-up II groups was the

‘English control group's higher rating in descriptive ability on the

English Storytelling Task (p<.05).

Mathematics :




No significant differences in mathematics performance were reported

between groups for the pilot and follow-up I studentéi

The follow-up 11 bilingual treatment group scored signifiqaht]y
better (p<.01) than the English control group on the CooEerative

Primary Test of Mathematics.

Student and Parent Attitudes:

The children in the bi]ingua]'treatment groups viewed the Mexican
culture more positively than did the contro} studeﬁts (at the .05
Tevel of confidence) for children in their third year of the

program. The pilot tﬁiatment group, who had;pééﬁ ih the bilingual
program for three years, also had a significantly better attendance
reéorq (.05 level of‘coﬁfidence). |
The results of the parent attitude questionnaire showed that the
pérents of chi]dren in the.bi1ingua1 program were more supportive of
their children learning both Spanish and English than pérents of

the control group chi]drén. Parents of Chjldren in the bilingual
program appeared to believe‘that the use of Spanish in the classroom
would have a positive efféct on English language abi]ity:['ln contrast,
parents of thq cbntro] students seemed to believe that Spanish would |
not necessarily enhénce_English 1éarﬁing. Cohen (1975) points out
that the differences jn parental attitudes may be attributed to the

rgactions of the Mexican culture and negative language reflected

il

by the comparison parents. 'The parents and students in the bilingual
program appeared to have gained a very positive view of themselves,.

btheir culture, and language.
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f Discussion:

‘Cohen-emp1oyed a variety of measures. Since manylof the measures did

not include pre- and post-test information, much of the information v
obtained is not of a longitudinal nature. In some cases, the results
the author obtained seemed unclear. The choice of instrumentation
also appears to lack definition. ‘In spite of the instrumentation
brobiems and the methodological questions‘to_be raised in the Cohen

study, the overall resu]ts‘are singularly positive.

In respect to his study, Cohen (1975) cdnp]udes, "It is still too
early to assess the ultimate effects of bilingual SChoo1ihg in
Redwood City. Yet the‘eably indications were that bilingual education
in this Mexican American community in California was a viable, signi-

ficant innovation."
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Reference:

Available From:

Location:

Treatment Group:

- Comparison Group:

Duration:

Ages:

Type of-Program:

Description:

cross-cultural emphasis. Paper presented at the American .

Cottrell, M. C. Bilingual edutation in San Juan County, Utah: a .

Education Research Association Annual Convention. New York, New York, e

February 4-7, 1971.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 44-45, Chapter 2

ERIC ED 047 855, Perry-Castaheda Library, University of Texas at

Austin., o ,

Saﬁ Juan-County, Utah.

91 students (Navajo, White) from three schools in an experimental

bilingual-bicultural program. ‘

101 students (Navajo, White) in comparable non-bilingual schools in .
nearby Ahg]o community.
September, 1969 to May, 1970.
5-7 years (Grades K-f)
Transitional bilingual education. Navajo (Ll) was used as the medium
of instruction with extensive use of visual and auditory materials,
supplemented by community resources. Students also received ESL
instruction. As they developed mastery of English, instruction was

given in L2. -y

7
of

The focus of .the study was an experimental bilingual-bicultural prbéram.
in three schoo]s in Utah. Prior to the project, it had been cus-

tomary for LEP/MEP students in_these schools to be retained for two

Lt




~years in the first grade, which was assumed to have a detrimental
effect on their academic achievement, se]f-cohcept, and their concepts

of their own culture. The goals of the program were to:

1. _prevent retardation in academic areas: provide instruction in L1

while the students learned L2;
2, buf]d a positive self-image: thrbugh a bicultural abproach;v
¢
3. develop closer communication between parents and. teachers; and

4., develop a curriculum which "reflects the needs of ﬁeop]e with a

rich cultural heritage..."

Hypothesis. The students in the bilingual program (treatment) will
perfofm.at or above the achievement levels of (control group) students o

living in/near Anglo communities.

Kindergarten students were pre-tested using the ‘Anton Brenner

Developmental .Gestalt Test of School Readiness (BGR) and California

Test of Personality (CTP). First-grade students were tested on the

CfP and the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MBI). Tests were inter-

preted for students who had difficulty understanding é%g]ish. Oral

language samples were recorded for English language use and proficiency..

Students were post:tested using a different combination of measures;
viz,. kindergarten students were tested on the CTP and MRT, whi]e

first-graders were tested on the“CTP and MetropoTi%an Achievemenf

Test (MAT). Oral language samples were recorded again.

The primary method of data analysis was Analysis of Covariance, with -

the pre-test as covariate..'Results‘indicated that there were no
' -77-
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Strengths:

3

Discussion:

"of the staff training component of the study.
Vo

significant differences between treatment and control groups'on
achievement, but that the group mean for the kindergarten treatment

group Was higher than the comﬁarab]e control group. However, statis-

tically significant di fferences (5(.05) wereffounq between the control

NavajoAand the control Anglo stuaents on the CTP and-Métropo]itan

tésts. Other results réported include;:,fj

1. The bilingual program was accepted with enthusiasm bjbparents, and

2. The treatment group students were maintaiﬁing a positive self-image,

-equal to Navajo children who were not integrated into Anglo culture.

0

Since this was an experimental project, there was a greater likelihood

that the bilingual program would be impTemented with minimal violations

of the concépt of bilingual instructiop. Teachers were trained

and their classroom performance observed and evaluated against

p

+ behavioral objectives deve]obed at Brigham YoUn§~University, the site

v

This,study had treafment and "contro]“ groﬁps that were Considerab]y

; nbn-equivalent at the beginning of the. project. The goal of the -

> of the lower-level treatment>group. "

program was to decrease these differences, i.e., to bring up the -

pekformance level of th?ltreatment grohp to that of the "control" group.

The major advantage of This'design appears to be that the results

| speak for themse]ves, if factors of internal validity are controlied

in the study. " For instance; di fferences in the socio-economic back ground

of the two groups or'variations in intelligence would not be a threat,
/

.1f the program were successful in minimizing differences in-achievement

<
°
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Even though the study d1d not have a spec1f1c test of 1nte111gence to

measure IQ per se, the Metropolitan Read1ness Test data do serve

the purpose- of contro]]ing for differences in entry-level skills (on

the pre-test). | o) .

Results of this stddy§demonstrated'“no difference“.between treatmeny/

and control groups, but should not be interpreted in a negative

light, quite to the contrary. By bringing up the level of

the performance of a 1ower achieving group of stddents, the effects of
bilingual eddcation may have been favorably demonstrated. Unfortunate!y;

the author does not provide important bits of information that would

make the.results more conclusive?

1. No statistical data-are available on the differences between
control and treatment group students at the pre-test level
stage. Thus, the extent of equalization cannot be determined

at the post-test level,.

2. No data was reported on the correlation between the MRT and
the MAT and the BGR and td\\MRT. Since these tests were used as
pre- and post-test measures, 1t is important that they should be

highly correlated.

3: F1na11y, language dom1nance or 1anguage prof1c1ency of students
does not appear to have been measured on a test of 1anguage
zprof1c1ency. 'Consequent1y, it is impossible to determine the
extent of improvement in language development between pre- and

post-testing.
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Iﬂ conclusion, it is boinxedgéut that the results of this study
‘ * cannot be qompared With those of othir projects without takiné into
account that the desigh wéé s{gnificantly'differeﬁt. In tﬁis case,
"no di fference" between the groups on the post-test is a positive B
'outGBmé_of the researqh, whereas: in 6ther projects, the same results

are usually indicative of "no effegt." - di . 2 , -

’ : 2
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Reference: Covey, D. D. An analytical study of segondany freshman bilingual

education and its effect on academic achievement and attitude‘of

Mexican-American students. Unpﬁb]ished doctoral dissertation,

. Arizona State University, 1973.

EBaker de Kanter Review - p. 4-5, Chapter 2.

/

Available From: ) Dissertation jAbstracts International, 1973, 4789-A.

2) ERIC ED 079 é?l.

o

* Location: ° Phoenix High School, Phoenix, Ari&qna

Treatment Gréup: 100 students (Mexican-American) in the ninth-grade bilingual educa-

4 .tion program at Phod¥tx High.

-

Al
[v)
Y.

ém?F

Comparison Grjypﬁ 100 students (Mexican

Phoenix High.

-

-
3

Duration: " One academic year/ o o .
Ages: Ninth grade. '
) ,

i

“Type of Program: No description of the program was available, except that it was a

Title VII bilingual program.

Description: - Phoenix High School was granted ESEA Title VII funds for the year
’ 1970-71 to implement an exemplary, secondany'bi1ingua1 program. This

study was_initiated to determine whethér:

1. Cognitive achievement in academic areas of ‘English, math and reading

of ninth-grade Mexican-American students in a bilingual program was

() . significant]y di fferent frbm ninth-grade Mexican-American students in
o ' ﬁ
T the regular program; and
. ) s ,~81-




2. Attitudes toward self, school, peers$and,teachers were significantly

different for the two ¢-oups of students.

The null hypotheses stated that there would be no statistically signi-
ficant di fferences in either of the two éreas mentioned abave.

\

i

The study used a "true experimeﬁtal design with equivalent groups,"
with pre- and post-tests. Two hundred séudents were rdndomly selected
"from a larger group of ninth-gfaders,»and those selected to participate
umet at least one of the following critehia: limited English profi-r

.

ciency, a bilingual home environment, reading deficiency, and

 / \ deficiency in English and math. These éelected students were then
) . grouped into the treatment‘anq control groups of 100 each. However,
the author does not describe.procedures used to group sthents, nor
does he describe ﬁhe tésts/methods used to gather data rejated to the

above criteria for selection.

| Pre-testing was conducted in“eariy September, 1970, with post-testing
_ _ , . ;
in mid-May, 19715 Teachers were given in-service trainingirelated to

administration of the tests and'téstihg was conducted dﬁring class

time. Instruments used in the study were: a) lowa Tests 6%
’ l

- . Educational Development (subtests for correctness and approériateness

of Expression (English) and ability to do quantitative thinﬂing

(Math)); b) Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test; and c) Nebrask%

Attitude Inventory. Tests were selected on the basis of re]jabi]ity,

validity, sensitivity, appropriateness, and objectivity. i

The data analysis technique was Analysis of Variance for Unejua] ne

Results 1ndicatedj¢hat there were statistically significant differences

" ‘ | - -82-




Strengths:

Discussion:

(p<.05) between Mexican-American students in thé bilingual program

and those in regular classes on English, readipg and attitudes toward
self, school, peers and teachers, with a highgr group mean on the post-
tests for the treatment group than for the control group. There

were no significant differences on math achievement between the two
groups. Based on the above‘findings, the author concludes that =
Mexican-American students in bilingual pfogréms have sfgnificant]y
higher achievement in English ahd readiﬁg and more positive attitudes
than those students in regular education. Their ability to do math

is not significantly different. , ' .

The study provides a set of recommendations which include the suggestion

that the study be replicated with SES as an independent variable,

with other populations, with other grade§'énd curricular areas.

This is one of the few truly "experimental" designs in that subjects
were randomly selected from a larger sample of the ninth-grade pppu]ation
of 379 students who met criteria for inclusion in the study. Howevér, it
is not indicated that subjects were randomly assigned to treatment and

control groups:

0

While the study appears on the surface to be fairly strong in methodo-
logy, a cioser examination of the data reveals that some relevant
information was not provided, so that it is difficuit to agree

with certainty with the author's conclﬁsions. First, it was felt

that the questions asked in the study were too limited in consideration

“of the goals of the study (according to the title, to determine the

effect of bilingual edutation on academic achievement and attitudes).
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The researcher was interested in establishing significant differences
between groups, but results do not offer evidence that such differences

were necessarily a consequence of the bilingual program, specifically:

[.‘
1. The data on attitudes toward self and school did not support the

author's conclusion and decision‘to\reject the nuli hypot heses.
Treatﬁent and control groups were significantly di fferent. on
.pre-test measures, so that eVidence of the treatment effect is lost
by such'non-equivdlency.~ Scores did not increase significaﬁtly for

the treatment group between the pre- and post-tests.

2. There was no discussion of the procedure used to assign students
to the treatment and control groups, once the 200 students were
randomly selected. Thus, it is not possible to determine if the

two groups were; in effect, randomly assigned.

3. There was no information regarding the groups on SES, age, sex,

1Q, language dominance or language proficiency.

4, The degree of bilinguaiism or the method used to determine
bilingualism of the home environment was not described.
‘Further, it is not known if, and how much, students were exposed

to bilingual education prior to the study.

5. Procedures for test administration and data on test administration »

were not provided.

6. No information was available on process-related variables such as
instructicnal procedures, teacher competence, curriculum, etc.,

nor was there any evidence that these were either observed

‘and/or controlled in the data analysis.
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Reference:

t

“Available From:

Location:

Treatment Group:

Q

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title Vil Spanish/

English bilingual education programs. Volume I: study design and

interim findings. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes- for

Research in the Behavioral Sciences, 1977."

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/

English bilingual education programs. Volume II: project descrip-

tions. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes for Research

v

in the Behavioral Sciences, 1977.

Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/

English bilingual education programs. Volume III: year two impact

- data. Palo Alto, California, American Institutes for Research

“in the Behavioral Sciences, 1978.

7

. Danoff, M. N. Evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/

English bilingual education programs. Volume IV: overview {// R

of study and findings. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes

for Research in the Behavioral Sciences, 1978.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 57-60, Chapter 2.
/

Perry Castaneda Librgry, University of Texas at Austin. Al1l documents

are on microfiche.

EDC 138 090; EDC 138 091; EDC 154 634; EDC 154 635

)

Nationwide ‘study of 38 Title VII project sites

5311 (according to reviewer's tabulation of reported data) Title VII

students (Hispanic, White, Black, American-Indian and American-Asian).
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Comparison Group:

7

Duration:

Ages:

Type of Proéram:

Description:

2460 non-Title VII students (comparable to treatment group in terms of -

ethnicity).

Fall, 1975 to Spring, 1976; in some instances six months or less between

pre- and post-testing.
Grades 2-6.

Maintenance bi]inguaT‘qauCEtionu(according to project director's

perceptions).

e

The AIR Report was a nationwide study of the impact of the ESEA Title
VII bilingual education brogram. Projects in their fourth or fifth
year of implementation were selected for evaluation. The goals of the

study included the following:

| N . .
1. Evaluation of the cognitive and affective 1mpact of bilingual

education;
2. Description of the educational process operating in bilingual é}
programs;

3. Identification of educational practices which lead to greater

gains in student outcomes; and

-

4. Determination of per-pupil costs.

v
. -

Student performance in English and Spanish reading and oral tomprehension,
mathematics, and student attitudes toward school-related activities
were measured on a pre- and post-test design. Methods of data analysis

included analysis of covariance, gain score analysis and a comparison

7




of differen;e‘in pre- and post-percentile ranks based on fhe CTBS

national scores. Results of the sthdy were reported as follows:

1. There was no consistent significant'impact on English language
and méthematicggscores. Title VII students performed lower

in English and at the same.level in math as non-Title VII students.

2. Title VII students were at the 20th percentile in English reading
: : ' |

and comprehension, and at the 30th percentile in.math. The former |

- |

|

was lower than the percentile for non-Title VII students,fwhereas

the latter was about the same.

3. No significant differences were found in students"' attitudes to
[ 3

. school-related activities.

4. No consistent relationships-were discovered between teacher char-

acteristics and student outcome.

5. The per-pupil cost of Title VII programs was considerab]y higher, -‘
with an average of $531, than non-Title VII programs with an average

of $154 (non-district funds on]yé.r =[
> - !lj

3 6. Tﬁe profile of Title VII students revealed that 75% wereﬂHispanfc,
7-10% White, 3-8% Black, 2-.5% Aﬁerican-lndjan and .2-.5% |
-American-isian. On the average, students had had 2-3 yea-"s ex-
perience in bilingual programs prior testhe study, and less than .
one-third of theﬁbroup_were'in bifingua] education on the basis of
need for—English instruétion i.e., the rest participated for

<

\ other reasons, including parpntal desire for their child to

e receive bilingual instructiof. . '

~ ~ :
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© Strengths:

Discussion:

 ESEA Title VII projects

e ) . .
The study attempts to control for several intervening variables
such as teacher characteristics, classroom and project variables and

student backéround incldding the following:

Teacher characteristics: Teacher credentials, number of years teaching,
number of years in bilingual classroom, training in bilingual education,

Tanguage used at home,. language proficiency, and college degree.

- Classroom and-project variables: Number of project directors and

support personnel, language proficiency of personnel, ethnicity,

perception of school board attitudes toward bi 11 ngual prdgram, praject

" size, and type of bilingual program.

\
Student background: Ethnicity, language dominance, sex, socio-economic

status, age, number of days absent, (hdurs of instruction received),

and number of years in bilingual program.

Large sample size. This was the first nationwide study of the’

bilingual educétion program.

This study has received tonsiderable-tritiqism in the literature for

i \ o . .
significant weaknesses in\its methodology and data collectl\on which .

make the results difficult)to interpret. In their attempt to evaluate

1lectively as a program, the investigators

. E J
combined data from 38 prajects to develop an aggregated profile; in so

doing, it was almost inevitable that the significant di¥ferences in
effeétiveness were 70 longer apparent. Other comments are presénted

”

below: &

1. Treatment and control sites were not §%ya§3 comparabie. For

several project sites, it was not possible to obtain control

(;)




o

sites nearby, and those selected were in other parts of the

state/nation. . L

3 »
. 2

2. Teacher judgment and perceptfon were the only bases for |

“

- determining language dbminagge, and no measures of language pro-

-3

ficiency were required. _./
i . ) . v n . .
3. The time period between pre- and post-tests was six months in
¢ _ some. instances; hardly adequate time-for any progress to be
AN O

detected in student outcomes. - : e

4. Several teachers in the Title VII classrooms did not re-
_ pO?t language proficiency in both languages. Moreover, teachers'
language proficiencv and bilingualism do not seem to have been

~measured by a specific test, but rather by means of a question-

naire. ‘ =J/’ °

. 5. Differences in program characteristics do not appear to be con-

trolled for in the methodology.

6. The study does not take such inter-program variability into account. ™

fhen determining program impact.

The major difficu]ty'with a study such as this is that %t is an attempt
to eva]uafe the impact of Bilipgual eﬁucation; when in fact the pirograms
being-evaluated do not aIWaysAref]ect program characteristics and
teacher behaviors that are cqnsistent with the concept of bilingual
“education. Mobeower,_in thé case of the AIR Report, such attempts are
further clouded by methodoldgicai constraints that make the data

rather difficult, if at all poss%ble to interpret.

‘.
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Reference:

Avai]ab]e:From:

Name of Study:

Adthor and Date:

Location:

Treatment Group:

ACont;oll

Comparison Group:

kA
Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

~Perth Amboy, New Jersey.

Huzar, Helen, The gffectS'of an English-Spanish primary-grade reading

program on second and third grade_§fﬁﬁents. Unpub‘ished;thesiss
A\ . 5

Rutgers University, May, 1973.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 46-47, Chapter 2.
Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey.

The Effects of an English-Spanish Primary-Grade Reéding Program on

Sétond and Third Grade Students.

Huzar, Helen; 1973.

s

41 Spanish-speaking. second-grade étudents
43 Spanish-speaking third-grade students o

84 total (two second-grade classes and two third-grade classes)

40 Spanish-speaking second-grade students
36 Spanish-speaking third-grade students

76 total (two second-grade classes and two third-grade classes)

One year.
Second- and third-grade students

Treatment Groups - (1) Second-grade bilingual teacher gave reading
instruction in Spanish for 45 minutes and a monolingual teacher
gave reading instruction for 45 miﬁutes in‘English each day. ¢
(2) Third-grade classes.received the same treatment as outlined in

. /
No. 1. (3) Second-grade - two bilingual teachers in Elassroom

Y
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°wi'fh one-giving reading instruction in Spanish for 45 minutes.and;one
giving reading instruction in Eﬁglish for 45 minutes each day. (4)

Third grade received the same treatment as outlined in No.._ 3.

Description: o Huzar (1973) selected both treatment and qontroi group populations
from the same public e]emeptary school -in ﬁerth Amb oy , NeQ'Jersey.
‘Reading instruction in the tredtment groups cdnsﬁsted.of Spanish
and‘Eng1ish readjng:instructipn for 45 minutes each day. The treat-
ment group varied as to the_rspeaki ng ability of the teachers in the ] l -
classroom. Control group_receiVed 45‘minutesndf‘reading-instruction'
in English each day. The treatment.and control groups used different
readers}(freatment group used 196% edition of the Miami Linguistic

-

) Readers, while the c0ntro] used the 1968 ed1t1on of the Scott-

= e ————

.

Foresman Open H1ghway Series.¥

The measures used in this study ineiuded: Metropoli tan Readiness

Test (previously administered), Lorée-Thorndike Intelligence Test

(previously administered to third-grdde'students oh]y), and the ,

Test of Reading: Inter-American Series.(administered by the author).

Data gathered in this study ‘were analyzed via "t" tests. Arith-

*/4 metic means between groups were compared for significant di fferences.
The results of the study indicate:

1. No significant differences between means of reading scores of

-~ second- and third-grade 'students in treatment and control groups;

2. Boys in treetment'groups had significantly different (higher)
reading scores than did boys in control groups; no difference

for girls was noted;

-
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Strengths:

Discussion:

€ 3m

- She compared groups in several ways, e.g., differences in reading

3. No significant differences in second-grade groups in relation

to teacher speaking ability;

4. Third-grade classes having.two bi]inguél teachers had signifi-

cantly different (higher) reading scores than did classrooms with .

one bilingual teacher and ‘one monolingual teacher.

Huzar uséed treatment and control groups in her experimental design.
scores, d1fferences in read1ng scores by sex, and differences in’

read1ng scdres by teacher speaking -ability.

'

.Huzar'“ study is open to _several threats. Problems with the des1gn

and 1mp1ementat1on “of the study are 1tem1zed here in terms of

’ categorIes

i _ | A
1. Samp]é - The author states that the sample population "came from

the Sﬁanish-speaking segment of the population in a sectioh of the

)

T

cityewrich was classified as disadvaptaged. The najerity of the
. parents of;these subjects were blue-collar workers, many of 'whom
were‘ob welfare." vContr‘.ols for serious depﬁivatiens and differ-
ences Emong stﬁdents in groups were not made.r 1Q was not |
tested‘among seeoﬁd-grade~students and 1Q scores for third-grade
, §tudents.were reported only inbterms of means per treatment and

controll groups (92.1 and 90.0 respectively).

2. Limited Stat15t1ca1 Analyses - The use of means and "t“ tesfs

(with bne Scheffe contrast) composed the entirety of the déta

‘analys1s techn1ques. These techniques are not sat1sfact9ry to _




determine the true relationship of the data. Central tendencies

s

only indicate trends in the data.
3. Generalingiﬁixy - This study is Timited in term§ of its findings

q -

being abﬁa to be generalized to othervsettings in other locations
because/oﬁ4the single ;sample within one school. - ' :
¢ - ; 4 \ . . ) . " - ’

/ - i . K . N ' r»
-~ 4/ Desigh - In reading the words of the author concerning the design

Al

‘ 7pf the study in terms of the treatment, it‘fs unc1ear what

. |duration of treatment (reading instruction) the di fferent

\

f .

\(classes were to receive. It appears that %the treatment groups
with one 9ilingua1 and one monolingual teacher are recéivfng
90 minutes of reading instruction rather than the 45 minutes in

the other’groups. | - 4‘
5. Detail - Similarities and differences in the backgnoﬁn?s of the
V sample population are not made clear. All of the students
are repgfted'to have shared the firip-gradeuexperience at the same °
schoé{; but'no;mention of controlling for this séems to have .
occurredTATAttrition’is not mentioned in thjs §tudy.. Since there.
are no- controls used in'this study, the phenomenon of attritioﬁ v
could severely changerthe characteristics of the sample populatjon; :

especia]ly,since>they are considered to be diéadvantaged.

6. As st?@gdvby the author, "the suitability of the Metropolitan

Readiness Test and the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test for’

bilingual children was questionable.
. ; 1
7. Differences in textbooks and reading instruction methods for

the treatment and control groups could have serious1y affected’
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the results.

A11 considered, the lack of significant differences between groups
tends to reflect no superiority of either approach used in this study

for bilingual disadvantaged students.

-95-
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Reference; - Kaufman, M. Will instruction in reading Spanish affect ability in

reading English? Journal of Reading, 1968, 17, 521-527.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 18-19, Chapter 2.
Available From: Perry-Castaneda Library, University of Texas at Austin

Name of Study: ‘Will Instruction in Reading Spanish Affect Ability in Reading English?

Author and Date: Kaufman; 1968.
Location: New York, New York
Treatment group: 75 seventh-grade Spanish-speaking students

\

Comparison/ 64 seventh-grade Spanish-speaking students

Control Group:

Duration: Stddy at School A covered school years fbom September, 1963 to March,

1965 (18 months)
Study at School B covered school year 1963-64 (9 months)
Ages: Seventh-graders

Type of Program: Spanish reading instruction for 45 minutes (4 times per week at School

A and 3 times per week at School B)

Description: Kaufman {1968) selected seventh-grade Spanish-speaking students whose

average reading grades on the Metropolitan Achievement Test adminis-

tered during their sixth-grade experience were one to two-and-ene-half
grade levels below the sixth-grade level. In addition,'subjects came

from homes in which Spanish was spoken.
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Strengths:

Discussion:

Treatment in this study consisted of instruction in Spanish with em-
phasis on specific reading skills in Spanish. The treatment in

School A varied from that of School B in frequency of instruction.
The results of the study indicated:

1. School B subjects showed slight evidence of transfer froﬁ‘Spanish

reading instruction to English usage.

2. The treatment group acquired greater reading ability in Spanish than

did the control group.

Kaufman utilized a research design which emphasized treatment and
control groups. Statistical measures of ANCOVA allowed adjustment

of means of pre- and post-test measures.

This study utilized Spanish-speaking students who were "retarded" in
their English language abi]ﬁty. Students were assumed to be retarded

on the basis of reading scores on the Metropolitan Achievement Tesf.

No statement as to the intellectual functioning of the students was

made. It was used as a covariate in the statistical analysis, however.

In looking at the treatment and control group sizes at both School A -
and School B, it is nofed that at School A, 30% more subjects were in
the treatment group than in the control group. The investigator
states that subjects were randomly assigned to these groups. The
randomness of this assignment is questionable with such disparity in
groups, however. The source of the random distribution bears some
explanation. It is also noted that the results from School A proved

to be insignificant. The groups at School B were equal and the \\\
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results tenqed to show some transfer from Spanish reading iﬁstruction
to English reading ability. The investigator states, however,

that tﬁe subjects in the treatment group at School B had a greater
degree of proficiency in reading Spanish at the-onset and had greater
time available for applying acquired skills in reading Spanish than
did the control group at School B. The reason for this occurrence
is.not clear. Al1 of these factors tend to indicate, however, that
multiple reasons could be responsible for findings both ét School A

and School B.

In addition to the above, no mention is made: of the quality of
instruction at either school. Since this variable constituted the
treatment of the study, analysis and controls would seem to have
been in order to obtain résu]ts which wou]d fairly indicate |

causative relationships.

Time interval between pre- and post-testing at School A was 18 months
and 9 months at School B. Achievement testing was dqne’in October,
1963 at School A and in December, 1963 at School B. Since this testing
was done almost in the middlie of the school ye&r at School B, one

would expect'achievement scores to be higher.

Three series of retesting occurred at School A, two series of retesting

.occurred at School B. Retesting was done with the Durrell-Sullivan

Reading Achievement Test and the Cooperative Inter-American Test. The

frequency of this testing, particularly at School B, could have seriously
‘affected results. No mention was made of how this retesting was

conducted. ‘It seems safe to conclude that the students involved were
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engaged in "large doses" of retesting. The reason -for the retest series
is unclear, and may have acted either to produce the effect found by

teaching the test, or masking the effect of treatment by adjusting the

means of the post-test measures used.




Reference:

Available from:

Name of Study:
Author and Date:
Location:

. Treatment Group:

.

~

Comparison Group:

Lambert, W.E. & Tucker, G.R. Bilingual education of children: ‘the

St. Lambert experiment. wa]ey, Massachusetts: Newbury House, 1972.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 62-65, Chapter 2.

Newbury House Publishers, Inc., 68 Middle Rcad, Rowley, Massachusetts

01969.

The St. Lambert Experjmenf'

Lambert, N.Ef, & Tucker, G.R., 1972.
Sf. Lambert, Queb;c, Canada

There is a discrepancy in the number of children reported to be in the

pilot bi]ingha] treatment class. Table 1 (page 12) reports a treatment
group n of 26 in September 1966. Table 2 (page 13) reports.a treatment
group n of 22 in September 1966. The n of the pilot treatment group

in Grades 2,3, and 4 is not reported. Attrition figures for the pilot

treatment group were not reported.

Thirty-eight students are reported in the follow-up bilingual treatment

group, Grade 1, 1967 (Table 8, page 48), an n of 36 is reported in

- Table 7 (page 47), and Grade 1, Table 9 (page 50) reports an p of 34

for the bilingual treatment follow-up cTass. No subsequent figures are
reported for the number of students in the follow-up treatment groups

in Grades 2 and 3.

There is a discrepancy in Tables 1 and 2 of the number of children in

the three pilot class cbntro] groups. The n for the Canadian English-

speaking Control group I is reported as n = 22 in Table 1 and n = 19
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Type of Program:

in Table 2. Similarly, the n for the Canadian English-speaking
Control 11 group is reported as n = 26 in Table 1,4n = 24 in
Table 2. Theﬁdiscrepancyuin the reported ns is not explained
and both Tab]esgl and 2 report ontthe same measure, the Raven;s

Progressive Matrices Test administered in September, 1966.

The Canadian English Control I group n = 21, the Canadian English
Control II Group n = 27, and the French Control grdup n=21. Table 8

follow-up class comparison on Measure of Intelligence and Components

of Socioeconomic Status, Grade 1 report the following: English Control

I group n = 26; English Control II Group n = 28; French Control n = 25
(page 43). In the third table, Table'9, Parent Questionnaire for

the follow-up c]asses, Grade 1, the authors report: Eng!ish

Controls, n = 52} French Controls, n = 22. Lambert and Tucker (1972)

~do not discuss the apparent discrépancy of ns in their study. The

authors do report that attrition among the Eng]ish:I and II at the

4Grade II level groups force them to combine the two classes as one

group for statistical purposes. The authors report that attrition
among the French Control is so high that city or national norms were

used for achievement in mathematics in Grades 2,3, ‘and 4.

A Bilingual French immersion model was employed for the Pilot and
Follow-up tréatment groups in kindergarten through Grade 1. From
the second to fourth grades a partial bilingual program model was
used. A French 1anguage curriculum was used with two five-minufe
periods on English Language Arts each day for the bilingual treat-
ment groups. AT] textbooks, workbooks, and readers were written

in French for native French speakers. English was used for instruction
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Description:

in music, art, physica]peducatipn, and library périods so that near]yv

40% of each day's instruction was conducted in English.

The authors contend that treatment and control groups were careful 1y

“matched according to a non-verbal I.Q. measure: (Raven's Progressive

Matrices), socio-economic status, home environment characteristics

a

u - -
(e.g., emphasis of education, enrichment of home environment, etc.)
However, the authors do not describe the procedures they used to

select or match the students.

Since it was stated that groups were carefully matched, several pointé
need to be considered: 1) The "matched" control groups in both
the Pilot group and the Follow-up group contained different ns.
Ordinarily, in matched samples the ns for the treatment and

control group wdu]d be equal. 2) The authors report that segera]
members of the treatment group had perceptual or otﬁer learning
deficits. Children with‘these unusué] characteristics would be
difficult to match. 3) The statistica] treatment, the analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) used in this study would not have been necessary
in a matched sample study. These considerations may ‘suggest that
while the aufhors may have matched on the basis of simi]ar means be-
tween groups, the grodps were not individually matched. Therefore,

the groups could have been'essentially non-equivalent.

The statistical procedures used by Lambert and Tucker (1972) were

analysis of variance (ANOVA) and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).. Thn
ANCOVA procedure used I.Q. and home environment characteristics as
covariates. The adjusfed mean scores were then tested by ana]ysis of

variance.

-102-



The éuthors claim that no attempt>wa5'made to document teacher ﬁanpe-
tence, or adherence to the bilingual models used in the study. Lambert

/’ and fuckér (1972) also note that no attempt was made to obtain the bestf
/C teachers. Observations made of all bilingual classes in 1971 by an

experienced teacher, Mme. Benorite Noble, seem to indicate the

contrary. She notes, "they like, are even enthusiastic about, their
n

N

work: they are competent, experienced elementary schooi teachers"
(page 242). Mme. Noble's descriptions of the bf]ingua] classrooms are
all positive and may suggest that whi]e.teaching ability was not used
as a criterion for ;eacher selection, the teachers in the bilingual

program appeared to be above average.
Duration:. Five years (1966-1971)
' Agés: Grades K-4
Procedures:

The pre-tests for the first-grade Piiot and Follow-up groups were
administered in the Fall. All subsequent measures were administered

in the Spring of each year.
The measures included:

Grade 1--Pilot groups pre-test measures: Fall, 1966.

1. Raven's Progressive Matrices Test.

2. Parent interviews to determine: a) emphasis placed on education, .

b) quality of the child's linguistic enVironmenti c) guidance in
school work, d) enrichment of home environment, and-e) educatioag]

.+ facilities.
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Parent QueStionnaiﬁe on parental attitudes towards French

. Canadians and the French language. Other questiOns included

yeérs in residence and English and French language proficiency

self-reports.

Grade 2--Pilot groups post-test measures: Spring, 1967.

”

.l.

2.

3.

Metropolitan Achievement Tests (1959), Primary I Battery.‘

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test in English.

Word Assocfation Analysis, English and French. Two lists, one in’
French, the other in Eng]fsh, qontainéd‘?ifty-one stimulus words.
Children were asked to give a~word that had a similar meaning.

A1l students were administered the French and English word lists.

Half of the students were given the English word list first, the

.other half received the French word Tist first. After two weeks,

the students were given the alternate word list. Each list was
c6ded by two judges who were monolingual in either French or
English. The coding was then reviewed and checked by two
bilinguals. The authors did not report inter-rater reliability

data.

Speaking Skill in English. A filmstrip story was presented, thé
child was asked to re-tell the story. Ratings were made from re-
cordings of expressive «@bility, grammatical errors, enunciation,
rhythm and intonation, time on production; and number of words by

two Tinguistic judges working independently. -

Speaking Skills in ?rench. A story was presented in French. The

chitd's re-telling was tape-recorded and rated by one Frengh
-104- ‘ -
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.
language teacher. The categories were judged the same as for

Speaking Skill in English.

6. Phoneme Production in French. A series of nineteen French
phrases, recorded by a French-speaking adult were repeated by the
child. The responses were tape-recordgd, analyzed, and scored

by one judge according to native-like control.

" 7. Test de Rendement en Calcul--School Commission Mathematics Test

in French.

8. Test de Rendement en Francais--Reading Skills in French: Word

~ Discrimination and Sentence Comprehension.

9. MWord Discrimination‘in French.

n in Russian. Auditory discrimination task
Y ‘

using fifty-three pairs of Russian phonemes.

10. Phoneme Discriminatio

11. Raven's Progressive Matrices (Sets A, Ab, and B).

Grade 1--Follow-up--Essentially, the same battery of tests used in
Grade 1 Pilot Class groups were administered to the Grade 2 groups.

The following changes were noted:

1. A French translation of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test.

~ N
.

Listening comprehension in English was tested by the oral represen-
tation of two stories in English to an entire class. The children

were asked a total of twenty-four true/fa]sé questions about the

stories.
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3. The word association analysis, French and English. Cod%ng system
was defined more clearly. However, inter-rater reliability was

still not mentioned.

4, In speaking ski]lé: Story re-telling; word counting; nnmber of
adjectives; number of different adjectives; the number of
nouns; the number of verbs; the number of different verbs; gramma-
tical errors; overall comprehension of the story theme; end sequence
and native-like command of the language rated on a five-point scale
by two independent bilingual judges. N

hY

&

5. Speaking skills: Story creation. Chi]gren’s 1anguezﬁ was rated -

| and counted jn the same way as Speaking Sk%]]s,_Ston Re-telling.

6. Listening comprehension: A French'version of test 2 descnﬁbed_

above,

N
>

7. Speaking skills: Story Re-telling in French. A French version of

_measure 4 listed above. -

8. Speaking“gﬁi]Ts:, Story Creation in French. A French version of

measure 5, '

9. Lorge-Thorndike Inte]]ﬁgence Test, LeVe] 1.

The tests administered to the Grade II Pilot and Follow-up Classes
were the same as those used with the first-graders.

k]

P ' s
Modi fications were made in some-measures to make them more age.appro-

priate. The measures used with %he Grade III Pilot and Follow-up groups

were more advanced versions of the same measures. Measures used with
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the Pilot Grade III were also similar to tests used throughout the

study. The following changes were noted:

1. More difficult items.were administered of the Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test, French and English.

7 2. 1970 version of the Test de Rendement en Francais (C.E.C.M.).

(' 3. 1970 version of the Test de Rendement en Calcul (C.E.C.M.).

4, Sets B and C of the Raven's Progressive Matrices Test.(1958).

5; Level 3, Form A, of the Primary Battéry of the Lorge-Thorndike

Intelligence Test.

Results Related to Research Questions:

1. What effect does such an educational program have on the experi-
mental chi]dren's progress in home language skills compa?ed with

the English controls?

Grade 1--the bilingual treatment Pilot and Follow-up groups
performed poorer (.01 level of confidence) in English reading

skil]s; wOrd knowledge, and word discrimination.

.Gradé 2--The bilingual treatment Pilot class performed as well as
the English Control group. Only the spelling subtest score was
poorér-(.OS level of confidence) than the scores made by the
English Control groups. The bilingual treatment Fo]IOWAup group
did as well as the English Controls on subtests of words, knowledge

word discrimination, reading, and reading comprehension, and
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received better reliabi]ity.scores (.05 level of confidence) on

the English version of the Peabody Vocabulary Test.

Grade 3--The reading ability of the bilingual treatment Pilot and -

Follow-up classes is comparable to that of the Controls.

Grade 4--The reading ability of the bilingual treatment Pilot
class was at the same level as Controls. No data was available for

Grade 4 Follow-up class.

How well do children progress in developing second language skills

3

compared to French children receiving conventional schooling?

From Grade 2 on, ]isténing comprehension in French for the
treatment groups was comparable to the French Control class.

Scores by the treatment groups on thé French Peabody Picture

Vocabu]ary Test were similar to those of the French Control at

"~ Grade 4.

How well do children in bilingual treatment groups perform in

comparison to Controls in a non-language area such as mathematics?

The Pilot and Follow-up Treatment groups performed as well in
computation and problem-solving as the English-speaking control
classes. During Grade 2 the treatment groups did significantly

better (Pilot .01 level, Follow-up .05) in computation.

What effect does a bilingual program have on the measured

intelligence of the treatment classes?

Grade 1—-Pilo£ class scored significantly lTower (.01 level) than

did the English Control I, Grade 1 class. Results of the Grade 1
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Follow-up treatment and Control class showed similar scores on the

I.Q. measures.

Grade 2--Intelligence measures are similar for the control and treat-

ment classes. The verbal subtest of Lorge-Thorndike showed the Pilot

group to do less well (.05) than Controls. The Follow-up class, how-

ever, scored higher (at the .05 level of significance) on the

Raven's Progressive Matrices and a subtest of the Lorge-Thorndike.

Grade 3--To determine the cognitive development of the treatment

groups, several creativity measures were added to retests of the

Lorge-Thorndike and Raven's Progressive Matrices. Creatiéity v
measures showed similar results for the Pilot and Controls classes,
although the Pilot class performed significantly better (.05) on

unusual uses of English.

Intelligence and creativity comparisons for the Follow-up and Control
groups revealed no significant differences on either the Raven's -

Progressive Matrices or the Lorge-Thorndike total scores. The

Follow-up group did perform better (at the .05 level) on one of the

subtests of the Lorge-Thorndike.

Grade 4--Intelligence and creativity measure for the Pilot class were

generally comparaSﬁe;to control groups in Grade 4. There were two

exceptions: 1) the pilot class scored significantly better (at the .05

Tevel of confidence) on the mathematics subtests of the Lorge-
Thorndike, 2) the English control groups performed significantly

better (at the .05 level of confidence) on the Raven's Progressive

Matricgs Test. Thus, at the-end of Grade 4 the effects of bilingual
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', Strengfhs:

Discussion:

instruction appeared to have no negative effect on either the intelli-

gence or creativity the participants.

In summary, the bilingual treatment groups (Pilot treatment and the
Follow-up freatment) appeared to be as proficient aé the English
control classes on measures of creativity, intelligence, mathematics,
and English language skills (L.I.). In addition, the bilingual treat-
ment groups seemed to have ceveloped a remarkable competence in

second language French written and oral expressive skills.

The St. Lambert Study is generally regarded as one of the better

examples of an immersion bilingual program evaluation for two reasons:.
1) Lambert and Tucker (1972) matched treatment and control groups on
two critical variables: I.Q. and soci o-economic status. 2) As an
additional assurance of equivalent groups, analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was used to adjust for group I;Q. di fferences that might bias:
the treatment effect. A§ was discussed earlier, ANCOVA may have been

necessary for non-equivalence between the "matched" groups.

Canadian English-speaking children immersed in French academic in-
struction became as proficient in English academic areas as the

English-speaking children receiving instruction only in English. At

~ the same time, the students in the French bilingual treatment groups

in the St. Lambert study seem to suggest the efficacy of bilingual
immersion models. However, the authors caution against over-
generalization of the program results to other groups or socio-
political settings. For instance, the English-speaking children in the

bilingual program already spoke a socially perceived prestigious first
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language, Engﬁish. The St. Lambeft study was initiated at the request
of midd]e:éiass parents who regarded French/Eng]ish bilingualism

'to be socially and politically beneficial to their children.
Bi]inéﬁa]ism, in this context, was regarded as enrichhent; raéher

than a compensation. In addition, the bilingual program in St. Lambert

was not mandated or required.

Several noteworthy differences exist between the French bilingual
programs in Canada reported by Lambert and Tucker (1972) and the

Spanish bilingual programs in the United States.

~ 1. Classroom bbservations'by Mre. Noble suggest that the bilingual
teachers may have been unusually good teachers. The working
conditions, attractive middle-class suburban schools, may well

'have attracted better teachers.

2. A1l subjects in the bilingual treatment groups volunteerad for the

program. Parental support was extremely strong. -

3. Lambert and Tucker (1972, page 216) state that.the model used in
the St. Lambert Experiment "is not proposed as a universal solution
for all communities or nations_planning programs of bilingual
education." The authors go on to state that, "If A is the most
prestigious language, then native speakers of A would start their
schooling in language B and after functional bilingualism is
attained,.continue their schooling in both 1anguages.“‘ The program
model thus advocated by Lambert and Tucker is essentially the one

proposed for Spanish bilingual children in the United States.

That is, Spanish competency in reading, writing, and oral
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production should be attained first with instruction in English
" occurring either in conjunction with or subsequent to Spanish

instruction.
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Reference:

Available From:

Name of Study:

Author and Date:

Location:

Trea*ment Group:

Comparison/

Control Group:

Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

Legarrata, D. The effects of program models on language acquisition

by Spanish-speaking children. TESOL Quarterly, 1979, }§j4),'521-534.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 13-15, Chapter 2.
Perry-Castaneda Library, University of Texas at Austin N

AN
The Effects of Program Models on Language Acquisition by Spanish-

speaking Children.
Legarrata; 1979. -
Large West Coast city (not named).

52 five year-old kindergarten students were involved in the five groups

comprising this study.

Statistical measures used strongly relied on students in GE'up 1 which

were essentially "untreated" recéiving English instruction with no ESL.

Six months

Five-year-&]d kindergarten student;.

The effects of five program mode]sﬁﬁere studied:
Group 1 - Traditioné] Method (English on]y with no ESL)
Group 2 - Traditional Method with ESL (English only)

Group 3A - Bilingual Method (concurrent translation comprised of

72% English and 28% Spanish instruction)

Q’Group 3B - Bilingual Method (alternate immersion comprised

of 50% English and 50% Spanish instruction)
S -113-
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Description:

Group 4 - Bilingual Method with ESL (concurrent translation of 72%
English and 28% Spéhish instruction)
I

\
| .

Legarrata (1979) found that significant differences occurred amon
concurrent bilingual approaches and: alternate immersion bi]inéua]
approaches. This understanding caused the researcher to divide the
original Group 3 into two parts representing the differences in Spénish-

EngTish usage.

Four 11- and 12-year old girls gathered the data from subjects.
Testing was conducted in a manner designed to make subjects feel at
ease. The investigator does not clarify if subjects were Mexi can-

American or of Mexican descent.

Data was analyzed via full score comparisons and analysis of covariance.
Correlation coefficients were also derived between pre- and post-test

measures. Results from this study indicated:

1. ESL is not effective in enhancing complex communicative competence ~

skills.

2. The highest gains in English communicative competence, Spanish
-commuricative competence and oral comprehension of English were
‘demonstrated by the bilingual method utilizing alternate

immersion approach with no ESL (Group 3B)

3. ESL produéed greater gains in Spanish used in the home

environment.

4. Acquisition of Spanish and maintenance of Spanish is best

facilitated by the bilingual method utilizing alternate approach
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Strengths:

Discussion: -

without ESL (Group 3B)

Legarrata used sound multivariate statistical analyses of gain score

comparisons and ANCOVA.

Although the author utilized appropria\e statistical measurements,

the samples within each group were very small. For example, Group

38, which was found to be the most effective program type, was
comprised of only seven students. No mention was made in the study
concerning the intellectual functioning of the students involved

in the study. In addition, no mention was made of cohtro]s for teacher
quality or whether the students were of Mexican or Mexican-American
descent. A1l of these factors .could certainly affect Legarrata's

study if not controlled.

In addition to the above, serious questions arise from the investi-
gatof‘sluse of four 11- and 12-year-old gir]s, two of whom are the
invgstigafor's youngést daughters, as data-collectors for this study.
No mention is made of tests for inter-rater reliability. Such tests

would appear to be necessary.

Legarrata took much care in attempting to establish a testing environ- .

"ment which would put the young subjects at ease. However, provision

of cookies, peanuts and raisins "throughout the testing" could have

seriously affected results of timed tests employed in the study.

[qurrata concludes that the models suggested in this study should be

tested further. Replication of this study, eliminating factors which

could detr?meptally affect resuits, appears called for prior to
. \ “ .




| . .
: v conclusions of the efficacy of the models.
‘ )

-116-




Reference: Lum, J. B. An effectiveness study of English as a second language.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California at

Berkeley, 1971.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 34-36, Cﬁapter 2.
Available From: ERIC ED 070 321
Name of Study: An Effectiveness Study of English as a Second Language.
Author and Date:  Lum, J.B., 1971.

Location: San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco,

California.

‘Treatment Group: This study conérasted the effectiveness of English as a
second 1anguage and bilingual education instructional N
methods in improving the English language maturity of Chinese
monolingual/monocultural students. The treatmeﬁt group was
comprised of thirtj-five monolingual Chinese students who

received bilingual instruction.

Comparison/
Control Group: There were twenty-five monolingual Chinese students in the
control group which received ESL instruction.

Monolingual/monocultural students were selected for the study

by administering the Student Screening Form from the Chinese
Education Center to determine language proficiency. No
information was included regarding the field testing or

norming procedures which were used to develop this measure.
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It seems to be an informal assessment measure which was pro-
bably developed at a local center.

<,

Analysis of the instrument which was included in the appenﬁix
makes its content vq]idity-suspect. The test consists of the
following sections: . oral response andbcompr?hension (7
items); II. votabu]&ry and :structure (5 items); IIi. response
to directions (6 items); IV. identifying actions (4 items);
and V. identification of letters of the alphabet (7 items);
Not only was the number of items used‘to determine pro-
ficiency in each section restricted, but the responses which
weEe called forvgenerajly reqyired the same grammatical
structure'ih,the response. /}he ratiogéf@ for weighting of

items was not clear.

A second part of the initial screening consisted of admi-

nistering the Hoffman Bilingual Scale which the investigator

claims indicates whether an individual is monocultural or
bicultural. In actuality, this test is a language usage sur-
vey which determines which language a bilingual speaker uses
in which domain and with whom. The premise of using a
language usage survey is that monocultural individua]s th
are bi]ingua]VWi11'use their native language in the home
domain as opposed to bicultural individuals who will use both.
It was not clear whether this was an intended use of the
measure or whether it was one which was attributed to it for

the purpose of this study.
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Students who scored in the bottom three groups of the

Duration: -

Ages:

“about their age in years.

Type of Program:

language proficiéncy testing and who also were determined to

be monocultural by the Hoffman Bilingual Scale were selected

for the study. While Lum claims that students were randomly

assigned to one of the two groups, they were not. Four

_schools pérticipsted in the study and students,weré assigned

‘to either bilingual or ESL classes according to their area of

residence. One of the two schools had two classes which were
botn bilingual. Students who resided in that area therefore
did not have an equal chance of being aééigned to the tredt-

ment or the control group.

The study was conddcted over a nine-month period.

The children were in first grade. No-information was given

Q

Neither prgﬁham was well explained. The bilingual program

consisted of the following elements: one-half hour daily

_ of Chinese language, one-half hour daily of ESL instruction,

and onQ and one-half hours daily of English language activi-
ties where English and Chinese wére both used. There were no
guidelines regarding the amount of time teachers were to
spénd using English and Chinese in the English language atfi-
vities. Lum determined through observation and téacher |

estimate that Chinese was used an average of 50% of the time.

No additionai'information was provided regarding how the

bilingual program of instruction was structured or.taught,
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Description:

other than that it was team taughti Eromxghejavailable.”
informatioh, it_appears ghat it was a programxof dual
;language instruct%on rather thaﬁ,a bilingual program, as the
studéntsydid not reéeive.content area~in§truction in gheir‘
native 1anguage: The two bilingual c]qsses Qere a]soqdif—
ferent in ihat one haq English speéking and non-English
speaking students.

(4

»i

The only informatibn given'abéut fhe R§L program was thatkit
was taught by’ a single teach;r and that it spent one-fourth
hour more daily in fhg]ish language activities than the
bilingual method. No information was given about whether. the
program was a’se]f—contained or a pull-out program. In addi-
tion, no information was provided about which methodology

_was used by tHe teachers to teach ESL. One may assume that
English was taught by the audio-lingual method from Lum's
comments abqut how second languages are vauiﬁed in the

statement of his hypotheses for the;study.

It was hypothesized that non-English spgaking Chinese
children who are taught by the ESL method wi1]uacquiré more
mature oral English production skills than those who receive
bilingual instructiop In addition, they will make fewer
deviations from standard grammar. The reasoning behind these

hypotheses is that since the bi1jngua1 method uses a segment

- of its instructional time for the study of Chinese, the ESL

group would perform better due to increased exposure to

English. Furthermore, due to the fact that Eng]ish and O
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Design:

Analysis

Chinese=wereaboth used as media of instruction for .the
English language activities, the bilingual students would be
unable to keep the two languages separate and would speak

less grammatically correct.

-
‘x

The 1ndependent variables in the stqﬂy were the two instruc-

‘tional techniques--ESL and- b111ngua1 instruction. Lum stated

that the teachers WEre matched, but didn't exp1a1n how. No

information was given regarding the anghage proficiency °

levels in English, their years .of -experience in teaching, or

which methods they used to teach ESL. X .

After the intervention, which lasted nine months,'spudénts
were given an interview which was taped aBd andlyzed along
the following variables: MLR-mean 1ehgth of rengnse;
M5R-mean length of the fivetiongest responses; SéS—structura]
complexity score; Grf- measure of grammatical correctness,»

and NDW- number of d1fferent words in the samp]e. The inter-

_view conversation centered around questions about pictures

from a commercia]iy prepared language aﬁPS»geries. One
teacheﬁ used a differentiéét of pictures because she felt
that the pitturesVWhich theiinvestigato? had chosen for.the

study were too, hard foh her studerits. This, plus the fact

‘that the 1nterv1ews were scored by on]y one rater, br1ngs

the va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of the scores. into ‘question.

A ohe-way analysis of variance was computed on the scores

of all of the v&riab]es both between groups and among classes




Results:

Strengths:

Discussion:

in each group except GrF. This variable, grammatical dif-

ficulty, was anaiyzed by computing mean scores of its four
subtests. A t-test was done to determine differéhces in
female versus male students. Scores were also converted to ;
equivalent age norms for English speaking peers . Finally,
students were asked to report on the amount of English they

used outside of school.

There were no differences between the groups on structural
Ecmplexity and grammar. On the mean length of response,

the mean length of the five longest utterances and the number
of different words used, the ESL gEoup had significantly
higher scores; Conversion of scores to equivalent age norms
showed that the bilingual group performed at the level of
three and four year-oid English speak{ng children, while the

ESL group performed<at a level equivalent to English-speaking

‘children of 3.6-4.6 years of age. There were no differences

in the scores of male and female students. There was no
significant difference in the scores of classes within the
samé group. Student reports showed that the ESL group spoke

and was spoken to more often in English.

The study was conducted with Chinese monolingual students

only.

One should not conclude from the results of this study that
ESL is superior to traditional bilingual education in

teaching English to Chinese students, for it has serious
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flaws in its theoretical basé, design, and methodology. Lum

never explained what language maturity is or how it is

reTated to or differs from language proficiency or com-

municative ability. While language maturity may have some

relevance to language development of a.child's first
language, one must question whether it is a realistic
construct tb measure in relation to second language learners.
Likewise, many of the measures which were used to determine
language maturity are not te]ated to a speaker's ability to
communicate. A second language learner cou]drconceiVab1y
have a small vocabulary and produce short sentences which are
not grammatically complex and yet be able to communicate wéal

in initial stages of second language acquisition.

Most of the faults in the study are in the areas of design

and methodology. With regard to the formér, the study was done
with a §m311 sample of only fifty-five students. As was_pre-
viously discussed, group éssignment was not random,:nor were
classes wiihin groups comprised of the same type of stu-

dents. Criticism may be leveled against the study on metho-
dological grounds in that assessment procedures weré not
standard for all students in the study as one class was shown

a different set of stimulus cards during the ora]'interyiew;

In addition, the oral interview was administered to each

class by its own teacher and was scored by a single rater.

Ideally, the same person should have conducted the interview

and it should have been scored by at least two raters so that




the inter-rater reliability could have been determined. Lum's
rationale for USing age equivalent scores for English
speakers to show differences in the two instructional methods
is also questienab1e. Biiingua] children would be expected
to score well below their English speaking peers due to the
fact that they have not had six years priof to entrance in
school to develop English skills. It should be emphasized
that while the ESL group scored higher than the bilingual
group, it was an average of onTy 6/10 ofvone year, This type
of result.is misleading and is often misunderstood by the

general public.

A final methodological problem is that Lum used a 1angua§e
usage questionnaire to determine which group uéed the most
English outside of school at the end of the year. The fact
that the ESL group used English more outside of school than
the bilingual éroup is not solely dependent upon the type of
fnstrectipn they received in schoo].' It is mitigafed by the
1anguage>proficiencyf1eve1s of those ih their home environ-
ment as well as the estabiished norms for language use within

the community where they reside.

In conclusion, it is hard to explain how this study was
inc]uded in the Baker/DeKanter report as one of the twenty-
eight studies which met their criteria as an acceptable study
for inclusion in their report on the effectiveness of tradi-
tional bi]inguaj education as an instructional method for

1imited'Eng1ish-speaking children. Close examination of the
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study shows that not only must the results of the study
itself be questloned but that its results should not be
generalized and used as an indictment against trad1t10na1

bilingual education.
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Reference:

" Available From:

Name of Study:

Author and Date: -

Location:

Treatment Group:

Comparison Group:

Duration:

" Ages:

Type of Program:

Mathews, Tom. An investigation of the effects of background

characteristics and special language services on the reading

achievement ‘and English fluency of bi]iggual*students, Seatle,

Washington: Seatle Public Schools, November, 1979.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 29-33, Chapter 2.

Seatle Public Schools, Administrative Services Center, 815 Fourth

Avenue North, Seatle, Washington 98109

An Investigation of the Effects of Background Qharacteristics and
Special Language Services on the Reading Achievement and English

Fluency of Bilingual Students.

o
Mathews, Tom; November, 1979.

“Seatle, Washington.

1747 students identified as "bi]ingua]“ (primary or home language other
than English), who received special Tangque Services (ESL or

Bilingual Education).

"v

3515 "bilingual" students not receiving special language services.

~ One academic year

A11 "bilingual" students in Grades K-12. Achievement was measdféd at

Grades 2, 4, 6, and 8.

’ ’
An investigation of the effects of special language programs (ESL and

Bilingual Education) on English reading achievement and fluency of

| "bilingual" students (students with a primary or home language other °*

than English).
- ' -126-
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The data base consisted of: achievement test results; amount énd

type of instructibna] services; relative English fluency assessments,
language background, grade;]eve], and family income.  The study
‘atfempted to examine the complex relationships among student outcomes;ﬁ§

student characteristics, and educational input.

The approach used was the construction of a conceptual model which

attempted to analyze the relationship of the fo1]owing variables:

A. Achievement - Total reading percentile scores on the Metropolitan

Achievement Test (MAT) for Grades 2, 4, 6, and 8 were used to

measure reading Qsd math achievement in thé Spring of 1979.‘ The
assumption was made that although special language programs were
not designeﬂ to teach English reading ski]]é, an academically
successful bilingual student would be expected to acquire these
skills.

By Previou§ Achievement - Total reading percentile scores from the

" MAT from Fall, 1978.

C. Special Language Services - Subjects of the study were the served
ard not-served "bilingual" studenfs. Special language service

was defined'as ESL instruction and/or bilingual instruction.

D. Relative English F]uency‘f Students were grouped into two

categories: 1low and high fluency.

E. language Background: Al1 language groups were divided into eight
categories, i.e., Chinese, Philippine, Korean, Spanish, Japanese,

Somoan,‘Vietnamese,;and Other.
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F. Family Income - Students were grouped into two categories as to

whether or not they were e1igible for free/reduced price lunch.

G. Grade Level - Student grade levels were grogped into two cate-
gories: grades 2 and 4 were "lower grades" and grades 6 and 8

“were "higher grades."

"The‘author attempted to study the relationship of achievement to the
other study variables based on the aséumption that all such variables
are related to achievement. The results were consistent with the
assumption of a direct effect of gradeﬂlevei, incomé; and lTanguage
background on the readinglachievement of bilingual students. Higher
achieving students tended to be féqm'specific ianguage groups, higher
incbme families, ahd Tower gfade levels. Conéistencies were also found
in that higher fluency students tended to come from higher income
families and specific language groups and that. higher fluency appears to
lead to higher achievement. The pattern was reflected by a strong
positive relationship between relative English fluency and reading
achievement. 'Interesting1y, "bilingual" students' math achievement was

. < . .
at a higher level than other students”in the district.

Bilingual studenfs who received special language services tended to
achieve at lower 1évéls than thbsg Who were not served. The author
concludes that this may reflect that lower achieving students were
served until théir achievement incneasgq, i.e., language services
were withheld as achievement scores increased. HoWever, the>authoT

| also states that these resuits may indicate the existence'bf a direct

negative effect of special language service on achievement. "Given
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the limitations of the current data base, it is impossible to determine
whether the results are a reflection of the effects of service or

‘whether they merely reflect currentnprogram implementation practices."

(p. 23).

Strengths: The author is careful to indicate possible design and result problems

and/or concerns of the study.

Discussion: Over 60% of the low fluency students scored in the lower three
stanines in reading. The author also states that a perfect relation-

ship between fluency and achievement was not obtained, and as a

result, some high achieving, low fluency students were identified.

A larger portion of the students from low income families than from

high income families scored in the lower three stanines.

Some language groups had higher'proportions of low achieving students
than 6ther grouds. Somoan and Vietnamese contained the highest pro- |

- portions of low achievers.

Students in Grades 6 and 8 scored lower in reading than students in

other grades.

"Bilingual" students who did not receive special language services
tended to score higher in reading than students who received such

services.

The study attempted to determine the effects of special language
programs on reading achievement and English fluency of bilingual

- students. .It came as the result of increased spending in these program
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areas and attempted to'justify the spending with supporting data.

However, the author states that the report was unable to reach a

conclusion to the question because:

A.

The served and not-served groups were not comparable;
There was a low sample size in some groups;
There was a lack of speci fic program definitions and objectives;

Analyses of achievement levels were limited to "bilingual" students

in Grades 2, 4, 6, and 8;

When the data used in this analysis were generated, no attempt was

made to form comparable served and not-served groups;

Much of the study was devoted to an analysis of reading achievement

in Eng]ish, and this outcome is not directly pertinent to objec-
tives of current language programs. Standardized tests uti]izingr
the native 1angUage were not available, nor were measures available

related to course objectives; oon

Service was'dglivered to students of perceived greatest need and
N\,
\

no service to students not judged in need, therefore service

comparisons were unegua];

Comparisons of fluency across several groups should be cautious
as .service was administered mostly to those students who were in

Tow f]uent'levels, but at times, some students were not served at

 the parents' request, i.e., service was refused.
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In addition to the author's natations of the limitations of the study,

it should be pointed out that:
1. Methods of determining fluency were not provided;

2. Descriptions of instructional procedufes (ESL and Bilingual

Education) were not given;

3. Amount of time provided in ESL instruction and Bilingual Education

was not specified;

4. Student achievement related variables, e.g. IQ, age,

etc. were not included;

5. Length of time in special language programs was not noted, e.g.,

attrition, etc.
6. A1l criteria for placing students in special 1anguage programs were
not given.

The author should be commended in that, while his study did not answer
- the question of efficiency of special language programs, limitations
and unusual f?ndings were reported. The author concludes that tﬁe

results indicate one of two things:

1. Students who receive special language services tend to be those

with the greatest need for the services, or

2. Special language services inhibit reading achievement.

u

The study recommends another well developed study which maintains con-

t A

trol over the assignment of students to groups to determine which of
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the two explanations is correct. The author states that none of the

" conclusions can be defended strongly and reconmends’ another study

which maintains control over outcome criteria, program definitions and

objectives needed to address questions of service effectiveness.




Reference:

Available From:

Name of Study:

-fAuthor and Date:
Location:

Treatment Group:

Control/

Comparison Group{

McConnell, B.B. Effectiveness of individualized bilingual

instruction for migrant students. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation; Washington State University, 1980.
Baker De Kanter Review p. 6-10, Chapter 2.

University Microfilms International, 300 N; Zeeb Road,

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106.

Effectiveness of individualized bilingual instruction for

migrant students.

McConnell, B.B.; 1980.
La Grulla, Texas and Pasco, Washington.

630 students between the ages of five and nine years of age,
classified.as having Spanish as their primary language,
enrolled in the State of Nashington and in Texas. Parents
Were migrant workers, tﬁat is to say, having at least two

employers during the year at different locations.

The 390'"baseline" comparison students consisted of pre-test
scores of students in the bi]inguél‘program»p1us scores of
students from surrounding districts. Both treatment and
control: groups included only students tested between_1974 and

1979, as this was judged to be a period of program stability.

In order to have sufficient numbers'in the "baseline" group,

students_from the neighboring school d%strict were added in

~ with the "baseline" group. O0f the 24 possible "baseline"
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Duration:
Ages:

Type of program:

Description:

b S R
L ~ Y B B

comparisons betWEen'th; treatment group and students added in
from the.neighboring,schoo1 districti five cdmpqrisbns préwed
significantly different in favor of greater proficiency ofﬁ
the students from the neighboring district. That is to say,
21% of the cbmpaﬁisohs were significaﬁt]y di fferent; yet, the
researcher states "Most ages on all tests, the mean scores
from the IBI pre-test and from the comparison school are not
significantly di fferent, justifying the combining of the twd

groups."
Six years
5-9 years of age

Bilingual education tutoring program, Spanish language

supplemental to the regular education program.

The project tonsisted of migrant children served through a
program of supplemental bilingual education tutoring,
operated on an int;rstate basis between La Grulla, Texas and
Pasco, Washington. It had been designed as a supplemental
program to‘whatever schooling was provided by the local
school district'in eéch area. For pre-school children at

each site,‘the prbgram offered a day-care program with

bilingual curriculum as its educational component. For

school-age children, a cooperative arrangement was worked out
with the local schools. For example, if kindergarten were
of fered on a half-day basis by the schools, the children

attended the pre-school special project program the other




. half-day. For children up through the third grade who were

in'ébhoo] on a full-day basis, the bilingual” program was pro-

_praject. One intent of‘the program was to provide continuity

served). The teaching staff consisfed of previously

of the paraprofessional "teachers."

. many. whi1e release time was provided in'the Texas séhoo]s;'

vided on a release time basis, or after school for an hour to
an hour and one-half each day. - The Sunnyside School District

in the State of Washington served as the fiscal agent .for the

of teaching sfaff; therefore, the "teachers" in the program -

were migrant. (More than half-were parents of the children

untrained and inexpérienced bilingual adults. Certified
staff used in the project served as supervisors and

trainers. (There was one trainer for each seven or eight

Because release time had to be worked out with the school,
the special program was provided mostly in the afternoon,
usually with two shifts of children being'served in groups of
six to eight at a time. On oOccasion, the praject teacher was
itinerant, moving from one school tobanother if‘miérant |
children were jin different schools. Contrasts in aﬁﬁroach

between the State of Washington and.the Texas programs were

for the>most part, in Washington, it was the exception.
Therefore, instruction time was arranged‘with, at:mpst, a
half-hour early release for éhi]&ren at the eﬁd of the affer-
noon, aﬁd Eontinued for an additional Hour after school.

C]assificgtion'qf students was based upon their scores on the p
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Form A was in English, Form -

B was a project-developed translation in Spanish. If scores
on the Spanish version were higher than scores on the
AEngTish'version, the child was classified as coming from a
home in which Spanish was the primary 1anguagé.- This classi-
fication was-a]tered on occasion if the teacher were to
decide, upon visiting the home, or in:further conversations
‘'with the child, that there should be a different classifica-
tion.‘ 75% of a11 students were classified as having a pri-
mary language of Spanish, with 47% of this 75% being Spaniéh
monolingual. The 25% classified as primary language English
were nearly all enrolled jn the State of Washington program.
»77% of these students had English scores below the first per;
centile for their age level when compared to monolingual

Ehg]ish-speaking students.

Teacher training consisted of a brief orientation, followed by
students being assigned to them with "intensive training"
contiguous to the teacher's wdrk with students over a three-
month period. In-service training continued throughout the

teacher's employment.

Teachers had greatly differing amounts of training and
experience. The initial training methods and curriculum uti-
lized during the first years of the program were "gradué]]y

rejected through program experience."

At any given time, the children enrolled represented vastly

different prior attendance, as well as language capacity.
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Initia}]y in the program, children were taught reading only
in English. DBuring the cburse of the program, specifically
in the last years of thé brogram, training staff switched to
having children learn to read first in Spanish. This change

met with resistance from school personnel and parents, and

- the project reverted to teaching reading first in English,

Variances in scheduling have been mentioned, but the program
in Texas usually lasted one hour for five days a week. In

the State of Washington, the program usually lasted ninety

:minutes for four days a week. .The curricuium subject areas

of English, math, and reading were covered at least twice

each week.

o

Testing of children occurred during the first thirty days of
attendance in the program. These test data served as base-
line for comparison to other children who, at the saﬁe age,

had completed vary{ng periods of program attendance.

Post-testing occurred after 100-day intervals qf school
attendance. Each monfh, the "tester" at each site was
notified of chi1déen who had passed a testing interval in
their ﬁttendance;vthereby triggering the appropriate series
of Qost-tests; Given the nature of the poppAdtion, i.e.,
migrant, wide variations in actual length of time between
pre- and post-testing existed. "Testers" were "usually:

— 8

part-time personnel responsible %or duties other.than

instruction, such as clerical duties." While results were

9
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Strengths:

Discussion:

reported in years of attendance in the program, in rea]ity,
years were calculated on the basis of actual days of
attendance. ‘For examb]e, one-half year equaled 100 days of
attendance, one year equaled 200 days of attendance. Two
years were reported as 300-400 days of attendance.

Attendance of over 500 days was reported as 3 years.

The project was longitudinal in nature, and apparently main-

tained extensive student records.

Results obtained through the application of this study's
research design indicate there were significant di fferences
favoring the treatment bi]ingual‘prdgram in English vocabu-
lary, Spanish vocabulary, reading levels, and math levels.
These differences hold for a variety of analyses and
regrouping of data, such as analysis by age, sex, attendance,

and so forth.

In the study, a child was considered "balanced bilingual if

“the score in English vocabulary, upon entry to the program,

was within 50% of being as high as the score achieved on

Spanish vocabulary." Monolingual was defined as an English

auditory vocabulary score so low it could be achieved simp]y
by guessing. Limited bilingual was defined as a child who
scored higher thaﬁFthe guessing level on the English vocabu-
lary test, but 1ess than 50% as high as their Spanish vocabu-

lary score.

There were significant di fferences between the State of

Washington subjects and the Texas subjects, with English voca-




bulary and English reading favoring the State,of'washinéton
subjects, and Spanish vocabulary and math favoring the Texas
site. Teachers in the State of Washington indicated more use
df English, and felt they‘spoke‘English as well or better
than Spanish, which was the opposite case for teachers in

Texas.

The study utilized a time series quasi experimental design
model. Given the complexity and array of variables poteq;
tially operating within this‘study, the design suffers
greatly for lack of a comparison or control group. The
following is an incomplete listing of variables associated,
with the study that have the potential to influence study

results, but were uncontrolled within the research design:
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Reference: McSpadden, J. R. Acadiana bilinggal-bicﬂltdral educational program:

final evaluation report, 1980-81. Lafayette, Louisiana: Lafayette

Parish School Board, 1981.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 39-40, Chapter 2.
Available From: Bilingual Resource Center,‘7703 North Lamar, Austin, TX 78752
Name of Study: Acadiana Bilingual-Bicultural Educational Program
Authof and Déte: McSpadden, J. R.; 1981.

Location: Acadiana Perish, Lafayette, Louisiana

Treatment Group: Grade | ' Number of Students
Kindergarten 21
Grade 1 26
Grade 2 25
Grade 3 51
Total ' 123

Comparison Group: Kindergarten 19
Grade 1 26
Grade 2 23
Grade 3 25
Total 93

Duration: One Year (1980-81)

Ages: ' Kindergarten through Grade 3
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Tybe of Program:

Description:

French as a Second Language and transitional bilingual education

The program, encbmpassing kindergarten through third grade, Qas
implemented in two elementary Schoo]s; one public and one paro-.

\
chial. Associate teachers and aides provided all instruction in
French in the bilingual classrooms, with the regular teacher teaching
only in English in those classrooms. In kindergarten, 1,000 minutes
of instruction were provided in French; 1,500 minutes of instruc-

tion in English. In Grades 1, 2, and 3, 1,160 minutes of French

instruction and 2,700 minutes of English instruction were provided.

" Further details concerning the-instructional methods utilized,

classroom configurations, student proficiency levels, etc. are not

provided in the document.

Evaluation of the program was accomplished by céntrasting the per-
formances between the bilingual instructional groups and comparison
groups on a criterion-referenced, program-developed French test, and
a standardized English achievement test. The following

instrumentation was utilized:

1. French Language Tests of Basic Concepts (a staff-developed,

criterion-referenced instrument)

2. Metropolitan Achievement Test (revised)

3. Home Language “Survey (revised, project-developed)

4. Community Survey (project-developed)

5. Staff Survey (project-developed)
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6. Documentation Forms (various forms utilized for collecting

information from the projects)

Comparisons presented in the document included analysis of variance,
pre-/post test results of the experimental group in the areas of
reading readiness, linguistic structures, mathematics, social <

living, and social science.

- Additional pre-/post-test comparison by analysis of variance and
covariance was accomplished between experimental and comparison groups

in language arts and mathematics.

No significant differences were noted between>pre- and post-test

results for the experimental group.

It shou]d be noted in the comparisons of experimental and control
groups, it is reported that the contro] group scored significantTy
higher on pre-testing; therefore, post-test cdmparisons of experi-
~menta] and control groups must be questioned. It is reported, however,
that-in the area of language arts, post-test comparisons between
experimental and control groups indicate that at the kindergaften
level, there was a significant difference in favor of the experi-:
menta]~group in the area of word sounds. ‘In the area.of mafhematics,
the only signifiﬁant di fference reported was at Grade 3 wherev
contro] group students performed significantly better than experi-
mental students. A summary chart presented in the report of the

di fferences by subject and by grade between experimental and

control groups reflects either typographical or editorial errors,

as the discussion does not coincide with the chart.
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Strengths:

Discussion:

Apparently, an independent external evaluator was employed to

accomplish the evaluation.
N

The study as reported displays the following types of problems

based upon eixheh'missing data and/or design analysis problems:

1. There is no data concerning sample selection; therefore, it is
unknown whether experimental and control ghbups were randomly

selected or selected on other criteria.

No information is;provided concerning the speci fic types of
instruction, ofher than it is known that associate téacheés,
rafher than regular teachers, provided all instruction in
French, réising questions of their qualification and quality of '

instruction provided in the second language.

It is indicated that experimental and comparison groups were
significantly different on preétesting; therefore, results

- reported for post-testing must be questioned.

It is not known whether there were any efforts to control for
known variables associated with achievement, that is to say, I.Q.,

time on task, handi;apping conditions, etc.

There is no information provided relative to the language

proficiency of students in either ekperimentai or control groups.
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Reference: ’ Moore, F.B. & Parr, G.D. Models of bilingual education: comparisoﬁé\
. -' ) \\
of effectiveness. Elementary School Journal, 1978, 1979(2), : \“
) ppo 93"‘97‘0

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 37-38, Chapter 2.

Available.From: Perry-Castaneda Library{HUniye"sity of Texas at Austin

* Name of Study: Models of Bilingual Education: Comparisons of Effectiveness.

Author and Date: Moore, F.B. & Parr, G.D.; 1978.

Location: Four elementary (Title VII) schools in West Texas

Treatment Group: 130 Spanish-dominant students

Control Group: 77 English-dominant students
Duration: School Year (6-8 months)

\
Ages: ’ Grades K-2

Type of Program: Non-random assignment of students to one of four different programs:
A. Maintenance - at least 50% Spanish spoken -

B. Transitional - Spanish used as needed (starting with about 50%

and detreasing)

ol

‘C - Minimal - no more than 20 minutes of Spanish spoken a day.

D. Mono]ingda] - no Spanish spoken in the classroom.

‘The number of students assigned to each group was not given.
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Description: . The goal of the study was to measure and compare the effectiveness

of the four programs used in four elementary schools.

The teachers administered pre-tests in the Fall and post-tests in

the Spring (6-8 months apart).
Assessment Instruments:

K. Tests of Basic Experience

1. Comprehensive Tesf of Basic Skills

\\\ . : Comprension del Lenguaje

Primary Self-Concept Inventory

\ 2. Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

Pruebas de lectura

Cultural Attitude Scale

Strength: : »“Ana1y$is of covariance was used for all measures to correct statisti-
cally for the non-random assignment of subjects." Examples of
variables covaried are: sex, school, teacher, teacher competéncy, and

aide competency.

Discussion: Mobility of the population due to seasonal work was discussed, but
attrition was.not dealt with in the paper. Other student achievement
related variables such as IQ, handicapping conditions, etc. were

neither controlled nor addressed in this study.

Thé kindergarten children in monolingual, minimal, énd maintenance

scored significantly higher on Tests of Basic Experience than

did those in the transitional class. Maintenance and transitional
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were very similar, and therefore program differences could not be .
claimed. Furthermore, there were no significant di fferences reported

in the two extreme programs of monolingual and maintenance. .

The monolingual scored significantly higher on the reading scale and

the language scale of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills.

G1r1s scored s1gn1f1cant1y higher than bqys on reading, language,
and self-concept. Teacher and aide competency, as rated by the
research director, showed an inverse significant relationship to

reading and language tests-on the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills-

and Cultural Knowledge. Eng]ish-dominant pupils scored significantly

lower than Spanish-dominant or bilingual pupils on Comprension del

Lenguaje.

Conc]usions were: "There was no compelling evidence thac’(maintenance
and transitional) these two approaches differed." Measures of
Spanish ]angoage or reading did not show one program better than
ﬂanother.‘ Only in reooing and language achievement in English did one
program show a significant difference and that was the monolingual,
scoring higher than any of the other three bilingual programs. A
possible explanation for no difference is the extreme]y short (6- 8
month) time span pre-/post-test. It would be unusua] ‘for significant

differences to emerge on the tests selected within this time span of

testing. The observation of an inverse relatidn of teacher conpe-
tence to achievement casts ‘doubts upon many aspects of the experiment -
and further clouds conclusions relative to the instructional models

investigated.
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Reference:

| Available From:

Name of Study:

Author and Date:

Location:

Treatment Group:

Control Group:

Duration:

Ages:

Type of Program:

Description:

Q

Olesini, Jose. The effect of bilingual instruction on the achievement

__gi elementary pupils. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, East Texas

State University, 1971.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 72?
Latin American Collection, University of Texas at Austin (microfilim).

The Effect of Bilingual Instruction on the Achievement of Elementary

Pupils.
Olesini, Jose; 1971

Harlandale Independent School District, San Antonio, -Texas

~Thirty third-grade students randomly ‘chosen from Harlandale ISD, a

district with a broad student cross-section, urban, rural, migrant.

All thirtyahad had two years of bilingual instruction.

Thirty random]y’chosen third-grade students from Harlandale ISD

with no previous bilingual instruction.

Fall to Spring in one school year (7 months)
. ¢ .

Third grade

Transitional bilingual education

The goal of the study was to evaluate the achievement of two com-
posite groups of bilingual students in: vocabulary, reading,

spelling, language, arithmetic computation, and concepts.

The Otis Quick Scoring‘Mental Ability Test was given to both groups

as a control for IQ, and there was no significant difference. In
-147-
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October, the Metropalitan Achievement Test, Battery A was given,

and Battery B was given in April.

Théré was a signifjcant di fference in vocabulary, reading,

1ahguage, and arithmetic concepts; the bilingually educated group
0 faring better. Olesini concluded that there wa; no significant

difference between the two groups in spelling and arithmetic

computation.

Strengths: A strength 6f the study was the control for mental ability. Also
an effort (probably successful) was made to locate an adequate
‘ cross-section of di fferent socio-economic levels that also adequately
represented bilingual populations and populations were chosen randomly.
. "Sixty third-grade children were chosen at random. Thirty of these
| were chosen from three sections that were instructed bilingually
' for at least two years... The children in these classes totaled
seventy-two. They were assigned numbers and the odd-numbered students
were selected until the desired numbered group of thirty was
obtained." :
Likewisé, three sections of no previous bilingual instruction

students were assigned numbers and the even-numbered students

were selected making thirty.

The'chhdhologi;a] ages of experimental boys was 109 months, and the
coﬁtrd]»bbys,ulos months. The experimental girls were 104 months,

and the control girls were 108 months.

Discussion: The chief limitation of this study was the short time frame - séven months
from pre-test to post-test. Additionally, an assumption was made that

Harlandale ISD was representative of all bilingual school districts.
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The results of Olesini's study were: that bilingual students, both

sexes, achieved greater gains in academic curricula when instructed

with bilingual methods. He determined (p. 51) that

It can be concluded, either from the average grade placement
achievement for the experimental groups, or the individual
achievement in the areas of curricula that bilingually instructed
bilingual children make a significantly greater academic achievement
than a similar group of children instructed by the traditional
method." o
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Reference: Pena-Hughes, Eva & Solis, Juan. abcs. McAllen, Texas: McAllen

Independent School District, Mimeographed, 1980.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 71-72, Chapter 2.

Available From: Authors of paper, McAllen Independant School District,

McAllen, Texaé
Name of Study: abes
Author and Date: Pena-Hughes, éva & Solis, Juan; 1980.
- Locdtion: McAllen, Texas
Treaéaggt Grou?i 78 students (Grades K-1)
Comparison Group: 78 students (Grades K-1)
6uration: - Not reported, but possibly 1 or 2 years.

Ages: Grades K-1 - results for those two grades were reported.

Type of Program: Labeled an immersion system, but incorporated elements of

the following three types:

1. Total - target language (English) used excluéive]y (except for

50 minutes per day).
2. Partial -_ha]f day each language, never mixed.

3. Mixed - Language mixed as necessary, i.e., answer in language

of students' choice.
Description: Elements of all three approaches were used.
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"The:goal of abcs is to have as many native Spanish-speaking students
reading at grade level in English by the end of Grade 1." Beyond
the basic turriculum was a time slot for teaching Spanish through a

basic reading process.

This program "is characterized by the RAPID, NONTRAUMATIC ACQUISITION

OF ENGLISH and SOPHISTICATION OF THE NATIVE LANGUAGE."

The focus was on "acquisition" being Datura]istic and sophistication,"
i.e., not losing the native language while acquiring another

language.

"abcs" assumes: 1) quick, easy acquisitidh of language by children;
2) learning a second language is not qualitatively di fferent from
learning a first; 3) interference between the two languages is “"the

least influencing factor in acquiring the second language.”

Strength: "The strength of the program was that teachers‘were described as
maintaining_a;positive attitude that the students could acquire the

target language.

Discussion: There is no discussion in the paper about the criteria for assigning
the students to the control and experimenta] groups nor the duration
of the study. Time interval for pre-/post-testing was not provided.
There was no explanatory narrative on the résu]ts.. The results of
"abcs" are listed on twelve one-way analyses of variance source

tables.

The English pre-test scores on the Language Assessment Scales

were utilized for pre- and post-testing; English and Spanish LAS
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‘were administered. Significant differences between experimental ‘
and .contro] groups existed on the pre-test Spanish LAS measure.
. Significant di fferences betweeﬁ experimental and control groups
were obtained‘ both on the Engﬁ sh and Spanish post-tAest'_I__i\_S_.
Experimenta]v groups had higher means on both.the pke- and post- |
tests, there were no statistical or other controls reported for,

the fact of non-eqdiva]ent groups.

\ -152-




Reference: . Plante, A.J. A study of the effectiveness of the Connecticut

'pairing' model of bilingual-bicultural education. Hamden,

Connecticut: Connecticut Staff Development Cooperative, 1976.

Baker de Kanter Review - p. 11-12, Chapter 2.

s

Available From: ERiC Document Reproduction Service, ED 125 260.

Name of Study: A Study of the Effectiveness of the Connecticut "Pairing"” Model

of Bilingual-Bicultural Education.
Author and Date: Plante, A.J.; 1976.°

Location: Cheever and Columbus Schools, City of New Haven School System,

New Haven, Connecticut.

Treatment Group: Forty-five students were random]y selected from a group of
seventy-six Spanish- dom1nant students living within the atten-
dance areas of the Cheever or Co]umbus Schools. At the end of
the two-year study périod, the treatment group was reduced to
fourteen boys and seventeen girls. This reduction was caused by

study children moving out of the area.

Control Group: Twenty-seveh students were randomly selected from a group of
seventy-six Spanish-dominant students living within the atten-
dance areas of the Cheever or Columbus Schools. At the end of
the two-year study period, the control group was reduced to ten
boys and twelve girls. This reduction was caused by study

children moving out of the area.

Duration: Two years (1973-1975)




Ages: Grades 1 and 2.

.

Type of Program: Pairing model of bilingual-bicultural education.

Description: The pairing model consists of one native Spanish-speaking
teacher who teacﬁes basic skills in Spanish and an early
chi]dhood trained English-speaking Anglo teacher who teaches
English at the same time, beginning with an aural-verbal ap-
proach. When an English oral vocabulary is sufficiently
developed in ingjvidua] children, instruction in the reading
and writing q¥ Eng]ish is then initiated. The instfuctional-
organizationébf the pairing model is a diagnostic-prescriptive

approach with both Spanish and English resources being

available.

Reference Goals and Questions

To determine the effectiveness of the "pairing" model in
improving the actual success of Spanish-dominant children who

are typically classified as low achievers.

1. Can a carefully designed model of bilingual-bicultural
education improve the reading skills achievement of Spanish-

dominant elementary school children?

2. Can a carefully designed model of bilingual-bicultural
education improve the basic skills (arithmetic and language
arts) achievement of Spanish-dominant elementary school

children?




Strengths:

Discussion:

3. Can a carefully designed model of bilingual-bicultural
education maintain or improve the self-concept of Spanish-

dominant e]emenfary schoo]hchi]dren?

Care was taken that experimental and control groups were similar.

Statistical methods and findings were reported in detail.

Spanish dominance was determined by students’ performance on the

‘Oral Vocabulary subtests of the Inter-American Test of

General Ability, which was administered to all Spanish

surnamed children successfully completing the kindergarten and
first grade in the spring of 1973. Students were generally
described as Puerto Rican immigrants from low income families.

At the beginning of the report,bthe Cheever and Columbus Schoo]s
were described as inner city schools that Serve a "high coﬁcentra-
tion of welfare families," haVing a majority language and culture
different from thevminority group of Spanish}¥peaking students.
Later the report described the school environment as having “a
Puerto Rican pupil popu]atidn of approximately f{fty percent,
growing larger,” and being focated "in one of the poorest

sections of the city of New Haven." Although students from

-

‘both the Cheever and Columbus school attendance areas were

in the experimental and control groups, the experimental class-
room was located only on the Columbus campus. Students who were
in the Cheever school attendance area were bussed to Columbus if}‘
they were chosen for the experimental group, but remained at :
Cheever if they were selected for the control group. It was not

noted in the report'what percentage of the control group received
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instruction at Cheever school and whgt percéntage received
instruction af Columbus school, nor were any differences noted
between the two schools. An analysis of pre-study and post-study
charattebistics revealed only minimal changes. Children compared
at the =nd of the study had the same quality of similarity which
existed at the beginning of the study. If a chance advantage did
exist as a result of the losg of students over the two-year
period, it was felt that it favored the control group students.

The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered to assess

basic skills achievemgnt. It was concluded that the pairing
model did increase ‘the reading achievement of Spanish-dominant
elementary school ;hi1dren at a statistically significant level
(.10 to .005). The model increased English reading achievement
at all grades; the increase-was statistic&]]ﬁ significant at the
“second-grade level. Arithmetic and language %rts skills were
also improved in comparison with those of chi{QPen in typical
classrooms. The report also indicated that thé pairing model did
enhance the development of a positive self-conéept in Spanish-

dominant children, who exhibited less hegative behavior than

their control group counterparts.

Throughout ihe report, it was cjéar that many assumptions were

. made abput the Spanish surnamed students in general. Not dn1y were
they described as immigrants and economically, cu]tura]ly, and
11nguis¥ica11y deprived, but were also described as low achievers
and having poor self-images. They expected little of these students

Y other than an early withdrawl from the educational process. If
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the author's descriptions reflected a general attitude of the
educational community, there is the question of what effect this

had upon those students. No comparison was made befween the
experimental group'and total school norms or national norms regarding

achievement.

Instructional procedﬁres are not adequately defined to allow
conclusions relative to effects 9f or amount of time devoted to
instruction by the bilingual teacher and the Anglo English-speaking
teacher. Detefmination of oral vocabu]any,deve]opment is not
specified, but was critical according to design, for instruction

—

was a]térnated'to the second language at some unspecified point of
(&)

English language development.




Reference:

Available From:

Name of Study: =

Author and Date:

Location:

Treatment Groﬁps:

| Control Groups:

Duration:

Ramos, M., Aguilar, J. & Sibayan, B. The determination and implemeh-

tation of language policy. Quezon City, Republic of the Phiiippines:

W<§;iéf'Expéfiment - six years

"Phoenix Press, 1967.

Baker de‘Kanter Review - p. 24-28, Chapter 2.

Oceana Publications, Inc., Dobbs Ferry, New York, 10522.
The Determination and Implementation of'Language_Policy.
Ramos, M., Aguilar, J. & Sibayan, B.; 1967.

Republic of the Philippines
—— "
I1oilo Experiment I (1948-1954)'and I1oilo Experiment II

(1961-1964) - Iloilo Province
Rizal Experiment (1960-1966) - Rizal Province

IToilo Experiment I - 82 Hiligaynon-speaking pupj?é
Rizal Experiment - approximately 600 Tagalog-speaking pupils

IToilo Experiment IT - approxihéte1y 300 Hiligaynon-speaking pupils

I1oilo Experiment I - 82 Hiligaynon-speaking pupils
Rizal Experiment - approximately 600 féga1og-speaking pupils

I10i1o0 Experiment II - approximately 600 Riligaynon-speaking pupils.

Nine years total

Iloilo Experiment I - six years

I1oilo Experiment Il - three years
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Ages:

Type of Progrém:

Description:

plan of language instruction. In the first part, the author, Maximo

French colony states in South and Southwest Asia, i.e., Burma,

Grades 1-6

IToilo Experiment I - Grades 1-6
Rizal Experiment - Grades 1-6

IToilo Experiment II - Grades 1-3

IToilo Experiment I - bilingual education/immersion
Rizal Experiment - bilingual education/English as a Second Language

IToilo Experimént IT - trilingual education/immersion

<

This book is divided into three parts leading up to a state education
Ramos, examines the{]anguage policies of the Dutch, British\and

Ceylon, Cambodia, Laos, Vietnaﬁ, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, and
Pakistan. The study focused on these Asian states because, like the
Philippines, they became independent after World War II and were
faced with urgent problems arising from a multiplicity of languages
within their borders. The study of these var{ous language policies

resulted in a statement of implications for the Philippines:

1. Need to put an end to prejudice on the part of Filipinos

against their own native languages.

2. Need for a clearer understanding by more people of the nature

of language and the psychology of language learning.

3.  Need for making haste in re-adjusting a language situation.

, 4. Need to keep English.

'159"‘ o




5. Need to keep in mind the value of language as a unifying force.
6. Needless waste in having to teach Spaniéh in the schools.

7. Soundness of recent changes in the media of instruction used

in the Philippine primary schools from English to the verhacular.’

Jose Aguilar, the author of the second part of the book, reviewed
numerous research findings and the role they played in the deter-
mination of language policy. Of thewnumerous studies reviewed, three,
.dominated his discussions. These were I1oilo Experiment I, the

Rizal Experiment, and IToilo Experiment II.

The I1oilo Experiment I

This six-year study took place in the I1oilo Province from 1948 to
1954, It was-characterized by the preparation of teaching materials
and by a motivation to commit ideas to trial. The study showed the

-

vpoésibi]ity of better English learning when based on a well-supported
study of Hiligaynon, the.y;:;acular'of I1oilo Province.

A massive drop-out rate and a nation-wide empnasis on the "3 Ls" -
language, literacy, and 1iving - led to the study of the eduéqpiona]
and social value of teaching Hiligaynon, followed by the teachiﬁg of
English, with particular reference to the lower grades. The étudy |
was designed to have chi]drgn followed .from Grades 1 through é, giving
instruction to the "experimental ‘group' in Hiligaynon in Grades 1

and 2, and iﬁ English from Grades 3 through 6, and to the "control
groups" in English from Grades 1 through 6. A purpose of the design

was to find out in Grades 1 and 2 which of the two languages was more
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effective in teaching children, and also to determine which of the
two beginning languages, Hiligaynon or English, was more effective

in learning English from Grades 3 to 6.

Originally, there were 758 pupi1s>in the "treatment group" and 1164
in the “control group." Because of the incidence of drép-outs, these
numbers decreased from year to year. At the end of the six-year
study, 232 remained in the "treatment group" and 301 in the “contro]
grouQ.“ Of these, only 82 pupils from each group could be matched.
Seven elementary schools were selected for the experimental group;
one in the city, three in a farming area, ahd three in a fishing
area. In each of the last two areas, three schoo]s c1assified as
low, average, and high in reference to economic conditions were
chosen; the school in the éity was average. Seven control elemen-
tary schools similarly 1ocatéd and similarly classified were

selected.

- The Superintendent of Schools for Iloilo Province took charge of

terials, and,

— Py

1§ and supplying of teachi

organization, writi 1. i
the conduct of the experiment in the brovince. As an added

’measﬁre in the control of variable factors, each of three district
supervisors involved was assigried a control and an experimental
school .or é]ass. On the basis of educational qualification, civil
;servicé eligibility, experience and effiéiency, an attempt was made °

° to equate teachers and printipa]s for the experimental and control

groups.

Teachers were trained to teach Hiligaynon and were supplied with '

supporting materials. The teaching materials for Grades 1 and 2,
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experimental c]qgses, cpnsisted of Hiligaynon irans]ations from
English of thé course of study, texts, readers, and various teaching
aides. fhe teaching program, the time allotment of each school
subject, the length of the school day, the length of the experi-
mental period, and the 1en§th of the school year were the same for
both groups. The c]ésses in both groups were approximately the
same size, and were operating under the two-single-session plan.

The schdo] equipment and facilities weEé also noted as approximately

the same in both groups.

The Division of Measurement and Evaluation of the.Manila Office of
the Bureau of Public Schools helped plan the experiment and drew up

a program of tésting for the six-year period, including the construc-
tion and administration of tests. The results of the»Phi1iEgigg

Mental Ability Teét, Forms I, II, and III, chronological age, and

school attendance were used as cbntro] factors in annually equating
children from control groups and experimental groups. The Philippine

Achievement Tests were used to assess educational achieyement‘in

reading, arithmetic, language, and social studies. At tﬁe end of
the six-year beriod, pupils in the experimental group were statisti-
cally superior (.05) to the pupils in the control group in the

area of.sqcia1 studies. In arithmetic and in reading, the pupils in
the experimental group had a significant edge err pupils in the
contrb] group. The pupi]é in the experimental group were better
adjusted, bersona]]y and socially, than the pupils in the control
group. They were-more dominant, extroverted, emotionally and

socially mature than the control pupils. The difference between



the two groups in emotional stability and emotional maturity was

significant at the .05 level.

Rizal Experiment

Part I of the experiment was designed to yield info;mation helpful
in deciding when ré;ding activities should be first introdu;ed in
the teaching of English as a Second Language in Tagalog-speaking
areas. Part II was designed to yie]d information helpful in
deciding when English should be introduced as the medium of

general classroem instruction.

Part I included about 600 pupils in experimental énd control groups.
The experimental group began reading activities in Gbade 1, while the
“comparison group" begén\reading activities in Grade 2. About half of
each group first used Enq]ish as the medium of instruction, beginning
with Grade 3, while ‘the other half pf each group first -used Eng]}sh as
the medium of instruction Beginning with Grade 5. Part II of the
experiment involved approximately 300 pupils in each group. All

three groups had begun reading activities in Grade 1.- One experi-
mental group first used English as the medium of instruction in “

Grade 1, while the other first used English as the medium of instrué-
‘\ )

tion in‘Grade 3. The comparison group didn't use English as the

medium of instruction until Grade 5. -

Each class was made up of fifty students with only one experimental
class in any given school. Thirty communities were selected, six in
each of the following categories: urbanf semi-urban, farming, fishing

énd cottage-industry. Schools were controlied for quality of facili-
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ties and randomly assigned to experimental treatments. Teachers were
controlled for equivalence on the basis of professional competence,

experience, and level of education completed.

"After the teachers and the first-grade experisiental classes had been
assigned to each of the groups, a ten-day semingr was conducted for
them prior to the opeqing of school. A similq#’seminar was conducted
for the second-grade teachers before the open{ng of school in
1961. In these seminars, demonstrations and discussions were provided
of the methods to be empioyed in teaching English as a Second Language.
For. third- and fourth-grade teachers, a regular eight-week under-
graduate course on second language teaching was offered exclusively
for them at the Phi]ippine Normal Coi]ege. Teachers of the fifth-gra&e
classes attended # six-week seminar on the teaching of English as a
Second Language,fénd for the teachers of Grade 6, it was a four-week
training couhée. EDuring the_ course of each school year, monthly con-
ferenceé for teachers of the experimental classes were held, at which
demonstrations and procedure< were g1ven and problems discussed.
Supervision of subJEct matter areas was provided by regular supervisory

staff of Rizal. ‘\
\ . _
A language aptitude té§t was constructed by the Bureau of Public

Schools and administeréq to pupi1s in June, 1960 to assess profi-

ciency in English and Téga1og. In addition to language proficiency,
\ .
~ chronological age, daily ischool attendance, and socio-economic

- \\
Tevel Were used to assure equivalence between experimental and

comparisen groups. ' ‘ ‘

»



\\ The following tests were prepared'and administered by the Bureau of

j ” Public Schools in Apri], 1964: English Language Test, English

Reading Test, and }agalog Reading Test. Other tests were written

in'English and trans]qted into Philipino to produce as nearly

as possible an equivalent in that language. Three versions of each
test were then printed; an English ver%ion, é Philipino version, and
a special version that haa parallel columns on each page that had
the same items in_Engl{sh and Philipino, which was referred to as
the bilingual version. These tests were jn the‘areas of social
studies, health and science, and arithmetic. Parallel forms of

theée tests were administered again in April, 1966.

In this experiment, conditions differed from those in the IToilo
Experiment I; teacher training was concentrated in English, neglecting
the home language, Tagalog.  Tagalog téaching materials were anchored
and made equivalent to the English materials. Under these differing
conditions, the group with English as the medium of instruction showed,
lat the end of Grade 6, achievement in English proficiency, and in
social studies, health and science,'and arithmetic significantly
greater (.05 level) than the achievement of the groups that used the
Tagalog medium in Grades 1 and 2, 4r in Grades 1 through 4, regardless
of the language used for measuring achievement. At the end of Grade 4,

when fested in English, the group instructed in English was highest in

and arithmetic computation. However, for arithmetic problems, the
group instructed in Tagalog attained the highest level of achievement.

In the Tagalog version of the tests, the three groups showed about the

achievement in language, reading, social studies, health and scienée,

|

|

|
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same proficiency levels in reading, but the group with Tagalog 3s the
medium of instruction obtained the highest achievement levels in

social studies, health and science, and arithmetic problems. llowever,
for arithmetic computation, the highest level of achievement was

demonstrated by the group with English as the medium of instruction.

For Part I, there was no statistically significant difference between
experimental and comparison groups, indicating that proficiency

in English is not dependent upon when reading instruction is begun.

In the second part of the experiment, findings were statistically
significant, at the .05 level, indicating that proficiency in English
is directly related to the number of years that English is the medium
of classroom instruction. The data with respect to achievement in
Tagalog also indicated that pupils become about equally literate in
their vernacular regardless of what {anguage is usgd as the medium of
instruction. Results of the study also indicated that training
materials in a vernacular should be developed ?ndependent]y of what

is prepared for English instruction.

IToilo Experiment II

A three-year project was conducted in the province of Iloile from
1961 to 1964 by the local school §ystem and the Philippine Center
for Language Study, with support from the Manila Office of ﬁhe
Bureau of Public Schools. The Iloilo Experiment II, like the Rizal
Experiment, was originally designed to find answers to the probiem
of designing the language curriculum for the elemenfary grades. As

the experiment progressed, it provided an environment for testing
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the theory of second language teaching in its application to the
six-year Philippine elementary school, with the problems of teaching
the vernacular, Philipino, and English. The major purpose of this
study was to determine whether two second 1aﬁ§uages should be intro-

duced at the same time, or one after the other.

«

The following was provided: a full-time coordinator, part-time
research consultant, test administrators, training andvsgpervision
of teachers of the experimental classes, special curriculum
materials, tests and test supplies. Achievement tests for

Grade 3 were supplied by the Bureau of Public Schools. Teachers'
guides and pupils' books were prepared in the Philippine

Center for Language Study by curriculum writers for the Bureau of
Public Schools. The Center contributed editorial, technical,

and financial assistance.

All c]aSSes.in the experiment were located in a Hiligaynon-speaking
area and used that language as the medium of instruction in Grades 1
and 2. In Grade 3, the medium of instruction was English. The
classes were assignqd at random to three groups, each of which
followed a different language scheme in Grades 1 and 2. The pupils
in group\h sgiﬁied English for 30 minutes a day and Philipino for
30 minufes a day in each of Grades 1 and 2. The pupils in group 2

studied English for 30 minutes a day in both Grades 1 and 2 and

~ Philipino for 60 minutes a day in Grade 2 only. The pupils in group

3 studied Philipino for 30 minutes a day in Grades 1 and 2 and
English for 60 minutes a day in Grade 2 only. Al1l classes studied
English for 60 minutes a day and Philipino for 50 minutes a day in

Grade 3.
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Three sets of seven schools each were formed in such a way as to make
the three sets essentially the same with respect to types df com-
munities represented, school facilities, and teacher background, and
were Eandom]y,assigned to the three schemes of language learning.
‘The 21 experimental classes were each made up of 22 boys and 22

girls randomTy selected from all of the 1961 applicants for entrance
to Grade 1. Attrition was implied present but was not specified.
Schools were selected from communities that were éharacterized as
primarily fishing communities, agricultural communities,‘semi-urban
communities, or a nﬁ??ﬁre of these types. All experimenfa] classes

were in the central schoolis of the districts selected.

With the form used in the Rizal Experiment for rating school
facilities, the quantitative ratings of each of the 21 schools were
obtained for the first and third years of the experiment. Teacher
background indexes were also obtained by summing the number of years
of paid experience, official efficiency ratings, and quqntitative
representations of professional training. Since the original 21
classes were promoted from grade to grade as intact groups,

" the pupils in each class had the same three teachers during the three

years of the eiperiment.

Before the experiment began in June, 1961, a ten-day ;eminar was

held for teachers of the experimental classes in Grade 1. The
purposes of the experiment, the meaning and principles of second
language teaching, and the use of‘the'teaching guidesbwere explained.
The content of the curriculum in each of the three experimental

groups was outlined. Demonstrations of teaching techniques were
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presented and discussions of second language teaching were conducted.
Teachers who taught the experimental classes in Grades 2 and 3 took
an undergraduate course in the Teaching of English given exclusively
for them at the [Toilo Normal School during the summer preceding
their assignment to experimental classes. Monthly conferences of
teacheré of the experimental classes were held during the course

of each school year, where demonstrations of teathing procedures were

provided and discussions of problems were encouraged.

The Philippine Center for Language Study constructed the English

N

‘Proficiency Test and the Philipino Proficiency Test specifically

for the project. Each test had four parallel forms and was comprised
of four subteéts: 1istenihg comprehension, oral expression, reading
comprehension, and writfen expression. In June of 1961, the tests |
were administered by a selected group of 42 teachers who were
instructed in the procedures involved. In 1962, 1963, and 1964, the
tests were given by eight specially trained examiners, four of them
selected for oral proficiency in English, and four of them selected
for oral proficiency in Philipino. To insure uniformity of adminis-
tration, each examiner gave the same part§ of the tests in all 21

classes. The achievement tests in the areas of social studies,

health and science, and arithmetic were constructed by the Bureau of

Public Schools and were administered in April, 1964 by three super-
visors from the Research, Evaluation, and Guidance Division of the
Bureau of Public Schools. They were assigned by three Division

Supervisors of I1oilo and the eight trained examiners.

“Since the immediate purpose of language teaching was to permit

pupils to learn subject matter content, the achievement tests were
-169- '

17;



administered td all pupi]svin groups 1, 2, and 3 a§ the end

of Grade 3. To make sure that the language used in the test would

not psevent conclusions being drawn about differences in achieve-

ment, each test was prepared and administered in three versibns:

English, the medium of instruction in group 3; Hi]igaynbn, the

native language used as the medium of instruction in Grades 1 and 2;

and b{lingual, with'English and Hiligaynon in parallel columns on
eachdpage. Near the end of Grade 3, the boys and girls in each class
were assigned separately and at random to either tﬁe English, the
Hiligaynon, or the bilingual veréions of the tests in social studies, .

health and science, and arithmetic.

Statistical procedures were not clearly outlined, hut differences
among the adjusfed mean scores of the three groups on all four
measures of EngTish proficiency were significant at the .01 Tevel
leading to the conclusion that three schemes of language teaching
resulted in different levels of achievement. Pupils in group 1
(30 minutes of English and 30 minutes of Philipino instruction
per day) obtained the highest level of mean scores in all four

phases of English.

‘The differences among the adjusted mean scores were significant at
the .01 level for oral expreSsi&H and for reading comprehension in |
Philipino. In both instances, thepupils in group 1 obtained the
highest means. The'differences among the adjusted means for

listening comprehension in Philipino were significant at the .05

level.




Strengths:

~Tevel) on the arithmetic test given in Hiligaynon. The major

~In the third and final part of the book, Bonifacio Sibayan outlines

Discussion:

It was concluded that when both Philipino and English ;re to be
taught as second languages in Grades 1, 2,,and 3 to children whose
native 1énguage is Hiligaynon, it is better to begin the teaching of
both English and Philipino as second languages in Grade 1 than tb
begin the teaching of one of themAin"Grade’l and the other in Grade
2. It was also concluded thaf it ié better to spread the study of

English over all three gradeé than to limit it to only Grades 2 and 3.

The achievement tests inen in English, Hi]igaynon,,énd bilingually

at the end of Grade 3 found significant differences (at the .01

conclusion to be drawn from the data was that the achievement of
the pupils at the end of Grade 3 in social studies,- health and
science, and arithmetic was not appreciably affected by the scheme

of language study provided in Grades 1 and 2.

the implementation of the various language policies by the Republic
of the Philippines from 1899 to 1966. The results of each po1icy are
described along with their implications for succeeding po]fcies with
emphasis upon the most recent period of implemehted language po]icy,

1957 to 1966.

This book represents a well-documented history of language instruc-
tion in the Republic of the Philippines from the beginhing of the

twentieth century through 1966.

Ramos, Aguilar, and Sibayan's book should be considered as no more

than a'secondary source as the information presented about these
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three experiments is not comp]efe for in-debth study. In general,
these findings suggest that students in Grades One th?ough Six leara
better if language instruction is bilingual or trilingual. with the
medium of instruction being the vernacular of the area. At the

end of the book Sibayan ndted:

after a decade of implementation (1957-1967), not only must
the Revised Educational Program be re-examined, but the results
must also.be evaluated. For example, vernacular education
should be carefully evaluated to find out the reasons for
“the dismal failure of the program as indicated in the
literacy surveys conducted by the Bureau of Public Schools
from 1960 to 1962. The survey showed that in four years of
education, (the first two of which were in the vernacular),
the literacy rate measured with an admittedly very easy test
was 53.28 per cent in the vernacular, 36.97 per cent in
Philipino, and 28.99 per cent in English. It looks like we are
not succeeding in any of the three languages. Was not one of
the claims (hence, cause for great expectations) of vernacular
teaching that of literacy at least in the native language and
that two years of instruction in it was sufficient to guarantee
this literacy? It is quite understandable that the rate of
literacy in a foreign language is only 29 per cent, but in the
native language should not literacy be close to 100 per
cent?

Thg‘Revised Educational Program was based on considerable research
findings which suggested that such a plan would be most effective.
But these policies have undoubtedly been revised and the authors

do not cover subsequent language policies and findings during the

~ fifteen years which have elapsed since .the book was written.
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Reference: Stebbins, L.B., St. Pierre, R.G., Player, E.C., Anderson, R.B.,

& Crum, T.R., Education as experimentation: a planned variation

model. volume IV-A and IV-D, evaluation of follow through.

Cambridge, Massachusetts: ABT Associates, 1977.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 48-50, Chapter 2.
Available From: ABT Associates, Inc.,‘55 Wheeler Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Name of Study: SEDL (Southwest Educational Development Laboratory)-sponsored-

Follow Through Programs
Author and Date: Stebbins L.B., et al; 1977.
Location: " SEDL-sponsored sites:

Phi]ade]phia, Pennsylvania
Los Angeles, California
Tulare, California

St. Martin Perish, Louisiana .

San Diego, Texas

Treatment Group: 262 Follow Through Students (Cohort III) (Appendix Tables 14-28)

Control Group: Non-follow through students
Duhatipn School Years 1971 - 1975 (Cohort III)
Ages v Kindergarteh to third-grade students

Type of Program: Compensatory Education Follow Through Program

Description: Follow through (FT) students registered in all sites routinely

provided background information. FT students were evaluated in the
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broad categories of: (1) Basic Skills (measured by four subtests of

the Metropolitan Achievement Test); (2) Cognitive Conceptual

N Skills (measured by Raven's Pbogressiye Matrices Test); (3)

‘Af fective-Cognitive (measured by the Coopersmith Self-Esteem

\ Inventory and Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Scale (IARS).

" Non-follow through.(NFT):were used for comparative purposes.
Their progressfattitudes were measured on the same scales as the
FT students. Covariates for the study included: full kindergarten,

WRAT (Wide Range Achievement Test), family income, missing income,

. occupation, missing occupation, entry age, ethnicity (biack v.
white), ethnicity, (white v. other), sex, first language, Head

Start membership, some pre~school membership, WRAT, Head Start, .

- Total Reading, Total Math, spelling, language, Raven's, Coopersmith,
IARS, (+), IARS, (-)s word knowledge, reading, mathis@mﬁutation, math
concepts, math prob]em-so]ving; Lénguage Part A, Language Part B.

-
Results of the study show:
// :
1. "At entry to school, only 30% of the predominantiy Spanish
children scored at -or above the NFT median while at the end of

the third grade, 50% achieve such scores." The SEDL

chi]dren made substantive prbgress. (p. 168 - IV-D).

2. "SEDL sponsor shows rather dramatic gains in mathematics" bqt
the FT median fell at a level below that of their appropriate
grade level. (p. 201 - Iv-D). |

3. "The fact that the SEDL program appears to produce as much progress

in reading and in most math areas as is realized in the com-
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Strengths:

Discussion:

»
i

parison group, is a very favorable finding. (p. 67 - IV-D).

Appendix 14-28 shows the following SEDL FT student characteristics:

63.9% of the total was bilingual;

34% of the group was Black; -

First language of 40.3% was Spanish;

Approximately 50% of data for fam1]y size, family income; mother's
education, highest occupat1on in the home, was m1ss1ng,/

5.2% of families had income over $9,999; /

Mean age of students entering the program was 64.5 months.

Sy on 2N -
e o o o

A mass of longitudinal data appears to be available for study. A
cohort analysis research design is employed with results analyzed

via ANCOVA. Statistical adjustments were made to scores as needed, °

Although the analysis of data resulting from seven school years
presents the promise of critical differentiations between FT and NFT
students befﬁg possible, such does not materialize. Several

conclusions/facts make this true:

1. Data, statistical information and design particulars are presented
in such an unorganized manner that sensible conclusions are nearly
impossib]e} InfoQTation is not presented as a body re]ating.to
FT cohorts and spoﬁ§ors.

2. _“Approximate]y 70% of the FT and NFT childggn who were tested

. in thé kindergarten years of Cohort III-C aré not present in the
analysis sample." (p.82) Remaining students were felt to be
repreSentativé of differeﬁces in levels of covariates of income
and prefteét scores. Other covariates are not analyzed, however,

to determine evenness of distribution.

3-a NFT students generally receive assistance from Title I and

other programs, so FT has not been compared to the absence
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of compensatory education.

3-b In some locations there is evidence that some NFT classrooms
picked up FT techniques and materials from enthusiastic FT
participants, thus modi fying therpractica] distinction between

treatment and control. (P. 161 - IV-D).
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Referance:

Available From:

Name of Study:

Author an@'Date:

Locatign:

Treatment Group:

.
¥a

Sfern, C.” Final report of the Compton unified school district's

Title VII bilingual-bicultural projéct: September, 1969 through

June, 1975. Compton, California: Compton Unified-School

~ District, September, 1975 . ©

Bakér de Kanter Review - p. 53-54, Chapter 2.

Bilingual Education Department, Compton Unified School District,

604 South Tamarind{Avenué, Compton, California 90220.

" Final Réportjof the Compton Unified School District's Title VII

Bilingual-Bicultural Project: September, 1969‘thr9u9h June, 1975.
Stern, Caro]yn} Séptember, 1975,

Compton, California. . yavd

\

A) Year One--37 Mexican-American students in bilingual classrooms

(K-1)

B) VYear Two--27 Mexican-American kindergarten students in bilingual
classes, 27 Mexican-American students (Grades 1-2) in study previous
school year, 23 Mexican-American students (Grades 1-2) added to the

study

C) Year.Three--38 Black students (Grades 1-3) who spoké no Spanish,
56 Mexican-Americén children (Grades 1-3) previously in study, 81

Mexican-American students (Grades 1-3) new to the study

[N

§

* ) Year Four--21 Black children (Grades 2-4) not previously in the ‘

" program, 24 Black children (Grades 2-4) previously in program, 100

a




LY

Control Group:

F)

B)

C)

D)

)

F)

Mexican-American students (Grades 2-4) previously in program, 96

|
Mexican-American students (Grades 2-4) new to‘program. . :

|
. : |
Year Five--12 Black studentsg(Grades,B-S) not previously in program, 1
17 Black students (Grades 3?5) previbus1y in program, 116
Mexican-American students (drades 3-5) previously in'program, 53

Mexican-American students (grades 3-5) not previou$§ly in program

Year Six--13 Black students' (Grades 4-6) new to program, 18
Black students (Grades 4-6) previously in program, 79 Mexican-American
students (Grades 4-6) new to program, f12 Mexican-American %tudents

¢
(Grades 4-6) previously in program.

Year One--40 children in regular c?dssroom (K-1) at same school . .

Year Two--unspecified number of children in regular classroom
(some unspecified of which receivedbEnglish as a Second Language

instruction)

Year Three--unspecified number of students in regular classes at

grade level 1-3)‘jn/t&rget school i

. < . \
a different school and unspecified number of students (one class per

Year Four--unspeci fied number of -children (ene class for

each of Grades 2-4) at target school ; T

Year Five--unspecified-number of students (one class each for

Grades 3-5) at target school

Ygﬁr Six--63 students in Grades 4-6 in regular classroom at

target school - S y




Duration:

Ages:

Type'of Program:

Description:

Six years (September, 1969-June, 1975).
Grades K-6
Transitional bilingual education

Over the six-year period, attempts were made to evaluate the success
of the Title VII Project in the Compton Unified School District. The

design of the study changed from school year to school year,

| resulting in six different studies.

0rigiha1]y, students during the first year of the program were
placed into the bilingual classes on the results of the Student

Evaluation Scales for listening, comprehension, and speaking, and

the Thomas Completion Stories in Spanish. Students with the least

facility in English received preference for placement. Pre-testing,

consisting of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Stern

Expressive Vocabulary Inventory, was conducted during October,

November, and December. The treatment group received bilingual
instruction from Spanish-speaking teachers (no degcription of instruc-
tion was given), with the control group receiving instruction from
English monolinguals (although Spanish-speaking aides were assigned

to the control classes).

Post-test results (no statistics given) showed superior gains by

experimental children; for example, kindergarten children scored 0

on the Peabody .Picture Vocabulary Test on the pre-test, but averaged.
scores equivalent to seven-year-olds on the post-test. Other

specific results were.not given although "in terms of pre-/post-test

/ .

2
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gains, the bilingual classes were consistently superior to the

controis.”

During the second year the design was changed because of diffusion of

ideas and materials between regular and bilingual teachers during the ,

first year, which tended to contaminate the design.A A cohtro] group
at ancther school with a simi]af population was chosen; and the
kindergarten, first- and second-grade classes at that school with the
greatest number of noh-Eng]ish-spéaking children were used. Children
in the experiménta] groups continued to receive instruction from
Spanish-speakers (except for one English monolingual who was replaced
by a Spanish-speaking substitute for several months before a Spanish-
speaking teacher who had no bilingual training was located). In-
the middle of the school year, it was discovered that some of the

s a Second

-

control group children received Englich

d "~ was e w

M

anguage instruc-

-

‘tion. The kindergarten and first-grade children in both groups

were pre- and post-tested with the Goodenough-Harris Draw-A-Man

Test, the Expressive Vocabulary Inventory, and the Inter-American Oral

Comprehension Test, while the second-graders were administered the

Inter-American General Ability Test and Reading Test in Spanish.

Throughout the school year, students who achieved what was considered
to be a sufficient level of English abilities were transferred to
regular classrooms, while new studénts with no English abilities were
moved into the bilingual program to fill the vacancies. Despite
this lack of consistency in the experimental groups, the treatment
groups demonstrated significant gains superior to the controls in
reading in Spanizh and in oral English comprehension; their oral

comprehension of Spanish was equal to that of the controls.
~180~




The third year of the project witnessed a major shift in the operation
of the bilingual program. In order to meet changed federal guide-
lines, students in the bilingual program were mixed with students

from other ethnic groups (primarily Black in this school district) to
allay accusations of segregation in the bilingual classes. The permis-
sion of the parents of the Black children was required, so that

selection was not random.

The instructional program also changed so that bilingual teachers
became resource persons working with the children in the

program within the regular Grades 1-3 classrooms and in conjunction
with the regular classroom teachers. Because the control group from
the year before had received English as a Second Language instruction,
six new control classes (2 at each grade level 1-3)'were chosen at a
different school which resembled the target school in population. .
Additionally, comparison c]asseé at the target school in Grades 1-3

were designated.

A1l students were preQ and post-tested with the Comprehensive Tests

in Reading and Math; in addition, the experimental and control groups

(not the comparison groups). were tested with the Inter-American

Oral Comprehensien, Reading, and General Ability Tests in Spanish.

The covaried scores revealed no consistent pattern. For example, in
reading; the Black and Chicano children in the experimental groups were
significantly lower than any other group, while in the second grade,
the Black control children and the Chicano experimental children
scored the highest gains. In math, the Black and Chicano experimental

students in the second grade showed significant gains; on the other
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hand, the Black and Chicano experimental youngsters in the first and
third grades were at the lowest end of the distribution. On the

Oral Coﬁhrehension Test in Spanish, the Chicano experimental children

were consistently higher than any other group, while the Black
treatment studeﬁfs in the first and third grades scored almost twice
as high as their counterparts in control groups. On the Tests of

General Ability in Spanish, the Chicano experimental youngsters

scored higher than any other group; the Black experimental students

scored on a comparable level to that of the Chicano controls.

During the third year, the Bilingual Affect Scale (no pilot, no reli-

ability or validity established) was developed and administered. No

differences were demonstrated for any groups from pre- to post-test.

At the beginning of the fourth year the idea of a formal control group
was abandoned because of past difficulties. Children from the

target school receiving regular instruction_ﬁith socio-economic
backgrounds and ethnic origins similar to the treatment children

were selected in this and ensuing years to serve as comparisons. The
experimental classes continued to operate with a team-teaching
approach between the floating bilingual teachers and the regular

classroom teachers served by them.

The scores on the Cooperative Tests in Reading and Math were again

analyzed, and the progress of the experimental and comparison

students was equivalent. The Inter-American General Ability and

Reading Tests were given in Spanish to the experimental groups only.

The second- and thirdlgrade Chicano students showed significant gains
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in all subtests, with the Black students demonstrating inconsistent
gains. At the fourth-grade level all children made significant gains
on all subtests, except one requiring an understanding of relationships.
During the fourth year attendance and library use data were also

collected, but revealed no differences between groups of children.

Thé project design for the fifth year remained consistent with that
'6f the fourth year; however, teacher turn-over was gréat; all teachers
of the district went on strike during the‘fifth year, and bilingual
program teachers and aides were informed that the program might

not continue the next school year. These factors were purported by
the author to have affected the gains by students in the bi]ingua]

program during 1973-74,

Fifth-year assessment was conducted on a pre-/post-test basis using

the Comprehensive Tests in Reading and Math and the Inter-American

General Ability and Reading Tests, in spite of the fact that the

Inter-American Tests were not adequate in content and norming data for

students at these high grade levels. Statistical tests showed the
comparison groups in the fourth grade to be one year advanced
from the experimental in English reading; all experimental" =
classes showed very little gain, and all classes in the study fell

below expected grade norms. The Inter-American Tests were ana1yzed

in terms of children in the program for three or more years and
students with less than three years of bilingual experience; in all
cases students who had been in the program longer did not achieve as

-

s
highly on the Spanish reading comprehension test as did those with
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~ fact that the students who remained in the program and were not trans-
ferred to regular classes had made slow progress in acquiring

English Tanguagevabilities and were probably slow learners.

In the final year of the project, the design remained the same as

for the fourth and fifth years. ' The Inter-American Tests of

General Ability and Reading were again used with the experimental

students; not all students who were pfe-tested were glso post-tested.
On the whole, relative to the general ability tests, the experimental
groups all demonstrated significant gains on all of the subtests,
especially at the fourth grade level. The measures of Spanish
reading indicated normally expected grade-level gains;_whenAcomparing
veteran students in the bilingual program to those with two yéarg or
less of experience, there was little difference between the two
groups, except in abstract reasoning in whi;h the more experienced

youngsters scored significantly higher.

The California Test of Basic Skills was added to the battery, and

the scores (pre-test scores had been covaried) for the.bilingual
children were significant]y lowef than'thosé for the comparison
students, even though the bilingual youngsters made significant
gains over their pre-test scores. By skimming through the class
lists, the author discovered that many of the highest scorers in the

comparison groups had once been in the bilingual program.

In summing up the six years of the project, the author felt that the

encouraging gains from the early years of the program were not

maintained throughout the perect, with evidence in the last year
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of the beTow-grade-]evel abi]iffes of the bilingual children in English
language ékills. Although the Chicano treatment students demonstrated
gopd progress in Spanish, "there was little success in achievihg growth
in the acquisition of Spanish by non-Spanish siudents in the bilingual

classes."
Strengths: - A) There was an attempt to conduct a longitudinal study.

B) Mexican-American students were placed into the bilingual program
on the basis of need as determined by measures of their English

language faci]ity;

C) Therauthor consistently listed lTimitations of the study {lack

of trained teachers, inappropriate control groups, etc.).

Discussion: This study was plagued with design problems from the very beginnihé;
at no time were students selected randomly. Throughout the
history of this research, there were‘concur;ent events which tended to
contaminate thg‘resu1ts; these included é'high rate of teacher
turn-over with;n the program, a teachér strike,-funding reductions,
the placement of‘Black students who spoke no Spanish into the experi-
mental group, and the transfer of bilingual student; successful in

the acquisition of English into the regular classroom.

The cdnstant assignment of new Mexican-Americqn students into the
experimental group made it impossibTe to observe the rigorbus rules of
research; the difficu]tie§ in obtaining the appropriate control

groups led the author in the last three years of the study to

abandon thiS-procedure completely. Some stumbling blocks in test ~
' |
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administration were encountered, suthas the use of the Inter-American

-Tests with children of ages for whom the tests were not normed, or

the hasty development of the Bilingual A%fect Scale,

In mid-stream, the concept of bilingual treatment was changed from
that of 3 self-contained bilinguallclass to a team-teaching approach, -
In addition, even in the beginning of the study, regular classroom
and-bilingual teachers shared materials, methods, and ideas, with

the school district even baying’for the Berlitz courses in Spanish
for the regular classroom teachers. The lack of rigor in this study

would seem to make the results suspect,

. -186-
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_Reference: Zirkel, P.A. An evaluation of the effectiveness of selected

experimental bilingual education programs in Connecticut. -
West Hartford, Connecticut: Hartford University, Connecticut

~ Migratory Children's Program, May, 1972.
Baker de Kanter Review - p. 20-21, Chapter 2.

‘Available From: ERIC (ED 070 326); in microfiche collection of Perry-Castaneda Library,

University of Texas.

Name of Study: An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Selected Expenimenta] Bilingual

‘Education Programs in Connecticut.
Author and Date: Zirkel, Perry Alan; May, 1972.
Location: Bridgeport, Hartford, New Britain, and New London, Connecticut.

Treatment Group: Three treatment groups: A) 95 Puerto Rican, Spanish-speaking, eco-
nomicai]y disadvantaged students of Grades 1-3 in bi]ingua] education
classes. A1l subject matter was taught in Spanish with English as a
Second Language provided; B) 15 Puertq Rican Spanidh-dominant, economically
disadvantaged students of Grades 1-3 who received tutoring assistance in
the regu]ar classroom in subjecf matter areas from bilingual aides.
Iinstruction was 10 minutes tovone hour which Qaried from school to
school and included individual and small group inStruction); C) 18
Puerto Rican, Spanish-dominant, economically disadvantaged students of

/; Grades 1-3 who'received 1 to 2 hours per day of resource assistance inl

- content areas from bilingual teachers.

ontrol Group: - Three control groups: A) 111 Puerto Rican, Spanish-dominant, econo-

mically disadvantaged students in Grades 1-3 in regular program with
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an ESL component; B) 13 Puerto Rican Spanish-dominant, economically
disadvantaged students of Grades 1-3 in the regular program wfth an ESL
component; C) 25 Puerto Rican, Spanish-dominant, economically disad-

vantaged students of Grades 1-3 in the fegular program with an ESL

component.
Duration: 1970-71 school year - (8 months pre- to post-test.)
Area: _ Grades 1-3.

Type of Program: Transitional bilingual education.

Description: The author sought to investigate 1) academic gains in Eng]ich and
. -Span1sh made dur1ng the school year, 2) ga1ns in self- concept and

{3) parental attitudes toward, 1nterest-1n, and knowledge of the

schools their children attended.

The experimental and>contro%~groups*WET"mitcﬁéd“as“chseTyfas’MV”A’*
poss1b1e for sex, age, language dominance, school, grade 1éve1, and
socio-economic status (occupat1on of the head of the househo]d) The

tests used were the Goodenoggh Harr1s Draw A-Man (for intelligence

data), the Inter- Amer1can Tests of Genera1 Ability (Spanish and English

versions), the Inferred Concept Scale (for self-concept), and the

Zirkel-Greene Home Interview Schedule (for parental attitudes). No
_ = _

indication was given as to how"language dominande 'was established.

These measures were admimistered in October and again in May, except '

for the Home Interview which was completed only in May.

Following pre-testing the author discovered that the scores on the

Tests of General Ability and the self-concept scale were “lower for
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the eXperimenta],than for the control group. Therefore, the IQ scores

and the pre-test scores for the Tests of General Ability and the self-

concept scale were covaried.

The result of the post-tests in May revealed that the bilingual classes

all showed -gains-in-general-abilities—in both-English-and Spanish—a
|

in self-concept. Significant gains occurred iﬁ the arena of
self-concept for the first-graders in the bilingual classrooms and
in:the‘area of academics in both English and Spanish for the second-

aqﬂ third-graders in bilingual classroomé. The bilingual aide
arrangement and the resource room concept also demonstrated more

géins than the control group, although these gaihs were not statistically
significaht. The parent surveys which were canp]eted with one of two
families randomly selected from Hartford and Bridgeport did not reveal

{ .
siignificant differences between the parents of children in the control

group and those in the experimental group. The parents of the experimental

group students tended to be more in favor of bilingual education, more
{

involved, and more interested in schools.

! .
Strengths: A) The control groups were carefully chosen to resemble the experi-
/' mental groups. Following pre-testing, students were dropped from the

/ﬁ . study to achieve matching for sex, age, socio-economic status, school,

grade level, and language dominance.

,/' ' B) The design used pre-tﬁsts and post-tests on both control and

experimental groups, and the author covaried pre-test results on

. measures of IQ, general abi]ities,.and self-concept.

C) The researcher visited all of the bilingual classes during the

~school year and administerad a survey to the teachers to determine
N -189-

192




the actual models of instructiéﬁ used in the bilingual classrooms.
C]assrooms-which deviafed from the ideal model of hav{ng most

6f the subject matter taught in Spanish with language instruction in
~Engl{;h as a complement were screened into c1ear categories (aide

program or [ésource room) or eliminated from the study.

¢

Discussion:

bl

e

\ - ‘ ' -
Although gains wehe shown for all groups receiving some sort of

bi]ingua] assistance, significant gains were found in two diVerse
groups. The author Stated that significant gains in first-grade
self-concept may have been the result of the impressionability of first-

graders, and their lack of significant gains academically could be

" related to the fact that all first-grade teachérs in the study were

not as experienced or qualified (in the researcher's opinion) as the

3

other teachers in the study.

t
£

The author stated that the results must be interpreted cautiously as the
experimental program was in the first year of operation and the experi-
mental mortality of_a]l groupE'Was about 25%. The study was not

Tongitudinal, and the samples ih most groups were relatively sma]]L[

The question of the establishment 6f language dominance is an opeh issue,
as there was no reference as to what criteria were utilized to assjgn
students to bilingual classrooms and to reguiar claéérooms; Thé reader
must also be reminded that all students in the study (experimental and
Eaﬁirolfalike) reéeived Eng]ish a§ a'Second Language instruction; there-

fore, the results of the control group reflect a variable noi present

in the regular classroom situation, which was not a part of the study.

>
<

N

»
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