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PREFACE TO THE HANDBOOK

The 1978 amendments:-to Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1968 mandates the Secretary of Education to
dsvelop and publish models to evaluate Title VII bilingual education
projecté with respect to the progress made by project participants in
attaining English language skills (Section 731(d)(2)). Section
731(e)(3) of the Act also mandates the Secretary to develop evaluation
and data-gathering models that consider the linguistic and cultural
dif ferences of bilingual children; the availability and operation of
State.bilingual programs; and variables relevant to describing Title
Vil projects, such as length of the program, hours of instruction, and

qualifications of the teachers. Section 721(b)(3)(C)(iii) also

requires that each basic grant include a plan for program evaluation.

In response to the mandate, the Department of Education initiated an’
undertaking entitled, "A Project for Developing Ptogram Evaluation and
Data Gathering Models for ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education

Programs.”" The efforts of this activity produced the Handbook for

Evaluating ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Programs. Theuﬁandbook,

designed primarily for program directors and evaluatori/of bilingqual

programs, is comprised of three volumes: a User's Guide, a Designer's

\

Manual, and a Technical Appendix. The Handbook meets the requirements

of the Act and provides basie- guidelines for conducting evaluations of

Title VII bilingual education programs.




How the Handbook was Developed .

The three-volume series is intended to provide program directors and
evaluatofs with practical guidelines and recommended approaches’ for
determining what should be includea in an evaluation and how to
conduct an evaluation. The Handbook may also serve as a reference

guide for other persons associated with the bilingual program, such as

teachers and parents.

Two major activities were undertaken in developing the Handbook.
First, information describing current evaluation practices and data
gathering activities being conducted by Title VII bilingual programs
was collected from programs identified by State Education Agencies
(SEAs) and Local Education Agencies (LEAs). As a result of the
information collected, parameters of evaluation issues such as student
needs, languages served, program settings and designs, and the costs
associated with an evaluation were formulated. The second activity
:éQiewed the literature on evaluation methodology related to bilingual
education and determined the potential utility of current evaluation
theory and practices, as reported in the literature, to the evaluation

4
of basic classroom bilingual programs funded under Title VII of the

ESEA of 1968, as amended. Information collected from both of thése

activities was then utilized in developing the Handbaok.




The Handbook is Organized Into Three Volumes

Volume 1, A User's Guide to Evaluation Basics is intended to provide

the planners with an overview of evaluation issues and a summary of
procedures required to perform an z2valuatior. The guide presents
summary information corresponding to the more detailed evaluation

procedures presented in the Designer's Manual (Volume II).

Vélume 11, the Designer's Manual, is designed for the individual(s)

actually conducting the evalustion, and contains guidelines, - forms,
and worksheets necessary to conduct an effective evaluation. The
manual consists of five chapters addressing the following evaluation

activities:

0 Planning, managing, and staffing the evaluation;

0 Establishing baseline data required for the
evaluation;

0 Monitoring program operation;

] Evaluating student outcomes; and

] Preparing the evaluation report.

Volume 1II, The Technical Appendix is a collection of technical

articles including topics of interest such as characteristics of

specific tests, explanations of key issues in evaluation, theoretical

justifications of evaluation procedures that cannot be found ‘easily in

the literature, as well as full-size copies of the various evaluation

worksheets. s

v
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How to Use the Three Volumes Effectively

To benefit fully from the Handbook, the user is encouraged to read the

User's Guide in its entirety. This will provide the user with a

comprehensive overview of the entire evaluation process. Volume Il

|
. .

. will then direct and recommend specific actions, activitjes, and steps
to be used in conducting the evaluation. If followed correctly, q
Volume II will provide the user with a systematic approach to design I
and conduct the evaluation., The technical information which covers ‘
different evaluati.on issues or methods presented in Yolume III may be ‘j
us;d by the user as reference material. ' (; I
The special needs and goals of bilingual edllxcation programs require I

educators and administrators to continually exam'-i‘ne the
appropriateness and effectiveness of the program. This challenge can I
be aided through the careful pianning and conducting of an evaluation ' ‘
‘ I

designed to meet the requirementé of the funding agency, ton enhance
the prbgram's management and operations, and to provide useful i

information for the program administrators to use in improving the |

program. . '
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OVERVIEW

. [}

This document represents the first of a three-volume series

constituting the Handbook for Evaluating ESEA Title VII Bilingual
. ) - ¥ v
Education Programs. The Handbook provides practical guidelines and

pecommended~apbroaches for bilingual edué;tion program directors and

-~

evaluators to use in evaluating bilingdal programs.

In the development of the Handbook, it was readily recognized that a
single document could not be equally suitable to all bilinqual
education programs. Obviously, bilingual education programs cover a
range of languages and grade levels in a variety‘q? settings. Some
programs have large evaluation budgets and access to teams of trained
and .experienced evaluators, while .others have limited budgets and
limited human resources. Additionally, the Handbook is intended to
serve different persons with different needs. Therefore, this

¢

document, Volume I, A User's Guide to Evaluation Basics, is designed

for persons associatéd with the program, but not‘necessafily.directly
involved in conductipg the evaluation, The users of the guide could
be program directors, as well as other persons associated with the
bilingual program, such as teachers, parenés or district

.

administrators.
?

The User's Guide to Evaluation Basics provides an overview of

evaluation issues and summarizes the procedures required to conduct an

effective evaluation. The guide provides a suﬁmary\descriptigp of the

five components of a bilingual education program evaluation. These




include: planning, managing, and staffing the evaluation;
establishing baseline data required for evaluation; monitoring program

" operations; evaluating student outcomes; and analyzing and reporting

evaluation results.

Volume II, entitled The Designer's Manual for Conducting an Evaluation

is designed to be used by the persons actually conducting the
evaluation. The manual describes how to implement each of the five
companents of the evaluation. The Designer's Manual contains
guidelines, procedures, and worksheets to assist the program dirgctor

and/or program evaluator to complete the aspecific tasks assoclated

with the overall program evaluation.

Volume III, entitled The Technical Appendix, contains a collection of

reference materiéls covering different issues and topics related to
evaluation éractices. These are intended to assist program difectors
and program evaluators in building .upon or expanding the evaluation
- activities identified and discussed in Volumes I and II.

Reproductible copies of all worksheets presented in Volume III are

contained in this volume.

|
[N
.




CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE EVALUATION

M
Bilingual education programs represent a unique instructional approach
using two languages to meet their educational goals by generally
providing instruction in academic subjects using the student's first
(home) language 1) while devéloping the English language skills of
the students. The s:udents served by bilingual programs‘also reflect
a wide diversity in culture, socio-economic status, and educational

experiences. These aspects distinéuish bilingual education proérams

from all other instructional approaches.

The primary goal of bilingual education programs is the development of
' English language skills of the students as well as the development of
their home language. Teachers recruited to teach in these programs,
- therefore, need to havé language skills in the two languages being
used for instruction. Curriculum materials in the first language are

also needed.

Other goals of bilingual programs ofteri include the development of the
student's self-concept by emphasizing the home culture and the
‘improvement of‘his or her performance in other academic projects. In
order to accomplish these goals, knowledge of the students' culture by

the classroom teacher and culturally relevant curriculum materials are

a necessity in bilingual programs.




'Due to these factors, the evaluation of bilingual education programs
must be performed with considerable caution. The selection of an
evaluation approach must take into consideration the variety of
educational services, the curriculum materials used in the classroom,
the number of hours of instruction provided in English qnd in the

first lanquage, the language skills of the classroom teacher, as well

as the educational exakrience and language skills of the students.

Because of the complexity of this educational context, experimental or
quasi-experimental evaluation designs are often not appropriatg to
evaluate bilingual programs. Experimental designs usually reguire
random selection of students. However, random selection is not
realistic in a bilingual education context, because it would require
that students who are eligible to receive bilingual education
instruction to be placed in alternative programs for contro} purposes.
Similarly, the unique ‘and differing characteristics of the students
and the difference in the instructional services they receive make it
very difficult to find comparable comparison groups necessary for
quasi-experimental designs. The consensus of the literature
addressing the evaluation of bilingual programs also indicates that
the use of standardized tests to evaluate bilingual student progress
is of dubious value. Despite these limitations, some formal
measurement of student academic achievement must be undertaken in

bilingual education programs.



The Recommended Evaluation Model

A Y

The evaluation model presented in this Handbook, therefore, is Solely
designed to provide descriptive information about the operation of the
bilingual program and on the academic performance of the students
enrolled in the program. The information gathered through this
process can be used to evaluate student progress and to some degree
provide a barometer of program effectiveness. The model is based on
the premise that an evaluation of a bilingual program should:

o Provide descriptive informationaabout the

' operations of the bilingual program; and

0 Provide information describing student performance

(even if hindered from making inferences about
program impact).

Therefore, the mode) requires the collection of student outcome data

to determine if the students are making progress in their learning.
It also requires the collection of information on "how" the program is
operating.
L3

The model is also practical and realistic in relation to the financial
and hu&an resources available to conduct evaluations of bilingual
programs. -Aside ffom the expertise and time of the imme&iate
personnel of most programs; the majority of bilingual programs have
limited funds (generally betwéen $2,000 to $5,000 per year) to secure
private consultants’to pgrqum or assist with the evaluation.

Therefore, the model takes into consideration the amount of time and

effort that can reasonably be expected to be given to the evaluation

effort.




The recommended evaluation model consigtp of two components. The
first component focuses on program operations (e.g., program goals,
time.spent on instruction, etc.) using a discrepancy evaluation
design. The design places heavy reliance on descriptive data about
the program, therefore requiring as an initial step, the establishment
of comprehensive baseline daFa on the program, the students, and the

community.

The actual evaluation and data collection activities -needed for the
evaluation of program operations are performed primarily through
search and review of program documents such as the grant proposals,
prévious evaiuation reports, student files, and related material, as
weil as personnel interviews and the monitoring of classroom
instruction. Personnel interviews to gather information on how the
program is being operated are conducted with the program director,
teachers, district administratoré, and parents., Monitoring of
classroom instruction is performed through observation to determine if

the instruction is being carried out as planned and in accordance with

the original program design.

The discrepancy evaluation attempts to identify.and document
differences between the initial plans of the program and the actual

manner in which the program is operating. Information about

~discrepancies between the planned and actual program activities, as

identified by the discrepancy evaluation, may be used to make

decisions on how to continue operation of the program and what changes

+
\

might be required.
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The second component of the model rcquires the assessment of student

a

outcomes. The studené outcomes to be evaluated are:

.0 English language skills;

] First language skillsj
o Academic achievement; and
] Affective areas of student performance.

Because of the difficulty in conducting program impact evaluations,
the recommended approach to evaluate student outcomes is simply to
evaluate student performance. This approach is referred to in this
Handbook as the basic evaluation on the basic evaluation design. This

basic evaluation design, therefore only answers the relative

performance question, "to what extent are the bilingual students

achieving?"
* 4 . -

The basic design has.minimal requirements. These are:

) Testing only the students enrolled in the
bilingual program;

) using adequate norm-referenced tests (NRTs)
capable of measuring English language skills,
first (L1) language skills, if applicable, and
academic subjects (e.g., math, science, etc.);
and ‘ !

0 measuring performance for only one academic year.

Applying these minimal design'requirements to the first student
outcome component, English language performance, is all that is
reqired to meet the Federal evaluation requirements. However, most

bilingual programs should at least evaluate performance in two other

»

Y] 1 9
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outcome areas, first (Ll) language and academic subjects.

Additionally, although the basic design does not require a multi-year

evaluation design, the Handbook does recommend that bilingual programs
attempt to collect multi-year performance data. At a minimum,
programs should strive to collect data over the duration of their

grant period. It is conceivable that data showing progress over the

life of the program, can be used to argue that the bilingual program

was responsible for the outcome. . ‘

-

Data resulting from the analysis of student outcomes can be used as an

~indicator of overall student performance. The data from this

component of the evaluation, in conjunction with the.discrepancy data
can be used to determine what program changes, if any, may be required

to improve student performance.

For exawple, the ‘discrepancy evaluation of program operations may
reveal a significant operational change from the original design of
the instructional program. This change could have had considerable
impact on the instruct}onal program, to the extent that student
performance may have been affected. Knéwing this, the evaluator will
be able to analyze and interpret the outcome data affected by this

change and make recommendations for changes in the program.

In summary, the‘purpose of the recommended evaluation model is to
describe student pefformance and program operations. It can not be
used as a measure of program impact. The recommended model meets all

the requirements established in the Title VII rules and regulations.

o




The regulations require that each grant have a plan to evaluate the

progress and achiévements of the bilingual program. The plan must

include:
* 0 provisions for.measuring the accomplishments of
the instructional objectives of the program;

) provisions for measuring the progress of the
students in improving their English language-
skills; and

o a procedure for using the information gained from
the evaluation to improve the operation of the
program. )

The recommended evaluation model accomplishes this by:

o performing an evaluation of program operations
using a discrepancy evaluation approachs

o conducting an assessment of student performance in
developing English language skills, as well as
first language skills and performance in academic
‘subjects; and ‘

0 conducting an analysis function to determine what
changes may be required to improve the overall
operations of the bilingual program.

s
The Handbook recommends that bilingual programs should not attempt to
determine program impact. However, some basic guidelines for
extending the evaluation to determine impact are presented as optional
activities to the basic evaluation design. Extending the evaluation
beyond the basic design, however may require more resourcee than those
normally‘possessed by Title VII bilingual educatien programs. The
Handbook also does not address éntry and exit precedure issues. The
procedures are;ihowever, very much intértwined with evaluation o7
bilingual programs and should be considered when planning the

evaluation.




CHAPTER I

>

. PLANNING THE EVALUATION

Planning is the single most impoftant task in conducting ah
evaluation. Althoughlthis point seems obvious, research indicates
that many evalustions of bilingual programs, as well as evaluations of
other educational programs,.are not planned properly. Many
evaluations occur towards the end of the program year as a last-minute
thought, simply to produce a report to satisfy some external
requirement, usually imposed by the funding source. As a resuit, they

are often performed haphazardly and produce poor results.

Evaluations performed in this manner are of little use to either the
program itself or the funding agency. These evaluations usually fail
to address issues that program and school administrators may have
about the program because the evaluation design failed to incorporate
their concerns guring the blanning process, Likewise, these
evaluations are not helpful to the fundiTg agency since, at best, they
were planned too late in the program Yyear to-capture useful
information and, at worst, merely represent perfunctory efforts to

fulfill a reporting requirement.

The evaluation process, to achieve its own objectives, must be

approached‘ﬁn a serious manner and receive as much priority as other

elements of the educational program. Program administrators must




realize that the evaluation process is a positive activity designed to
provide information on which to base decisions for program

improvement.

The planning process carefully balances the reporting réquirements of
the funding agency, the information needs of decisionmakers and
program administrators, and the scar;e resources available to conduct
the evaluation. It is unlikely that any given bilingual program will
have the resources needed to address all the information needs of its
different audiences. Therefore,‘all parties concerned must realize

that compromises will have to be made; otherwise, resources will be

scattered, producing little useful information.

A properly conducted evaluaéion requires more than simpl} evaluating a
specific component of a bilingual program (e.g., student performance).
An effective evaluation plan identifies all the questions about the
program that the evaluatio& should answer. The evaluation planning
process, therefore, involves a series of carefully executed steps
which identify the evaluation audience and their specific information
needs, set priofities, determine which program components to evaluate,
allocate scarcé evaluation resources, and set timelines for the

evaluation process.

Next to proper planning, effective management of the evaluation
process is a must. One person must assume the r&sponsibility and have
the authority to direct and manage.all facets of the evaluation. All

persons involved in the evaluation process must be made aware of the




authority and be given instructions and directions on how to interact
with that person. A clear chain of command must be delineated. In

most Title VII programs, the program director retains and assumes that

\ .

responsibility. For purposes of presentation, this Handbook assumes
that the program director is the person responsible for ensutring that

the evaluation is planned and conduc¥ed.
GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING THE EVALUATION

1. Select an Evaluator and Assign Responsibilities

Proper planniné and effective management of the evaluation dictate
that the person responsible *for designing and conducting the more
technical aspects of the evaluation be identified as early as possible
in order to. become involved in the early decisionmaking of the
evaluatién planning process. In the case of most Title VII programs,
this person is usually an independent consultant from outside the
school system. Ideally, the evaluator should be involved in the
original design of the bilingual program itself. In the case of Title
VII programs, this should occur during the proposal writing stage.
This enables the evaluator to begin working with the program director
in planning the evaluation before the academic period to be covered by
the evaluation commences. The plan for conducting the evaluation, if
at all possisl;, should be completed prior to the first day of school

of the academic year being.evaluated.




S T

A major responsibility of the program director is to survey the
available human resources in the g?strict and, assuming he or she has
the authority, decide whether to use an evalustor from within the
school system or employ an independent evaluator. The possibility of
contracting for, the services of an evaluation specialist from a
university or §§private consulting firm must be weighed against the
potentiflly loewer éosp to the program if the evaluation can be
conducted by district personnel. The program director must decide on '

a course of action. ¥

.

v

Assuming that an independent consultant or a consulting firm is
contracted to perform or provide assistaﬁce in conducting the
evazaation, the program direchr should assign clearly defined
responsibilities and specific assignments to the evéluator, the

program personnel assisting with the evaluation and himself.,

The evaluator's function and responsibilities are usually determined
by the amount of technical assistance needed by the program director
in carrying out the evaluation. The evaluator's role is therefore
generally narrower in scope, focusing more on technical matters such
as test selection, designing data colh&stion procedures and
instruments, conducting data analyses, and reporting the evaluation

results.

Listed below are some guidelines to disfinguish the role of the
program director and evaluator in the conduct of the evaluation.

These guidelines take into consideration the fact that the majority of




the evaluation activities will actually be conducted by the program

director and program personnel.

The program director should:

0 Define program goals and objfctives;
0 Describe the intended program;
- o- Describe student characteristics;
o Identify target audiences for the evaluationj
0 Determine the major areas to be covered by the

-~ evaluation;

o Identify possible evaluators, and in some cases,
select the evaluator(s) or at least recommend the
evaluator(s);

. AT .
o Serve as a liaison*With the evaluator (or appoint
a staff member to serve as liaison;

0 Review the evaluation design prepared by the
evaluator to make sure it meets the evaluation
needs;

0 Arrange interviews or write cover letters to -
questionnaires to ensure timely response and -
cooperation;

) 0 Monitor classroom operations and observation

! activities;
o Assign specific evaluation activities to program

personnel;

o ‘Identify trained personnel and/or suggest specific
persons who should be involved in data analysis
and interpretation;

‘o Review data and react to interpretations and
recommendations before they are included in the
report?\and .
] Make presentations on the results of the
Y evaluation. :




The evaluator should:

'

|
g . o Desién the evaluation based on the information
' needs identified by the program director;

o Seleot and/or review instruments to be used in the
evaluation;

0 Monitor testing; and

L © @nalyze the data and report findings.

3

.

A clear delineation of responsibilities and responsible management
will ensure that all evaluation activities are performed effectively

and on schedule. ) ,

. 2. Determine the Audiences and What to Evaluate

An evaluation is designed for a particular reason énd for a particuiar
audience. Thus, the first’step is to determine who needs information
from the evaluation,(what’tyne of information is needed, and for what
purposes. In addition tgq the program administrators and othe;;
personnel asso;iated with the ﬁrpgram, the typical users of evaluation'

information usually include:

0 The funding agency;’

o Dist;ict administrators;

o School board;fand .

o Parents and commupity groups.

Zach audience has different interests and needs. Therefore, the
evaluation design must address the different needs off each audience

and provide the information desired, while remaining within the

. P ) €)1
woe




, budggﬁaryvconstraints of the program. The Designer's Manual €V01ume

I1) provides suggestions and worksheets to use to accomplish this.
o

Evaluatidns of ESEA Title VII funded programs, however, must pay .
.particular attention to the rules and regulations pertaining to tﬁgse
prbgrams. Embodied in these rules gnd'regulations are a'number of
provisions that should be viewed as minimal evaluation criteria. .
Therefore the evaluat{on,requirements for basic and demonstration
. projects, as .described in section 123a.22 of the April 4, 1980 Federal
Register (Vol. 45, No. 67) must be considered in planning the‘

evaluation. .

These regulations require that any program funded under Title VII of .
the. Elementary and Secondqr§ Education Act (ESEA) of 1968, as amended
mhsﬁ hgve a plan to evaluate the progress and achievement of the
bilingual program. The plan must include:
o provisions for measuring the accomplishment of the
instructional objectives of the program;

"0 provisions for measuring the students' progress in
improving their English language skills; and

0 a procedure for using the information gained from
the evaluation to improve the operation of .the
program. : .
3. Set Priorities and Establish Timelines . .

LY

The establishment of evaluation priorities is a must for all bilingual

programs. Most bilingual programs allocate $3-5,000 of their yearly
< ) ‘

budgets for the purchase of outside consulting assistance to perform
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the evaluation. This amount of money, together with the,level of
effort that can be deyotedfto thi; one task by the program director
and the rest of the program personnel, conétitute the avéilable
resources fo cbnduct the evalyétion. More than likely, the evaluation

needs identified by the g;ércise described above will far eXceed what
-

-can be accomplished By/thesg resources. Consequently: priorities fer

the evaluation may have to be established.
The program director must analyze the evaluation needs identified
through the planning process, assess the resources available to

conduct the evaluation, and ask the following questions:

o How much can 1 evaluate?
o How much do I need to evaluate?
‘ o How much evaluation assistance can I affopd?

L3

Additional questions, such as the ones below, will also help to

determine priorities:

o 1s information on the program's capacity to meet
Title VII regulations already available? If
information is available, this information should
be incorporated in the evaluation.

0 What are the priority areas (e.g. parent
involvement) of the program? The evaluation
effort should give these areas priority.

o How are the program resources divided among
program components? Areas .receiving a large
proportion of program resources should be
candidates for evaluation emphasis.

0 If there are insufficient resources to adequately
evaluate all components, are there areas that
should not be evaluated or should the scale of the
evaluation be reduced in some or all areas? This




decision should be made after considering which
areas are already fairly well understood, which
-areas are a low program priority, and whether the
evaluation resources are so limited that it would
be best not to evaluate them at all rather than to
conduct a general assessment of all areas.

o - Which components must be evaluated each year?

After the evaluation priorities have been determined, the program
director should establish timelines for gbmpleting the different
components, as well as the total evaluation of the program. The
programedirectorﬁghould understand that certain elements of the
evaluation must be‘performed at very specific times during the
academic year and cannot be délayed or postponed. However, the
program director has to consider the other responsibilities of the
persons assisting with the evaluation. Responsiblities and
assignments may have to be modified as a result of the established

-
3

timelines.

A}

4. Determine Level of Effort, Budget and Allocate Resources

One of the most difficult tasks in managing the overall evaluation is
deciding how best to utilize the limited resources available, and yet
meet all the evaluation needs. The assignment of responsibilities and
activities to those contributing to the evaluation process is of ten
difficult. Because most of the evaluation activities pertaining to
Title VII programs areiusually performed by the program personhel,
coordinating time schedule; fo perform the evaluation with the other

program responsibilities of the personnel can be difficult, especially

if human and financial resources are limited. Nevertheless, th€




timely execution of the evaluation is essential. There are activities
within the evaluation’process that can be rescheduled; however, others
must be performed d@s planned in order to produce a reliable product.
The effective program director must’ exercise initiative and
resourca2fulness to ensure that this ig accomplished.

Determining how much of the evaiuation should be conducted by program
personnel, which activities should be performed by an independent.
contractor, and how much the total‘evaluation should cost is often
difficult for many program directors. Districts with limited contfgct
evaluation funds should use most of their contract funds to employ a
trained and experienced evaluator to assist them in evaluating the
student outcomes.component of the evaluation. Other evaiﬁation tasks,
such as describing and monitoring program operation, can be performﬁd
by the program director with assistance from the program personnel as
a normal part o}'program management. However, the eValuato; shoufd be
consulted when performing these tasks. If projgct or district
personnel are going to be employed to perform the evaluation, the

program director must make specific assignments and ensure that the

evaluation activities are performed on schedule.

A major step in planning and managing the evaluation, therefore, is
determining the level of effort that will be required by each activity
of the ebaluation (e.g., evaluating siudent outcomes) and allocating
adequate financial and human resources to the indipidual tasks to be

performed. Evaluation resources, financial and human, will vary

widely from district to district. Additionally, the level of effort




for an evaluation is affected by a number of factors, such as:

o Size of the program;

o What aspects of the program are evaluated;
o The number of non-English languages represented in'

‘the population being served by the -program; -and

0 The nﬁmber of evaluation questions addressed.

The Designer's Mandal provides guidelines and workgsheets to assist the
program director to allocate resources and budggt the evaluation. The
guidelines suggest three different estimated levels of effort that can
be applied in evaluating each program component and the different
tasks within each cqmponent. These estimates are based on discussion

with persons who have conducted similar evaluation activities.
. !

5. Plan the Data Analysis Function

The program director and evaluator should plan the specific data
analysis activities that will be required by the evaluation. The type
of analysis and techniques to be used will depend largely on the types
of data collebfed. Datas from the first component of the evaluation
will consist primarily of ngrrative descriptions of program
operations, as well as responses from the interviews collected. Data
from the second component of the evaluation will be primarily in the

form of test scores.
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i The analysis and interpretiné of progrém oﬁerations data is a
{ straightforward comparison activity. The evaluator simply examines
and compares the information collected on the actual operation of the
‘program to the baseline information describing how the program was-
meant to operate.' For example, if the goal of the program was to
provide instéuction in all academic subjects using'lhe native language
of the students, the analysis fuynction, using the second set of
inforhation, simply ascertains if this indeed occurred. If the goal
was met, the analysis activity documents this. If the instruction did
not occur, the analysis activity also documents this and should
attempt to ascertain what caused the ch;ngp in the program design.
Both types of findings are recorded and reported in the overall

evaluation report. This type of comparison analysis is all that is

_needed by this component of the evaluation.

Analyzing student outcome data is also a straightforward activity, but
should be performed by a trained evaluator. The analysis activities
required may be performed by simply following prescribed procedures
within the manuais that accompany 6ost commercial tests. Programs
using the basic evaluation design will oiily be required to perform
basic analysis, such as'frequency distribution;, computation of mean )
scores and standard deviations. The analysis activity will also

require the evaluator to estimate the degree of possible error in the

results.,

Interpreting the findings or attempting to find an association between

the findings of the program operations component and the student




outcomes component should be performed very cautiously. The two sets
of information are not meant to be "scientifically merged" in
accordence with sound methodological evaleation practices. However,
an alert and perceptive evaluator may be able to develop some
"intelligent perceptions" about the program based on the two sets of
information. For example, knowing that history was taught using the

home language in the fourth grade, but not in the fifth, the evaluator

may want to closely examine the student outcome data for these two
grades. If the data from the fourth grade students shows significant
higher achievement than that of the fifth graders, tha evaluator can
hlghllght this fact and then present a "professional opinion" >
suggestxng that the instruction in the native language fostered this

difference in achievement.

The important cqnsideration during the planning stage is to determine .

how the analysis function will be conducted. Data aﬁalysis will most

probably be performed by the evaluator. The time schedule for -the’

evaluation should allow ample time to conduct the analyses.

6. Plan the Data Interpretation and Development of
Recommendations

Data interpretation in bilingual program evaluation is often not a
strictly empirical task. To repeat the basic premise of this
Handbook, it is probably impossible to show, by employing conventional
social science research methods, that children in the bilingual

program did better in the program than they would :-have without it.

Therefore, interpreting the data obtained by evaluation efforts is not
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a mechanical exercise of reciting significant alphas. Rather than .
cgncluding that the bilingual program "worké" better than scme
alterpate treatment, the interpretive exercise is more likely to be in
the nature of a policy question. Does the bilingual program twork™
well enough? Are decisionmakers and constituents satisf;ed with the
program and the student's progress? Recognizing the policyk
implication function of data interpretation, an ipterpretive panel may
be a better alternativ; to perform this function. Chapter IV provides )
more detailed guidélines and procedures for performing the

interpretation function.

Two basic approaches are therefore suggested for data interpreta’*n
and formulating recommendations for program modification. The fifst
approach is for the evaluator to analyze, study, and interpret the
results. Using informal means, the evaluator then checks the
interpretationg and recommendations with program staff and others as
he/she deems appropriate. The second approach is to convene & panel
of people with various perspectives on the program and ‘have them
interpreghthenresulté. The panel may consist of individuals that are

representative of the various audiences. This decision can be made

immediately before the analysis activity begins.

7. Plan the Reporting of the Evaluation

Preparation of the final evaluation report is an important activity of
the evaluation. The evaluation report is the final and most visible

product of the evaluation. Steps should be taken to ensure that the

1-14
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report addresses the purposes and specific questions of the
decisionmakegs for wh:; the evaluation\was planned.'*ln addition, the
evaluation results should be reported in a timely haqner, taking care
to ensure that the technical aspects of the evaluation effort are

clearly presented. Together, these steps increase the usefulness of

the evaluation results.

" Several standard elements should be included in the report. These

include:

0 Statement of purpose;

0 Program overview and ba?kground;

0 The goals and objectives of the bilingual
program;

0 Description of the program and students;

o Discussion of the methodology used; ircluding
design, sampling strategy, instrumentation, "and
data analysis procedures; and

0 Presentation of the findings, conclusions, and

recommendations for program change.

The report should be toncise and should include easily interpreted
tables, graphs, and other figu;es limiting the amount of narrative
material presented. Important issues should be identified and
highlighted in the report if the results of the evaluation effort sre
to be maximized. Techniques such as boxing in recommendations or
using,a different type face are useful to highlight the most important
points of the report. Examples of actual data collection instruments
should be included in an appi?dix. Chapter V provides more detailed

guidelines for developing the report.
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CHAPTER II

R

ESTABLISHING BASELINE DATA REQUIRED FOR THE EVALUATION

The evaluation model for evaluating Title VII bilingual education
programs presented in this Handbook has two components. The first
component evaluates program operations (e.g. program administration,

staff development, parental involvement, etc.) using a discrepancy

evaluation design. The second evaluates student ocutcomes. Results of

these two, evaluation activities taken together constitute the basis
for determining how the program operated and provides a description of

student performance.

In order to conduct the discrepancy evaluation of prograM‘operatidns, »
information on how the program was originally designed and intended to
operate must be collected and documented. This information serves as
the baseline data, which areagompared to the data resulting from the

actual evaluation of program operations as described in Chapter III.

The information obtained from the evaluation of program operations is
taken into account in developing and conducting the evaluation of
student performance. Therefore, a very early and important step in

conducting an evaluation of a bilingual program is the establishment

of baseline information about the total program.




This description includes identifying who the program is meant to
serve, what are the exact services of the program, how these services
are to be provided, and what outcomes are expected from the services.
Without this description, itsis impossible to detérmine (a) whether
athe bilingual program meets the original intent, and (b) whether any

marked achievements can reasonably be attributed to the program.

Comparing the original pﬁogram design, as described by the baseline

data, to its actual opergtion, as determined by the evaluation of

program operations, will indicate areas of the program that have

.either not been implemented or have changed from the time that the.
program was originally designed. Discrepancies identified .as & result

of this comparison are & powerful management tool for the program

director and a programmatically useful part of the whole evaluation

process. This comparison can also help to determine.whether the goals

‘Lhtion about the

of the program are reasonable, and provide inform

relationship between program activities and program outcomes.

In order to accomplish this, the persons conducting the various
evaluation activities must first develop proper documentation of the
program context, the target students, the program goals, and the
instructional program. This is not a difficult task. The information
to be collected should clearly describe how the program is designed to
meet its goals, as well as the total environment in which the program
operates. Once this documentation is accomplished, the program
director, with assistance from the evaluator, will be able to use the

informatibh to design the evaluation and to analyze anc interpret the

1-17
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evaluation results. The documentation does not need to be elaborate,
simply informative. Most importantly, the information collected
should be complete, detgiled, and easy to understand. The Designer's
“anual provides more detailed listings of the different informatien

that needs to be collected. These listings are also found in the

Technical Appendix.

Baseline Data Needed for the Evaluation

~

1. Describe the Context of the Program '
ot : ?

! Develop a simple, but accurate deécription of the school district apd
. . . o
neighborhood. Data from previous evaluation reports can be easily
: oo it
updated, thus avoiding surveys or other time-consuming efforts. The

type of informétion'that should be covered in: the déscrigtioB

inciudes:*\ . o ‘ T LA
" 0 Community characteristics o5 @1
- Languages spoken . ; ) “x e
. - Ethnicity . ' . E ]
- Social economic gtatus (SES). levels . a2 L ey
- Mobility and length of residence - - U
- Size N : I 3
. . : . ': \ . " N e X
) Local Education. Agercy (LEA) description . oL T ‘
- Size - _ .. g ;‘ . o PO
- Financisl status’ _:90 PR '
- Facilities available for the b111ngwal . e
program . “ '
- General goals . :
- Philosophy towards language and cultural .
d1versaty : L a . N
' 1-18
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0 School Description
- number of bilingual students by language
AN .- how students are 8881gne to classroooms .
= - bilinguality mix in classrooms
T ‘ - parent involvement in school affairs

N RS - s
Ra et N . ¥

& * ’

VI -4,

“The information collected on the context of the program‘should be

.

f

|

|

|

|

|

|

| . group .

/;>yﬂ - number in the blllngual gfograd

comp;led immediately after the data-gathering phase. While technical

analysig of the informatiﬁn is not requi}ed, the program diriftorsanq

evaluater should review the data in order to plar the evaluation of

program operations and make preliminaf} deéisiogé on how thé'data will

:. be used dur;ng analy81s to determine pfogram outcomes. fhe

'j ‘y;. 1nformat10n should be wrltten in narrgtlve fJxm for - 1nclus1on61n the’

S i flna} report.. The top}gs and subheadlngs provided above max serve as
: ++ > an outline for reporting this information. : - -“L

<
.

2. Describe the Students

S )
. + Baseline info{mation about the language proficiency and dominance,
cultural background, and overall academic.achievement of the students
enrolled in the Eilingualhprogram is egsentfal'for designing and

conducting the evaluation. The baseline data must include information

on the skill level of the students in both, English and their home

language, as well as fhei}_level of performance in the subject areas
Being taught. The qesdription~should also ihclude information on the

student's learning background and échdol environment. At a minimum,

the baseline\datastould.incluqe information on the following areas:

-

’




o Definition ot project student
a Student selection criteria & method

Tests & cut-off scores qsedl

[N

Role of teacher judgment

Role of parent wishes

Method of combining criteria

o Exit criteria &.follow-ﬁp

o Student turnover

o Student characteristics at beginning of year
- Language proficiency
- Achievement level

- Biographic data

JThis information is essential for grouping students according to both

current skills and past experience during data analysis acfiy}ties ahd

plays a major role in determining student per formance.,

3. Describe thé Program Goals

Developing a clear and complete description of the goals of the
program 1s an esssential part-of establishing baseline data. ' Goal

setting, although important, i& often overlooked or ignored during the o

program planning stage. s
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%
Therefore, many programs operate year-to-year with little or no set
direction. Programs thét fail to establish clear and measurable goals

¢
cannot expect to be able fo measure program outcomes. ¥

Programs should distinguish between short-term, intermediate goals
relevant to a single-year evaluatian and long-range goals that ;an be '
évaiuated onl; over a period of several years. Failing to make this
distinction creates problems for-biIinggal.pr;grams, since some
long-term goals (e.g.;-ﬁﬁafoved English skills) may not be applicable
and measurable until the later grades. ‘Lpngfterm goals are also
affected b; the high rate of student turnover experiénced by many
bilingual programs. Since long-term goals would not apply to a
short-term student, two sets of goals are required; . This should be’
clearly stated'and presented in‘the baseline data .being collected.

Definind and describing student achievement goals is anothér important
step in establishing baseline data. While there are many important

considerations to recognize when specifying student achievement goals,

the baseline data must include information on:

~

o -Subject areas.(e.g., réading, language, math);

0 Languages to be used (e.g., English, Spanish,
etc.);

] Student language proficiency category (e.g.,

English: limited or proficient, Spanish: limited
or proficient);

0 Grade level; and ] -

0 Student affective.goals (e.g., self-concept and
attitudes towards school). .
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Because the original needs of the program, as stated in the proposal,
may have changed, the information cdollected should be reviewed by the
program director. Changes that have occurred should be properly

documented.

4, Describe the Instructional Program

Establishing baseline data for the instructional program requires more
time and effort than any of the other three areas on which information
is collected. Baseline data collection on the progrém context,
students, and program goals basically requires the review of existing
records, files, and the original project proposal. Baseline data
collection for the instructional program, however, requires
face-to-face interviews of persons associated with the program, as

well as review of program documents.

A description of the instructional program can be divided into three

categories:
£ 1Y

An overview of the program as it was originally
designed and initially implemented;

A description of the instructional approach used
in the program, including (1) student selection,
(2) self-concept and cultural -emphasis, (3)
content of instruction, (4) presentation of
content, and (5) scheduling; and .

A description of the management of the program,
including (1) staff organization, (2) staff roles,
(3) staff development, (4) parent and community
factors, (5) communication links with different
audiences and (6) dissemination of program
information.




The program overview information can be collected easily from
information contained in the grant proposal. It should include the
grade leveds and number of classrooms served by the program, éhe
amount of instructional time devote” to dual language instruction, and
a definition of the program design (maintenance, trangitional, etc.).

A description of the dctual instructional approach used in the
classroom and the basis for that approech require the most
comprehensive description of any part of the bilingual program. This
infogmation is collected from program related documents, student
files, classroom observations, and interviews with program
administrations, teachers, and parents. This description is alsg the
most important element-used during the date analysis and
interpretation. It is therefore essential that program personnel pay

particular attention to this component. A detailed listing of the

~

types of information that need to be collected is provided in the

Program Information Acqui-~ition Form found in the Technical Appendix.

A description of the overall program organization and management is
the last requirement of the baseline data collection activity. This

description will provide the basis for evaluating the operational

ef fectiveness of the program. A detailed listing of the information

that needs to be collected is provided in the Designer's Manual.

-

F
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5. Document and Report the ‘Baseline Data ~ o

Uncé the desired info-mation is collected, sttention should be focused

on the various ways it is to be used. The information: *

e ~

-4

o} Will be used as basélinq information duringifhé '
. program monitoring activities of the evaluation
process; ..
0 Will provide a partial basis for planning the

analysis and interpretation of student outcomes,
as described in Chapter IV; and

0 Will be reported directly to varidus audiences as T

part of the evaluation reports written for them.
)

~ .

Immediately after the preliniﬁa;y data have geen collected, the data

should be summarized in the form that they will appear in the Fipnal .

Evaluation\Report and submitted to the program director for review.

1

An initial énalysis and intefpretation of the data should be conducted

to determine which variables, if any, are to be used as a basig for

[

separate analyses.
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CHAPTER III

CONDUCTING THE'EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS '
s’ . .

. 7 . ) N ) s

- '

The successful comp%?tion of the planning activities and the

-

establishment'of the pgseline data for the evaluation enable“the
program directer to in;zaate the actual evaluation of the bilingual
program:‘ A? dééqp' ed before, the actual evaluation of the bilingual
program takésftwo thrdsts: the evaluation of program operations and
the ev@&uﬁtion of student outcomes. These may be viewed as totally
sepa;;}e'activities. However, the outcomes or outputs of both
activities are used during the analysis function to interppet the
%:erall evaluation results and formulate recommendations for changes
in the program. This chapter presénts guidelines and_procedures for
conducting one part of theAevaluation, the evaluation of program
operations. ’*
The evaluation of program operations employs the discrepancy
evaluation design described earlier. Therefﬁre the evaluation of
program operationg is performed by first developing a comprehensive
‘description of the program describing how it was designed to operate.
This establishes the baseline data for the evaluation of program
operations. This activity was hopefully accomplished in accordance
with the recommended procedures in Chapter II. Most importantly, this
activity should have been completed during the fifgt or, at least, by
the end of the second month of the program year. The second activity

required to perform this facet of the evaluation is to collect another

set of data similar to the baseline data-on the actual operation: of




l’h;x

the program. Decisions on what data to collect, how and when to

made during the planning phase of the evaluation activity (See dhapter
I). Most of these data are collected by reviewing program related
documents, monitoringnclassroom activities and interviewing various
persons associated with the bilingual program. This set of data,
decribing actual probram operatign (e.g., the instructional method
being used; the amount of instructién in English; the number of
teache} aidés aséigned to a class, etc.) is compargd to the baseline
data(collected at the beginning of the school year, which describes .
the program design. The comparison proQidés the basis for Feterm%ning
if tme program was operagea as planned. If this is the case, there
"shouid be few or minor ‘discrepancies in-‘the twd.sets of data which
describe the program. I% the comparisonyreveals significant

discrepancies or deviations, the evaluation must document why this

occurred.

Discrepancies in the program operations should not necessarily be
viewed as a negative finding. There are many reasons why a program
may deviate from its original design. The important task is to
determine if this deviation influenced the instructional program. Ffor
example, the program may have intended to provide one hour of
instruction in social studies using the student's native language.
. However, due to scheduling modifications, teacher Bhogtage, or other
factors, a change was made during the fourth month of the program and
the instruction did not occur. The evaluation planning process,
nevertheless, most likely identified measures for this area. That is,

collect the data, and who will collect the data will have already been
the student outcome part of the evaluation was intended to measure the
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performance of the students in social studies. The resulting student
outcomes data may show that progfess was minimal. However, knowing
that instruction in th; students' native language did not occur, the
program director and evaluator can‘explain the resulting student
outcomes.- The question to be addressed, then, is why the program
design was changed. Should the original design be reinstated?
Answers to these and other questions begin to formulatéla set of -
recommendations for the improvement of the overall pragram.

. Va

While. the example above ties the evaluation o% pfogram operations to

the evaluation o% student.outcomes, it should be clearly understood

that the primary purpose of tﬁis part of the evaluation is to examine

and monitor the manner in whicﬁ the program is being implemented.

Additionally, the discrepancy evaluation design makes no attempt to

infer or determine program impact.

‘This chapter provides some basic guidelines for evaluating the
instruction, staff development, and parent involvement components of
the bilingual program. While there are other facets of the program
operations that merit attention, these components are the most
significant to the overall operation of the program. The level of
effort allocated.to the evaluation of each of these components depends
upon its emphasis and/or importance to the overall program, as
established during the priority setting activities of the planning
process. These issues should be addressed and resolved by the program
director and evaluator in planning and designing the evaluation (see

Chapter I).
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GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS

1. " Evaluating Program Instruction

3]

The evaluation of the instructional program is intended to ‘answer the
following two questions:
1. Are pldanned instructional methods actually being
used?

2. Are changes needed in the instructional methods?

Data needed to answer these questions are- obtained by observing
classroom dctivities and interviewing program teachers and
administrative staff. .This core of information is then compared to
baseline information, obtained through activities described in Chapter

Il in order to determine if the program is operating as intended.

The instructional program is the core of the bilingual prograﬁ. The
) program director must ensure that the level of'éffort allocated to
evaluate this activity is apperriate. Information on the operations
of the instructional programs is obtained by (a) conducting classroom
observations, (b) interviewing the teachers whose classrooﬁs are

observed, and _(c) conducting supplemental interviews with a sample of

program teachers and admigistrative staff. .




Conducting Classroom Observations -- Priok to observing the classroonm,

the program direbtor should review the program description so that
program features which satisfy the goals and objectives can be ,
. observed. The features to be observed should be identified during the
planning process. Classroom'observations should become a planned
activity of the program directér. Following each informal
observation, the program director should write a summary of the
classroom iﬁstruction as it was observed. These(brief summaries
should be synthesizé&“ﬁhto brief fgports at least three times during
the.year -- fall, winter, and spring. #ater, these brief reports
shduld be used during the comparison'activity and incorporated into
the final evaluation report. Thus, over time, the program dirgctor
develops a complete picture of how the classroom instruction is
actually being performed.
%
Topical areas that should &é observed by the program director will, of
course, depend on how the particular program is designed. Some

general categories or features to observe include:

o Language use;
o ° Content of the lessons;
o Teaching methods;
o} Diagnosis and grouping of students;
o Recordkeeping;
o Staff roles in the classrooms (teachers and
aides);
o} Active participation by studeﬁts; and
o] Attitudes and general morale.
e
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éonducting Teacher Interviews ~-- Inteérviews with the teachers whose

classes were observed may answer questions of whether instructional
methods have changed from the original planned instruction, the
reasons for the changes, and what . changes in instructional methods may

be needed.

Supplemental Data Collection -- In establishing the baseline data

(Chapter II1), interviews were cohductedﬁwith program personnel,
parents, and district personnel. A similar set of activities need to
be undertaken to identify information about the actual operation o}
the program. Thus, the final step in evaluating the instructional
program is to interview a sample of program personnel, parents, énd
local and district administrators.. Information obtained from the;e
interviews becomes a direct link to the interview data used in
establishing the baseline da@a. Comparing these two sets of data is

>

crucial in identifying discrepancies. The program director should

plan to re-interview a sample of program personnel as well as local .

and district administrators to elicit information about actual

instructional operations.

A

Once the interviews have been completed, the information should be
synthesized by the program director and evaluator. This information
is then compared to the baseline data so that discrepancies betwéen

planned and actual program operations can be noted.

Analysis of Program Instruction Data -- A determination of whether or
not the instructional component of the program is operating as

intended is made by coﬁparing baseline information about the design
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and plan of the instructional program (see Chapter II) to the
information acquired from the evaluation of program instructional
activities. This comparison leads to the identification of
discrepancies between intended and actual program operations. Noted
discrepancies identify areas or issues which may require decisions to
correct the discrepancies. Later, these discrepancies may also be
taken into\account in the interpretation of student outcome data if
the changes in the instructional prbgram are determined to have
influenced student "performance. The triad of intended
operations/instruction data, actual operations/instruction data, and
student outcome data forms the basis for identifying final

.recommendations for the evaluation report.

Interpretation and Use of Results’ -= The results of these analyses is

presented to those persons responsible for decisionmaking. The
program director reviews and analyzes the data to determine if either
immediate or future changes should be sought in the program operations
and instructional methods employed. Frequent and immediate reports to
the program staff‘;hould be provided by the program director. Such
reports enable staff to review the intended changes, identify.means of % .
implementing the changes, and, consequently, be a part of the program
improvement process.
'

Additional interpretation is performed by the evaluator. Using data
from the various sources, the evaluator can examine the triad of

intended instruction, actual instruction, and student outcomes to

.ngrecommend changes which should be sought and ways to implement these

changes.




s

.

2, Evaluating Staff Development

The evaluation of the staff development activities of the

' instructional prograj compares the actual training provided to

teachers to that whﬁch was planned. The comparison provides

&

decisionmakers with information about what training actually took

place and how this training is related to the intended goals of the.

proéram} as well as whether ther training met the needs of the program.
Specifically, the evpluafion of the staff development activities

. J
answers the. following questions.

1. Were the staff development activities cenducted as
planned?

2. Did staff training activities meet the needs
identified at the onset of the program?

3. Did staff participants acquire the intended
knowledge and skills?

4, Were staff satisfied with the training provided?
5. Were skills acquired through training implemented
in the classroom?

Answers to these questions when compared to the baseline information
will identify discregénéies between a%tual siaff development
activities and intended staff training, as well as provide information
on the actual training. A variety of data collection methods can be
employed to obtain the data needed to answer the above questions.
Methods such as questionnaires, knowledge tests, and observationé of
instructional techniques can be used to provide the necessary

information.
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Questionnaires -~ Information regarding satigfaction with and outcomes

hY

of staff training activities can be obtained by questionnaires

completed by the program director and staff. The Designer's Manual

bro&ides'a sample questionnaire which can be used to collect
information on the actual staff training activities. This
questionnaire provides information about the, type and duration of
t;aining; numbers of progiam staff involved in the training; and
glanned and unmet expectations and objectives for the training. This
data should be éollected within one week following the completion of
all training activities which occu; thrqughout the program year, or at
the very least, near the end of the program year.

Appropriate analytic methods for analysis of questionnaire data are
determined by the form of the data. The evaluator or appropriate
member(s) of the program staff should review the questionnairé
responses and systematically categorizi the information according to

the evaluation questions posed.‘

Knowledge Tests -- A more immediate source of information on the

impact of staff training is information derived Frbm administering
knowledge tests to trainees during or at the end of the training.
These tests, devised by the instructors, should focus directly upon
the instructional content of the training. Because of the specificity
of such tests, no sample instruments are included in this manual. The
results of the knowledge tests can be examined from one or more
perspectives. The tests could be administered prior to and

subsequent to tfaininé)-thus allowing comparisghs to be made between

1-33

54




. pre- and post-test scores.  An alternative approach would be to use a . l
control group not involved-in ,the trainingiprbgram as a basis for
compe:‘son. An additional comparison could be made between the test

results and the stated objectﬁves of the training broggam.

»

PRACES

Observation of Instructional .Techniques -- The classroom observation o "

process should yield information on the instructiongl appéoaches that
are actually being used by-ﬁeacherss To the extent that staff
training is expected to affect ihstrubtiohal app}oaches used by -
teachers, the data acquired from. the tlassroom observations are also l
pertinent to determine whether or not the tréining aécomplished it;' ‘
purposes and is being implemented as planned. For example, it‘ﬁay be ,

~ ‘ possible to determine if staff developmeni act}vities inténded to i
provide teachers Qith skills that are to be used‘;n'the classroom

(such as how to use new materials, or sdminister tests) were

successful by observing the teachers in the classroom.

-~ '

VR
Classroom observation data should be analyzed according to procedures
described earlier in this chapter in order to identify“digkrepancies .
between intended and actual staff development activities.
Specifically, the major goals of the staff training which pertain to
teachers' instructional approaches should be compared with actual

classroom practices as evidenced by classroom observation data.

4

e
Cr
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Interpretation and Use of Results -- %he program director should

examine the results of the analyses described above and determine if

the ‘goals of the staff training were met, as well as determine if
findings related to staff training can be issued periodicaliy X
throughout the program ‘year, possibly in conjunction\with recommended

changes in prdgram instructional operations. Proéram personnel then

Qill be able to provide reactions to the recommended changes and
identify possible approaches for implemenfation.'

N\

3. Evaluating Parent Involvement .
. R ‘f' . H 1y

-

!

The evaluation of the prrent involvement component should address;fghr
- v

questions. These questions are: y
1. To what extent did the level of parent involveﬁeﬁt p
» ) match the planned level? o

2. Were parerts satisfied-with their level of
. involvement?

3. Was the program staff satisfied with the level of
parent involvement?

4. To what extent and in what ways has parent
involvemenf changed over the life of the program?

Data’ collected and used to answer "these qu;stions when compared to
information about the planned level of parental invdlvement identifiet
in Ch;pterfII should determine if discrepanéies exist. Data needed to
answer these quéstions can be gathe}ed by interviewing pqrents and the

person responsibleg for administering the parent involvement component

of the bilingual program..




4. Reporting the Evaluation Results

The information resulting from the evaluation of program operations |

should be summarized, written; and presented in the format in which it ‘
will appeas 'in the Final.Evaluation Report. The format for reporting |
the result<™will most likely be the same used &o establish the '
baseline data. However, the re;ort should contain a section on the ‘
evaluation findingg and the recommendétions being made to improve the ‘

program.



CHAPTER 1V
CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES

The most important goal of any educationql program is to improve the
pgrformance of the students enrolled in the program. Therefore,
determining student outcomes is peipaps the most important part of a
program evaluation. The purp;%élof this chapter is to describe
procedures for evaluating student outcomes. The student outcomes to
be eva{uated can be divided int6 the following four areas: English
(L2) language skills; non-English or first (L1) language skills;

academic achievement (e.g., in science, social science, and

mathematics); and affective areas of student performance.

Conducting an evaluation of student outcomes-.is neither very technical

nor complicated if the evaluation is designéd to simply describe
student performance. A student performance evaluation is interested
only in determining h;w the students in the program performed, rather
thah determining what caused the observed level of performance. An
attempt to measure the latter requires a more comprehensive évalagtion
design than the formet. These two different approaches to the
évaluation of student outcomes'are coﬁmonly referred to as evaluations
of student performance and program impact or effectiveness. The terms

program impact and program effectiveness are used interchangeably in

this Handbocok.

These two types of evaluations are widely confused when conducting |




%

evaluations of most educational (bilingual and other) programs. In

)
impact or effectiveness when actually they have only measured student

|
|
. particular, many evaluation reports make statements about program
performance. That is, they have observed that students have done
. s better (or worse) than some standard or comparison group and then have

N~
taken the unwarranted step of concluding that the program was

responsible. The Designer's Manual presents & more detailed

istinction between these two types of evaluation:

discussion of the d
v " (

Evaluating Student Performance

«
o
N

Evaluations of student performanée and evaluations of program impact
are both based on the samefkinds of measures such és tésts scores oOr
other quantitative measures, such as attendance rates. In both‘types
of evaluat{on, student scores are compaged tp some scale or standard
to give thqm meaning. Evaluation% of student‘performance usually

-

group student standards of performance~into two categories. Those

are:

0 Absolute standards of performance which compare
performance such as:

- Comprehension level (of textbooks,
newspapers, job application forms,
etc.);

- Mastery of-'specific skills such as
lanquage, math, or science; or .

- Proportion of days present in
school.

‘These standards of performance are measureable in absolute terms.
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That is, they provide information on what a student can or cannot do*
and are not compared to any other external criteria.
o} Relative standards of performance (typically
reported as percentile ranks or standard scores)
may compare student performance against:
- Norm*groups (National, Staté, and )
localy);
- Other bilingual students (National,
~ State, and local), « oo )
- "Groups of non-b111ngua1 students in
the same schgp} or distript; or /
. > N
- Bilingual program students in '
‘ previous years.
THese, of course, are only examples. There are many-other comparisons,
that can be made. However, the more compafisons made the more
technical the evaluation becomes, often resulting in inappropriate’
comparisons and misinterpretation of results. ‘»
Measures of relative performance shodld-be the backbone of student
- 1 4
outcome evaluations measuring gEnglish-language skills and academic
subjects tested in English., Performance in other languages, generally i,
must be measured in absolute terms because meaningful comparison
groups will be difficult to find.
. . p
Evaluating Program Impact =
Although d%termining the level of student performance should be the .
[ ’ .

primary goal’ nf most program evaluations, many evaluations éttemptbbo
\ .

go beyond this to demonstrate khat the program is effective and

o
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responsible for the observed Yevel of student performance. Explicitly
or implicitly, this question of program impact underlies most
evalation designs. This Handbook recommends that bilingual programs

do not attempt to ccaduct an impact evaluation. The Designer's Manual

does provide information and guidelines for expanding the evaluation

to determine program impact.

The laboratory approach to answering this question would be to divide
the students randomly into groups--one or more groups for each type of
program--and then to compare the effects of the different programs
after some reasonable amount of time. In practice, however{ because
of the diversity of services and’tﬁe characteristics of bilingual
students, this is almost never possible. The result is that the
effect of a program cannot be ééparated from effects oflother factors
in a e;nclusive manner. An evaluapion'using data from a single
aéademic year probably should not even try to prove impact. However,
data collected over several years can probably be used to develop ‘an
argument that, while not completely definitive, will be reasonab;y

convincing as to the impact of the program. Bilingual programs should

attempt to collect multi;year data on student performance.

Problems Associated With Accurate Measurement

’

A -~

In addition to the-issues described above, impact evaluations, as well
as evaluations of student performance, are themselves impacted by the

measurement techniques available to measure performance. The

predominant factor is the ability of the evaluation design and the

-




evaluator to control the "noise" or more commonl the error of
9

measurement.

It 1slgenerally accepted that test scores include some measurement
error, and that student performance is affected by many things outside
of the program. Therefore, the‘iqportant issues for anyone involved
in evaluation are (1) how much noise is thére in a car;fully done
evaluati5n? and (2) can chanées be expected in students (or iﬁpacts
due to the program) that are significant enough to be measured in
spite of the noise factor? This issue, as well as the characteristics
of bilingual programs which impact the issue, are discussed in the

5esigner's Manual.

Because of all the problems associated with evaluation, the Handbook
strongly recommends that evaluations of bilingual.programs concentrate
their efforts in conducting evaluations of student performance, rat;er
than impact. This, together with the evaluation (description) of
program operations meets the Federal evaluation requirements, as Qell

as, provides the program with sufficient information with which to make

informed decisions on how to improve the program.
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1. Develcoping the Evalustion Design

The first steps in performing the evaluation of student‘outcomes is to
determine the jspe of evaluation that will be conducted and what
questions the evaluation is desig&ed to answer. The type of
evaluation conductedy howev§r, must address the minimum Title VII
requirements.

o
Tiiie VII requires that bilingdal program evaluagion include

provisions for measuring the accomplishments of the instructional

objectives, the pfogress of the stuéents in improving their English
language skills'and a procedure for using the information ggﬁimprove
the operation of the program. Meeting these requiremgwgs is
relatively simple and can be accomplished by following the procedures
recommended in the Handbook. In order to meet these requirements, the
Handbook recommends conducting an evaluation of student performance,
rather than attempting to determine program impact. This can be

accomplished by using the basic evaluation design provided in this

Handbook.

The Basic Evaluation Design a

A3

Because of the difficulty in conducting program impact evaluations,
the recommended approach to evaluate student outcomes is simply to
evaluate student performance. This approach is referred to in this
Handbook as the basic evaluation on the basic evaluation design. This

basic evaluation design, therefore only answers the relative
3
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performance question,:"to what extent are the bilingusl students

achieving?"

The basic design has minimal requirements. These are:

o Testing only the students enrolled in the
bilingual program;

) using adequate norm-referenced tests (NRTs)
capgblevof measuring English language skills,
first (L1) language skills, if applicable, and
academic subjects (e.g., math, science, etc.)s
and’

o measuring.performance for only one academic year.

Applying these minimal design requiremeﬁts to the,first student
outcome component, English lan;uage performance, is all that is
reqired to meet the Federal evaluation requirements. However, most
bilingual programs should at least evaluate performance in two other
outcome areas, first (L1) language and academic subjects.
Additionally, although the basic dcsign does not requirc a multi-year
cvaluation design, the Handbook does recommend that bilingucl programs
attempt to coitlect multi-year perforﬁance data. At a minimum,
programs should strive to collect data over the duration of'their
grant period. It is conceivable that data showing progress over the
life of the program, can be used to argue that the bilingual program

was responsible for the outcome.

Expanding the Evalusation \

r

Programs wishing to extend the evaluation beyond a description of




*

student performance to measure program effectiveness and/or impact
will need to enhance the requirements of the basic design. At a
minimum, these evaluation designs may require three modifications.
They will have to obtain test scores for comparison purposes from

students enrolled in other bilingual or non-bilingual programs.

tSingle-year evaluations only serve the purpose of the basic evaluation

design and can only document if the program is effective compared to
baseline data, but :.cannot show year-to-year changes. Thgrefore,
evaluations attempting to measure effectiveness wiil most likely
require multi-year eyaluation designs capable of trackihé students
throughout their participation in the program. Multi—yeér evaluations
require the use of thé same measurement instruments throughout the

evaluation period and strict recordkeepihg.

Evaluations attempting to measure effectiveness will most likely also
need to expand their measurement instruments beyond norm-referenced
tests. These may include criterion-referenced tests (CRTs), mastery

tests, and other types of measures. The Designer's Manual presents a

detailed discussion of these issues and provides options which may be
added to the basic design in order to attempt documenting program

impact.

Preparing for the Evaluation

Because the evaluation resources are limited, the evaluation may not

be able to answer all questions. Priorities must be determined with

-




respect to the most useful information to be obtained from an
evaluation. The evaluation does not have to provide data on each
student's learning outcome. The evaluation may provide data only on
the students as a group. For example, measurements may be made of
changes in reading achievement of third graders but not on reading
achiesvement of a specific student in that grade. The evaluation does
r.ot have to provide data on sub-skills such as phonetic analysis but

rather on general skill levels such as reading achievement.

Certain decisions must be made before any data is collected to ensure
that the analyses can be conducted as desired. Program goals need to
be organized according to several key student or pregram features such

as:

0 Subject area (e.g., reading, writing, speaking);

o Language used in instruction (e.g., English,
.Spanish);

0 Student language proficiency category (e.g.,

English: limited or proficient, Spanish: limited
or proficient);

o Grade level of studentsyj and

0 Year of the program.

The Designer's Manual provides a worksheet and instructions for

preparing the evaluation activity.
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2. Evaluating the English Languaqge Component

The English language skills to be evaluated are the fundamental
components to language use. These include knowledge of the sound
system for oral lénguage and comprehension of the orthographical
system for written language. While each of the four language skill
areas -- listening, speaking, reading, and writing ~- can be
considered individually, one component of language cannot easily be
isolated from another. It simply cannot be assumed that mastery of
one skill area necessarily indicates mastery of a r§lated skill areaj;
nor can it be assumed that lack of skill in one area indicates lack of
skill in another. For this reason, the model recommends that

proficiency in all four language skill areas be assessed.

Three Basic Design Decisions

For practical purposes, most programs must make three basic evaluation
decisions: (a) which students to include, (b) what tests to use, and
(¢) what period of time to include. For each decision, the Handbaok

recommends a choice for a basic or minimal evaluation and then offer

“ options that will let you answer additional questions if you have the

necessary evaluation resources.

0 Which students to include? The basic evaluation
requires only testing the students enrolled in the
bilingual program. An option could be to obtain
data from other students in the district for
comparison purposes. Theoretically, the bilingual
program staff could pick out comparison groups and

.test them. 1In practice, though, this option is
realistic.only where there is a district-wide
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testing program, and the scores for all district
students arg readily available on computers or in
some other easy-to-use form.

o What tests to use? The basic evaluation requires
a reliable, standarized, norm-referenced test
(NRT) of reading and other languuage skills.
Usually, the test used for-district-wide testing
may be used. Options include criterion-referenced
tests, teacher-made tests, mastery-~tests, and
tests included as part of commercial instructional
packages. We will refer to these kinds of tests
generically as "CRTs, etc."

0 What period of time to cover? The basic
evaluation requires covering only one academic
year and testing only once in the Spring. Two
options are highly desirable: (a) multi-year
designs following program students from une year
to the next, and (b) baseline data on program-type
students obteined before the program begins. A
y " sub-issue is whether to test once or twice a year.
The first choice should be to test only once a
year-in the Spring. Options are (a) once a year
in the Fall or.(b) twice a year, Fall and Spring.

>
« These basic choices can be summarized as follows:

. Basic Evaluation , Optional Additions
" 1. Students Program only Cumparison groups
 from the district

2. Tests ' NRTs ~ . CRTs (etc.)

3. Term of Evaluation Single.year Multi-year

Baseline data

(Time of Testing) Spring only Fall only .
- Fall and Spring

Applying ‘the Basic Design to the English Language éomponent

The basic evaluation design through the use of a norm-referenced
approach provides for compsaring bilingual program students to a

national sample of students who scored at the same pretest percentile

1-47

Q o 6*9




on a nationally-normed test. For example, if the students in the
bilingual program scored at the 25th percentile on the pretest, their
e

growth can be compared to the growth of the students in the norm group

who scored at the same 25th percentile on the pretest.
' ¢

A

The norm-referenced approaéh makes the equipercentile assumption that
a group of similar students who are not enrolled in fhe bilingual
instructional'program will maintain the same percentile rank
throughout the year. This does not mean that the group without
bilingual instructionlis not learning. It simply means that their
learning rate keeps them at a similar position relative to other
students in their grade. In contrast, the students in the bilingual

program will hopefully learn faster than they would in the program.
The question therefore being addressed is, "Do the students in the
bilingual program increase their percentile ranking as compared to a

national norm group who began at the same percentile?"

Key Comparisons. to Be Made

There are many compariéons of performance that can be made. However,
the five comparisons which follow are the ones that the evaluator may
find useful and can be performed without using complex statistical
procedures.
1. Are the students in the bilingual program making
gains?

2. Is this year's student performance an improvement
over past years?




3. Are students meetlng the objectives of the
program?

4, Are students doing better in the b111ngual program
/ than in another program?

5. Are students doing better than they would be
expected to do without the program?
The answers to the first two comparisoﬁs can be easily answered by
applying the basic design and using a norm—r%ferenced test. ,The other
Y , 3 i ‘
comparisons requifé'édding one or more of the options described -

earlier, such as a comparison group of students from another program.

Selécting Appropriate Tests to Measure English Language Skills

The criteria for seleeting an achievement test to measure English
languaggaskiLls in a bilingual program are the same as those used in
selecting a test for any evaluation. However, some criteria are more

dif ficult to meet because few tests have -been developed with the needs
- .
and characteristicg of bilingual students in mind. Note also that a

major assumption is made about the measurement of the English language

1 . o
component -- that the students learning Englisﬁ language skills have

enough English language fac111tx so that festlng gan occur in English.

If this is not true, the students are llks;y being instructed in their
"\
native language andg -the'y. are acqu1rmg%anguage skills in that

language. \ \ , -

.7

‘ _ \
\ The basic evaluation design recommengé‘th& use of a standardized,
norm-referenced test (NRT) of readlng and offler iwgguage skill

evaluate the English language componenp.. Most school d1str1cts now
/ -
'd I

, .
» Ce .
.
.

' 1
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routinely administer one of these tests to all studentg. If the
district does not use a norm-referenced test (NRT) and NRT scores are
not readily available, the evaluator may choose to select one of the

tests described in the Technical Appendix. These tests are

reasonable, reliable, and valid. The main concern should be that the
test content matches the program curriculum, at least on a general
level. If this basic check is not made, it may later be discovered
that the second-grade test covers third-grade curriculum, and vice

versa. "

-There are two major problems to consider in selecting NRTs. These

are:

] Test level (floor and ceiling effects). In some
bilingual programs, the at-grade-level test is too
difficult for program students at pretest. The
next lower level may be too easy at posttest time.
If the mean score on a test is less than 25% of
the items correct or more than 75% of the items
correct, floor or ceiling effects probably exist,
and the test cannot give an accurate picture of
either student performance or program impact (See

' Out-of-Level or Functional Level Testing ir the
Technical Appendix). =~ .= '

R X

0 Mylti-year and multigrddezlevel requirements.
Most bilingual programs.cover several grade
levels, Therefore, it is desirable to have

. achievement tests that can be used to compare
progress, across grades and that can be ysed to
follow groups of students as they progress through

the grades. In practice, this means}using.any one v
of the recognized achievement tests. ° . ' .-
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Using CRTs (etc.) for Evaluating the English Language Component -- The
choice of CRTs (etc.) is more of 8 curriculum decision fhan an
evaluation decision in most districts. That is, when developing
objectives and curriculum materials for a bilingual program, many
distgicts either develop or buy tests matched to their curriculum and
the instructional materials. These tests are the best candidates to
* use in your evaluation. If you have important objectives for student
performance that are not copered by any other tests, you may wish to

develop or buy special tests just for evaluating student outcomes.

1
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3. Evaluating the Non-English Language Component

3

Bilingual programs, for evaluation purposes, can be divided based on

their non-English language component into three types.’,These are:

0 Spanish only programs;

0 Single languages other than Spanish programs; and
K

0 Multiple languene programs.

The major differences among these threé types of pfograms, from the
evaluator's perspessive, are: (a) only’Spanish-Engligh programs will
find commercial tests readily available, and (b) multiple-language
programs often include small groups that cannot be combined for

evaluation purposes.

Three Basic Design Decisions

s

The three basic decisions made for the English language cemponent also
apply to the non-English language component:. (a) which students? (b)
what tests? and (c) what time period? However, the decisions are even
simpler for the non-English language component, because there are
wer alternatives available to the evaluator. The basic options can
. i
be summarized as follows:

0 Which students? In general, only the bilingual

program students will speak the languages in

question and therefote the only students that zan

be included in thé. evaluation. In a few

‘districts, there may be comparison droups of

i N o . N
‘ Jnterest from' otheér programs or other districts
A\ ; who use thé same tests. However, in most cases,

-




only your program students will be tested in the -
non-English language, making comparigon groups
unavailable.

b

o Which tests? A limited number of standarized
~ tests are available in Spanish (although their
: norm groups-are not analogous to those from
English~-language tests, and you should not use the
norms as a simple standard of comparison). For
other languages, you are limited to, at best, a
few commercial, criterion-referenced tests, plus
locally-made tests (CRTs, etc.).

0 What period of time? Here, the evaluator has the
option of single-year or multi-year designs since
baseline data before the start of a new bilingusal
program could be collected. However, in practice,
few districts will do this. In general, if the
Engiishr language evaluation is multi-year, the
non-English language evaluation should also be
multi-year. Otherwise, both should be single-year
evaluations.

The decision on once-a-year (Spring) verus twice-a-year (Fall, Spring)

testing will probably also be the same for non-English testing as fof

-

the.English language testing.

The basic choices are summarized below.

N ’ Basic Evaluation Optional Additions
¢
- 1. Students P*ogram only None from
the distriet
' 2. Tests CRTs, etec. ' ane )
' (NRTs for Spanish)
3. Term of Evaluation Siﬁgle vR2ar . Multi-year
(Time of Testing) Spring only Fall only

- Fall and Spring

How to- Select Among the Options As you can see, the only resl option

is whether to include the non-English language component in the
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evaluation -at all. If you want to knok how yeur students are doing in
this area, you wilfjalmost certainly be able to produce teacher-madé
tests that will serve your purpbses, but you need to. consider exactly

N A

which questions you can answer .with such tests. ) .

Key Comparisons to bg Made N

i% .

J
) ~o g
The key comparisons that can be made relative to non-Eng}ish or first

(L1) language skill development/performance can be the same as those

made for the English languageqcompoﬁ%nt. Performance measurement
~

agains norms will only be possible for Spanish language performance.

’

Therefore, answering the first, compérison question for other languages

will have to be made by using locally devélopéd mastery tests.

Answering the other questions may be done by following the same

procedures as befpre. Answering the fourth question, which requires/a

comparison group, should not even be attempted.
&

2

Selecting Tests fbr the Non-English Language Component
. )"
Selecting tests for this componert is difficult because there are very
few tests available. Spanish versions are available for the
Inter-American Tes@s, the C1B8S, and the ETS Circus test. However,
conventional non-English language norms do nof exist. The
inter;American Tests (Spanish) provide user-norms based on students in
bilingual programs using that test. The norms provided with the
Spanish CTBS do not represent the population of Spanish/Eng;;sh
-5k - &

ey
¢
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bilingual students. Norms for both tests can only provide comparison
standards for student perfermance evJﬁuation, and these comparisons
are difficult to‘interpret. So far as the review of literature

indicated, no large-scale norm grons have been tested in any other

languages.




4. Evaluating Student Performance in Academic Areas

Evaluation of performance in academic areas requires the specification

of the skills to be assessed, selection of the language in which

skills are to be measured, and the identification of appropriate tests
.in English and/or the first language of the student. The evaluator

will need to determine which skill areas are to be included in the

evaluation. Measurement of achievement in literacy as well as if

major academic subject areas may be appropriate. This determination

will have to be made on a prograh-by-program basis. If a student is
not literate in'Ll or L2, then ach%eyement testing will not be
appropriate. If the students are literate, the language in which to
test the students will depend upon the language in which instruction

in the particular subject has been given, as well as the fluency of

the student in that language.

The Basic Design

Many bilingual programs include non-language, academic subjects, such
as math, social studies, and science. The same principles that apply
to the English language component apply to this component ifxﬁesting
is done in English. A minimal evaluation would consist of (a) testing
program stud?nts only, (b) using standardized, norm-referenced tests,

and (c) a single-year design. Options include .local éomparison

groups, longitudinal designs, and baseline data.




Language of Testing

The major issue in evaluating pérformance in academic subject areas 1is
whether to test in English or in the fir;t (L1) language. The
evaluation will be easier toJimplement an the results easier to
interpret if the testing is done in English. However, as a matter of

* \. common Sense, if the students are weak in Engliéh and much stronger in

'y &their native language (e.g., new arrivg}s or young children from
‘non-speaking homes), then testing in the native language may be

}equired. In such cases, the evaluation design principles for

non-English language components apply- (see above).

Selecting NRTs

A

By and large, the d;scyssion:of tests. for English language also
applies to tests for academic subjectjs tested in English! The
discussion of non-English language tgsts applies to tests of math,
science, etc. in non-English languages. The basic rule here, as it

was for English language, is to utilize the test that is used

t hroughout your district. The Technical Appendix contains a
. .
discussion on the selection of achievement tests, as well as a listing

of these tests for testing language, mathematics, science, etc.

Using CRTs (etc.)

. As in language testing, if you have test data available from your

instructional program on math, science, or other subjects, you may




want to include these data in your bilingual-program evaluation. For
subjects tested in languages other than English or Spanish, you may

have to depend on teacher-made %tests, and the normal cautions apply.




5. - Evaluating Affective Areas of Student Performance

Affective goals, like improving studenfﬁattitudes or behaviors, are
mentioned in connection'with many bilingual programs. If your
program has-specific objectives in these areas and if the program
includes specific components that are intended to change student
attitudes or behaviors, then you should consider evaluating the
effects of these components. However, you should be aware of two

problems, which are discussed below.

Affective goals must be clearly defined. In many bilingual programs,

the non-acadmic goals are defined in very generall%erms, such as
"improving self-concept." The test chosen to evaluate changes in
self-concept may be some readily available -commercial attitude test
that bears very little relationship to the seff—concebt of the pr&gram

students. The esults are almost cerEain to be meaningless.

If you wish to evaluate affective components of your program, then you
must define the goals clearly, describe~the components of the program
that are intended to address the goals, and then identify appropriate
measures, such as tests, attendance records, and so on, that match
your goals. Then you can begin to consider an evaluation design to

evaluate absolute student performance, relative student performaﬁce,

and program impact in the areas that you have designed.

Affective goals are very difficult to evaluate. While the general

evaluation design principles apply theoretically, in practice it is

o




- very difficult and ffustratiné too evaluate changes in étt;tudes, '
. self-concept, and so on. This is because (a) there is a great deal of
hoise in the measureme&t, (b) most measures are insensitive to change
in attitudes, (c) attitudes change greatly from month to month and
even from hour to hour, (d) there are few good absolute criteria
available, and (e) there are seldom any very good comparison groups

available.

0
»

"The net result is that few evaluations can provide convincing evidence
of changes in attitudes or related characteristics of the students.
k\for tHis reason, we wou'ld not advise bilingual programs to invest much

-

of their effort in evaluating these goals unless they are a major

focus of the program.

Programs wishing to measure affective areas may consult the Technical
AT b

Appendix. This volume contains a discussion of self-concept and a

listing of different tests available.




l , 6. Conducting the Data Collection Activity

Dsta collection for the first component of the evaluation, program
operationé, consists of obtaining student background information,
interviewing teacners, program administrators, and parents, as well as
observing classroom operations. Data collected for evaluating student
outcomes consist of test administration, scoring, and the recording of
test scores. The latter activity probably requires a higher levei of
effort than the former. However, data collection for the stddent
outcome component requires strict discipline and very precise

’ i
\ procedures.

Testing Ahe Students

1

Testing 'in the academic program areas -—-languébe, math, science, and
so on all require the same basic procedures;’ Lpe main distinction
that the evaluator should make i; beEween formal testing for ’
evaluatlng student outcomes and 1nf0rﬁ;1 testlng for diagnostic or
other instructional purposes, and out- ofJTével or functional level
testing. Each type of testing and testing procedures are described in

the Designer's Manual.

Scoring of Test Data -~ One of the issues in scoring tests and -

recording the scores is whether to use computers. If the program is

very large, the answer should probably be "yes," at least for

norm-referenced tests. Many programs have access to district,
>

university or state computer centers that can\ifrform the scoring of

w*
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the tests. If these servicee are not available locally, the test
| publishers or other scoring services can provide them. Hand scoring
ahd recording may still have to be performed for very small programs.
In addition, if non-standardized tests are used, it may be necessary
to score the tests by hand befure entering the scores into a computer

for analysis.

Recording Test Data -- Recording the scores is the final step in the

data collection process. To ensure that the scores will be usable,
the details of recording should be planned well before pretest time.
Where a cnmmercial scoring service is used, the evaluator may have
little control over the recording process, but if the program elects
to do its)pnﬁ scoring or wishes to transfer scores from computer
printouts to a more‘?b venient form, the evaluator must consider two
important issuesgn)(a) the accuracy of the data, and (b) the details
el

of the data recording forms. The Designer's Manual provides more

detailed guidelines for scoring and recording the data.




7. Analyzing Student Outcome Data

The analysis of the student outcome data should be performed or at
least supervised by a trained evaluator. The analysis of student
per formance data should simply answer the questions which the
evaluation was designed to answer and make the necessary comparisons
that were established during tie evaluation design phase. There are

three steps in this approach:

.

0 Examine scores for serious mistakes or unusual
results. The scores can be examined simply by
drawing the frequency distributions of test
scores. If two sets of scores are being compared
for the same students (for example, second-grade
and third-grade scores) then scatter diagrams of
one test against the other should be used.

o] Compute the mean scores and standard deviations

for program (and comparison) students. If the
‘ scores do not appear to reflect any serious
- problems or unusual program effects, then simply
compute the mean score for each group of program
students (and for each group.of comparison
students, if any). The standard deviation (a
measure of how spreac out the scores are) must
also be calculated and reported for each group.
The mean scords are used to draw comparisons or
look for progre‘s;s of the students.

o Estimate the possible effect of error on your
results. What may appear to be changes in student
performance may only be random changes in the
scores due to noise (error). Errors, in mea
scores of 5 to 10 NCEs are not uncommon,
especially with small groups of students.

~

In examining the data from the evaluation the evaluator should check
to see 1f the distribution scores resemble a no;mal curve (bell
shgped). 1f the distribution of scores is a ﬁifferent shape, this
could inuicate possible problems with the tests, testing procedures,

-»
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the scoring procedures or the data computer programs. An abnormal
distribution in the data may also be attributable to the effects bf

the program‘on specific students. .For example, in one bilingual

t

|
program, the mean scores could show second grade students making a
moderate percentile or_no}mal curve equivalent'(NCE) gain in reading.
However, when individual'students scores ar%_analxzed, it may be found
that only a few students in tha1 grace have made very large gains
while the rest of the students have made little or no change in their
percentile standings. This information is‘usefuf to the evaluator in
concluding that the program is workiag for some atudenta but not for

others. Using this finding, the program director may be able adjust

p .
the program for those students not showing improvement in reading.

-

Another problem in analyzing the data from the evaluation is the kinds
of noise (error) that remain in even the best evaluation data.
AQonsideration should be taken to ensure thaf change in students test
’ scores are not due to noise bpt too the effects of the programs.

Error in mean scores of 5-10 NCEe.are not uncommon, especially for

<

programs with small numbers'of studeﬁts. Tests of statistical

51gn1f1cance .provide the best' way of estimating the llkellhOOd that
N \
‘the results are- 51mn%y examples of random error. However, tests of

i

stat15t1cal 51gn1f1cance ‘do not provide 1nformat10n about the

L4

educational importance of results, since small gains can be

statist@éall% significant for lafge groups of students, while what

- appear to be large gains can be, due tbq random error with small groups
e toq

[y

B : .
of students. Tests of statistical significance ‘also will not indicate

flaws in your evaluation procedures. Thus, individuals responsible

- ' I/’ L

-
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I for conducting the evaluation should look for possible problems in the

evaluation procedures. The Designer's Manual presents a-thorough

discussion of this issue.

{ R

Analyzing the Data for Progrem Impact Evaluations

.
-~ -

Analyzing the data for program impact requires a demonstration that

A

the program has had an impact on student performance, it must be shown
tﬁat student performance is better than expected,‘and that the program
and nothing else is responsible. This does mot require any spéciél
analysis of the dsta. Itqrequires the use of:data From the program
operations evaluation component ana student outcones to buifd a
convincing argument. In addition to)the‘three analytic steps
described above, proving program impact will reqdire three basice
elements to build a convincing argument. These aret
o 'Evidence that students have improved their '
performance. This type 'of information documents
that similar students in the same schools had.

lower scores in the past. This requires compiling
data from several different years. .

o Evidence that non-program students have not made’a
similar improvement. This type of information
examines the possibility that scmething outside of
the bilingual program, such as a new principal or
a new district-wide curriculum, is responsible for
the improvement in bilingual student per formance.
This information can only be gemerated by having

district-wide test data.

o Evidence that the characteristics of the bilingual .

«+ students have not changed since entry into the
program. In sdme districts, the student '
population can change drastically over a period of ¢
a year or two (as when large numbers of new
arrivals enroll). Some evidence that changes in
student population are not responsible for the

-
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changes #d#n student test scgfes'must be

ted. LN R v 'y
‘ demonstrated \<3 '

M 1} /

v j N .
Analyzing evaluation data, especially program impact evaluation, is

&

careful, systematic detective work.” It consists of looking for clues
and followhkp of any leads that may help to explain the effECts (or
lack of effects) that are observed in data. A clever and thoughtful
evaluator can often build a convincing case by assembling a variety of
evidence. Unless it is sﬁecifically required‘fhay the impact of

program be assessed, it is better to spend ghe effort in developing

the instructional program.

~
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8. Interpreting the Results of the Evaluation

4
o Y

The arialysis of student outcome data described above, provides the
piogram director and evaluator with the quantitative information on
student performance. If a norm-referenced test was used, the data
wiil show how the bili%gual students compared in achievemeng to a

natiomal norm' group. Hopefully; the results®will show that bilingual
rd

students achiebed as well or better. These results, however, do not

-

¥
provide answers as to why the students achieved. The answer to this

question may possibly be found by carefully examining the results

emanating from the evaluation of prograﬁ operations.

The evaluator should understand that the two components of the
evaluation model, the discrepancy evaluation of program operations and
the evaluation of student performance, are not methodologically linked

together. As a matter of fact, each companent may stand alone. The
» - et > : - . N M - [

.baseline data developed for the evaluation of program operation,

however, does play a role in'ﬂesigning the evaluation «f student

perforﬁﬁnce. That is, the baseline data provides information to

N .

determine what outéomé areas should be evaluated.

- . “

[}
R

In addition, the results of the progrqh operations eJaluatfﬁn can

-

/
provide the evaluator with valuable information on how the pregram was

" operated, the instructional approach uésp, énd the amount of
instruction provided in the)first langu?ge }or egch academic subject
area, etc. This information can be used to "understand" the results
of the student outcomes cdmponenf of the evafuaéion. This information

) \

A
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is valuable to a perceptive evaluator wishing to find answers to

explain student performance. For.exam;le, if the discrepanéy
evaluation shows tha: histcry was taught ysing the first‘ianguége to
fourth gradg'students, but not to students in the fifth g;ade, the
evaluator mesy want to closely examine the test scéres in history for
those two grades. Depending on what the test scores show, the
evalu%tor may .be ableuto make some ass;mptions on what caused either

»

the same or different level of performgnce. The evaluator may then
wanf to more closely examine "how" the instruction was provided. For
example, the evaluator may want to ascertain the level of language
proficiency df the teacher teaching in the first langu;ge or compare
the languagg\833bssment scores, if available, of the studénts in the

two grades. All this information, when processed together, could

* provide clues for understanding what caused‘the level of performance.

Because the two componeﬁfs of the evaluations are not methodologically

”

linked, there are no specific procedures that can be described for

merging the two sets of data. Nevertheless, the recommehdeq approach
provides the evaluator with a significant aqpunt of informatidn to use
in érriv%ng at conclusions about the program. The analysis techriques
required for the evaluation, as dgscr{bed éarlier, are relatively
simple ;nd can usually be performed by following the instructions in
the test manuals as well as the discrepancy procedures described in
this Handbook. The other ingredient is the creativity‘of the
evaluator and’ project d-rector in their ability to.use the information

to better understand the program and how it might have impacted

student performance.




SHAPTER V

PREPARING THE EVALUATION REPORT

Preparation of the final evaluation report'is an important activity of
the evaluation. The évaluption report is the fi;al and most visible
product of the evgluation. Steps should be taken to assure thatkthe
report addresses the purposes and spebific questions of the

decisionmakers for -whom the evaluation was planned. In addition, the

evaluation results should be reported in a timely mapner, taking care

;tp ensure that the technical aspects of the evaluation effort are

cleariy presented. Together, these steps increase the usefulness of

the evaluation results. &

{

Preparation of the final evaluation report can be a.timg-coﬁsuming and

burdensome process if not properly planned. déwever, reporting should

——

be a continual process occurring throughout the\evaluation cycle. The
L)

preparation and sharing of evaluation infbrmétion throughout the

evaluation cycle also serves to strengthen communication between the

C .o ' S e as : 5
evaluation audiences ana those conducting the ‘evaluation, thegreby.
d X

incréasing the use of evaluation results.

There are a number of basic principles whi?h pertain to the reporting
process and serve to simplify preparation)of the final evaluation
report. This discussion assumes that compﬁetion of the report is the
primary responsibility of the program evaluator(e) contracted to
under take major segments of the bilingual pfogram evaluation.

Basically, the evaluator has three important tasks: develop an
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understanding of the audiences who will use the information} select
proper reporting format(s), and assist the audiences in using fthe -
results. Proper planning of the reporting requirements will make this
final activity easy to complete.

The evaluator must understand that clear communication requires
knowledge and understanding of the evdluation audiences. The
,identification of the audiences should have been completed during the

planning stages. However, it is helpful to review who the audiences

0y

%
are at the time of reporting. The evaluator should periodically

communicate Qith the audiences to identify their information needs and
their understanding of evaluation issues, such as testing. This will

) help theeevaluator to tailor the report speci%ically to the level of

understanding of the audiences and to detegg;ﬂg the best form in which

to report the results. Contact with the audiences also increases the
probability that evaluation results wil} in fact quzsed.

. Evaluation reports can take different forms, but whatever the form,
the report should be designed for a specific audience and be presented
in ; manﬂér that allows for résponse ahd int;raction. Although %hé
most common format is a written geport, which describes the entire
evaluation, consideration should be given‘to alternative versions for

various groups.

~/0ral presentstions are also a major vehicle for reporting to
‘professional audiences such as teachers and program staff. Oral

presentations are particularly important for highlighting the major




findings, conclusions, and recomméndations} and for establishing
two-way communication that will clarify, interpret, and influence
decisionmaking. Such presentations can be enhanced‘by a panel

- o
discussion and/or small group discussions of the reported rasults.

N U W e

Whatever reporting formats are used, the evaluator must fecus on the
A audiéhcé&s) and their specific needs. The amount of attention given
to the form of ‘reporting may make the difference between a report that

is simply received and one that influences practice.

‘ Several standard elements should be included in the report. These
e./“/ N -
inc}ude:

0 Statement of purpose;
] Program overview and background;
] The goals and objectives of the bilingual
program;
. 4
] Description of the program and students;
0 Discussion of the methodology used; including

design, sampling strategy, instrumentation, and
data analysis procedures; and e

o Presentation of the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations for program change.

The report should te concise and should include easily interpreted
tables, graphs, and other figureé limiting the amount of narrative
material presented. Important issues should be idegtified and

highlighted in the report if the résults of the evaluat;on\effort are
— )
to be maximized. Techniques such as boxing in recommendations or

using a Jifferent type face are useful to highlight the most important

\
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t
{ points of the report. Examples of actual data cellection 1nstruments
I should be included in an appendix. ,
L4
' . Once the written report is completed, copies must be submitted to the
) - funding agency. Plans should also be initiated to present the results
| of the eveluat;bn ¢ specific sudiences. Consideration must be given
to identify the appropriate person responsible for presenting the
results. It is recommended that this be the program director and/or
‘\,j— the evaluator. A decision as to which of the two will report to which

\
audiences will be dictated by the individual sdituation and deserves

careful consideration.
. . )
' . . . ) "
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OVERVIEW

This document represents the second in a three-volume series

"constituting the Handbook for Evaluating ESEA Title VII Bilingual

Education Programs. The Handbooﬁ provides practical guidelines and

recommended approaches for bilingual education program directors and

evaluators to use in evaluating bilingual programs.

’

-

In the development of the Handbook, it was readily recognized that a
single document would noﬁ be equally suitable for all bilingual
education programs. Obviously, bilingual education programs cover a
range of languages and gradg levels in a variety-ﬁ% settings. Some
programs have large evaluation budgets and access to teams of trained
and experienced evaluators. while others have limited budgets and

limited human resources.

Therefore, this document -- Volume Il,»The_Desigﬁer's Manual for

Conducting an Evaluation -- is designed to provide program directors

and evaluators, with specific guidelines, recommended procedures, and
selected materials, such aé worksheets and checklists, to use in the
evaluation. The manual provides the conceptual framework for the
recommended evaluation and data gathering model. The manual is
divided into five chapters, each describing one of the f;ve activities
of the evaluation. These are: Planning the Evaluation; Establishing
the Baseline Data for the Evaluation; Evalusting Program Operation;

Evaluating Student Outcomes; and Reporting the Evaluation Results.




Each chapter presents a detailed explanation'of the intended activity

and provides.step-by-step pfocedures f;r using the checklists and
workshegts in conducting the evaluation. Sample evaluation
ipstruments, such as interview schedules and forms to gather other
tyges oﬂ\data, are provided in reduced format. Full size copies are

provided in the Technical Appendix.

Volume I, entitled The User's Guide to Evaluation Basics discusses

evaluation issues and summarizes the procedures required to conduct an
effective evaluation. The guide provides a summary description of the
five cgmponents of a bilingual education progQam evaluation. The
guide is intended for program directors, as well as for persons
associated with the bilingual program, but ﬁot involved in the actual

evaluation activity.

H
P )

Volume III, entitled The Technical Appendix, contains a collection of

references covering various evaluation issues. These are intended to

assist program directors and program evaluators in building upon or
o

expanding the evaluation activities identified and discussed in

Volumes I and II. The volume also continued full-size, reproducible

copies of the checklists and worksheets found in the Designer's

Manual.




CONbEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE EVALUATION

Bilingual education programs represent a unique instructional\;pproach
using two languages to meet t&eir educational goals by generally
providing instruction in academic subjects usfng the student's first ~
(home) language (L1) while developing the English language skills of
the students. The students served by bilingual programs also reflect
a wide diversity in culture, socio-economic status, and educational
experiences. These aspects distinguish bilingual education programs
from all other instructional approaches.

Tne primary goal of bilingual eduéatiquggpgrams is the development of
English language skills of the students as well as the deveiopment of
their home language. Teachers recruited to teach in these programs,
therefore,.need to have language skills in the two languages being
used for instruction. Curriculum materials in the first language are

-

also needed.

Other goals of bilingual programs often include the development of the
student's self-concept by emphasizing the home culture aﬁd the
improvement of his or her p;;formance in ofher academic projects. In
order to accomplish these goals, knowledge of the students' culture by

the classroom teacher and culturally relevanf curriculum materials are

a necessity in bilingual programs.




3

Due to these factors, the evaluation of bilingual edycation programs >
must be performed with considerable caution. The selection of an
evafhation approach must take into consideratibn the varie£y of‘
educational services, the c;rriculum materials used_in the classroom,
the number of hours of instruction provided in English and in the
first language, the language skills of the classroom teacher, as ;ell

3
as the educational experience and language skills of the students.

Because of the complexity of this edu;ational context, experimental or
éuasi-experimental evaluatiﬁn designs. are often not appropriate to
evaluate Silingual programs. Expgrimental designs uéually require
candom selection of students. However, random selection is not
realistic in a bilingual education context, because it wnuld require
that student's who are eligible to rec;ive bilingual education
instruction to be placed in alternative programs for control purposes.
Similarly, the unique and differing characteristics of the students
and the difference in the instructional services they receive make it

very difficult to find comparable comparisoh groups necessary for

quasi-experimental designs. The consensus of the literature

addressing the evaluation of bilingual programs also indicates that

the use of standardized tests to evéluaté b{iihéﬁal student progress
is of dubious value. Despite these limitations, some formal
measurement of student academic achievement must be undertaken in

bilingual education, programs.
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The Recommehded Evaluation Model

The evaluation model presented in this Handbook, therefore; is solely
designed togprovide descriptiver information about the operation of the

bilingual program and on the academic performance of the students
enrolled in the program. The information gathered througﬁ this
process can be used to evaluate student progress and to some degree
provide a baromeLeriaf program effectiveness. The model is based on
the premise that an evaluation of a biliqgual program shoul&:

. 0 Provide descriptive information about the
’ operations of the bilingual program; and

0 Provide information describing student performance
(even if hindered from making inferences about
v program impact).

Therefore, the model requires the collection of student outcome data
to determine if the 'students are making progress in their learning.
It also requires the collection of information on "how" the program is

operating.

The model is also practical ard realistic in relation to the financial
and human resources available to conduct évaluations of bilingual
programs. Aside from the expertise and time of the immediate
personnel of most programs, the majority of bilingual programs have
limited funds (generally between $2,000 to $5,000 per year) to secure
private congultants to perform or assist with the evaluation.
Therefore, the model takes into consideration the amount of time and
effort that can reasonably be expected to be given to the evaluation

T 2 - < T e
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The recommended evaluation model consists of twa components. The
first component focuses on program operations (e.g., program goals,
time spent on instruction, etc.) using a discrepancy evaluation
design. The design places heavy Feliance on descriptive data about
the program; therefore requiring as an initial step, the establishment
of comprehensive baseline data on the program, the students, and the

community.

The actual evaluation ﬁnd data collection activities needed for the
evaluation of program operations are performed primarily through
search and\review of program documents such as the grant proposals,
p;evious evéluation reports, student filés, and related matefial, as
well as.péééonnel interviews and the monitoring of classroom
instfuctionf’ Pérsonnel interviews to gather information on how the
program is being operated are conducted with the program-director,
teachers, district adm%nistrators, and parents. Monitoring of
clgssroom instruction is performed through observation to determine if
the instruﬁtion is being carried out as planned and in accordance with
the original program design.

The discrepancy evaluation attempts to identify and document

differences between the initial plans of the program and the actual

manner in which the program is operating. Information about

discrepancies between the planned and actual program activities, as

identified by the discrepancy evaluation, may be used to make

" decisions on how to continue operation of the program and what changes

might be required.
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The second component of the model requires the assessment of student

outcomes. The student outcomes to be evaluated‘are:

o English language skills;

0 First language skills;
o Academic achievement; and
o Affective areas of student performance.

Because of the difficulty in conducting program impact evaluations,
the recommended approachvto evaluate student outcomes is éimply to
evaluate student performance. This approach is referred to in this
Handbook as the basic evaluation on the basic evaluaiion design. This

basic evaluation design, therefore only answers the relative

performance question, "to what extent are the bilingual students

v

achieyving?"

The basic design has minimal requirements. These are:

0 Testing only the students enrolled in the
bilingual program; '

] using adequate norm-referenced tests (NRTs)
capable of ‘measuring English- }Yanguage-skills,
first (L1)%language skills, if applicable, and
academic subjects (e.g., math, science, ete.);

and

] measuring performance for only one academic Yyear.

Applying these minimal design requirements to the first student
outcome component, Eﬁglish language performance, is all that is
reqired to meet the federal evaluation requirements. However, most

bilingual programs should at least evaluate performance in two other
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outcome areas, first (L1) larryuage and academic subjects.

Additionally, although the basic design does not require a multi-year
evaluation design, the Handbook does rucommend that bilingual programs
attempt to collect multi-year performance data. At a minimum,

programs should strive to collect data over the duration of their

grant period. It is conceivable that data showing progress over the

life of the program, can be used to argue that the bilingual program

was responsible for the outcome.

*Data resulting from the analysis of student outcomes can be used as an

indicator of overal! student performance. The data-from this
component of the evaluation, in conjunction with the discrepancy data

can be used to determine what program changes, if any, may be required

to improve student performance.

For example, the discrepancy evaluation of program operations may
reveal a significant operational change from the original design of
the instructional program. This change could have had considerable
impact on the instructional program, to the extent thét s%udent
-performance may have been affected. Knowing this, the evaluator will
be able to analyze and interpret thg outcome data affected by this

change and make. recommendations fnr changes in the program.

In summary, the purpose of the recommended evaluation model is to
~

describe student performance and program operations. It can not be

used as a measure of program impact. The recommended model meets all

the requirements established in the Title VII rules and regulations.




The regulations require that each grent have a plan to evaluate the

progress and achievements of the bilingual program. The plan must

include: ) . ' ,
o provisions for measuring the accomplishmgnts of
the instrugtional objectives of the program;
o ~provisions for measuring the progress of the
students in improving their English language
skills; and
0 a procedure for using the information gained from
the .evaluation to improve the operation of the
program. N

.~ The recommended evaluation model accomplishes this by:
o performing an evaluation of program operations
using a discrepancy evaluation approach;
o conducting an assessment of student performance in
developing English language skills, as well as
first language skills and performance in academic
subjects; and .
o conducting an ‘analysis function to determine what
changes may be required to improve the;overall
operations of the bilingual program.
The Handbook recommends that bilinguel programs should not attempt to
determine program impact. However, some basic guidelines for
extending the evaluation to determine impact are presented as optional
activities to the basic evaluation design. Extending the evaluation
beyond the basic design, however may require more resources than those
normally possessed by Title VII bilingual education programs. The
Handbook also does not address entry and exit procedure issues. The

procedures are, however, Vvery much intertwined with evaluation of

bilingual programs and should be considered when planning the

evaluation.




CHAPTER I

PLANNING THE EVALUATION

Planning is the §ingle most important task in conducting an
evaluation. Although this point seems obvious, research indicates
that many evaluations of bilingual programs, as well as evaludtions of
other educational programs, are not properly planned. Many
evaluations occur towards the end of the program year as a last-minute
t hought, simpily to produce a report to satisfy some external
requirement, usually imposed by the funding source. As a result, they

are often performed haphazardly and produce pcor results.

Evaluations performed in this manner are of little use to éither the
program itself or the funding agency. These evaluations usually, fail
to address issues fﬁht program and‘schogg administrators may have
about the program because the evaluation design failgd to incorporate
their concerns Huring the planning process. Lilewise, these
evaluations will notube‘hélpful taﬂthe funding agency since, at best,
they were planned too late in the program year to capture use ful
information and, at worst, merely represent perfunctory efforts to
fulfill a reporting requirement.

The evaluation process, to acﬁzeve its own objectives, must be

approached in a serious manner and receive as much priority as other

elements of the educational program. qugram‘adminjstrators muskt.
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realize that the evaluation process is a positive aEtivity designed to

o

provide information on which to base decisions for program

improvement.

The planning process carefully balences the reporting requirements of
the funding agency, the information needs of decisionrmakers and
program administrators, and the scarce resources available to conduct
the evaluation. It is unlikely that any given bilinguaLﬁprogfam will
have the resources needed to address all the information needs of its
different audiences. Therefore,, all parties concernea must realize

that compromises will have to be made; otherwise, resources will be

scattered; producing little useful information.

A properly conducted evaluation requires more than simplylevalpating a,
specific component of a bilingual program (e.g.; student performance):
An e’ fective evaluation plan identifies all the queslions about the

1
program that the evaluation should answer.

The evaluation planning process, therefore, involves a series of
carefully executed steps which identify the evaluation audience and
their specific information needs, set prf;rities, %gtermine which
program components to evaiuate, allocate scarce evaluation resources,

and set timelines for the evaluation process.

Next to proper planning, effective management of "the evaluation
. , .

process is a must. One person must assumevthe responsibility and have

the authority to direct and manage all facets of the evaluation. All

\
\
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* persons involved in the evaluation process must be made aware of the \\\

authority and be given instructions and direétions on how to i"tgéﬁft_

! with that person. A clear chain of command must be deliﬁea}ed. fn
most Title VII programs, the program director retains and assumes that
responsibility. For purposes of presentatioé, this Handbook assuées

that the program director is the person responsible for ensuring that!

the evaluation is planned and conducted.

¢

1. Select an Evaluator and Assign Responsibilities

Proper planning and effective management of the evaluation dictate
that the person responsible for designing and conducting the more
technical_aspecté of the evéluation be identified as early as possible
in order to becone involved in the early degisionmaking of the
evaluation'planning process. In the case af most Title VII programs,
this person is usually an iﬁdependent consultant from.outside the
school system. ;deally, the evaluator should be involved in the ¢
original design of the bi;ingual program itself. In the case of Title
VII programs, this should occur during the proposal writing stage.
This_would enable the evaluator to begin working with the program

' |

director in planning the evaluation before the academic period to be -1

covered by the evaluation commences. ‘The plan for conducting the

-

evaluation, if at all possible, should be comp eted pri&r to the first
day of school of the academic year being evalu ted.

-

A major responsibility of the progrém director is to survey the

-

available human resources in the district and, assuming he or she has

-




tme authority, decide whether to use an evaluator from within the
school system or employ an independent evaluator. The possibility of
contracting for the services of an evaluation specialist from a
unlver51ty or a‘prlvate consulting firm must be weighed against the
potentlally lower cost to the program if the evaluation can be
conducted by distrlct personnel., The program director must decide on

a course of action.

’

The prooram direcror should attempt to ensure that the person selected
as'fhe evaluator have a thorough understanding of the goals and
objeotives of bilingual education and be experienced in using
measurement and evaluotion techniques with limited-English-proficient
students. Because-it may be difficult to firnd a skilled evaluator who
understands the spec1al problems of bilingual programs, it may be more

de51rable, if affordable, to select a team of evaluators th, as a

group, possesses all the experience and required skills.

Assuming that an independent consultant or a consulting firm is
contracted to perform or provide assistance in conducting the
evaluation, the program direotor should assign clearly defined
responsibilities and specific assignments to the evaluator, the

program personnel assisting with tne evaluation, and himself.

The program director, assuming he or she is the person in charge, must

take the lead in delineating thdse responsibilities, determine the
evaluation objectives and information needed from the evaluation

activity, and ensure that the evaluation is successfully conducted.

1
K
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In this respect, the evaluation of the bilingual program is just
another activity managed by\the program director that occurs and is

implemented as planned.

The evaluator's\function and responsibilities are usually determined
by the amount of technical assistance needed by the program director
in carrying out the evaluation. The evaluator's role is therefore
generally narrower in scope, focusing more on technical matters such
as test selection, designing data collection procedures and
instruments, conducting data analyses, and reporting the ;valuation
results. The evaluator may often serve as a technical consultant to
the program director during tge'planning and implementation stages.
This role of technical advisor and consultant can be valuable to the
program, since the evaluator can provide immediate, invormal feedback
on how the program is being implemented. 0ften, problems of program
design, impleﬁentation, and management can be igentified and remedied
in the early stages of thée evaluation process. The evaluator can also
help project personnel to understand technical issues associated with

testing, diagnosis, and program design.

An independent evaluator may be able to point out instances in which
the relationship between program objectives and program activities is

temuous or unreasonable, a relationship perhaps difficult for program ‘+

~ A

personnel to observe easily. In this role, the evaluator can be used -
as a sounding board to determine whether there is a logical and close
connection between what the program intends to accomplish and what the
program is in fact 'doing. This logical nexus between program goals

-
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and program activities will provide the most convincing evidence that

the program is responsible for the outcomes observed.

Listed below are some guidgliqes for distinguishing between the roles
of the program director and evaluator. These guidelines take into
consideration the fact that the majority of the evaluation activities
will actually bei conducted by the program director and program

personnel.

The program director should: ~
o Define program goals and objectives; .
0 Describe the intended progrém;
o Describe student char;cteristics;
0 Identify target audiences for the evalugtioni
0 Determine the major areas to be covered by’ the

evaluation;

0 Identify possible _evaluators, and in some cases,
select the evaluator(s) or at least recommend the
evaluator(s);

o Serve as a liaison with the evaluator (or appoint
a staff member to serve as liaison;

o Review the evaluation design prepared by the
evaluator to make sure it meets the evaluation
needs;

o Arrange interviews or write cover letters to
questionnaires to ensure timely response and
cooperation;

0 Monitor classroom operations and observation

activities;

] Assign specific evaluation activities to program
personnel;

lJ-ﬁl_lz?




o Identify trained personnel {and suggest specific
persons) who should be involved.in data analysis
and interpretation; and

0 Review data and react to interpretations and
recommendations before they are included in the
report.

M

The evaluator should:

o Design the evaluation based on the information
‘needs identified by the program director;

o Select and/or review instruments to be used<in the
evaluation;

] Monitor testing; and

] Analyze the data and report findings.

A clear delineation of responsibilities and responsible management

will ensure that ali evaluation activities are performed effectively

and on schedule.

2. Deternine the Audience and.What to Evaluate

Determining which components of the program to evaluate is obviously a
most critical decision. However, this decision is alQays influenced
by the different parties involved with the b%lingual program.
Consequently, the decision of what to evaluate is largely determined
by the evaluation needs of the=e parties, as well as the financial and
human resources available to conduct the evaluation.

Thus, the first step in determining what to evaluate.is'to determine
who needs information from the evaluation, what type of information is

needed, and for what purposes. In addition to program administrators

-
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and other personnel associated with the program, the typical users of

evaluation information include:

!

o The funding agency;

o District administrators; -
0 School board; and

) Parents and community groups.

Each audience has different interests and needs. Therefore, the
evaluation design must address the different needs of each audience
and provide the ihformation desired, while remaining within the

budgetary constraints of the program.

Evaluations of ESEA Title VII funded programs, however, must pay
particular attention to the rules and regulations pertaining to these
programs. Embodied in these rules and reqgulations are a number of

provisions that should be viewed as minimum evaluation criteria.

Therefore the evaluation requirements for basic and demonstration
projects, as described in section 123a.22 of the April 4, 19B0 Federal
Register (Vol. 45, No. 67), must be considered in planning the

evaluation.

These regulations require that any program funded under Title VII of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1968, as amended,
must have a plan to evaluate the progress and achievements of the

bilingual program. The plan must include:

0 provisions for measuring the accomplishment of the
instructional objectives of the program; ,




] praovisions for measuring the students' progress in
improving their English language skills; and

‘o . a procedure for using the information gained from
the evaluation to improve the operation of the
program.

¥

Worksheet No. .1, which follows, is a useful tool to use to identify
the varioqs audiences that need information from the evaluation, thg
type of information needed by each audience, the reason that the
information is needed, and the time at which the information is
needed. The Worksheet is also designed to help the program director
to plan and prepare for reporting the evaluation results to all the
audiences. After filling out all the information required on this
Worksheet, the program di;ector can déf@rmine the comprehensiveness
and depth that the evaluation will require, as well as how many of the
evaluation needs can be met with the resources available.

¥

If the resources available will not permit the evaluation to assess
all the issues or program areas, the program direct;r, ;valuator, and
all othe; parties concerned will have to set priorities for the

evaluation. This will inevitably require that concessions and

compromises be made by all parties. \

How to Use Worksheet No. 1 -- In the first column, indicate the group

or groups of people who will need, information from the evaluation and

who will receive the evaluation report in whole or in part (funding
agency, district administrators, school board, etc.). A brief

statement indicating the type‘of information needed by each audience

should be written in the space provided under column two. Indicate
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under column three why the information is needed. This statement
will, to a large extent, determine the type ofl:eport (column f%ve)
needed by this particular group (oral, written, executive summary,
etc.). The statement will»also determine which section of the report
should be emphasized in the cover letter. For éxample, if the school
board is the intended audience and it is trying to determine program -
impact on English language development, the cover letter should
emphasize the section on studqnt outcomes. Coluﬁn fpur indicates whén 3
#

the information is needed in order to provide adequate time for the

audience to react to the report.

This Worksheet, when used properly, provides ;] global picture of the
evaluation and helps pinpoint the types of information that need to be
collected during the course of the evaluation. It also helps. to
determine what the evaiuatioﬁ report will contain:c It further helps
to. specify those points(at which feedback on thg evaluation report, in

draft form, must be sought prior to producing the final version.




WORKSHEZT NO. i

DETERMINE AUDIENCE AND INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS FOR THE EVALUATION

. Date Type of Report and
Audience Type of lnformation Needed R y information i3 Needed Informat ion Section to Emphasize
is Needed in Cover Letter
A
]
s

i
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3. Set Priorities and Establish Timelines

¢

~

The establi;hment ef evalugtion ériorities is a must for all bilingual
programs. Most bilingual programs allocate $3-5,000 of their budgets
for the purchase of outside consulting assistance to perform the
evaluation. This amount of money, together with the level of effort
that can be devoted to this one task by the program director and the
rest of the program pergonnel, constitute the available resnurces to
conduct the evaluation. iMore than likely, the evaluation needs
identified‘by the exercise described above will far exceed what can be
accomplished by these resources. Consequently, priorities for the

evaluation will have to be established.

The program director must analyze the evaluation needs identified and
ask the following questions. Based on the intormation identified

earlier, and the known resources:

) How much can 1 evaluate?
o How much do I need to evaluate?
] How much evaluation assistance can I afford?

-

Answers Lo these and similar questions will assist in prioritizing the

different elements of the program to be evaluated.

Additional questions, such as the ones below, will also help to

determine priorities:

0 Is information on the program's capacity to meet
Title VII regulations already available? If




information is available, thi's information can be
easily incorporated in the evaluation.

-0 What are the priority areas (e.g. parent
involvement) of the program? The evaluation
effort should give these areas priority.

o How are the program resources divided among
program components? Areas receiving a large
proportion of program resources should be
candidates for evaluation emphasis.

0 If there are insufficient resources to adequately
evaluate all components, are there areas that
should not be evaluated or should the scale of the
evaluation be reduced in some or all areag? This
decision would be made after considering which
areas are already fairly well understocd, which
areas are a low program priority, and whether the
evaluation resources are so limited that it would
be best not to evaluate them at all rather than to
conduct a general assessment of all areas.

] Which components must be evaluated each year?

Answering some or all of fheSe questions will assist the program
director to determine what must and can be evaluated. Still another
exercise to help in the priority-setfing process is to bredk down all
the different elements of the total program and prior%tize each
element of the program based on the informatioﬁ the audience needs, as
well as the Title VII requirements. After prioritizing all th;
brogram elements according to this criteria, a final priority. listing
can be developed based on the amount of evaluation activities that can
be performed with the available financial and human resources. This
determination is based on the estimated level of effort'that each task
of the evaluation will require. Estimating ‘gvel of effort is

discussed in the next section.
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- How to Usé Worksheet No. 2 -- This Worksheet is designed to assist the

person planning the evaluation to gather information in order to
establish prior}ties. This form should be completed by the program
director and discussed with the evaluator. The evaluator can also use
the Worksheet as a general guide for developing the evaluation

design.

Depending on the answers to the questions above, the program director
and evaluator will be able to:prioritize the different evaluativn
needs. To use the Worksheet, insert a "1" by components which should
receive maximum emphasis, a "2" by those receiving moderate emphasis,
a "3" by the components that will receive minimum emphasis, and an "X"
by the components not to be evaluated. After completing Worksheet No.
2, the program director and the evaluator sﬁould review the
information to ensure that priorities set by funding agencies as well

as priorities of the program are adequately represented.

As noted earlier, planning a useful evaluation involves a careful
balancifng of priorities and a sensible allocation of resources. It is
unlikely that an évaluation effort can address all possible components
and issues in any one year. Ffurthermore, it is more important to do a
thorough evaluation of the most important parts of the program than to
do a generdl evaluation of all program éomponents. Therefore, it is\
important that priorities be set intentionally rather than
arbitrarily. A program component should not be omitted from the

evaluation because of oversight o1 because the evaluation resources

were exhausted before that component could be addressed.

Ci P1-14
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JORKSHEZT NO. 2

P

SETTING PRIORITIES .

k .

23ge 3 ' ov somponents wnich «i!l fsceive 2 naximum ampnasis, 3 R
oy components receiving moderate emgnasis, 2 "3 ny components receiving

minimum emohasis, and an ""x by components which will not be evaivated.

. %
r
Oone This Next Following

. last year Year Year Year ’
Evaluation Components (19_) (t9_) (19_) (1e_)
A. Program Description Informaticn 5

|. Project Jverview A

2. Insgructional Approach

3. Project Managemant 1 ’
8. ?rogram Qpsracions :

1. Instructicnal Program Implementation )

2. Staf? Cevelopment

3. Parent lavolvement '
C. Student Sffects

i. En.glisn Language Componaent .

2. Nongnglish tanguage (omponent . /’» -

5. NonEnglisn Academic Ccmponent — — ___-?,_ 71_ st 4

4. Nonacademic Stucant £ffects - %

) :
¢ . ¥
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After the evaluation priorities have been determinec, the ﬁ;ogfém
director should establish timelines for compieting the di%g rent
components and the total evaluati .p of the program. The proggam
directo:r needs to understand that certain elements of the evaluatiqn
must be performed at very specific times during the'academ;c year and
cannot be delayed or postponed. Additionally, the program director,
in determining timelines for Fqsks assigned to specific individuals,
has to consider other responsibilit%es of evaluation team members.

a
Responsiblities and assignments may have to be modified as a result of

the established timelines.

How to Use Worksheet No. 3 -- This Worksheet can be used as a bar

chart to depict all evaluation activities. In the space provided

under the Task headﬁng, indicate all the major tasks and subtasks

required to perform each of the evaluation activities. This exercise'
‘e

‘will help the planner to "think tprough" all of the steps req01red.
The months of the "school year" are then depicted next to the tasks.
To use the bar chart, simply pléce a line through whateve; period of
time each task will require. This activity will force the planner to
determine which activity must be pefformed at what time:

x ! |
A sample Worksheet, already filled out, is attached. A blank one is

included in the Technical Appendix.

»
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WORKSHEST NO. 3.
. Completed Sampie)

TIMETABLE FOR SVALJATICN ACTIVITIES

Year

I MONTHS

. Tasks

3

t <
A. Plan Zvaluaticn Jesign* ! r ! ‘
. Setermine ~nich jod1s . -
ang vjectives 1 gach - : ! .
:smoonent 32 ‘ocus an -,
i, Z3sT cut svaiuation — .
3. Summarize cesign for )
acminisecrgeadr ——
3. P-gject Jescrigtion
1. Collecs data - divide
ue * o
2. Summarizs data
3. Review § analy2e Jaca
for purposes of plan-
ning ics use in
. analyzing evaluation
daca ——

¢. Monitoring of ?ragram
. Opsrations .
1. tnstructional ?rogram
Implemencation
a. Oavelop/select
instruments =

| AUG} 3201 UGT! NOVi LeCI <ani =01 ari ~0r! HaY) Luni L Uly

L)

B i ' ]

5.

S
3.
..

Administer
ingstruments
Analyze cata
Interdres data
Oraft Repor<t
Section

2. Staff Training

9.

G.
g,

3.
5.

.
Q.
LD

Oavelop/ssiec:
instrumants
Administaer
instrunents
Analyze data
Interpret 2ata
reapare rescor:
section

i, Parent lnvolvemant

Jevelco instruments
Aaminister instru-
ments

Analyze dacs
Interpret data
Sraft report
seczion

1

1
'

(

xLast sossible time o do this.
f

lgeally zhis would also se <one

the srevious soring.

\—w-_-s.l_d

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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L . WORKSHEET 0. 3 e
. ' {Comi ‘eted Samoie! (page & ot

| / vonTHS ,
' Augj Seol GC3t Nov) Jeg! can! ~01 Mar! 40 “8viJunt July

3. ivaluation of Language . L I l
| |

i
i Tasks
|

Components |
', Javaloon/salecs !
inseruments L b ‘
leminrster 1asIru- o .
P rents — ' . ‘ P - ,
: . Anaiyze sata § ettt -
interpret data —
. Oraft repor:
seczion 1 —

"
.

[V B Sl T
.

P

(i)

‘Zvaluation of Nen-
language Acacemic
Comoonents
|. Selec: instruments e
2. Administer instru-
ments - —
' 3. Analyze sata it -
[ 4. Interprec data —t ——
! 5
]

. Orafe repors section —d -

7. Zvaivation of Non- i

academic lsmponents . ‘
l 1. Develop/select in- ! !
! strumants _ | I
! , Agminister instruments - - !
Anaiyze <ata - |
.. interare: cata | : - |
5. Oraf: rasors section ! e !

Repors . .
a. Comoile resors
sections |
3. Review report . =
c. Srgoare final report -

[ P B
.

.....__...-..._._,__
(4]

)
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4. Determine Level of Effort, Budget and.Allocate Resources

’

One of the most difficult tasks in managing the overall evaluation is
deciding how best to util&ze the limited resour}es availghle, and yet
meet all the eva}uation needs. The assignment of responsibilities and
activ;ties to gaose contributing to the evaluation process.is often
difficult. Because most of the evaluation activities pertaining to
‘Title VII p}ograms are usually performed by the program personnel,
coordinating time schedules to permit evaluation in addition to other
program responsibilities can create great problems, especially if
.human and financial resources are limited. Nevertheless, the timely
execution of the evaluatioﬁ is essential. There are activities within
the evaluation process that cén be rescheduled; however, others must
be performed as planned in order to produce a.reliable product. The

effective program director must exercise initiative and

fesourcefulness to ensure that this is accomplished.

How to Use Worksheet No. & -- The effective program director uses as
*

many tools as paggible. Worksheet No. 4, the Operating Checklist for

Bilingual Education Program Evaluation, which follows, can be used as

a checklist to ensure that the evaluation plan contains all the

e lements needed and that they are initiated and successfully

completed. . . T
1

How to Use Worksheet No. 5 -- Worksheet No. 5, the Evaluation Summary

Guide,_summaffzeS\all evaluation activities by program component for

easy monitoring of the  entire evaluation. By using this checklist,

1 . ||'19
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WORKSHEET NO. 4 {page 1 of 2)

IYALUATION 3TE?S .

Plarning, Managing, and Staffing the Evazluation 4

I

QPERATING CHECKLIST FOR 3ILINGUAL ZDUCATION
PROGRAM EVALUATION

tniciates | omoiezad

v

termination of audience for the evaluation

1.2 Oetermine the focus of the evaluation

- 1.3 Allocation of resources for-evaluation
activities .

1.4 Setting timelines for evaluation activities

«

.ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1.5 Deveiop overall menagement plan of evaluation <
L0 1.6 Hire outside evaluator . )
1) ~ -
1.7 Assigning evaluation responsibilities to ‘ .
sgaff '

»

Planning Data Coilection for the Evaluation

2.1 Cescriotion of program

R
"0

vescription of stugents

"~
.
w

Oescription of program's goals

®lanning Monitoring of Program Coerations
5.1 QJascription of program in operation
3.2 Description of staff sevelooment activities

3.3 Description of parent involvement

2lanning Zvaivation of 3tugent lutcomes 1

«

4.1 Selection of evaiuatior questions T
k.2 Selection of evaluation design for English,
non-Eng! ish, and other areas
L.,3 Selection of assesement instruments - ’
i
.. * . . »
/ < . .
. 3. . .
“» .

- .
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WORKSHEET NO. %

Initiated | Comoleted
a2
4.5 Scheduling tne testing for the svaluation
4.5 Jlesigning procedures and scnegul ing data
colisction
. . . i
3.5 Olanning the analvsis of the 3lata : i !
i
+.7 "leporting the resuits
3. Reporsing the Resuylts and Writing the Evaluation .
fecors ;
5.1 ldentification of audiences and heporting
requirements
5.2 Estadlisning cimalines
5.3 Outline for report
5.4 Jnalysis of the data )
5.5 Selection of convening the interpretative
sane! for analyzing the data
5.5 Writing the svaluation report and planning
presentations of results
&
°
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EVALUATION SUMMARY GUIODE
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Evaluation I1Evalvation Source of . {\Who does
Questions Ingtruments Information it When ! Who hen Yho When Yho ! ‘hen
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Jescription ;
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the program director can easily monitor activities, coordinate time
schedules and assignments, and continue to plan and make appropriate
modifications in the management of the evalustion. All members of the
evaluation team should have a copy of Worksheet No. 5,,60 that the .
entire team has an understanding of the evaluation procesé, the role

o% each person in performing the evaluation, and the deadline for each
evaluation activity.

'

Determining how much of ihe evaluation should be conducted by prograﬁ
personnel, which activities should be performed by an independent
contractor, and how much the total evaluation should cost is often
dif ficult for many proéram'directors. Districts with limited contract
evaluation funds should use most of their contract funds to employ a
trained and experienced evaluator to assist them in eva}uating the
student outcomes compon;nt of the evaluation.. Other evaluation tasks,
such as describing and monitoring program operatlon, can be performed
by the program director with 8831stance from the program personnel as
a normal.part of program management. However, the evaluator should be
consulted when’performing these tasks. If project or district
personﬁel are going to be emb{oyed to perform the evaluation, the
program director must make specific assiénments and ensure that the

evaluation activities are performed on schedule.

A major step in planning and managing the evaluation, theréfore, is
determining the level of effort that will be required by each activity

of the evaluation (e.g., evaluating student outcomes) and allocating

adequate financial and human resources to the individual tasks to be

y ‘ o 11-23




performed. Evaluation resources, financial and human, will vary
widely from district to district. Additionally, the level of effort

for an evaluation is affected by a number of factors, such /as:

(] Size of the program; //
. "o What aspects of the program are evaluated;
o The number of non-English languages represented in

the population being served by the program; and

- ] The scope of the evaluation.

The Estimated Level of Effort Worksheet (Worksheet No. 6) may be used |

to estimate the amount of effort which the evaluation will require.

The Worksheet suggests three different estimated levels of effort that
can be applied in evaluating each program.component and the different
tasks within each component. These estimates are based oﬁ discussion
with persons who have conducted these evaluation activities. The

three levels are defined as minimum, moderate, and major. The amount

of evaluation activity that‘can.be performed using the minimum level
of effort may not érovide adequate data for local use, but wi{l most
‘likely satisfy evaluation requirements of the funding agency.' The .
amount of effort indicated for the moderate and major categories
rgpreéents more realistic estimates of the effort required to perform
an adequate evaluation of each program component. The major level
category does not include all of the possible evaluation activities
that could be included; rather, it establishes a level for a set of
activities which will provide adequate data for most progr;ms. Using
worksheet No. 6,*the program director can select the desired level of

e

effort for each compohenti

||'2‘0 i 4




Using this worksheet, the costs associated with the evaluationyére
easily identifiable. The hourly cost of district and prograﬁ
peraoﬁnel, including support staff, are known to the finance office.
The number of hours that will be dedicated to the effort by each
person multiplied by their'hourly wage rate determines the direct cost
to the program. This assumes no overhead for the aistrict. Also: in

some districts, trained evaluation specialists may be available at no

cost to the program.

The summary section of Worksheet No. 6 enables the program director to
summarize the level of effort required to' evaluate each program
component. It also summarizes the level of effort which will¥be
assigﬁed to district or program personnel and to the evaluator. After
reviewing the summary and total level of effo;t required, the program
director. can decide whether the evaluation,\aé planned, is affordabiei
If not, decisions will have to be made to either streamline the
evaluation effort or to seek additional resoﬁrces.

"y

A dec181on on the level of effort to be assigned to the 1ndependent

evaluator or to the consulting flrm, assuming the contract route was

_employed, will have to be made as early as possible. Once a

contractual obligation is entered into, the district will be liable’

for meeting that contract. Using the worksheet, the program director
can determine which of the evaluation actiyities will be performed by
the evaluator or when s(he) will provide assistance. Adding up the
total number of days that the evaluator will provide and multiplying

this total by the dally rate of the evaluator will determlne the cost

¢+

of the service.

»’ -
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The costs for independent evaluation consultants are usually standard,

but do vary if gbtained through a consulting company. The following
. "2

figures may be used to estimate their costs.

-0 Independent evaluator ' ,
(no overhead) ‘ $¥60-$150 per day

o Evaluator contracted through SN
evaluation company C -
(overhead included) $250-$300 per day

o Senior evaluator contracted
through major educational
research company $300-$400 per day
By using the worksheet, the program director will be able to determine
what the services of the evaluator will cost and if all the work that
needs to be performed by the evaluator is within the budget
allocation. When summarizing costs for the evaluation of each

component, use actual cost rates. Other cost items will include

purchasing tests, computer time, and report preparation.

How to Use Worksheet No. 6 -- Worksheet No. 6 may be used to estimate

the number of days needed to complete each component of the
evaluation. The recommended levels may bé u;ed or the prog;am
director may wish:t; make his or her own estimate. .The number of days
assigned to each task of the evaluatio; to be provided by program or
district personnel should be ‘circled in'order to clearly differentiate

the days to be provided by the evéluator.
- oA
This form should be completed by the program director and evaluator

after the‘evaluator“is selected. ‘IAEally, Worksheet No. 6 should be

f . - < i
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completed Endividuelly by the program director and by the evaluator in
order to compare time allocation estimates. From the individual

estimates, the director and evaluator should prepare & final

B W e T

allocation of level of effort Eo each task which should serve as the
management tool to guide the elevation process. The worksheet
provides a summary of the level of effort and cost estimates for all
icomponents of the evaluation. This worksheet cén also be used to

obtain bids from external evaluators.




‘ ‘ WORKSHEET NO. §
. g Part A

¢

ESTIMATING LEVEL OF ZFFORT REQUIREMENTS |

FOR
. DESCRISING THE PROGRAM AND THE STUDENTS

Estimates are provided for shres levels of evaluation activity for a given

year: (0ifferant activicy levels may aczur esch year).

a) Minimum - collect informstion from aroject procosal. school racords,
and project director.

b) Moderste * collect information frcm aroject drooosdl. scnool recoras.
Jrojece cicector, and 3 sample ‘one 9 Inree 2e0pis in sacn sategqorv,
of sroject staf®, silingual teacners, district dcminiscrators anc
parants using structured interviews or juesiionndires {for estimation
purposes below, assume total number of pacPle interviawsd or
receiving 8 questionnaire is eaight).

” ’

.- —

c) Major - same as chat described for ‘‘modsrats,’' except more people in
each category are interviewed or sent quastionnasires plus classroom
cbservations are conducted. (For estimation purposss below, assume '
the total number of Jeople interviewed Or recsiving quastionnairas is
fiftesn and cthat three classrooms are onserved).

. Lave! of Effaors for a Given Year .
s, (in Oays)
Task Minimum Moderate Major  Your Sstimater

1., 6 Prepare, discuss ~itn ana
obtain support of project

, director for oroposed plan : T T
3. Prepare data c¢ollection
instruments {using semoles -
provided in Designer's 3 1 2
Manual)
3. ldentify specific pecple
’ or records frem whom 20
coliect data and make ] -3 S
arringements
b, Collect daca £} 5 12
S. Analyze and organizs dats
- for use in repor: and analysis
of evaluation deta collected
. for later companents 2 4 6
Total Days (52} (13%) (253) A )
tvaluator :
( ) '
P~0ject Staff
ke D ) . . . . ¥
*  Clrcle the estimate for any tasks whicn will be dons by project staff .

instead of the sxtarnal evaluator. 00 not include these amounts in
zhe total for the evaluator.

» .
. 11-28
Q ‘ ,
- ERIC . 134 .

. - ~




WORKSHEET H0. ¢

Part 8 . !page 2 of 10}
SSTIMATING LEVEL OF ZFFORT REQUIREMENTS -
FOR . -

ZVALUATING 2ROGRAM OPERATIONS

Istimates are Sroviaed FOr two [yeveis of 2cTiviTy 10 Se 23noucsed 3ur:ing
3 Jiven vear For sacn 3f inree Ismocnents - inscruczional necroags, siaff

deveiopment, parant invoivement (Different levels of activity may octur’

each yesr):

K

Instrucziona! “dthods

a) Minimum - Conduct cbservations and interviews taice/year in oniy
two classrooms and have evaluator do int retation.”

y) Major - Conduct observations and interviews tnres :imes/vear in

all classrooms (for estimation purd>oset below, assume 2

total nuhber of classrcoms equal five) and have inter-

pretative panel.® . | .
; . R

Staff Training

a) Hinimum - Same questionnaire given to trainees foliowing each™trsin- -
ing session, Xnowledge test not used-and evaluator does
interprecatibn. (For estimation purposes Selow, assume

. fifteen trainees and tnree training sessions)._

5) “wajor - Same as for minimum, plus a knowledge test: given pre and
post training, an end'df orojest summary questionnaire
given and an interpretative oanel is used. (For escima=
tion purposes-beiow, assume fifteen trainees and three
training sessions), ' - N

(3

S3rent Involvement

a) Minimum - Address saly he issue of tne sxtent to «hica the level of
sarsnt involvement matched the planned level): evaluator
interprets data.

5) Major = Address all four srovosed evaluation questions given On
sage 31. ‘For ist:mation purloses >zlow, dssume len
sarents and €150t staff memoers interviewed): nave inter-
pretative panel.

= The alternative methods of interprezing the data are discussed in the
staffing chapter which follows.

' . ‘11-29 135 , :




Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

WORKSHEET NO. $

Part 3

Task

Lavel of Sffarc (in Jays)

Rinimum Major ‘our Estimatex

Instructional Method

Presare, discuss ~ith and
aptain suspor: of project
4ireczor for aropcsed dlan

Sresare 2ata :ollecsion
nstruments fusing samoies
sroviged in Jesigner's
Maaual)

identify who 20 cbserve
and interview and make
arrangemants to do 3o

Collect cata

~

v

[V 33

Analyze data
Interpret Jata

Write repor: section

g

N

L¥4]

EERR

Seaff Training

Total days

Prepare, discuss with and
cbtain support of project
direccor for propased plan

prepare data collection
instruments (using samples
srovided in Jesigner's
hanual)

<
“akg arrangsments for data
colleczion

—

(63) (2¢)

m
<€ o~
» .
&

"

o

b

)

Praject Scaff

-
vy
<

|

»e
-

Zollecs cata - ninimum (have

crainer saliecs all satal:
major (nave trainer collect
all data exceot end of year
quastionnaire)

Circle the estimate for any

(=3
o

tasks wnich will be done dv projecz star?

instead of the external evaluster. 0o not include these 2mounts in the

sotal for tne evaluator.
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" - JORKSHEZT MO. 3 ' ‘
. . -
oarr 3 (page 4 of !'O)
' \ , -
i
{
- K
Level of Effort (in Davs)
Task Minimum . Maior Your Estimate
5. Analyze data ) ] 7
’ 4. Interoret data and
Jeve 100 recommencations N 3
. . —
T, <rize “=pOrT 3eclion \ Iy
Total aqays’ (s) (19) ( )
. Evaluator
( )
Project Staff
?
Parent Involvement .
1. Prepire, discuss with and )
. obtain suoport of project
. di rector for propased plan : b4
' 2. °regare data collection
: instruments (using. samoles
provided in-Designar's
nanual) ¢ ! —
3. Make arrangemencs for data
collection s | —_
4. Collect data T 6 .
3. Analyze data 1. 3 —_—
6. Incerpret data and
develop recommendations 1 2
7. Write recort section ! 2
LN
Total days (&) {152) (s )
Svaiuater
. o { )
- Preiect starf
\ t .
. 8

v =3 137 .
ERIC : 1

. .




RKSHERY

(page § of

-

{

a&; n-n-mum - Use only a pupiished self concept measure: enalyze only By
jrace’ang student droficiency; evaluator doss interorstation.

2 - o ;0’
art o .
R
- SSTIMATING LIVEL OF EFFORT- REQUIREMENTS
~\\ FOR
ZYALUATING STUDENT CUTCOMES
Estimates are orovided for two levels of activity to e conducted during 3
jiven vear ‘or eacn of four comoonents-<Engiish language comoonent, no?Ean ish
V'anguage comoonent . fonianguace academic comoonent, and ~onacademic stuadnt
afimcis. . .
2nglish Language Comgonent )
a) Minimum - Use norm-referenced evaluvation design only; anaiyze by
grede, ‘supjecz. language used in instruction, and student
proficiency; evaluator does interpretation. .
-
. 5) Mhjor/ - Use time series, normereferenced and COMpArison group
! evaluyation du-gns. analyze by grade, subject, languz;c
used in instruction, student oroficigncy factors: use
~ interpratative panel..
“onEnglisn Languace icmoonent -
a) Mimimum - Use existing test and ¢o norm-referenced eveiuation design
only; analyze by grade, subject, language used and student
aroficiancy; evaluator. does interdretation. R
5) Major _~ Daveliop cwn test; us& time series, norm-referenced and
- :ompanxon, designs; analyze By grade, subject, language
used in nstruction and s:udcn: proficiency; use inter-
pretative panel.
\ “
Yon languace Academic Comognent '
ﬁ Minimum - Use €éxisting test, compare to national norms; anaiyze only
by grade; ‘evaluater does 3nr.crprotu'ion. .
b) Major - Use existing test. comoare to national norms: anelyze by
& grado and two'other xay factors; use interpretative panel.
L
) . . > . .
Nonacademic Student Iffects .

5) Major - Use all zroposed evaluation aucs:ions ang pata collection
) instrunencs: analyze by jrade and student proficiency; use
v interpretative panel. °
S~
. 1
. Y
T a
’
H
’
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I‘ . . AORKSHEZT_NO. &'

St R

93!’! ': : < \ [*]
) 9
A " .

Level of £ffort (in Days)

Jask Minimum Maior Your Estimate*

Snalish Language Comoonent

1.

9

Prepare, discuss with and
J0tain support 3f oroject
lirector ‘or sroposec >ian

Selecs aooropriate ests

Train test aaministrators and
make arrangements for testing

Supervise zesting - minimum
(one day each, pre- and post-

.testing) ; major (monicor ali

testing)

Analyze data’ - minimum (pre-
pere achievement data for
standard comouter analysis);
major (prepare data for'
standard computer analysis,
for several analyses)

Interpret results

Write report seczion

Ut

14e

8+
10
10+

emmn—
enp———
——

Total days

Non€aglish Lanquage Comgonent

(8]

Prepark, discuss with and
obtain supoort of project
direczor for proposea olan

Selec: aopropriate tests

1
Train test. acministrators and
maxe arrangaments for testing

2. zle estimace for any tasks whigh will be done by projec: staff instead
of the external evaluator. Do not’include these amounts in the total for

the evaluator.

(123)

.-

(50+)

S

(B3

( )
Evaluator

Project Staff

11-33
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T WORKSHEEY NO. 5 ’ - 2 gt
WORK l,.l . {page 7 of 10)
Parg o .

- Level of Effort (in-Oays)
Task Minimum major Your £stimatex

4, Suoervise tasting - minimuen
(one day each, pre- and post-

. testing) ; major {monicor all
| testing) . 2 i0»
]
! 5. inaivze 3ata - Minidum (ore-
- Jare achievement gaca ‘or
. szancard computer analysis);
najor - (prepare data for
standard comouter analysis .
for several analyses) 2. 8
6. \Interpret resuits 2 10 . -
7. Write report section 2 - 10 "
% - Total days (10%) (453) (
. Evaivator
( )

Project Staff

Nonisnguage Academic Comoonent

! 1. Prepare, discuss with and ’
ootain support from project
diregcor for proposed olan

.-
-

~
'

Seliect agoropriate fests -

minimum (omcome familiar with
district tests); major (review
commercial achievement tests

and match %o curricuium) | i

v
3

3. Train test administrators and
make arrangements for testing 1 2

3, Supervise %esting - minumum N .
(one day each, pre- and post-
zesting) ' 2 10+
. Analvze data - tinimum ore-
pare acnigvement data for |
standard computer analysis);
major (prepszre dats for sctand-
ard computer analysis for
several analyses) 2 8

S
ALl

ERIC ' ’ : :

s . !




WORKSHEET.NO. 3

»

Partz C
e i
*
-
Level of Effort (in days)
Task . Minimum “aigr vYour Sstimaten
3. :nceraret -esuils 2 10 ‘
. drits resort section : 3
Total days (10%) (45+) ( )
Evaluator
", ( )
Project Starff
Nonacadenic Comoonent
. Arepare, discuss with and
¢ ‘tain support from projecs
g1 reczor for proposed plan ] b
2.| Select or develoo appropriate .
\ instruments 1 4
3. Train test administrators and B
make arrangements for testing
and other data collection 1 4
4, Analyze data - minimum (pre-
sare for standard comouter
analysis) 2 8 -
S. Interpret results 2 10 —
3. Write report section 2 _8
Total days (83%) (34%) ’ ({ )
L tvaluator
{ )
d-hrect Staff
—
* 11-35 1 1 1




TIPS T ar . ‘JORKSHELE';“ NOL S :, i} -
‘ ., , ' Part D

SUMMARY QF ESTIMATED LEVEL JIF EFFORT
REQU1IREMENTS AND
ASSQCJATED £0STS

’ Summary of Davs tEvaluator Project Staff
Program Description

Monitoring Program
Operations

Instructional
Methods

Staff Training
Parent Involvamant

Evalvating Studant
Effects . ,

English Language
Component

NonEnglish Language .
Comocnent

Nonlanquage
Academic Component

¥ Non language Student
" Effects .

() _ (

“stal 2avs ¢ 2vaiuator zost per Jay = Total evaluator cost der vear

~—

X -
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\ AN . ‘ » WORKSHEET NO? % o {page 10 o.f 19) °-

; Part 0 -
| 2
. »
.
. Costs (in Dollars)
?rogram Monitoring gvaluating -
Agdiz:sna: .0st  tams Jescriotion 3engram Joerations Stugent IFfSsz:s.
‘. Secratarv time
2. ?Printing -
) ——————— —— A —————
3. nMailing
4. Other .
3. -
— —— SO -
a.—_— A ———— et ————— R —————
L]
s. ‘
—— — ——— [
d. e
rrme——— — ——— ———
e.
——— e ——— | —— ———————
N
tocal's
total Zvaluator Costs
Total Additional Costs
Totai Costs ‘urivaluation
- 3 -3 ZREETEEER
rd
, p
+

X
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5. Plan the Data Analysis Function

The proéram director and evalustor should plan the specific data

analysis activities that will be required by-the evaluation. The type

" of analysis and techniques to be used will depénd Targely on the types

of data collected. Data from the first facet of the evaluation will

“consist primarily of narrative descriptions of program operations, as

well as responses from the interviews collected. Data from the secggd
facet of the evaluation will be primarily in the form of test scores.

The data agalysis required by the ;gcommended evaluation model is
straighforward and relatively easy to perform. Analysis data from
program operations data is analyied by simply comparing two sets of
similar data. One set describes the program as it was intended to
operate, while the other describes how the program is actually
operating. Therefore,.the only analysis required is to exaine the
information and determine if there is a difference in the two sets of
data. The analysis of student outcome -data is somewhat more
technical, but can be performed by a trained evaluator. The analysis

procedures are usually found written the test manual supplied with the

test. ,These procedures are usually easy to perform.

The two types of data are analyzed separately and are intertwined only
through the efforts of a perceptive evaluator. The two types of data
can stand alone and do not need to be integrated. However, a
perceptive evaluator will be able to see how the two types of data can

be used to support each other.
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The important consideration during the planning stage is to determine
how the analysis function will be conducted. Data analysis will most
probably be performed by the evaluator. The time schedule for the

evaluation should allow ample time to conduct the analyses.

6. Plan the Data Interpretation Function

Data interpretation in bilingual program evaluation is often not a
strictly empirical task. To repeat the basic premise of this
Handbook, it is probably impossible to show tbaE children in the
bilingual program did better in the program th;n they would have
without it by employing conventional social science research methods.
Therefore, interpreting the data obtained by evaluation efforts is not
a mechanical exercise-of reciting significant alpha§. Rather than
concluding that the bilingual program nworks" better than some
alternate treatment, the interpretive exercise is more likely to be in
the nature of a policy question. Does the bilingual program "wory"
well enough? Are decisionmakers and constituents satigfied with the
program and the student's progress? Recoénizing the policy
implication function of data ;nterpretation, an Enterpretive panel may
be a better alternative to perform this function. 'Chapter IJ/provides

a more detailed dischssion on the interpretation function.

Therefore, an important step in the evaluation is how the
interpretation function is accomplished. An evaluation may be

technically sound and well conducted, but may fail to be ugsed by
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decisionmakers because appropriate people were not involved in

interpreting the data and in the development of recommendations.

Two basic approaches are suggested for data. interpretation and
formulating recommendations for program modification. The firs£
approach is for the evaluator to analyze, study, and interpret the
results. Using informal means, the evéluator then checksvthe
interpretations and recommendations with program staff and others as
he/she deems appropriate. The second approach is to convene a panel
of people with* various perspectives on the program and have them

interpret the results. The paneﬁgmay consist of individuals that are

representative of the various audiences.

7. Plan the Reporting of the Evaluation

.- -Preparation of the final evq%?aticn report is an important activity of
the evaluation. The evaluation report is the final and most visible
product of .the evaluation. Steps should be taken to assure that the

report. addresses Ehe purposes and specific questions of the

decisionmakers for whom the evaluation was planned. In addition, the
evaluation results should be reported in a timely manner, taking care

to ensure that the_technicai aspects of the evaluation effort are

clearly presented. Together, these steps increase the usefulness of

the evéluation results. .

)

Prebarhtion of the final evaluation report can be a time-consuming and

. burdensome .process if not properly planned. However, reporting should
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be a continual process or activity that occurs throughout the
evaluation cycle. For example, Chapter III will recommend that
following each classroom observation, a brief report should be
prepared. These brief reports §hould be summarized at least three
times during the program year--fall, winter, and spring -- and should
be shared with program personnel so tha: they can become part of the
pfogram improvement process. Thus, these brief reports and summaries
prepared throughout the evaluation cycle will all feed into the final
evaluation report, thus simplifying the reporting process. The
prep;ration and sharing of evaluation information throughout the
evaluation cycle also serves to strengthen communication bet?een the
evaluation audiences and those cohducting the evaluation, thereby

increasing the use of evaluation results.

There are a number of basic principles which pertain to the reporting
process and serve to simplify prepazatioﬁ of the final evaluation
report. This discussion assumes that completion of the report is the
primary responsibility of the program evaluator(s) contracted to
undertake major segments of the bilingual program evaluatién.
Basically, the evaluator has three impo}tant tasks: develop an
understanding of the audiences who will use the information, select a
prope} reporting format(s), and:assist the audiences in using the
results. Proper/;lanning of the reporting requirements will make this

final activity easy to complete.

Several standard elements should be included in the report. These

include:
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} ] Stagament of purpose;
| o Program overview and background;
o The goals and objectives of the b111ngual
program;
] Descriptioﬁ of the program and students;
o Discussion of the methodology used; including

design, sampling strategy, 1nstrumentat10n, and
data analy81s ‘procedures; and

] Presentation of the findings, conclusions,‘and
recommendations for program change.
The report should be concise and should include easily interpreted
tables, graphs, and other figures limiting the amount of narrative
material presented. Important issues should be identified and
highlighted in the report if the results of the evaluation effort are
to be maximized. Techniques such as boxing in recommendations or
using a different type face ;re useful to highlight the most important
points of the report. Examples of actual data collecuiion instruments

should be included in an eppendix. Chapter V prpvides more detailed

guidelines for developing the report.




CHAPTER I1I

s
ESTABLISHING BASELINE DATA REQUIRED FOR THE EVALUATION

The evaluation model for evaluating Title V}I bilingual education
programs presented in this Handbook has t;o compénqnts. The first
component evaluates-program'operétions (e.g. program administration,
staff development, parental involvement, étc:) using a discrepancy
evaluatioanesign.: The sacénd evaluates student outcomes. Results of
these two evaluation activities taken together constitute the basis

for determining how the program opérated and provides a description of

student performance.

In order to conduct the discrepancy evaluation of program operations,
information on how the program was originally designed.and intended to
operate must be collected and documented. This infoémation serves as
the baseline dats, which are compared to the data resulting from the -

actual evaluation of program operations as described in Chapter IIl.

The baseline data are also taken into account in developing the
student outcomes evaluation design for the student outcomes component
of the evaluation. Therefore, a very early and important step in

conducting an evaluation of a bilingual program is the establishment

of baseline information about the total program.




This description ideétifies who the program ié mean£ to serve, the
exact serviceé,of the -program, how these services are to be provided,
and what outcomes are expected from the services. This description
enables the evaluator to ‘determine (a) whether the bilingual program
meets the original intent, and (b) whether any marked achievements can

reasonably be attributed to the program.

b

Compafing of the orig}nal program design, as described by the baseline
data, to its actual operation, as determined by tHe evaluation of
pfogpam operations, will indicate areas of the ﬁrogram that have
eithér not been implemented or have changed from the time that the
;program was originally designed. Di§crepancies identified as a result
of £hi§ comparison. are a powerful management tool for the program
diéeétof and a programmatically useful part of the ;hoie evaluation
process. This comparison can also help to determine whether the éoals

R

of the program are'reasonable, and provide information about the

relationship between program activities and program outcomes.

In order to accomplish this, the pérsons conducting the various

evaluation activities must first develop proper dogymentation of the

_program context, the target students: the PrTogram goals, and the

instructional program. This is not a difficult task. The information .

v .

to be collected should:clearly describe ‘how the proéram is dﬁsigned to

meet its goals, as well as the. total environment in which the program

operates. Once thi's documentation is accomplished, the program
director, with assistance from the evaluator, will be able to use the

information to design the evaluation -and to analyze and interpre; the

1=-L4
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.samply informative. Most importantly, the information collected

'updated,)thus avoiding surveys or other time-consuming efforts. The ,

3 r*\\ ) . ) ~ g
. 3
evaluation results. The documentation does not need to be elaborate,

should be complete, detailed, and easy to understand. -~

Baseline Data Needed, for- the Evaluation i \\w. "

1. Describe the Context of the Prcgram

L4

Develop e simple, but accurate description of the school district and.
‘ 1

neighborhood. Data from previous evaluatign repcrts can be easily *—nl\‘,
. .o

type of information that should be covered in the description /
v
includes: -

~

] Community characteristics - A

- Languages spoken :
- Ethnicity .
- Social economic status (SES) levels

- Mobility and length of residence (//

- Size

] Local Education Agency (LEA).description

- Size

- Financial status :

- Facilities available for the bilingual
program

- General goals

- Philosophy towards language and cultural
diversity
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0 School Describtion $
. Y - number of bilingual students by language
. & group’ .
- number in the bilingual program
- how studemnts are assigned to classroooms
- " bilinguality mix in classrooms
- parent involvement in school affairs
™ , The ﬂhformétion collected on the program context should be compiled
immediately after the data-gathering phase. While technical analysis
, of the information is not required; the program'director and evaluator
, should review the data in order to plan the program mgnitoring portioﬁ
of the evaluation and make preliminary decisions on how the data will
be used during analysi% to determine program outcomes. The
information should be written in narrative form for inclusion in the
- final report. The topicsland subheadings provided above may serve as

an outline for reporting this information.

N 2. Describe the Students

Baseline information about the language proficiency and dominance,
o cultural background, and overall academic achievement of the students
enrolled in the bilin%hal program is essential for designing and
conducting the evqluation. The data must include information on the

skill level’of the students in both English and their home language,

as well as their level of performance in the subject areas being

taught. The description should also include information on the

student's learning background and school environment. At a minimuym,

the baseline data must include"inﬂgrmation on the following areas:.

é
3 k3 <
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o Definition of project student ]
] étudent selection criteria & method — |
- Tests & cﬁt-off scores used
- Role of teacher judgment
- Role of parent wishes
- Method of combining criteria
o Exit criteria & follow-up
o Student turnover
o Student characteristics at beginning of year
- Language proficiency
- Achievement level

- Biographic data

This information is essential for grouping students according to both

current skills and past experience during data analysis activities and

plays a major role in determining student performance. For - example,
a student with a low English reading pretest score might be expected
to show greater improvement if he or she were a new arrival from a .
high SES background, and with no previous straining in English reading,

than if he or she were from a low SES background and had been in a

- } -
~ bilingual program for several years.
.

¢

A ‘more accurate understanding of“}he evaluation results can be
(obtained if the baseliné‘data present a clear picture of the
environment and learning history of the students in the program.
Unfortunately, few programse collect this information during the 2

evaluation, and even fewer present a systematic treatment of this

information in evaluation reports.

EEEIRLY 15"




Because most bilingual programs span several grade levels and are
funded for a minimum of three years, bilingual programs should develop
multi-year student profiles These multi-year profiles can increas
the value of the student descriptions. Since most schoolé keep
permanent student record files, the evaluator can easily make minor
additions to the records each year to ensure that the appropriate
background and information on services is readily available for each

student in the program.

Many programs enroll substantial numbers of monolingual,
native-English speakefs, as well as students classified as
limited-English-proficient (LEP), but who‘may be proficient in
English., It is necessary to maintain the same amount of information
on Engl;sh lanéuage experience for these students as is required for
non-proficient students. Knowledge of the different language levels
of étud%ﬁf@*dn a class can be used to describe the linguistic
environﬁent of that class. Information on these students can be
analyzeé sepgrately from that collected for students who are learning
English as a second language to determine the effects of bilingual

instruction on these students.

IprrmaEion on the students should be compiled in narrative' form for
inclusion in the final repogt. This information diffexs from that
collected in the previous section in two important ways: first, this
information could change markedly from one year to the next‘(the
informatioW on the community may change but it is likely to be
gradual), and second, information on the students can be modified by

the program. ™
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3. Describe the Program Goals

~

Developing a clear and complete description of the goals of the
program is an esssential part of establishing baseline data. Goal
setting, although important, is often overlooked or ignored during the
program planning stage. Therefore, many programs operate year-to-year
with little or no set direction. Programs that fail to establish
clear and measurable goais cannot expect tc Le able to measure program
outcomes.

Most pfogram goals are estaplished to meet local, State, and possibly
Federal guidelines in ad&ition to other guidelines developed by
parents and program personnel. Simply complying with these guidelines
often determines the major goals ané how. they will be met. These
goals, as well as those intended to meet local needs, should be
included in the description. Also incluaed should be a timetable for

accomplishing the goals.

Programs should distiﬁguish between short-term, intermediate goals
relevant to a single-year evaluation and long-range goals that can be -
evaluated only over a period of several years. Failing to make this
distinction creates problems for bilingual progrt¢ 3, since some
long-term goals {(e.g., improved English skills) may not be applicable
and measurable until the later grades. Long-terq goals are also
affected by the high rate of student turnoéer experienced by many
bilingual programs. .Since long-term goals would not apply to a

short-term student, two sets of goals are required. This should be

clearly stated and presented in the baseline*data being collected.

R 1 1-49 :
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Defining and describing student achievement goals is another important
step in establisHting baseline data. While there are many important
conSiderations to recognize when specifying student achievement goals,

the baseline data must include information on:

0 Subject areas (e.g., reading, language, math);

o} Languages to be used (e.g., English, Spanish,
etc.);

o+ Student language proficiency category (&.ge,

English: limited or proficient, Spanish: limited
or proficient); -

o] Grade level; and:
o Student affective goals (e.g., self-concept and
-attitudes towards school). |

Students who are exited from'a bilingual program to a‘conventional
classroom often require special follow-up services. Districts that
provide such services should clearly specify and carefully describe
how they are integr§ted into the goals of the program, along with
other educational goals. . . -

>

Because the original needs of the program, aé stated in the proposal,

.

may have changed, the information collected should be reviewed by the
program director. Changes that have occurred should be properly

documented.

A detailed description of the goals for each component of the project
being evaluated -- e.g., program operations, parent involvement, staff
development, and student effects -- shduld be developed. The

baseline data collected sHould be used to finalize the evaluation

11-50
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design and to ensure that each goal is appropriately measured by the
evaluation activity. The information will also be used to interpret
the evaluation results and make recommendations. The Final Evaluation
Report should indicate if progress toyards meeting the goals was
measured, if the goals were met, and if not, what changes are
necessary to ensure that the goals will be met, or what changes‘should

be made in the goals. It is important to remember that not all goals

need to be met in the current reporting period.

4. Describe the Instructional Program

Establishing baseline data for the instructional program requires more
time and effort than any of the other three areas on which informat ion

is collected. Baseline data collection on the program context,

*

students, and program goals basically requires the review of existing
records, files, and the original project proposal. Baseline data
collection for the instructional prograﬁ, however, requires
face-to-face interviews of persons associated with therrogram; as

well as review of program documents.

A description of the instructional program can be divided into three

categories:

0 An overview of the program as it was originally
designed and initiaL&y implemented;
)

0 A description of the instructional approach used “
in the program, including (1) student selection,
(2) self-concept and cultural emphasis, (3)
content of instruction, (4) presentation of
content, and (5) scheduling; and

[}
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0 Management of the program, including (1) staff
organization, (2) staff roles, (3) 'staff
development, (4) parent and commynity factors,. (5)
communication links with different audiences, and
(6) dissemination of program information.

Thus, the description of the instructional program is the most

- exhaustive of the activities associated with the establishment of

baseline data.

Information for the program overview can be collected easily from
information contained in the grant proposal. It should include the
grade levels and number of classrooms served by the program, the
" amount of instructional time devoted to dual language instruction, and

a definition of the program design (maintenance, transitional, etc.).

A description of the actﬁal instructional approach used in the
classroom and the basis for that approach require the most
comprehensive description of any part of the bilingual program. ' This
information can be collected from program related documents, student
records, classroom observations and interviews with program
administrators, teachers and parents. This descripéion_is also the
most important element used during the data analysis and
interpretation. It is therefore esséntial that program personnel pay
particular ‘attention to this component. A partial listing of the
types of info;mation to be collected follows. An expanded listing is

included in the Technical Appendix.




4.

Descriptive Information on the Instructional Approach
Content of instruction s
a. Content areas covered
b. Who determines content
c. Other content features

(1) Relationship of content to goals

(2) Articulation of project content with existing
district curriculum

Presentation of cortent
a. Instructional approach

(1) Type, e.g., concurrent, alternate day/week,
preview/review half-day, resource room,
and/or biiingual aide ‘

(2) Organizational practices, e.g., individualized,
large group, learning centers, peer tutoring,
small group instruction, and/or team teaching.

b. Methodologies for bilingual edugation

(1) Language of instruction

(2) Approach to second language instruction

(3) Approach to reading instruction

(4) Approach to other academic instruction

Scheduling

a. Grouping and regrouping

(1) Across classes
(2) Within classes

b. Daily schedules
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Identifying the gJ;ls of program services and aescribing variation in
educational service is a very imp-rtant pa;t of this acfivity. In
most programs, the services vary for different students deﬁending on
their language skills, reading and math skills, and other factors. In
such cases, each different service must be ‘described separately, and,

when analyzing the evaluation data, students must be grouped according

to the services they received. N

In describing the bilingual program, it is essential to describe
clearly what the students have experienced throughout their
participation in the program. Therefore, a multi-year description of
services should be developed. For example, b}langual programs that

include a coordinated curriculum for grades K-6 must describe the

complete program.

A description of the overall program organization and management is
the last requirement of the baseline data collection activity. This.

description will provide the basis for evaluating the operational

effectiveness of the program. The information should cover the

following areas:




Descriptive Information on the Instructional Program

Staff Oréanization

a. List of staff members and time commitment
b. Organizational structure

c. Qualifications

d. Selection procedures

Responsibilities and Roles of Program Personnel

"a. Project Director

b. Teachers
c. Aides
d. Other staff

Staff Development Program

a. Needs assessment

h, Structure of training N .
c. Characteristics of Training

d. Audiences Trained

Parents and Community

a. Parent involvement in school affairs

b. Community input in progrsm planning, e.g., through
advisory group, '

c. Community support for project

d. Parent education

e. Parent conferences/counseling

- - ’
Communication

a. Staff relations
b. Relations with nonproject staff

Dissemination of project information

a. School personnel
b. Parents and community
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5. Develop the Program Description -

The amount of aata.to pe colXected will'obv?i:sly vary from program to
. proéram. Once the evaluator, in consu. ation with the program
director, makes tﬁg necessary decisions on what information to
collect, the sourceé for the information should be identified and the
proper data collectién instruments selected and/or developed.

Information on each program component will come from several sources.

These sources may include:

0 The program proposal;
0 Studept records and other files;
0 Previous evaluation;
o The proéram director; /
0 Program staff;
] Bilingual teachers;
0 District administrators;
o Classroom administrators;
0 Classroom activities; and
] Parents.

Information from these sources is obtained by examining program
documents and from interviews. Data collection should begin by
September 15th of the first project year. Data should be updated by
September 15th of each of the following years ag needed to permit

current analysis and interpretation.

—
&
o
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Much of the information to describe the program context, goals, and,
management can be found in the grant proposai, prior evaluation
reports, and other related documents. These sources may provide some

information on the instructional program as well. Student records
will prnvide information on the students characteristics, prior
history, and performance. Worksheet No. 7, can be used to extract

this information.

However, a significant amount of jinformation will have to be collected
from program personnel. Worksheets 8, 9, and 10 are sample interview
schedules provided to assist the pérsons conducting the data
collection activities. Worksheets 7, 8, 9, and 10 are included at

the end of this narrative section.

How to Use Worksheets No. 7, 8, 9, and 10 --~ These worksheets are

designed to gather information from program documents, the program
director, program staff, and local and district administrators. The
person conducting these activities can interview the project director
(Worksheet No. 8), program staff (Worksheet No. 9), and local and
district administrators (Worksheet No. 10) and record their responses
to questions that appear on these worksheets. These worksheets can be
modified to meet the unique needs or focis of individual bilingual
programs. Gnce all the interviews have been completed, the
information should be synthesized to produce a document which provides
a clear description of each of the four components of the intended

program as originally described.

~
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Each of the questions on these worksheets corresponds to one of the
four programp components (cqntext, students, goals, ahQ’the
instructional program). Each question is coded with a letter whiqh
identifies which component the questiqn corresponds to. The coded

letters are: C for program context; S for students; G for program

goals; and P for instructional program.
~

Once the interviews have heen conducted, .the person conducting the

interview can readily'provide the information that describes that

v

particular subsection of the program ccmponent.

»

6. Document and Report the Baseline Data

Once the desired information is collected, attention should be focused

osn the various ways it is to be used. The information:

o Will be used as baseline information during the
program monitoring .activities of the evaluation

- process;
o Will provide a partial basis for planping the

analysis and interpretation of student outcomes,
as ‘described in Chapter IV; and

0 Will be reported directly to various audiences as
part of the evaluation reports written for them.

Immediately after the preliminary data have been collected, the data
should be summarized in the form that they will appear in the Final
) —_—

Evaluation Report and submitted to the program director for review.

[}

Aﬁ initial analysis and interpretation of the data should be conducted

to determine which variables, if any, are to be used as’'a basis for

Y
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l separate analyses. Chapters IlI and IV provide more detailed

information on how to conduct the data analysis and interpretation
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. . . >

13 Jotain the ‘ndigated 'nformation. . .
N
c: Jhat are Ine nyjor drojec: joaisl . - ‘ .
. . ) ’
Linguistically

(s)
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a2 A e

’ e . AORKSHEET NO. 7
tpage 2 or 5)
£
~ - ¥ ‘
Nonacacemic achievement

v ¢

" \

7

121 4, «hat jrade .evels and how many classrooms ire served by the oroject?

(P) . what portion of the school day is covered?
(C) 4. Dascribe the following community characteristics

a. lLianguages 3poken (approximate percentage speaking each language)

\ .
—
< i
. -
5. Ethnicicy {approximate percantage of each) .
> . .
R
c. Sociosconomic status (generai dncriot‘(‘ion based on type of
emo loyment) ~ e : » .
% ; .
d, Size of community
> .
\
P
Y
R .
. * Y A !
*
- - ’
. .
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‘ AORKSHEET NO. 7
- ' ‘ ‘page 3 of 5)

o -

e

. . 3

(€)

. Describe zne local equcation adency as follows:

-~

a. Size

5. Financial status of districe

2. Tac:hties availaoie for aroject
-~

(€} 8. Descrive the following school characteristics .
AN k1

a. Numoer of oilinguals in sehool by language group

o

b. Number of ‘students in bilinguai program

c. Bilingual mix .in the classrooms

P} 9, Describe the project staff and its organization. List each member of
the staff, the percsntage of time committed to zhe roject and the'ir
quaiifications

Percentage
Title Name time . Qualifications
i .
,
/. .
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WORKSHEET NO. 7

S

3.

Jescr:be
v

:ne organizational struciufe 3f ne project

)

c. What selsction procedures are used in seiecting staff members?
. &

¥

° \

a. Funds and budgets-

b. Public relations

Y ¢. Administration

3. Oversesing instruczion

(P} 10.Cascribe the project diraczor's role with respect to tha following items: ¢

ERIC

RgA 7o provided by ERic:
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B R S A/ s speomas 2y & .
: . ORKéHEET N0 i ’

{page § of 3)

- .
' \
i
l > -
§ )
- !
\Y
‘ e. Staff 2raining
s
T . s . .
#. Jeve100ing ang dr3ering macer:dis ang equioment '
g. Staff recruiting and hiring
.
' *
]
4 e
. A
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WORKSHEET NO. 3 -

{page 1 of 7)

(G)

(G)

(€)

PROJECT JIRECTOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

. The goals of 2he program 3s stated in the droposai are as follows:

(Present the goals orally o in writing as obtainea from the pro-
posal.) P

Wwhat evidence will show that thesa goals have been met?

¢ . \ o

-

Which gozls have the highest prioricy?

. How would you define the project as to tha extent which it |s H

ma i ntenance , .rnnsutlonal or parzial bilingual program?

. Describe the mobility of the community including any specific data

availapie

refers 0 program content

refers to program goals

refers to studants

refers to instructional srogram ~

YWD

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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g ' : (page 2 of 7)

(P) 4. How are students assigned o classrooms?

S 3. Jescride -ne stugent entrv ang axi: sriteria ang srocedures., Jo Ine
accual osrocedures zontarm 22 the alanned orocedures?
/

{P) 4. Describe the scheduling of instruction including daily schedules and
grouping and regrouping across and within classes

(P) 7. Describe the staff and its organization in terms of the following
dimensions .

a. Staff members' time commitments

b. Scaff organizational structure
.

c. Staff qualifications

d. Statf seleczion orocedures

' . - 11-66 .
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WORKSHEET NO. 8 .
) ) . (page 3 of 7)

R
|
1
(P} 8. Jhat is vour genaral leadership style as orogram director?
: -
)
i
. (P) 9. 4nat is your role as program director with respect to each of ‘the \
following areas?
a. Funds and budgets ’
N\
. 8
. 5. Public relations
. —
© . - .
\ X ~
* 1 Rl
\ c. Administration :
|
\
1
4. Jdverseeing instruction
»
- 0
e, Staff training .
a. Jeveloping and ordering materials and equioment *
o
t
o | l"67 el : -
. \2 ¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(page 4 of 7)-

(P}

®)

)

¢, Staff recruiting and niring

10. What is zhe seacher’s role in zne ‘ollowing areas?

a. Planning inscruction

3. Imiementing instruction )

¢. Noninstructional responsibilities N

[

-

i}, What is the role of the aides in the program?

12. What is the role of ocher staff members such as the following?

a. Instrucziona! coordinator

b. Community coordinator

¢. Zvaluator

ERIC
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WORKSHEET NO. 3,
. {(page 5 of 7)

d. Jther (piease spacify)

¢. Jther iplease speci’v) .

'

P} I3, Describe theproaram’'s staff development activities related to'the
following aspects.

3. Nesds assessment

5. Structure of :raining (pre-service and in-service)

c. Characzeristics of training ’

(1) Acpropriateness for staff of differing levels of knowledge
and experience .
/]

A

(2) Practicality

(3) Coordination with degrae srograms

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
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WORKSHEET NO. 8 4

{4} Integration with otner iraining

B
i 2. Audiences trained . 3r9grimanga/or nONOroOgram staff)

(P) 14, Describe the involvement of the community and parents with respect
zo the following items.

a. Parent involvement in school affairs

<

! b. Comrunity inout in program planning

c. Evidences of community supoort for the program

d. Parent education

fy

-~

¢. Parent zonferences/counseling

LRIC
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4 I ORKSHEET NO. 3
l - ' " {page 7 of 7) .

\P) 1S, Oescribe the means of communication of the following groups.

a. Among orogramscaff

3. 3engeam 3taf# wicn tne ‘ol lowing nonoroject 3taff:

- [N

} Princicals

(2) Other district administrators

-

(3) tonoreqram teachers

{4) Schoo! board

(P} 16, what means are used to disseminate project information to school
sersonnel , parents and comunity?

-7 |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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) . . . - . (page | of 7)

9ROGRAM STAFF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

(Check one) Project staff 8 lingual teecher
{G) I. What is the intendsd content of instruction (i.e. the theoretical

curriculum) with respect to tne ‘ollowing matzers?

3. Zontsant areaAs covered

5. elationsnip of content to project soals 3

c. Who determines che content?

¢. what articulation is chere between project content ind the
exzant district curriculum?

() 2. Oescribe the presentation of content witn respect to the following
tems.

a. Type of instructional mode} or theory (e.9. concurrent, alternate
week/day. preview-review, half day, resource room, ang/or A
bilingual aide)

refers to orogram Zontent
refers to students

refers to program goals

refers o instructional orogram
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' WORKSHEET NO. 9
page 2 of 7)
|
3. Jrganizationsl oractices {e.3. 'ndividualized, ‘arge jrouo,
N learning centers, Deer -tutoring, smail group instruction, and/or
< team teacning)
t
}
o
v
{(P) .3. Descrioe the mechodolagies emoloved for bilingual education with
respect o the following items.
3. lLanguage of instruction
R

{1) Genura! Ianguabc use plan of teacher and student over length
. of program

~ N
(2) Daily instructional time in each language
{3) Variations for different student groups
{4) Criteria ‘or establishing language of instruction

\
3
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{
b. Approach to nonstandard forms .

.

(1) Accsptance -

{2) Form of correczions

C. Approach to second language instruction

(1) formal instruction

(2) Functional use of second language for content instruction
and other activities ¢

.

d. Approach to reading insgruction

(1) Language in which students learn to read .

(2) Criteria for deginning reading in sacond language’

————

)

Y
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At {P) 4,.Describe the specific instructional mezhooologies used in eacn
subjact areas L.
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(P) 3. Describe those aspecis of the program that are intenaed 9 motivate
students and improve their self-concept with respecs to the follow-
. ing matters: ~
!
2. dopropriage sontent ana language of .nstructicn .
{1} Using L, for ‘nstruction .
4
(2) Accepting language of tne student »
~ (3) Content that relates to exoeriences of ‘s:uden.ts A5 : )
R * . . ~
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~ -
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- (4) Culturally relevanc macerial L “ X )
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N 5. Improved affective climace ;
{1} Placing egual'value on both languages and cultureg
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) *(2) fnsuring studsnt success
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» (3) involving sarsnts
! .
(4) Teacher as a role model 3
1 ,
c. Disciplinae approach
(1) Philosopny
g Y
(2) Guidelines/approach tc control
, . 2
- - ry
(3) Special reward systems (g.g. prizes andorivileges)
L.+ 3
Y )
hd . ¥
{(?) 6. What materials are used within each of the following categories? / . '
]
3, Core materiais in use ) - ' ,
o2 ' (1) Commercial .
< ) .
{(2) Localiy developed
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4, Aoprooriateness

. (1) Linguistic

o) Zaitural

(P} -7. Oescrive the rale of each of the following perscanel in the classroon®

3. Teachers . .
: - '
. ~r N
. X .
. .
. 5. Aides’
5 - .
L]
. F . . .
. c. Parants .. . . . :
- * .
, -
. .
<4 .
. d. Péers: « s
- . ~ .
* ¢

t. Resource staff
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*
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() 3. describe :he arogram director's work ~ith respect 0 the foliowing: ’
£. Leacersmip style
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~ 2. Role or -e3oonsrbili:ncs in conneclion ~itn eacn of tne folliowing
'Y Suncs and Judgets
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. {2) Public relations
(3) Administration ‘. . .
- " ) P -
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. (4) Overseaejng instruction . °
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WORKSHEET NO. 10
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I

LUCAL AND DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

{G) . Describe the school district's general goals

‘¢ 1. whag is the senool zistric:'s anilasoony soward language angd cui-
sural diversity?

S . -

(P) 3. To what extant is thare articulazion of project content with the.

existing district curriculum? .

-+

(?) 4. What is the relationst’p between the project staff and each of the
., following categories of district sersonnel? Comment specifically
~  on program.acceptance, - .

a. Principals .

’ v

: b, Central office administrators

<

&

c. Monproject tsachers

4. The school board

refers to program context
refers to students

refers to program goals
refers to instructiong! srogran

VO ey
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CHAPTER 111

CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS

The-successful completion of the planning activities and the
establishment of the Baseline data for the ay;luatibn_enable the
program di{ector to initiate the actual evaluation gf the bilingual
p;ogram. As described before, the actual evaluation of the bilingual
program‘takes two thrusts: “the evaluation of program opéfations-and‘
the ‘evaluation of student outcomes. These ma; be viewed.as totally
separate act1v1t1es. However, the outcomes or outputs of both-
act1v1t1es\are used durlng the analys1s functlon to 1nterpret the
overall evaluatlon Tesults and formalate recommendatlons for changes
in the program. This chapter presents guidelines and proceduxes for
- 3 “ . > 3

conducting dne.part of the evaluation, the evaluation of program

operations. .

-The evaluation of program operations employs the discrepancy
evaluation design described earlier. Therefore, in/simple terms, the

o gzevaluation of program operations is performed By first establishing
- the baseline data on the program. This activity was hopefully
accomplished in accordance with the-recommended procedures in Chapter

I1. Most importantly, this activity should have been completed dufing

the first or, at least, by the end of the second menth of the program
year. The second activity required to perform this gacet of the
evaluation is to collect§another set of data similar to the baseline

data.' Decisions on what data to collect, how and &hen to collect the
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data, and who will collect the data have already been made during the
planning phase of the evaluation activity (See Chap(ez I). Most c_)f
these data are collected by monitoring classroom activities and
interviewing various persons associated with the bilingual program.
This set of data, decribing; actual program operation (e.g.,” the
instructional method being used; the amount of instruction in English;
the number of teacher aides assigned to a class, etc.) is compared to
the baseline data collected at the beginning of the school year, w‘hich ,
.descrmes the program d951gn. * The cor'nprarison provides thel basis fo‘r
determining if the program was operated as planned. If ‘this is the
case,. there should be few or mmor dlscrepanmes in the two sets of -
data which:describe the program. . If the cdmparlson reveals .
s‘ignificant discrepancies or deviations, the evaluation must document

why this occurred.

Discrepancies in program operations should not necessarily be viewed
as a negative finding, since there are many reasons why a program may
deviate fcom its original design. This information, however, is very
important in determining if this deviation impacted the instructicnal

program in such a way that it affected student performance. Ffor

.exampl‘e, the prog'ram may have been designed to. provide one hour of
instruction in social studies using the student's native language.
However, due to sceheduling modifications, teacher shortag'e or other
fact;ors,‘ a change was made during the fourth month of the program and
instruction in the home language did not occur. The evaluation,

nevertheless, was designed to assess student performance in social

studies. The resulting student outcomes could show that progress was
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minimal. An immediate conclusion would be that the program failed.

However, knowing that instruction in the students' native language did

not occur, the program director and evaluator can explain the
resulting student outcomes. The question(s) to be addressed, then, is
why was the program design changed? Should the original design be
reinstacted? Does performance data from stydents who-.received
ingtruction in their native language show achievement? Answers to

these_ and other questizas begin to’ formulate a set offindings and

recommendatlons for the 1mprovement of the overall program. This

'1nterpretat10n activity also beglns to merge and 1ntegrated the two

types‘of data from the-evaluatlon.'

While the examplge above ties the evaluation of program operations to
the evaluation of student outcomes, it should be clearly understood
that the primary purpo.e of this part of the evaluation is to examine
and monitor the' manner in which the program is being implemented.
Additionally, the discrepancy evaluatipn design makes no attempt to

infer or determine program impact.

This chapter, therefore, describes procedures for evaluating the
instfuction, staff development,'and parent involvement components of

the bilingual program. While there are other facets of the program

" operations that merit attention, these components are the most

significant to the overall operation of the program. The level of
effort allocated to the evaluation of each of these components depends
upon its emphasis and/or importance to the overall program, as

established during the priofity setting activities of the planning
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‘process. Tpese issues should be addressed-and resolved by the program
director and evaluator in planning and designing the evaluation (see

Chapter I).

Most of the activities required to evaluate the program operations are
conducted throughout the program year rather than at one time. They

can therefore be properly planned and scheduled, taking the other

responsibilities of program personnel into consideration. Program

. * M

personnel-shguld be aware, however, that as various activities of the

-~

evaluation process begin to feed data irto the andlysis activity,

L]

analysis may become taxing if not planned properlyo The program °
director, with assistance from the evaluator, must t&erefore schedule
the analysis, interpretatibn, and reporting sctivities with this in

mind.

The guidelinqs and procedures recommended in Lhis chapter, in
conjunction with those in Chapter II, .may appear to be overwhelmind in
light of tHe progranm's resources. In reality, the prescribed
procedures should be able to be‘cohducted well within the resources of-
the prograh. The Handbook recognizes the fact that most bilingual
programs, in addition to their personnel, only have an average budget
of approxim;tely $2,000 - $5,000 per year to secure the services of
independent evaluators. The baseline data gathering activity may
reguire ‘extensive effort the first time that it is performed, however,

updating the data for use in subseqdent &ears should not require a

D]
‘great amount of time. The majority of the evaluation activities, if

properly planned and scheduled, should be able to be performed by the

program personnel.
{ 11-84
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.GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS

1. Evaluate the Program Instruction Component

The. evaluation of the instructional program i$ intended to answer the

following two questions:
. l. Are plénned ipstnuctional methods actuslly being
used? ' : <

2. Are changes needed in the instructional methods?-.
k3 [

Data needeg to qnsw%r.these_questions are obtained by obserying
classroom activities and ,nfervi%wing program teachers and
administrative staff. This core of information is then compared to
baseline information, obtained through activities described in Chapter
11 (WOrksheeés No. 7 through 10), in order tb determine if the program
is operating as intended. The program director is assumed to have the
primary responsibility ‘for conducting ;ctivities that monitor program
instruction. Therefore, the program director will need to fine-tune
.the recommended procedures and worksheets to ensure thz unique needs
and intents of the bilingual education program are met. The

instructional program is the core of the bilingual program. The

program director must ensure that the level of effort allocated to

evaluate this activity is appropriate.

Information on operating instructional programs 1is obtained by (a)

conducting classroom observations, (b) interviewing the teachers whos:

.. .
-

.
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classrooms are observed, and (c) conductiﬁg supplemental interviews

with a sample of program teachers and administrative staff. Each of

these. activities is discussed below. ’

2

Conducting Classroom Ubservations -- Prior tn observing the classroom,

the program director should review the program description so.that
program features which satisfy the goals and objectives can be
observed. The features to be observed should be identified during the
planning process. The program description is part of tﬁe.baseline
data identified in Chapter II. Classroom observations should become a
planned activity of the program diréctor. Following ‘each informal
'observat{mn, the program director shopLd write a summégy of the
classroom instruction as it was observed. These Srigf summaries
should be synthesized into brief reports at least three times during
the year =-- fall; winter, and spring. Later, these brief reports
should be used during the comparison activity and incorporated into
fﬁe final evaluation report. Thus, over time, the program director
develops a complete picture of how the classroom instruction is
actually be;ng performed. Quality inf&rmation c;n only be acquired

ffom frequerit, informal classroom visits, not from a few structured

observations.

Topical areas that should be observed by the program director will, of
course, depend on how the particular program is designed. Some

general categories or features to observe include:

- 0 Language use;

o Content of thé-lessons;




0 Teaching methods;

0 Diagnosis and grouping of students;

0 Recordkeeping;

] Staff roles in¥the clessrooms (teachers and
aides); )

] level of participation by students; and

0 Attitudes and general morale of-the students.

Worksheet No. 11, which follows, will assist the program director to
develop a precise picture of classroom instructional activities. This
worksheet should also be used by the program evaluator in conducting
observations. The evaluator, who will have less time to spend in the
classroom, should conduct several observations to see classrooms in
o;eration. These observations can be informal or more strucfured
depending on the need of the evaluafion. These informal visits will
proviae a relatively unbiased outsider's perspective that is an
insightful supplement to the program director's observations. In
addition, this information will be beneficial to the evaluator in

preparing the final evaluation report.

How to Use Worksheet No. 11 -- The Classroom Observation Schedule

(Worksheet No. 11) is designed to collect information about:
instructional methodologies employed; amount of time instruction is
conaucted in each language; variations for different student groups;
rate of presentation; indicators of selffqoncept development and
motivation, and the role cof the various classroom personnel. This
worksheet, when completed’by‘the program director or evaluator

conducting the observation, will provide informaticn about program
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instruction which when compared to intended program data will form the
basis to determine what changes have occurred in the program, as well

as provide information with which to make decisions for program

improvements.

7]
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ey WORKSHEET NO. 11 - (Page 1 of 2)

CLASSROOM OBSERVAT JUN SCHEDULE

Date: Instructor:

Class Hour: Observer:

1. List the content arcas tl. List the instructional
covered during the class methodoioglies empioyed as
period as they occur. they occur during the

period:
i. time started:
time ended: -
2. time started:
time enced:
3. time started:
time ended:
4, time styrted:
time endad:
5. time started:
time ended:
6. time started: .
time ended:
, 7. time started: Summary statement (enter at end
time ended: of pariod):
8. time started:
time ended:
9. time started:
time ended:

) 111. The beginning and ending time for each of the instructional components
of the close period can be indicated in item | above. In addition the
observer can indicate here estimates of how much time fell within each
of three categories during each three minute Segmant of the class
period.

3

Three On~task On-task Three On-task On-task

Minute Off-task Students Students Minute Off-task Students Students

Period Time Active* Passive Period Time Active* Passive

1
12
13
1L}
15
16
V7
18
19
20

OW OO OV W A —

% Qne or more students engaged in behavior for which they get feedback from
the teacher.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1V. Describe any variations in V. Describe any evidence of self-
teaching approach used for concept development and mo-
different student groups tivetion including indicators
7 {include any variations in of (a) sccepting the language
pace of instruction for in- of the student and (b) con-
dividuals or groups) tent that relates to the

experience of the students

Summary statement (enter at end of Summary statement {enter at end of
period) period

«

V1. Describe the role.of all of the following personne! who were present
in the classroom.

({) Teschers:

{2) Aldes:

{3) Parents:
{4) Parents:

{5) Resource staff:

LT UNGUE I -
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Conducting Teache: Interviews -- Interviews with the teachers whose

classes were observed may answer questions of whether instructional
methods have changed from the original planned instruction, the
reasons for the changes, and what changes in instructional'methods may
be needed. Worksheet No. 12 provides a sample interview schedule to

use in conducting these interview2 with teachers.

How to Use Worksheet No. 12 -- This worksheet contains a series of

\

questions which help to direct the teacher interviews and may be used’

by the program director or evaluator to interview the teachers whose
classrooms were observed. Within a week after each of the classroom
observations, interviews should be completed by the individual who
conducted the classroom observation to ensure that the interview is
focused on the particular methodologies the teacher employed and the

manner in which these methods were utilized. ¢
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: « WORKSHEET NO. 12 '(Page 1 of 1)

PROGRAM OPERAT{ONS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR TEACHERS

1. What are the mejor instructional methods that you employ?

2. Why do you use these particular methods, }.s. are these particular
methods directed to particular instructional objectives?

’,

3. Are there other instructional methods that you would prefer to cm‘ploy 1f
it ware not for various circumstantial constraints that you face?

4. if so, what are these constraints?

5. What program changes would you racommend that would facliitate your v
efforts to provide the best instruction possible?

”»

6. How typical would you say ‘:h. class pariod that we observad was in. terms of
the instructional approach used and the nature and amount of interaction
with students? How was it atypical?

7. How do the entry and exit criteria and procedures actually used differ from
those planned for the project? (interviewer: Be prepared to describe the
planned procedure. . .

11-92 1()&>
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Supplemental Data Collection -- In establishing the baseline data

(Chaptér I1), interviews were conducted with program personnel,

» L}

parents, and district bersonnel. Worksheets Nos. 8, 9, and 10 were
used to guide the interviews and record the responses from the
individuals about their understaﬁJing of the intended goals,
audiences, and activities of the bilingual program. A similar set of

activities need to be undertaken to identify information about the

-

actual operation of the program. Thus, the final step in evaluating
the instructional program is to interview a sample of program

_ pefsonnel, parents, and local and district administrators.

Information obtained from these interviews becomes a direct link to
the interview data used in establishing the baseline data. Comparing

these to sets of data is crucial in identifying discrepancies which

_guide program improvement.

»

The program director should plan to re-interview a sample of program

personnel as well as local and district administrators to elicit

information about actual instructional operations. Worksheets Nos. 9
and 10, when slightly modified, can be used as a tool to guide the

interview and record responses. The program evaluator can modify and

use Worksheet No. 8 as a tool to re-interview the program director.

Once the interviews have been completed, the information should be

synthesized by the program director and evaluator. This information
is then compared to the baseline data so that discrepancies between

" planned and actual program oprrations can be noted.
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Analysis of Program Instruction Data -- A determination of whether or

not the instructional componept of the ﬁrogram is opgrating as
intended is made by comparing baseline information about the design
and plan of the instructional program (see Chapter.il) tﬁ the
information acquired from the evaluation of program instructional :
activities., This comparison leads to the identification of
discrepancies between intended and actual program operations. Noted
discrepancies identify areas or issues which may require decisions to
correct the discrepancies. Later, these discrepanéies may also be
taken into_account in the interpretation of student outcome data if
the changes in the instructional program are determined to have
influenced student performance. The triad of intended
operations/instruction data,'actual operations/instruction data, aﬁd

student outcome data forms the basis for identifying final

recommendations for the evaluation report.

Interpretation and Use of Results -- The results of these analyses is

_presented tc those persons responsible for decisionmaking. The
program director reviews and analyzes the data to determine if either
immediate or future cha%ges should be sought in the program operationg
and instructional methods employed. Frequent anc immediate reports t6
the program staff should be provided by the program director. Such
reports enable staff to review the intended changes, identify means of
implementing the changes, and, consequently, be a part of the program

improvement process.

)
<
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Additional interpretation is performed by the evaluator. Using data
from the various sources, the evaluator can examine the triad of
intended instruction, actual inst;uotion, and student outcomes to

recommend changes which should be sought and ways to implement these

changes.
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2. Evaluate the Staff Development Component

a

The evaluation of the staff develupment activities of the
instructional program compares the actual training provided to
teachers to that . which was%plahned. The compérison provides
decisionmakers with information about’what training actually took
place and how this training is related to the intended goals of the
program, as wéll as whether the training met the needs of the program.
Specifically, the evaluation of the staff development activities

answers the following questions.

1. Were the staff development activities conducted as
planned?

2, Did staff training activities meet the needs
identified at the onset of the program?

3. Did staff participants acquire the intended
knowledge and skills?

4. Were staff satisfied with the training provided?
5. Were skills acquired through training implehented
in the classroom?

Answers to these questions when coméared'to the baseline information
(Chapter II——Worksheets.No. 7 and 8), will identify discrepencies
between actual staff development activities and intended staff
training, as well as provide information on the actual training. A
variety of data collection methods can be employed to obtain the data
needed to answer the above questions. Methods such as questionnaires,
knowledge tests, and observations of instructional techniques can be

used to provide the necessary information.
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Questionnaires -- Informetion regarding satisfaction with and outcomes

of staff training activities can be obtained by questionnaires
completed by the program director and staff. Worksheet No. 13
provides a sample questionnaire which can be used to collect

-information on the actual staff tra@ining activities.

How to Use Worksheet Né. 13 -~ The Staff Development Questionnaire,

Worksheet No. 13, should be administered to the staff being trained by
the person(s) responsible for conducting the evaluation of the staff
training activities: This questionnaire provides information about
the type and duraggon of training; numbers of program staff involved
in the training; and planned and unmet expectations and vbjectives for
the training. This data should be collected within one week following
the completion of all training activities which occur throughout the

~

progran year, or at the very least, near the end of the program year.

Appropriate analytic methods for analysis of questionnaire data are
determined by the form of the data. The ev;iuator or appropriate
member(s) of the program staff should review the quest}onnaire
responses and systematically caFegorize the information -ccording to

the evaluation questions posed.




. . WORKSHEET V0. '3 S -
| ‘ (page 1 of i)

STAFZ JEVELIPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

1

Name of training activity

date of training

Name of person comoleting quastionnaire (optional)

i. In general, wnat expectations did you have for the staff training pro-
viced as sart of his project?

»

2. TO wnat extent were thess expectations met?

3. Based on your knowledge of the abjectives for this staff training, which
objectives do you think have been mat?

&
.

Which objaczives do you think have not besn met?

[

Q 11-98 21,
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Kﬁowledge Tests --_A more immediate source of information on the

impact of staff training ijs information derived from administering
knowledge tests to trainees during or at the eénd of the training.
These tests, devised by éhé'instructore, should focus dhrebtly’upon
the instructional content of the tralnlng. Because of the specificity
of such tests, no sample instruments are 1ncluded in this manual. The
results of the. knowledge tests can be examlned from ‘one or more
perspectives. The tests could be admlnlstered prior to and
subsequent to treining, {hus allow1ng comparlsons_te be made between
_pre- and post-test»scoree. An alternative Bpproach would be to use a
control group not involved in the ‘training p}ogram as a basis for

comparison. An ‘additional comparison could be made between the test

' results and the stated objectives of thé training progréam.

.

N\

Cbservation of -Instructional Techniques -- fﬁé classroom observation
process, should yield_information on the instructional approaches that
are actually beihg used by teechers. Toche extent that staff
tralnlng is expected to affect 1nstruct10nal epproaches used by
teachers, the data acquired from the classroom observatlons are also
pertinent to determine whether or not the training eccompllshed its
pu;poseé and is being implementeh as blanned. For example, it may be
possible to determine if staff development activities intended to
prov1de teachers with skills that are to be used ie the classroom

(such as how to use new materials, or admlnlster .tests) were

successful by observing the teachers in the classroom. . 5~7'
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Classroom observation data should be analyzed according to procedures

described earlier in this chapter in order to identify discrepancies
between intended and actual staff development activities.
Specifically, the major goals of the staff training which pertain‘to
teachers' instructional approaches (Worksheets No. 7 and No. 8) should

be compared with actual classroom practices as evidenced by classroom

observation data (Worksheet No. 11).

Interpretation and Use of Results -- The program difector should

examine the results of the analyses described above and d8termine if
the goals of the staff training were met, as well as determine if
findings related to staff training can be issued periodically
.throughout the program year, possibly in conjunction with recommended
changes in program instructional operations. Program personnel then
will be able to provide réactions to the recommended changes and

identify possible approaches for implementation.

* 3. Evaluating the Parent Involvement Component

The evaluation of the parent involvement component should address four

questions. These questions are:

1. To what extent did the level of parent involvement
match the planned level?

2. Were parents satisfied with their level of
involvement?

3. Was the program staff satisfied with the level of
parent involvement? ) )

4, To what extent and in what ways has parent
involvement changed over the life of the program?

11-100
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Data collected and used to answer these questions when compared to
information about the planned level of parental involvement,
identified in Chapter II (Worksheets No. 7 through No. 10), should

identify if discrepancies exist. Data needed to answer these

questions can be gathered by conducting a variety of interviews.

Parental Involvement Interviews -- An comprehensive interview should

'‘be conducted with the individual most knowledgeable about parent
‘activities. This person could be the program director, parent
activities coordinator, principal, or some other staff member. The
Interview Schedule for Leader of Parent Activities (Worksheet No. 14)
can be used to conduct this interview. This worksheet can also be
used to elicit ipformation from a sample of program staff and
administrators about actual parental involvement activities. 1In
addition, several interviews sheuld be conducted to obtain information
from a sample of parents whose children are involved in the program.
Worksheet No. 15 provides a sample interview echedule for conducting

these interviews.

The Parent Interview Schedule (Worksheet No. 15) provides a sample
interview schedule for conducting parent interviews either in person
or by telephone. The evaluator should select a representative sample
of parents to be included 1in this evaluation activity:. Parent
involvement interviews should be conducted during the last few months

of the program year.
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How to Use Worksheets No. 14 and 15 -- These worksheets provide

guidelines for interviewing a sample of program staff and the
individual most knowledgeable about paren£ activities. Depending upon
the program's information needs, certain questions can be pursued with
more or less detail and others can be omitted. It may be Qesirable to
add additional questions which assess the degree of involvement and

satisfaction of parentg with the program.

Analysis of Collected Data -- The program director or evaluator should

analyze the data through a simple process of categorizing responses--td
open-ended questions, and reccrding simple averages and tallies of the
frequency of various activities. These data can then be used in

subsequent interpretations.

Interpretation and[G;e of Results -- Data interpretation should

provide a'thorough%escription of current activities and compare
actual parental activities “to previously determined goals. A
consistent and compatible set of recommended changes and future goals
can then be estéblish%d. The evaluator, program director, Parent
Advisory Council chairperson, and key staff should review the data and

identify changes to be made for the upcoming program year.

The program director and evaluator should report findings to the staff
periodically throughout the year, along with any recommended changes
in program operations. The staff's reactions and suggestions should

then be solicited so that the desired changes can be made through

mutual endeavor.
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WORKSHEET NO. 1%
. g (page 1 of 1)

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR LEADER OF PARENT ACTIVITIES

. What is ne general scope of parent invoivement which was zlanned for the
oroject this year? .

2. Tc what extent have these goals changed Since the beginning of the project
year?

3. To what extent have these goals been met?

4. Are you satisfied with tne level of parent involvement? 1s the staff as a
whole saiisfied?

5. Ta what extent and in what ways has parent involvemant changed over the
Jife of the project?

$. what are the most positive aspscts of parent activities? . )

T

7. What aspects of the parent involvement have the most potential for:

improvemant?
8. what changes are you recommending be made in parent activitie$ in the .
future? .
7 .
n' rY
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WORKSHEET NO. 15

PRt

{page 1 of 1)

PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULS

{C) " 1. To what axtent have you Seen involved in school affairs?

To wnat sxtent are you aware that the schooi has gocten
suggescions and reactions from the community in planning
its dilingual education progrim?

™

1
.

(C) 3. How much community suoport do you bslieve there is for the
bilingual education project?

G}

(P) 4. How much education has the school district provided for you
as a parent as part of the bilingual education project?

.

.

(P) 5. To wnat extent are you aware that the school has provided
parant counseling or conferences?

(p) 6. uhat information have you received about the bilingual
education project from the school district?

(P) + 7. The bilinguel arogram has as cne of its goals (Fi11 in the
goals related to parent involvement). To what extent do you
think this goe! has been met? ‘hat evidence do you know of
that indicates this goal has besn met?

ERIC | «
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4. Analyze and Interpret Program Operations Data

The analysis and interpreting of program operations data is a
straightforward comparison activity. The evaluatorvsimply exa;ines
and compares the information ~ollected on the actual operation of the
program to the baseline information describing how the’prog;am’was
meant to operate. .For example, if the goal of the program was to
provide instruction in all academic subjects using the native language
of the students, the analysis function, using the second set of
information, simply ascertains if this indeed occurred. If the goal
was met, the analysis activity documents this. If the inst#uction did
not occur, the analysis activity also documents this and should
attempt to ascertain what caused the change in the program design.
Both types of findings are recorded and reported in tHe overall

evaluation report. This type of comparison analysis is all that is

needed by this component of the evaluation.

Interpreting the findings or attempting to find an association between
the findings of this facet of the-evaluation to the results obtained
from the student outcomes cpmponent should be performed very
cautiously. The two sets of information are not meant to be
ngeientifically merged" in accordance with sound methodological‘
evaluation'practiceg. However, an alert and perceptive evaluator may
be able to develop some "intelligent bercepéions" abou£ the program
based on the two sets of information. Ffor exémple, knowing that
history was taught using the home language in the fourth grade, but

not in the fifth, the evaluator may want to closely examine the
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student outcome data for these two grades. If the data from the
fourth grade students shpws significant higher achievement than that
of the f{fth graders, the evaluator can highlight this fact and then
present a "professional opinion" suggesting that the instruction in

the native language fostered this difference in achievement.

5. Report the Evaluation Resuits J
The information resulting from the evaluation of program operations
should be summarized, written, and presented in the format in which it

will appear in the Final Evaluation Report. The format for reporting

the results will most likely be the same used to establish the

baseline data. However, the reporting should contain a section on the

eveluation findings and the recommendations being made to improve the

-

program.
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CHAPTER IV
CONDUCTING THE EVALUATION OF STUDENT GUTCOMES

The most important goal of any educational program is to improve the
per formance of the students enrolled in the program. Therefore,
determining student outcomes is perhaps the most important part of a
program evaluation. The purpose of this chapter is to describe
procedures for eQaluating student outcomes. The student outcomes to
be evaluated can be divided into the following four areas: English
(L2) language skills; non-English or first (L1) language skilis;
academic achievement (e.g.a in science, social science, andg

mathematics); and affective areas of student performance.

Conductiﬁg.an evaluation of student outcomes is neither very technical
nor complicated if the evaluation is designed to simply describe
student performance. A student performance'evaluation ig interested
only in determining how the students in tﬁe program performed, rather
than determining what caused the observed level of performahce. An
attempt to measure éhe latter requires a more comprehensive evaluation
design than the %ormer. These two diffgrent approaches to the
evaluation of student outcomes are commonly referred to as evaluations
of student performance‘and program impact or effectiveness. The terms

program impact and program effectiveness are.used interchangeably in

this Handbook.
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These two types of evaldatipns are widely confused when conducting
evaluations of most educational (bilingual and other) programs. In
particular, many evaluation reports make statements about program
impact or effectiveness when actually they have only measured student
performance. That is, they have observed that students have done
better (or worse) than some standard or comparison group and then have.
taken the unwarranted step of concluding that the program was
reéponsible. This distinction is so important for those who pian to

use evaluation results that a discussion of these “two types of

evaluation is presented below.

Evaluating Student Performance

Evaluations of student performance and evaluations of program impact
are both based on the same kinds of measures such as tests chres'or
other quantitative measures, such as attendance rates. In both types
of evaluation, student scores are compared to some scale or standard
to give them meaning. Evaluations of student performance usually
group student standagds of performance into two categories. Those
ares
0 Absolute standards of performance‘which éompare
performance such as:
- Comprehension level (of textbooks,

newspapers, job application forms,
ete.); .

g}- Mastery of specific skills such as
language, math, or sc¢iencej or

- Proportion of days present in
school.
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These standards of performance are measureable in absolute terms.
That is, they provide information on what a student can o. cannot do
and are not compared to any other external criteria.
o Relative standards of performance (typically
reported as percentile ranks or standard scores)

may compare student performance against:

- Norm groups (National, State, and
local); .

- Other bilingual students (National,
State, and local);

- Groups of non-bilingual students in
the same school or district; or

- Bilingual program students in
previous years.

. L)
. - ‘
These, of course, are only examples. There are many other comparisons

that can be made. However, the more comparisens made the more
technical the evaluation becomes, often resulting in inappropriate

v
comparisons and misinterpretation of results.

Measuring absolute performance is often suggested as a solution to the
many problems of evaluation, since absolute performance levels are .
supposed to indicate whether the students learned what was expected of
them. Measuring absolut; per formance, hcewever, is difficult because
reliable tests are difficult to develop and criteria for success in
academic areas are largely arbiirary. Nevertheless, absolu£e measures
have an important role in evaluafing bilingual ptograms, especially
when testing bilingual students in their first language since

appropriate comparison groups may be difficult to find.
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Relative performance measures are probably the most common measures
¥ currently used to evaluate bilingual and other education programs.
Standardized tests are the most widely ‘used for this purpose becausé
//’ they enable d\omparisons, in the forms of percentiles and standard
scores, to be ;nade of local student performance to that of a
nationally representative norm group. However, locally made tests,
attendance records, and virtually any other measures can also be used
to compare bilingual students pe}‘formz;nce to other students in the
same districf or school.
Relative measurement, like absolute measurement, also requires
adequate tests‘. However, relative measurement can be thought of as

going a step beyond absolute measurement because it uses perfocrmance

data from comparison groups, which provide criteria for success thet

-

are not completely arbitrary. Therefore, relative performance
measures can be used to measure performance in English skills and
academic subjects taught in English. However, using these measures in
bilingual program evaluations is not without prob}ems. There is a
real danger of making unreasonable comparisons between the comparison
group and the students in a bilingu’al program, resultivng in
unreasonable conclusions. For example, it may be useful to compare
the English reading skills of a group of low—-income bilingual program
.students to those of a group of affluent native speakers of English
from the éagge district. Assuming that the bilingual students scored
lower in reading, it would not“necessarily mean that the bilingual

program had failed or that the biliagual students could not learn,

since low-income groups tend to score lower than affluent groups even
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where no language difficulties exist™ Some evaluator, however, may

arrive at the opposite conclusion.

Measures of relative performance should be the backbone of student
outcome evaluatio#ﬁ*measuring English—language skills and academic
subjects tested in English. Performance in other languages, generally
mﬁst"be measured in absolu£e terms because meaningful comparison

groups will be difficult to find. *

Evaluating Program Impact

Although determining the level of student performance should be the
primary goal of most program evaluations, many evaluations attempt to

go beyond this to demonstrate that the program is effective and

responsible for the observed level of student performance. Explicitly
or implicitly, this question of program impact underlies most

evalation designs. This Handbook recommends that bilingual programs

.do not* attempt to conduct an impact evaluation.

Demonstrating program impact requires documenting evidence that the
prdgram and nothing else was responsible for tﬁ; stude%t outcomes.
This is more difficult than it appears. ToAdo thié,rthe impact
evaluation design- must immediately address and be able to answer two
questions. The first question is what cons?itutes the “pfogram"uand

the other is how the 8tudents would'perform.without the program. Most

evaluations, however, never define exactly what the "program"

includes. Implicitly, the program may be treated as the sum total of

{
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all the methods, materials, teachings, community factors, and other
things that affect the students. . the evaluation is trying to
determine whether the specific features (methods, curriculum, use of
two languages, etc.) of the program are effective, then the definieion
of the program becomes very important. For example, some research
(and the intuition of many educators) suggests that the teachers are
the most important part of a successful program and that\specific
materials, metheds and so on make much less difference. Therefore, an
impact evaluation design must be able to differentiate results

emanating from the methods and materials on the one hand, and the

personnel on the other.

A practical consequence of this distinction might be that even if the
evaluation shows new methods to be effective when performed by the
"pest" teachers, it does not necessarily follow that the same methods
should be adopted by all teachers in the program. In order to make
such a decision, the program would have to be defined as being only
the methods and materials; and the evaluation would have to
demonstrate their effectiveness with a variety of teachers in a

variety of settings.

Determining how the students would perform without the progreﬁ is a
very troublesome question for a program impact evaluation. The data
ﬁay show that students are meeting program obgectives and that they
score Vvery well in. comparisorn to National and/or local norms. This,
however, does not prove-thst the program is ‘effective. Someone might

argue that the same students would do JUSt as well or even better in a .

: regular non-b;l{ngual classroom or in an ESL program.
-1z &1
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The laboratory approach to answering this questlon would be to divide
the students randomly into groups--one or more groups for each type of
program--and then to compare the effects of the different programs
after some reasonable amount of tlme. In practice, however, because
of the diversity of services and the. characterlstlcs of b111ngual
stu@ents, this is almost never possible. fhe result is that the

effect of a program cannot be separated from effects of other factors

in a conclusive manner. #gLigggggiﬁon using data from a.single
) /a‘"'” Nw\ ! ,
academic year probgb®y should not even try to prove impact. However,
data collected oyer several yea}s can probably be used to develop an
argument that, [while not completely definitive, will be reasonably
convincing as to the impact of the program. Bilingual programs should
attempt to collect multi-year data on student performance.

Problems Associated With Accurate Measurement

¥

In addition to the issues described above, impact evaluations, as well

as evaluations of studen*‘performance, are themselves impacted by the
measurement techniques available to measure performance. The
predominant factor is the ability of the evaluation design and the
evaluator to conttol the "noise" or more commonly, thé error of

measurement. The characteristics of a bilingual program further
complicate the problem. )
N

~

. An Analogy: The Signal-to-Noise Ratip ' e

It is generally qccepted that test scores include some measurement

\, 3
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error, énd that student performance is affected by maﬁy things outside
of the program. "To use the popular term from the stereo recording
industry, these various kréas of errors can be ;hought of as the
"noise" in any test score. To'pursue the analogy, think of the true
changes in student performance‘(which may or may not represent‘impacts
of the biling;al program) as the. "signal" in the test score, just as ’
the music is the signal on a stereo iape or record. If. there is aalot
of noise in the stereo system, very soft passages of music will-be
lost in the hiss and static, although very loud passages may be»quite
dlgar. In the same way, if there is a lot of noise in an evaluation,
small charfges in student pexformance will be obscured, even though
dramatic changes\wQuld show up quite clearly.
s

The important issues for anyone involved in evaluation are (1) how
much noise is there in a carefully done evaluation? and'(Z) c;n
changes be expected in students (or impacts due to the program) that

are big enough to stand out from the background o? noise?

To ovefsimplify a bit, the angwer depends on both how well the

.evaluaticn is done and on the evaluation questions that are asked. It

is probably safe to say that in the vast majority of progrem impact

evaluatians (for all kinds of programs, not just bilingual programs),
we are dealing mainly with noise. On the other hand, questions that

ask only about student performance can usually be answered quite well.
A

N
This issue of error in measurement is explained more fully in the
: 1 . . 1

section on data analysis.

-~
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The characteristics of bilingual programs which compound the

measurement of error problems are:

Programs Cover Several Grades -- Most bilingual
pragrgms cover several grades, are often started at the
lower grade levels and expanded upward, one grade per’
year. Therefore, @ K-6 program cannot be evaluated by

. simply observing one or two'of the lower grades, but
require multi-year evaluation designs. Multi-year
evaluations present many methodological proplems. In
fact, student turnover makes most program evaluations
lohgitudinal in theory only.

P ngggaﬁs'thange From One Year to the Next -- Biliﬂgual
education is characterized by new and constantly
evolving instructional approaches and phe programs are
under great pressure to provide immediate evidence of

- positive results. However, there is simply no way to
do a meaningful outcome evaiuation cf a program that is
only partially in place or is in-a state of flux.

Different Students Get Different Instructions -- '
Meaningful evaluation requires a clear understanding of
what happens to each. student. Instruction.in bilingual
programs often varies widely among students, even
within a single classroom. When the instructional

program is described clearly it becomes obvious that
. only a few students received any one treatment. This
. . . creates difficulty, since the different groups may be

too dissimilar to aggregate, but too small to analyze
separately. * * , '

Young Children are Difficult to Test -- The testing of

young children, especially those below the third grade,

is. notpriously difficult. Many bilingual programs,

however, focus heavily on the lowest grades. There is’

no obvious answer to this problem, but it =hould be

acknowledged prior to conducting an evaluatio. ‘

.

Popular "Solutions" That Do .Not Work

The frustrations generated by the kinds of problems desé¢ribed above
have led to many misguided attempts to find solutions. Some fail to

answer the impact question,‘but do answer other questions of possible

interest. Others are of no use at all. Approaéhes that should never
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be used are:

o Raw score posttest minus raw score pretest for
English language subjects. In lieu of rany better
ideas, many evaluators simply subtract raw score
pretest scores from posttest scores and compute
the difference. Since almost all groups of
children make some gains in £Znglish language
subjects, even when they are falling rapidly
behind their peers, this approach is of no value
at all for these subjects., A popular variation,
selecting a gain of some arbitrary number of
raw-scofe points as the program target, is no
improvement.

o Grade-equivalent scores (the month-for-month gain
myth). Analyses based on grade-equivalent scores
still, unfortunately, appear all too frequently.
They are based on the mistaken belief that a gain
in test scores of one or more months for each
month of instruction represents good progress.
This is not true. 'Grade-equivalent scores provide
an illusion of simplicity but, in ‘fact, they are
virtally impossible to interpret, even for
specialists in test construction.
Grade-equivalent scores should never be used for
any purpose whatsoever.

o IQ-based formulas. From time to time, an attempt
to use 13 scores appears as the basis for
evaluating reading or math performance. ' The idea
that IQ tests provide an absolute standard against
which to compare a specific skill is simply a
misunderstanding. IQ-based formulas are not
eppropriate for use in bilingual program
evaluations.

o Subjective data. As a last resort, evaluatorse
sometimes fall back on subjective data, usually
teacher reports. Such reports are always useful in
interpreting z.esults and supplementing
standardized scores. However, they can never be
assumed to represent reliable, valid measures of
student performancz when used alone.

In an effort to find appropriate solutions to these problems,
evaluators have turned to practices which appear to solve these

problems. However, some of these practices are often misused.

11-116
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Approaches that are widely misused are:

o Criterion-referenced testing. Some evaluators
suggest that criterion-referenced tests can solve
‘the major problems faced by evaluators. Actually,
what the criterion-referenced test advocates have
done ,is to change the guestion that is being
asked. Criterion-referenced tests can provide
information as to whether program objectives have
been met. However, measuring student performance

- or program impact still requires reliable, valid
tests with an adequate range (no floor or ceiling
effects). In principle, criterion-referenced
tests could meet these requirements but, in

" practice, most do not.

o Gap-reduction models. "Gap-reduction" is a term
that appears in the bilingual program evaluation
literature. It usually means either (a) students
get closer to the national norms, or (b) students
get closer to some dissimilar comparison group.
The former is simply an application of the
norm-referenced model, which is useful for
student-performance evaluation' but generally not
for program-impact evaluation. The latter is an
example of non-random comparison groups (see
below). The important point is that
"gap-reduction" is simply a new name for familiar
designs. The new name does not change their
strengths or weaknesses,

o] Non-random comparison groups. Many bilingual
program evaluations make use of non-random
comparison groups, that is, different kinds of
students who are receiving different instructional
treatments. = As part of any evaluation of student
per formance, such comparisons may ‘be of great
interest to local decision makers and program
staff. In general, however, such comparisons do
not by themselves provide program impact
information because student differences are
confounded with program differences.

By this time, the program director may ask if. there is really any use
in conducting the evaluation. The answer is yes, provided that the '
program director and evaluator fully understand the problems.

Secondly, for these reasons; the Handbook strongly recommends that

evaluations of bilinqual programs concentrate their efforts in

2273
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coriducting evaluatidns of student performance, rather than impact,
when evaluating student outcomes. This, together with the evaluation

(description) of program operations meets the Federal ‘requirements, as

well as provides the program with sufficient information with which to

make informed decisions on how to improve the program.
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1. Developing the Evaluation Design

The first gteps in performing the evaluation of student outcomes is to
determine the type of evaluation that will be conducted and what
questions the evaluation is designed to answer. The type of
evaluation conducted, however, must address the minimum Title VII

requirements.

Title VII requires that bilingual program evaluatioa include
provisions for measuring the accomplishments of the instructional
objectives, the progress of the students in improving their English
language skills and a procgdure for using the information to improve
the operation of the program. Meeting these requirements }s
relatively simple and can be accomplished by following the procedures
gecommended'in the Handbook.l In order to meet these requirements, the -
Handbook recomme?ﬁs conducting an evaluation of student performance,
rather than attempting to determine program impact. This can be

accomplished by using the basic eyaluation design provided in this

Handbook.

The Basic Eyaluation Design

Because of the difficulty in conducting program impact evaluations,
the recommended approach to evaluate student outcomes is simply to
evaluéte student per%ormance. This approach is referred to in this
Handbook as the basic evaluation on the basic evaluation design. This .

basic evaluation design, therefore only answers the relative

‘ -
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performance question, "to what extent are the bilingual students

achieving?"

The basic design has minimal requirements. These are:

o} Testing only the students enrolled'in the
bilingual program; . e
0 using adequate norm-referenced tests (NRTs)

capable of measuring English language skills,
first (L1) language skills, if applicable, and
academic subjects (e.g., math, science, etc.);
and

o measuring performance for only one academic Yyear.

~

Applying these minimal design requirements to the first student

‘outcome component, English language performance, is all that is

reqired to meet the Federal evaluation requirements. However, most

bilingual programs should at least evaluate performance in two other

outcome areas, first (L1) language and academic subjects.

Additionally, although the basic design does not require a multi-year
evaluation design, the Handbook does recommend that bilingual programs
attempt to collect multi-year performance data. At a minimum,
programs should strive to collect data over the duration of their
grant period. It is conceivable that data showing progress over the
life of the progrém, can be used to argue that the bilingual program

was responsible for the outcome.

Expanding the Evaluation

Programs wishing to extend the evaluation beyond a description of
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student performance to measure program ef fectiveness and/or iﬁpéct
wili ;eed—to—enhance~the reqﬁirements*of the basic design. At a
minimum, these evaluation deéigns may require three modifications.
They will have to obtain test scores for comparison purposes from
students enrolled in other bijinguél or non-bilingual programs. In
éractiCe, this option may only be realistic for péograms located in
school districts that employ district-wide ;ésting programs, where
scores for all district students are readily available through

computer services or some other easy-to-use form, or if a comparable

group of students can be identified and tested.

Single~year evaluations only serve the purpose of the basic evaluatio:!s
design and can only document if the program is effective compared to
baseline data, but cannot show year-to-year changes. Theféfore,
evaluations attempting to measure effectiveness will most likely '
require multi-year evaluation designs capable of tracking students
throughout their participat}on in the progrém. Multi-year evaluations

require the use ofﬁfhe same measurement instruments throughout the

evaluation period and strict recordkeeping.

Evaluations attempting to measure effectiveness will most likely also
need to expand their measurement instruments beyond norm-referenced
tests. These may include criterion-referenced tests (CRTs),- mastery
tests, and oth?r'types of measures. Some programs administer thege
tests as part of their instructional program. The costs Fo include
results‘froﬁ these testis in the‘evaluation could be minimal and very °

productive.
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How to Selec@ Among the OpLions -- Ideally, if you want the most
complete picture ?f your program, you should ‘include all of the
options. This Handbook certainly recommends that you incorporate any
options that can be added at little cost in money and effort. Beyond
that, you must decide on the basis of tradeoffs between tHe amount of
effort involved and phe importance of the additional evaluation

questions that can be answered by adding the different options. The

levels of effort and additional resources required for adding the

options depend very much on local factors such as the ones described

below.

0 Use of local comparison groups. Identifying and
testing local comparison groups can easily double
the level of effort of your evaluation. On the
other hand, if your district has a district-wide.
testing program with computerized results, '
comparison group data may be available to you at
little or no cost and minimal effort.

o Use of CRTs (and other tests). Many programs

.administer diagnostic or mastery tests as part of

the instructional program. It may be easy to

include results from these tests-in the

evaluation. At the opposite extreme, some

programs make elaborate attempts to develop tests

to measure local objectives. Such an effort may

be useful for monitoring instruction, but is

probably not justified for purposes of evaluating
student outcomes.

0 Using longitudinal evaluation. The main
requirements for longitudinal evaluation are
continuity of personnel, proper planning, and
careful recordkeeping. This option is essential
if you are really interested in monitoring the
progress of your students. Single-year
evaluations serve little purpose beyond meeting
" funding-agency requirements.

0 Using and developing baseline data. Baseline data
are obtained by testing bilingual students before
the program starlfs. If these data don't already .
exist (e.g., from a district-wide evaluation

v
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program) it cannot be reconstructed. Before
considering baseline input, make sure your
district maintains all of the required information
in a form that a new bilingual program can use.

Additional Evaluation Questions Can Be Answered ~- In the introduction

tﬁ this chapter, we discussed three kinds of student outcome
evaluation questions: {(a) absolute student performance, (b) relative
stgﬁ;nt performance, and (c) program impact. The basic evaluation
consists of administe}ing a norm-referenced test to the program

students. This design lets you answer the relative performance

question "How do students compare to a National norm groub?" The
options, described above, that you add to the basic desigg will
determine which additional questions you can answer. These may ’
include:

o Absolute student performance questions. In

general, these questions require the addition of
appropriate tests such as CRTs, mastery, etc.

0 Other relative student performance questions. The
different options enable you to compare your
student to various ather groups such. as (a) other
(dissimilar) students in the district (from
comparison groups), (b) previous program students
(from longitudinal designs), and (c) pre-program
students (from baseline data).

6 Program-impact questions. Each piece of
student-performance information will provide some
clue for possible program impacts. However,
strong evidence would have to include both (a)
evidence that students had improved as compared to
baseline data, and (b) that other students in the
district had not made & similar improvement (local
comparison groups). VYou will also need evidence
that the characteristics of program students
(entering language skills, SES, etc.) have not
changed. Longitudinal data can show ‘impact if the
program is improving each year. However, a
program gould be very.effective as compared to
baseline data, but show no changes from year to
year.

' ‘ 5%%
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Preparing for the Evaluation

Because the evaluation resources’ are limited, the evaluation may not
#

be able to answer all questions. Priorities must be determined with

respect to the most useful information to bé obtained from an

#evaluation. The evaluation does net have to provide data on each

student's learningloutcome. The evaluation may provide data only on
the students as a group. For example, measurements may be made of
changes in reading achievement of third graders but nét on reading
achievement of a specifif student in that grade. The evaluation does
not have to provide data on sub—skillg such as phonetic analysis but

rather on general skill levels such as reading achievement.

Certain decisions must be made before any data is collected to ensure
.that the analyses can be conducted as desired. 'Program goals need- to
be organized according to several key student or program features such

as:

0 Subject area (e.g., reading, writing, speaking) ;

o Language used in instruction (e.g., English,
Spanish?;

] Student language proficiency category (e.g.,

English: limited or proficient, Spanish: limited
or proficient);

0 Grade level of students; and

o Year of the program.
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Worksheet No. 16 allows the evaluator to organize students according

to these categories in preparation for measuring student performance.

-

How to Use Worksheet No. 16 -- The Evaluation Design Worksheet is to

be used as a planning worksheet for developing the évaluation of each
of the four areas of the student qutcome component of the evaluation.
The worksheet provides space for listing the different languages and
subject areas to be evaluated and the tests to be used.
ldentification of comparison data .and evaluation questions to be
answered for the four areas: énglish language skill, first language
skills, student achievement, and affective areas may also be listed.
This worksheet will aid the program director and/or evaluator in
keeping track of the decisions to be made for each outcome area; The
program director and/or evaluator will need a éeparate worksheet for
each area? Thus, multiple copies of this worksheet will have to be
made. In filling out Section I of the workshe;t, list the spbjéct
areas to be evaluated, the test to be used (name); apd the language in
which the test i; to be administered (e.g., reading, CTBS in Spanish).
In the case of norm-referenced tests, list the form, level, and date
of the testing. For other tests, such as criterion-gpferenced or
teacher-méde tests, provide a brief description of the skill(s) they
are designed to assess.

IH*Section.II, program and student description, list the grade levels
in\:hiph the subject areas are-to be evaluated, the student's language

>
skills, ‘and any other descriptions such as students enrolled in a

~
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special language laboratory. This information at the time of analysis
will enable the evaluator to break out the students into separate
‘ gf@ups by grade level, language skill, and possibly by any relevant

. g?ogram feature (e.g., students attending a special language

df;iéﬁdratory).

For Section III of the worksheet, identify the student groups that the
8 . . ‘
bilingual program students will be compared to, the test to be used in

these comparisons, and whether these comparisons involve current or
X ‘ =

past year test scores. If norm-referenced tests aré not to be used,

there will be no norm-referenced comparisons to be made. However,

scores from district developed mastery tests or criterion-referenced

.tests for similar or past students can be used to estimate the

progress of students currently enrolled in the bilingual program«

Section IV requires a description of the actual comparisons to be made
' ¥ o.-

in addressing each evaluation question. In the section on Student
Performances, indicate the relative comparisons to be made. An

example would be comparing scores of students in the bilingual program

with student aqroups identified in Section III. \The asthute standards

of performance require identification of past or current similam

A

student progress and which mastery or criterion-referenced test were

used.
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2. Evaluating the English Language Component

"The English language skills to be evaluated are the fupdamental
components to language use. These include knowledge of the sound
system for oral language and comprehen31on of the orthographical
system for written language. Whlle each of the four language skill

.areas -- listening, speaking, reading, and writing -~ can be

"considered individually} one ‘component of language cannot easily be
isolated from another. It simply canqot be assumed that mastery of
one skill area necessarily indicates mastery of a related skill area;
nor can it be assumed that lack of skill in one area indicates léck of

skill in another. For this reason, the model recommends that

proficiency in all four language skill areas be assessed.

The idenéification of. appropriate norm or criterion referenced
instruments is essential to conduct this facet of the evaluation.
Although numerous instruments\exist, many are not comprehensive or
6rganic in design. This means that the evaluatér must carefully
select instruments or components of instru&ents to meet the evaluatioq

bbjectives.

Meaéuremeﬁt of oral language and listening comprehension can be
performed by using informal measures. Informal. reading inventories or
cloze tests may be used to determ;ne the basic reading level of the
student. Informal written'critgrionlreferences measuées may be' useful
for assessing basic writing skills.  The ev;luation of the language

’

component may be overlapped with the academic achievement component if

norm-referenced measuresﬁ%re used to assess the literacy skill areas.
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Three Basic Design Decisions

For practical purposes, most programs must make three basic.evaluation

decisions: . (a) which students to include, (b) what tests to use, and .

(¢) what period of time to include. For each decision, the Handbook
recommends a choice for a basic or minimal evaluation and ‘then offer
options that will let you answer additional questions if you have the

necessaly evaluation resources.

0 Which students to _include? The basic evaluation
requires only testing the students enrolled in the
bilinqual program. An option could be to obtain
data from other students in the distriet for
comparison purposes. Theoretically, the bilingual
program staff could pick out comparison groups and
test them. In practice, though, this option is
realistic only where there is a district-wide
testing program, and the scores for all district
students are readily available on computers or in

: some other easy-to-use form.

0 What tests to use? The basic evaluation requires
a reliable, standarized, norm-referenced test
(NRT) of reading .and other language skills.
Usually, the test used for district-wide testing
may be used. Options include criterion-referenced
tests, teacher-made tests, mastery-tests, and
tests included as part of commercial instructional
packages. We will refer to these kinds of tests
generically as "CRTs, etc."

o What period of time to cover? The basic
svaluation requires covering only one academic
year and testing only once in the Spring. Two
options are highly desirable: (a) multi-year
designs following program students from one year
to the next, and (b) baseline data on program-type
students obtained before the program begins. A
sub-issue is whether to test once oOr twice a year.
The first choice should be to test only once 8
year in the Spring. Options are (a) once a year
in the Fall or (b) twice a year, Fall and Spring.




14

— These basic choices can be summarized as follows:

Basic Evaluation Optional Additions’
1. Students Program only Comparison groups
‘ . : from the district
2. Tests NRTs CRTs (ete.) .

3. Term of Evaluation Single year Multi-year -
- Baseline data

(Time of Testing) Spring only Fall only
' Fall and Spring

Applying the Basic'Design to the English Language Component

The basic evaluati;n design through the use of a norm-referenced
approach provides for comparing bilingual program students to a
national sample of students who scored at the same pretest percentile
on a nationally-normed test. For example, if the students in.the
bilingual program scored at the 25th percentile on the pretest, théir
growth can be compared to the growth of the students in the norm group

who scored at the same 25th percentile on the pretest.

+

The norm-referenced approach makes the equipercentile assumption that
a group of similar students who are not enrolled in the bilingual
instructional .program will maintain the same percentile rank
throughout the year. This does not mean that the group without
bilingual instruction is not learning. It simply means that their

learning rate keeps them at a similar position relative to other

students in their grade. In contrast, the students in the bilinguél

program will hopefully learn faster than they would in the program.
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The question therefore being addressed is, "Do the students in the
bilingual program increase their percentile ranking as compared to a

national norm group who began at the same percentile?"

Key Comparisons to Be Made

<

There are many comparisons of performance that can be made. However,
the five comparisons which follow are the ones that the evaluator may
find useful and can -be performed without using complex statistical

procedures.

1

1. Are the students in the bilingual program making
! gains? .

2. Is +this year's student performance an improvement
-over past years?

3. Are students meeting the objectives o6f the
program? :

4. Are students doing better in the bilingual program
than in another program?

5. Are students doing better than they would be
expected to do without the program? .

The answers to the first two comparisoné can be easily answered by

applying the basic design and using a norm-referenced test. The other

comparisons require adding one or more of the options described

earlier, such as a ~omparison group of students from anbther program.

The first question, "Are the students in the bilingual program making
gains?" can be answered by administering a norm-referenced test (NRT)

of English language skills and comparing the bilingual student
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" posttest scores with those of the norm group provided by the NRT.

Answering this question will provide sufficient information to meet

the Federal requirements.

. O
- Y -
N

The second question, "Is this year's student performance an
P

improvement over past years7“ can.be answered by comparing the gains,
of the students in the program each year, taklng into account the
error of measurementkuxwhen maklngﬁthls comparison, it is very

important to realize th&t it 'may nop be egsy to determine why the

change from one year to the next occurred. However, other data from .

the evaluation (the program description and monitoring of program

operations) could proviﬁe séme clues for the observed change.

4 13

~
The third question is "Aré students meeting the objectives of the

program design?" This is both the most difficult and easiest question
to answer. The difficulty comes in deciding what the goal feVel
should be. To establish a realistic goal, the program staff and
others need to carefully review the present skill level of the
students; the amount and type of instruction required to make a
certain change iﬁ student achievement; the motivation of students,
staff, and parents to implement the change; the accuracy of the
assessment instrument; and other similar conditions. Based on this
information, the desired performance level on a test\or other

assessment device can be established.

The fourth question "Are students doing better in the bilingual

program than in another program?" must be answered by first
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identifying the other program to be compared to the bilingual program. .
For example, there may be an alternate program in the school designed
to teach skills similar to those being taught in the bilingual ’
program, but using a different teaching-method. Or, gome schools in a
district may be using one method of instruction, and other schools a
second method. A‘comparison of these programs may be of interest. In
order to make such a comparison, the groups must be comparable, or a
plan to statistically adjust the results must be developed. It is
rec&mmended that comparability of the two groups be established prior
to any comparison, because statistical adjustments of dissimiliar
groups require complicated and sophisticated analytic procedures.

£

which are not generally available.

The final question, "Are students doing better than they would be
expected to do without the programé" can be answered by the
information from the first question. It is assumed that students are
. enrolled in bilingual programs because they need instruction in both
languages. Therefore, if they did not have access to these services,

they would probably not learn as well, If the data show that they are

achieving, then they are doing better.

Many other questions that involve comparisons by race, past
achievement level, social economic status, etc., are not addressed
here because they would either be very coe ly or very difficult to
measure. Programs attempting to make other comparisons should .

approach the exercise with caution.
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Selecting Appropriate Tests to Measure English Lahguage Skills

The criteria for selecting an achievement test to measure English
language skills in a bilinghal program are the same as thosé used in
selecting a test faor any evaluation. However, some criteria are more
difficult to meet because few tests have been developed with the needs
and characteristics of bilingual students i; mind. Note also that a -
ma jor assumption is made'about the measurement of the English language
component -- tha£ the students learning Epﬁlish language skills have
enough English language facility so that testing can occur in English.
If this is not true, the students are likely being instructed in their
native language and they are acquiring language skills in that

language.

The basic evaluation design recommends the use of a standardized,
nofm-referenced test (NRT) of reading and other language skills to
evaluate the English language component.’ Most school districts now
routinely administer one of these tests to all students. 1If the
district does not use a norm-referenced test (NRT) and NRT scores are
not readily available, the evaluator may choose to select one of the

tests described in the Technical Appendix. _Jhese tests are

reasonable, reliable, and valid. The main concern should be that the
test content matci.es the program curriculum, at least on a general
level. If this baéic check is not‘made, it may later be discovered
tha£ the second-grade test covers third-grade curriculum, and vice

versa.
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In an evaluation using a norm-referenced test, the norm group is used
as the comparison group for the bilingual program students.
Therefofe,-it is preferable for the norm group to be as similar as
possible to the program students. Most availabie norms for a éiven
grade, however, are desig;ed to be representativg of the U.S.
populétion as a whole. Some tests may have norms for different
regions of the country or for special educational prégrams, such as
ESEA “Title I programs. Norms established for students in Title I

programs may be similar to the norms of students in the bilingual

program, since their students may reflect similar socio-economic

backgrounds.

Finding a test with norms th;t are comparable to the bilingual
students is unlikely, but having an idea of the nature of the
differences will help in interpreting the final results. In ad&ition,
the test should have norms that are as current as possible. If norms
are over 5 or 10 years old, the students were probably experiencing a

gignificantly different curriculum or instructional method than the

bilingual students currently being tested.

There are two major problems to consider in selecting NRTs. These

are:

) Test levél (floor ‘and ceiling effects). In some
bilingual programs, the at-grade-level test is*ﬁoo
dif ficult for program students at pretest. The
next lower level may be too easy at posttest time.
If the mean score on a test is less than 25% of
the items correct or more than 75% of the items
correct, floor or ceiling effects probably exist,
and the test cannot give an accurate picture of
either student performance or program impact (See
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Out-of-Level or Functional Level Testing in the
Technical Appendix). ,

Multi-year and multigrade-level requirements. Most
bilingual programs cover several grade levels.
Therefore, it is desirable to have achievement tests
that can be used to compare progress across grades and
that can be used to follow groups of students as they
progress through the gredes. In practice, this means
using any one of the recognized achievemént tests.

Guidelines for Using Norm-Referenced Tests -- The following guidelines

for using norm-referenced tests (NRTs) should be adhered to in order
to produce a validgeveluation.

]

1. Do not use the same test score to select students
for the bilingual program as the pretest score.
Doing so tends to over estimate the impact of the
programe. The pretest and- selection test scores
can be separated by: :

o Administering separate tests;

o' Using last year's posttest scores as this
year's selection scores;

] ‘Using diffierent subtests of the same test
battery -- one to select students and one as
the pretest (both subtests, of course, need
to be related to the objectives of the
project); and

] Readministering the same test used .for
selection as the pretest.

2. Tests should be commensurate with the development
and skill level of the students.

3. Use the same test form for pretesting and
posttesting. (Test forms have the same difficulty,
but contain different, although comparable
items).

4. If a norm-referenced test is used, testing should
occur within two weeks before or after the
publ sher actually administered the test to a
national sample for norming purposes. .These
empirical norm dates differ from projected norms
-- norms which are merely estimates of
performance. Testing done-at the same time as
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that for the norm group provides more accurate
comparisons. Deviations from the norm dates
should be in the same direction and magnitude for
both pretest and posttest. That is, if pretesting
occurred a week before the norm date, the same
should be true for the posttest. -

Using CRTs (etc.) for Evaluating the English Language Component -- The

choice of CRTs (etc.) is more of a curriculum decision than an
evaluation decision in most districts. That is, when developing
objectives and cﬁrriculgm materials for a bilingual pr&gram, many
districts either develop or buy tests matched to their curriculum and
the instructional materials. These tests are;the best candidates to
use in your evaluation. If you have important.objectives for student
performance that are not covered by any other tests, you may wish to

develop or buy‘special tests just for evaluating student outcomes?’

Cautions for CRT Users ~- If teachers keep good records of the number

of students passing each test and the dates on which they pass, these

records will provide a form of absolute student performance measure, :ﬂk

us well as a progress record over the course of the year. The records
are interesting in their own right, and can also be compared from year
to year. O0ften, however, such tests are weak in the characteristics

required for outcome evaluation (high reliabil?ly and validity, plué

3

adequate floors and ceilings) so they should be viewed as ballpark
measures that include a lot of noise (error), and they should be
interpreted with great caution. In short, our recommendation is to

look at the results from CRTs (etc.), but be careful.
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3. EvaiuatingAthe Non-English Language Component

Bilingual programs, for evaluation purposee, can be divided based on .

their non-English language component into three types. These are:

t 0 Spanish only programs;
0 Single languages other than Spanish programs; and
0 Multiple'larguage programs. o -

-
”

The major differences among these three types of programs, from the

evaluator's perspective, are: (a) only Spanish-English programs will

*

find commercial tests readily available, and (b) multiplehlanguage‘

programs often include small groups that cannot be combined for

4

evaluation purposes.

Three Basic Design Decisions

The three basic decisions made for the English language component also
apply to the non-English language component: (a) which students? {b)

what tests? and (c) what time period? However, the decisions ‘are zven
Y ' ’

simpler for the non-English- language component, because there areg
fewer alternatives available to the evaluator. The basic options can

be summarized as follows:

0 Which students? In general, only the bilingual
program students will speak the languages in
question and therefore the' only students, that can
be included in the evaluation. In a few
districts, there may be comparison groups of
interest from other progtams or other districts
who use the same tests. However, in most cases,

-%
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only your program studgnls will be tested in the
non-English language, making comparison groups
unavailable. ) .

o Which tests? A limited number of standarized
Tests are available in Spanish (although their
norm groups are not analogous to those from
English-language tests, and you should not use the
norms as a simple standard of comparison). For
other languages, you are limited to, at best, @
few, commercial, criterion-referencéd tests, plus
locally-made tests (CRTs, etc.).

0 WFat period of time? Here, the evaluator has the

option of single~yedr or multi-year designs since

baseline data before the start of a new bilingual

.' program could be collected. However, in practice,
few districts will do this. In general, if the "
English language evaluation is multi-year, the
non-English language evaluation should also be
multi-year. Otherwise, both should be single-year

" evaluations. .

The decision on once-a-year (Spring) verus twice-a-year (Fall, Spring)
testing will probably also be the same for non-English testing as for
the English language testing.

Ay

The basic choices are summarized below.

Basic Evaluation Optional Additions

A

1. Students - Program only None from
the district

2. Tests F CRTs, etc. ‘ None
’ (NRTs for Spanish)
3. ‘Term of Evaluation Single year Multi-year
" (Time of Testing) Sﬁring only Fall only

Fall and Spring

> L
How to Select Among the Options As you can see, the only real option

is whether to include the non-English language component in the

215
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evaluation at all. If you want to know how Your students are doing in
this area, you will almost certainly be. able to produce teacher-made
tests that will serve your purposes, but you need to consider exactly

which quéestions you can answer Wwith such tests.

Type of Performance .That Can Be Measured

At first giance, it might appear that the evaluation is only able to'
answer absolute student ﬁerformance questions for tﬁe non-English
language component. Howevef, there is one key difference. between
English and non-English langﬁagé performance that lets the eValuatoﬁ
consider program impact ques}ions as well, It is a f;ct that most
stuJ;dts improve their_Engliéh whether o} not they are in a bilingual
progam. Therefore, the burden of proof‘in prégram impact evaluations

falls on the evaluator to show that the students do better in the

v
)

bilingual program than they would have qone.without‘it. Inﬁévalhéting
the non-English language component, however, the evaluator is probably
safer in asguming sﬁudengs would learn little, or no reading or
writing should occur, without the bilingﬁ&l program. Therefore, the
evaluator may be able_té arQQe‘that the program is largely responsible
for any level of perfﬁrmance they achieve.® Wigh this‘iﬁvhind, thg
options and the questions that can be answered for the non-English

\

language component are depicted below. ) ‘ '
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Type ' Multi-year
. of Test Single-Year Evaluation Evaluation
Test Program  CRT Absolute Performance
[ Students (etc.) Mastery of lesson
Only content
\
Relative Performance- Relative Performance
— Compared to no ' Improvement
program over time
Key Comparisons to be Made < ™
{#7
* & ‘
The key comparisons that can be made relative to non-English or first

-
(L1) language skill development/performance can be the same as those

made for the English language eeomponent. Performance measurement
agains norms will only be possible for Sganish language performance.
Therefore, answering the first comparison question for other languages
will have to be made by using locally develéged mastery tests.

Answering the other questions may be done by following the same
procedures as before: Answering the fourth question, which requires a

<

comparison group, should not even be attempted.

Selecting Tests gzzzkhe Non-English ranguage Component

Selecting tests for this component is difficult because there are very
few tests available. Spanish versions are available for the
Inter-American Tests, the CTB5, and the ETS Circus test. However,
conventional non-English language norms do not exist. The

Inter-American Tests (Spanish) provide user-norms based on students in

bilingual programs using that test. The norms provided with the

=14
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Spanish CTBS do not represent th% population of Spanish/English
bilingual students. Norms fo£ both tests can only provide comparison

standards for student performance evaluation, and these comparisons

are difficult to interpret. So far as the review of literature

’ -

indicated, no large-scale norm groups have been' tested fh any other
languages.

v

Commercial Tests for Languages Other Than English -- <The first two

4

Spanish language tests mentioned above, while not cﬁ@&eﬂtional
. b A L.

norm-referenced tests, are similar in terms ‘of reliability and

[y

validity to other standardized tests. The E1 Circo (Spapish):test for
primary students also represents a high degree of development.. All
thriee can be used fur-measuring student performance and comparing
program students from year to year. Standardized tests to measure
language achievement, particularly in fhe'first language; may be

’

difficult to find. In this situation, it would be appropriate to

utilize criterion-referenced measures or teacher-made tests.

Must English and Non-English Language Tests Come From the Same .

Publisher? -- This questign applies mainly to Spanish—?nélish
programs, since few tests a e available in other lqnguggeé. While
there are some advantages to dealing with a single test\publishef, it
is more important to get the most appropriate tests in each language.
Limiting choices to tests that dre published in two languages is an

unnecessary restriction.
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Teacher-Made Tests -- For languages other than Spanish, many projects

will have to depend on teacher-made tests. Thesse tests should be
Q

quité adequate for demonstrating that students are gaining skills in

"their non-English languages. In general, they will not be adequate

for measuring small, year-to-year changes in program effectiveness.
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4, Evaluating Student Performance in Academic_Areas

Evaluation of performance in academic areas requires the specification
of the skills to be assessed, selection of the language in which
skills are to be measured, and the identification of appropriate tests-
-in English and/or the first language of the student. The evaluator
wi"ll need to determine which skill areas are to be included in the
evaluation. Measurement of achievement in literacy as well as in’
ma jor academic subject areas may be appropriate. This determination
will have to be mad;a on a program-by-program basis. If a st;.udent is'
not literate in L1 or L2, then achievement testing will not be
appropriate. If the students are literate, the language in which to
test the st'Udents v;ill depend upon the language in which ‘instruction
in the particular subject has been given, as.well as the fluency of

the student in that language. <

The Basic Design

Many bilingual programs include non-language, academic subjects, such
as math, social studies, and science. The same principles that apply
to the English language component apply to this component if testing
is done in English. A minimal evaluation would consist of (a) testing
program students only, (b) using standardized, norm-referenced tests,

and (c) a single-year design. Options include local comparison

groups, longitudinal designs, and baseline data.




Language of Testing

The major issue‘in evaluating performance in academic subject areas is
whether to test in English or in the first (L1) language. The
evaluation will be easier to implement and the results easier to
intérpret if thé testing is done in English. However, as a matter of
common sense, if the students are weak in English’and much stronger in
their native language (e.g., new arrivals o: young children from
non-speakingvhomes), then testing in the native language may be
required. In such caseé, the evaluation design principles for
non-English language components apply (see above).

/

Selecting NRTs

Y

By and large, the discussion of tests for English language also
applies to tests for academic subjects tested in English. The
discussion of non-English language tests applies to tests of math,
science, etc. in-ﬁgﬁ—EngEish languages. The basic rule here, as it . -
was for English language, is to utilize the test thag is used

throughout yéﬂr district. The-Technical Appendix contains a

discussion on the selection of achievemeﬁt tests, as well as a listing

of these tests for testing language, mathematics, science, etc.

Using CRTs (etc.)

As in language testing, if you have test data available from your

(]

instructional program on math, science, or other subjects, you may

Q : ‘ ;
ERK: 11-145 251




. want to include these data in your pilingual—program evaluation. Ffor

subjects tested in languages other than English or Spanish, you may

have to depend on teacher-made tests, and the normal cautions apply.

\'
:
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5. Evaluating Affecfive Areas of Student Performance '

a

Af fectiy > goals, like improving student att%tudes'or behaviors, are
mentioned in connection with many bilingual programs. If your
program has specific objectives in these areas and if the program
includes specific components that are intended to change student
attitudes or behaviors, then you should consider evaluatlng the
effects of these components. However, you should be aware of two

problems, which are discussed below.

Af fective goals must be clearly defined. In many bilingual programs,

the non-acadmic goals are defined in very general terms, such as
"improving self-concept.” The test chosen to evaluate changes in .
self-concept may be some readily available commercial attitude test
that bears very little relationship to the self-concept of the program

students. The esults are almost certain to be meaningless.

If you wish to evaluate affective components of your program, then yod
must define the goals clearly, describe the components of the program
that are intended to address the goals, and then identify appropriate
measures, such as tests, attendance records, and so on, thst match
your goals. Then you can.begin to consider an evaluation design to
evaluate absolute student performance, relative student performance,

and program impact in the areas that you have designed.

Affective goals are very difficult to evaluate., While the general

evaluation design principles apply theoretically, in practice it is
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very difficult and frustrating too evaluate changes in attitudes,
self-concept, and so on. This is because (a) thefe is a éreat deal of
poise in the measurement, (b) most measures are insensitive to change
in attitudes, (c¢) attitudes change greatly from month to month and
even from hour to hour, (d) there are few good absolute criteria
available, and (e) there are seldom any very good comparison groups

available.

The net result is that few evaluations can provide convincing evidence
of changes in attitudes or related characteristics of the students.
For this reason, we would not advise bilingual programs to invest much
of their effort in evaluating these goals unless they are a ma jor

v

focus of the program.

Programs wishing to measure affective areas may consult the Technical
Appendix. This volume contains a discussion of self-concept and a

listing of different tests available.
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6. Conducting the Data Collection Activity

Data collection for the first component of the evaluation, program
operations, consists of obtaining student background ianEmation,
interviewing teachers, program administrators, and parents, as well as
observing classroom operations. Data collected for evaluating student
outcomes consist of test administration, scoring, and the recording of
test scores. The latter activity probably requires a higher level of
effort than the former. However, data collection for the student
outcome component requires strict discipline and very precise

procedures.

Testing the Students

Testing in the academic program areas -- language, math, science, and
so on all require the same basic procedures. The main distinction
that the evaluator should make is between formal testing for
eva}uating student-outcomes and informal testing for diagnostic or
other instructional purposes, and out-of-level or functional level

testing. Each type of testing is discussed separately below.

Formal Testing for Outcome Evaluation -- Standardized, norm-referenced

tests should always be administered and scored under carefully
controlled conditions. If you are serious about Using‘CRTs,
teacher-made tests, or any other kinds of tests for purposes of

outcome evaluation, the same rules apply. Mo%} of these rules are

familiar to all teachers. Two points deserve special mention. For

4.
[}
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experienced testers using a familiar test, it is sufficient to bring
the group together briefly within a "ew days of the beginning of
testing to review the tests and testing procedures. For new tests o;
inexperienced testers, each tester should practice adminictering the

entire test under the supervision of the evaluator.

Testing should be done within a few days of the same date each year.
For norm-referenced evaluations, the testing should be within a week
or two of fhe time that normative data were collected by the test

publisher (or local district).

Informal Testing for Instructional Purposes =-- In previous sections,

the Handbook suggests including the results from CRTs, teacher-made

tests, and so on in the outcome evaluation. In some areas, such as
non-English subjects, these may be the only test results that you
have. The problem is that many of these tests are given under
informal classroom conditions. For example, progress checks or mastery
tests are often taken by individual students while the teacher works

with other students in the same classroom.

The simple fact is that when you give tests under informal conditions,
you can expect a lot more noise {(error) in the scores than if the same
tests were given under carefully controlled conditions. In general,
you will have to choose, at least to some-extent, between
instructional and evaluation uses for Your tests. Tests that are
given informally in the classroom will have provide only very rough

measures of student outcomes.

II']SO ¢ ~f,‘




OQut-of-Level on Functional Level Testing -- Achievement tests provide

useful infcrmation for evaluating student performance. The value of
such information is obviously related to its accuracy. Achievement
tests are designed to accurately measure the achievement level of
average students in a certain grade level. However, they may not

accurately assess the achievement level of all students at that grade

»
level.

A student's functional level, at test time, may be below a test
publisher's recommended test level. This is often suggested by a very
low test score on a recommended test level and may indicate that
guessing (chance) by the student played én important role in the .

result. Therefore, students whose scores are primarily a result of

guessing on a test that is too difficult may need to be tested out of

level. That is, they need to be tested with an easier, lower level of

the test.

-

Functional-level testing, therefore, involves testing students with
test levels most appropriate ta their achievement levels.
Functional-level testing can involve testing students with the
recommended test level (in-level testing), or it can mean testing
students with a test~leve1 below or ‘above the recommended level
(out-of-testing). Whatever the case, the goal is to test at a level

affording the students the most opportunity to demonstrate their

abilities. The Technical Appeﬁdix contains a more detailed
explanation of when to use out-of-level testing, as well as how to

properly conduct the testing. 2:':7
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Testing Procedures

Testing procedures simply require following the exact instructions of
the test and making surg that pre- and posttesting conditions and
procedures are identical. Scoring and recording test data are subject
to clerical errors. These errors, however, can be easily held/to an’
acceptable level thfough adequate care and accuracy checks. Scoring
procedures which require the scorer to make qualitative judgments
about the a-equacy of a response are more difficult to contrnl.’ These
qualitative judgments may involve more than simply deciding whether a
response is corrqct'or incorrect.
I

The following guidelines should be followed during test

administration.

) -
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Cuidelines for Administering the Testing

.

1. Assembling the Students

0 Utilize similar testing conditions for all
treatment and compariscon groups. Consider the
time, place, and date of test administration.
Follow technical manuals testing administration
often contain testing procrdure recommendations
(e.g., avoid afterncon testing, or testing on
Mongay and Friday).

) Distractions should be minimized. Avoid testing
in the hall or in the cafeteria when lunch is
being prepared. :

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

0 Consider teaching test-taking skills to students.
This includes acquainting students with test
formats, etc. (NOT teaching to the actual test).

0 Plan for make-up testing. 5
2. Administering the Test "
o ldentify testers. If teachers do not speak the
appropriate language, identify alternative
testers.
o. Conduct inservice training for all test

administrators. If aides and parent will be used
for testing, more intensive training will be
‘required for them. The items on the list below
should be addressed:

- _ Fagiliarity with materials

- Clarity of presentation

- Adherence to guidelines and time limits
- Control in the classroom

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

- Practice for individual testing




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

- The need for the inewvitable "fill-in" of
absentees .

0 Clearly define roles' and responsiblities of
testers. Inservice training and determination of
roles and responsibilities should be assertively
ccordinated by the program director. -

¥. Scoring the Test

.
o Train test’ scorers.
o Scored tests should be spot-checked by someone
other than the person scoring the test.
o Check interrater reliability.
4. Scheduling ’
o Testing should be spread out over one or--more days

so that the burden on. the students does not so
great as to lower scores. Pre- and posttesting
must follow similar schedules. -

Scoring of Test Data -- One of the issues in scoring tests and
recording the scores is whether to use compbters. If the program is
very large, the answer should probably be "yes," at least for
norm-referenced tests. Manry programs have access to district,
university or state computer centers that éan perform the scoring of
the tests. If these services are not available locally, the test
publishers or other scoring services can provide them. Hand scoring
arid recording may still have to be performed fof very small programs.
In addition, if non-standardized tests are used, it may be.necessary
to score the tests by hand before entering the scores into a computer

for analysis.




A second issue involves the way that scores are organized for
recordkeeping purposes. Since a student may stay in a program for
severai years, be tested several times and have several teachers, it
will usuaily Qe necessary to keep individual student record files.
H;wéver, for analysis purposes, it is desirable to group students by
clas§foom. Thig will require keeping a second set of forms. This
should not be"a problem if the data are stored in a computer, since
the computer can do the work of regrouping the records of the
students.p Commercial scoring services may be able to do this type of

processing. Some commercial scoring services can provide complete

analyses of the data, including comparisons across years upon

request.

R
The type of score utilized is very important. Never use grade

equivalent scores for any purpose. Use normalized standard scores

(preferably NCEs) for all computations and calculations of impacts.
Report pre- and posttest per ‘ormance in percentiles. The use of NCEs
is explained in the section entitled "Analyzing Student Outcome Data",

which follows this section on testing.

Recording Test Data -- Recording the scores is the final step in the

data collection process. To ensure that the scores will‘be usable,
the details of recording should be planned well before pretest time.
Where a commercial scoring service is used, the evaluator may have
little control over the recording process, but if the program elects
to do its own scoring or wishes to transfer scores froﬁ computer

printouts to a more convenient form, the evaluator must consider two
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important issues: (a) the accuracy of the data, and (b) the détails
of the data recording forms.

Copying scores accurately onto data forms is not =a complicated
problem. However, even the most conscientious recorders make errors.
Therefore, all data forms should be carefully proofread, preferably
with one person reading aloud while a second person checks the scores:
Attention must also be given to data recording forms. Date forms
might appear to be of little importance, but the way in which data
have been recorded in many school districts virtually precludes any .
reasonable analyses. It is not possible to prescribe a standard data
format because school requirements vary so widely, but it is possible
to state two general principles which must be observed. Firgt, data
forms scores must be able to completely 1dent1fy all scores, an

—

second, data forms must be able to arrange data in a way that

facilitates analysis.

Recording Data for Multi—yegr Evaluations -~- Q data recording form
that works well for a single fall-to-spring evaluation may not be
suitable for following stu@ent progress over several years. Thus,
data recording forms that allow for attrition, regrouping of classes
each year and the total number of scores must be éevelbpqd'aﬁq used

for a multi-year evaluation.
\

[ ..
The following guidelines should be used for recording est data:
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7.

Guidelines for Recording Test Data

‘ N
Most sets of scores will require more than one

page. The page should have a number identifying
each page and th¢ "number of pages" to ensure that
no pages used foé i;llecting data will be missed.
Every form containing important information should
have a name and date to indicate who filled in the
numbers in case any questions arise in the future
about the accuracy of the information. .

Each group for which data are .recorded should be
clearly identified_at the top of the data form to
simplify the retr;tVET_ET_Ehat group's data from a
large data base. -

Each page of forms containing student data should
be arranged so that it can be photocopied without
the students' names. *This permits wide use of the
data for research purposes without compromising
student privacy. .

The analysis of da.a is simplified if only one set
of test scores (pre and post) are recorded on each
sheet. The rules for listing students.(see points
6-11 below) should be followed. The complete name
of the pretest and posttest (taken exactly from
the test booklets and including-publication date)
must be listed. ,

Identifying and jorganizing student names
efficiently are the mostzdifificult recording
problems. Single year eva‘hagﬁﬁﬁs collecting data
through fall and spring testing should have
minimal problems. However, multi-year evaiuations
that follow students over several years are a morTe
difficult task since students come and go from
projects, and groups are reorganized every year.
The simplest rule is to make sure that the
posttest scores are all entered on the same form

-as ‘the corresponding pretest scores. This at

least eliminates ‘the problem of the evaluator
trying to find each student's name on two forms.

A second rule for listing student names is to
establish a standard for listing of names, use it
for the life of the evaluation, and for all tests
that are used. If a student moves or fails to
take some of the, tests, then the appropriate
entries are left blank, but the student's name
should not be eliminated from the list. If new
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11.

12.

students enter the program, their names should be
added to the end of the list for all tests, even
those for which no datas will be entered. If there
is a compelling reason to change the order of
student names in the middle of a project, then
either all forms should be changed, or a double
set of -forms (old and new order) should be
maintained. *

A rule should be established for recording names.
The simplest procedure is to allow plenty of space
and to spell out first names and middle initials
(e.g. Caldwell, Daniel E.).

Each student should have an individual ID number
that identifies the student. For example use a
one-digit number to identify an experimental
condition, a two-digit number to identify a group
or class, a one-digit sex code, and a two-digit
student number. In some evaluations, other codes
(including letters) can be-used, but careful
consideration of the situation is necessary in
order to permit any desired grouping simply by ID
number.

A page on any form should have somS-~reasonable

number of entries, probably 20 or 25. The same
number of entries per page will facilitate the
analysis of the data. . ’ ) :

Test dates are critical, especially in
norm-referenced evaluations. If all students
listed on a form have their pretests in one day

‘and all are later posttested in a single day, then

test date-information -is not really necessary.
Howewer, this is usually impossible t» predict at
the time the form 's made up, So re columns
should be*made to provide space to indicate the
dates of make-up tests and late entries into the
program.

Pre~ and posttest scores should, in general, be in
adjacent columns, rather than pairing each pretest
raw score with its standard score, percentile
score, etc., followed by each posttest score and
its transformations.
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7. Analyzing Student Outcome Data

-

The analysis of the student outcome data should be performed or at
least supervised by a trained evaluator. The analysis of student
performance data should simply answer the questions which the

evaluation wasEFesigned to answer and make the necessary comparisons

that were established during the evaluation design phase. There are

three steps in thig approach: v

] Examine scores for serious mistakes or unusual
results. The scores can be examined simply by
drawing the frequency distributions of test
scores. If two sets of scores are being compared
for the same stucdents (for example, second-grade
and third-grade scores) then scatter diagrams of
one test against the other should be used.

o Compute the mean scores and atandard deviatiopns
for program (and comparison)students. If the
scores do not appear to refilect any serious
problems or unusual’ program effects, then simply
compute the mean score for each group of program
students (and for each group of comparison
students, if any). The standard deviation (a
measure of how §pread out the scores are) must
also be calculated and reported for each group.
The mean scores are used to draw comparisons or
look for progress of the students.

“A

0 Estimate the possible effect of error on your
results. What may appear to be changes in student
per formance may only be random changes in the
scores due' to noise (error). Errors, in mea
scores of 5 to 10 NCEs are not uncommon,
especially with small groups of students.

In examining the data from the evaluation the evaluator should check
to see if the distribution scores resemble a normal curve (pell
shaped). If the distribution of scores is a different shape, this

could indicate possible problems with the tests, testing procedures,
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the scoring procedures or the data computer programs. An abnormal
distribution in the data may also be attributable to the effects of
the program on specific students. For example, in one bilinbual

program, the mean scores could show second grade students making a

mocerate percentile or normal curve equ1valent (NCE) gain in reading.
However, when individual students scores are analyzed, 1t may be found
that oniy a few students in that grade have made very large gains
while the rest of the students have made little or no change in their
percentile sténdings. This information is useful to the evaluator in
concluding that the program is working for some students but not for
others. Using this finding, the program director may be able‘adjust
the program for those students not showing improvement in reading.

-

Another problem in analyzing the data from the evaluation is the kinds
v

of noise (error) that remain in eQen the beét evaluatiog data.
Consideration should. be taken to eA;ure that change in students test
scores are not due to noise but too the effects of the prcgrams.
Error in mean scores of 5-10 NCEs are not uncommon, especiall' for
programs with small numbers of, students. Tests of statistical
significance provide“the best way of estimating the likelihood that
the results are siméz; examples of random error. Howéver, tests of
statistical significance do not provide 4nformation about the
educational impor{;nce of results, since small gains can be
statistically significant for large groups of students, while what
appear to be 1 ~ge gains can be due togq random error with small groups

of students. Tests of statistical significance also will not indicate

- 3
flaws in your evaluation procedures. Thus, individuals responsible
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for conducting the evaluation should look for possible problems in the
evaluation procedures. In order to better understand this issue the

- following information is presented.

. . An Analogy: The Signal-to-Noise Ratio .

It is gererally accepted that test scores include some measurement
error, and that student performance is affected By many things outside
of the progrem. To use the popular term from the stereo recording
industry, these various kinds of errors can be thought of as the.
"noise" in any test score. To pursue the analogy, think of the true
changes in student performance (which may or may not represent impacts
of the bilingual proéram) as .the "signal" in the tes£ score, just as
the music is the signal on a stereo tape or record. If there is a lét
of noise in the stereo system, very soft passages of music:will be
lost in the hiss and static, although very loud passages may be quite
clear. In the same way, if there is a lot of noise in an eyaluation,
small changes in student performance will be obscured, eyen though'
dramatic changes would show up quite clearly.

»

Can the Signal Be Separated From the Noise in an Evaluation?

The important issues for anyone involved in evaluatio6‘are (1) how
much noise is there in a carefully done evaluation? and (2) can
changes be expected in students (or impacts due to the program) that
are big enough ta stand out from the background of noise?

I
3
-
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To oversimplify the answer depends on both how well the evaluation is

done and on the evaluation questions being addressed. It is probably

safe to say that in the vast majority~uf program impact evaluations
(for all kinds of programs, not just bilingual programs), the amount
of noise wikl be significant.’ On the other hand, questions that ask
‘only about student performance can usually be answered quite well.
Finally, even program impact questions %gﬂ be answered in some
districts where conditions and resources permit. Before getting more
specific, however, we must pick a type of test score or "unit of
measurement"” that we can use to discuss the size of effects and the

amounts of noise in program evaluation must be selected.

Selecting a Unit of Measurement: The Normsl Curve Equivalent (NCE)

The type of test score that we will use is called the Normal Curve
Equivalent, or NCE. Like any type of score that we might pick, the
NCE has both good and bad features. Perhaps the worst is that it is
unfamiliar to many educators. On the positive side, however, NCEs
have many technical properties that make them useful in‘evaluations.
Trwey have been adopted by many evaluators in the last few years, and
many standardizgd test manuals now include tables for converting to

NCEs.

Basically, NCEs are one of the many varieties of normalized standard

scores (others include stanines and T-scaled scores). Like all '

standard scores, they are generated by the test publishers from norm
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group data, so they relate student performance to a nationally

representative group of students.

Comparing NCEs and Percentiles -- The NCE scale runs from 1 to 99 like

the percentile scale (see Figure 1). In fact, an NCE of 1 is
éduivalent ;0 the 1st percentile of the national norms, and an NCE of
99 is equivalent to the 99th percentile. Similarly, an NCE of 50
represents the mean of the national norm group, just as a percentile
of 50 does.l However, there are important differences. According to a
popular model of student skills, each percentile unit at the end of
the scale represents a large increment of skill,\while a percentile iﬁ
the middle of the scale represents a small increment of skill. For
example, a student who wants to raise his or her score from the first
to the second percentile (or from the 98th to the 99th percentile)
must learn about 15 times as much as the student who goes from the

49th to 50th percentile.

This means that the number of percentile points thaf a student or a
class improves does not tell us much unless we also kno;?the starting
point. NCEé, on the other hand, cover the same range but divide the
range into 99 equal units in terms of skills. Thus} if we say that a

student gains one NCE, we can assume that it always'means the same

thing regardless of where the student started on the scale.

Measuring Gains in NCEs -- One last point about NCEs is important

here. This is the difference between raw score cains (i.e.,

improveménts in the number of items answered correctly) and NCE gains

h A
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(improvement in relation to the national norm group). If we had a
test that covered several grade levels and we gave it to program
students each spring, we would expect their raw scores to go up each
year. However, we would not necessarily expect their NCE scores to go
up. For example, let's say a student is exactly at the mean of the
national norm group for his or her gradé level (NCE = 50). The next
year, our student's raw score will almost certainly go up; but so will
the scores of all the other students of the same 8ge., All things
being equal, we would expect our student to stay at the mean of the
norm group, so the NCE score would still be 50. Discounting any error
in the score, any change from an NCE of 50 would indicate that our
student was learning faster (or slower) than the average student in
the norm group. - This could be due to an unusually effectlve school

program or to ways in which our student (or communlty) differs from ' !

those in the national norm group. /

In Practice, How Big is an NCE? -~ The NCE is, therefore, a useful

measure for evaluators, but what does it mean in terms of, let's say,
reading skill? A few examples may give you-somé ideas. Suppose you
compareditwo second graders - one who reads at the average level for
second graders anﬁ the other (a very good reader) who reads at the
average third grade level. The one who reads at the second grade
level would get an NCE score of about 50. The betteg~reader would get
an NCE score of about 70 or 80 (it is possible to figure this out by
studying the norms tables from standardized reading tests). In other
words, a differenge of roughly 20 toc 30 NCEs represents the difference

v

in skill between an average second grade reader and an average thi d

grade reader.
271
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By the time students remch junior high school, the average student has
developed his or her basic reading skills considerably, and the
difference from year to year is not so great as it was at the second

grade. At the junior high school level, this difference works cut to

roughly 10 NCEs.

As another example, think of‘comparing good and poor readers at a
single grade level. Poor readers in special programs, such as Title
1, often average around the 20th percentile. This corresponds to a
NCE score of 32. An B80th percentile reader (NCE = 68) would be a
fairly good one. In round numbers, then, a rather poof reader must
improve about 20 NCEs to become an average reader. A gain of 40 NCEs

: 7
would take a reader from "rather poor" to "quite good." Similarly, an

80 NCE gain (from NCE = 10 to NCE = 90) would take a student from

very poor to very good.

One final example may add to your sense of how big an NCE really is.
Suppose that you taught two classes of students in reading, each with
about 20 to 30 students. Suppose further that each was a fairly.
normal class with a normal range of reading ﬁyilities. Now suppose

that your evaluator told you that one class, on_the average, was

slightly better than the. other. How small an average difference
(measured in NCEs) could you expect to detect just by working with the

students?

The answer appears to be "somewhere around seven NCES." That is, if

the average scores of the two classes are within seven NCEs of each

~
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other, you probably would notice little if any difference between the
classes. With differences greater than seven NCEs you would begin to

be aware that oﬁe class was noticeably better than the other.

To summarize:

o Less than 7 NCEs is scarcely noticeable to an
observer. .- .
o} The difference between second and third grades is

about 20 to 30 NCEs.

0 By junior high school, one grade level is down to
about 10 NCEs.

o A difference of 20 NCEs is quite noticeable. It
1s tne difference between "average" and "rather
poor" or between "average" and "quite good."

0 A difference of 80 to 90 NCEs is the difference
between the very poorest readers and the very best
readers in the typical district.

How Much Noise is There in Measures of Student Performance?

Error of Measurement in a Single Student's Score -- The answer to the

noise question is "Itidepends on whether we are tglking about an
individual student's score or about an average (mean) score for a
group of students." There is almost always a certain amount of random
error in a single student's test score. For standardizep reading
tests, this error will fall somewhere within the range of about +10
NCEs for the majority of students, but for some it will be even
greater. For about five percent of the students (one out of 20), the

error may be greater than +16 NCEs. Young students (e.g., second

grade) tend to have somewhat more errors in their scores than do older
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students, but we are speaking very roughly here and the figures given

above are close enough for our purposes.

Error of Measurement in the Mean Score for a Group of Students -- You

can see that the amount of error in an individual scbre can sometimes
be very large and that you must, therefore, be very cautious about
assigning a student to a special program or t67§Pecial matepials on
the basis of a single test score. Ffortunately for the ev;luatpr,
however, the error of measurement in‘the mean score for a group of
studgnts tends to be much lower than the error in individual scores.
This is becéuse éhe positive and negative errors from the different
students tend to cancel out. In fact, for very large groups of

students, the random error cancels out almost entirely ¢nd the mean

score for the group is certain to be very accurate.

Of course, the amount of error in any particular single score or group
mean cannot be calculated in most evaluations. However, a simple
calculation gives us a good idea of how much error is likely to be
present. If we know for a given test that about five percent of the
individual student scores will have errors of +16 NCEs or greater, we
simply divide by the square root of the number of students in our
group to get the range of likely errors-in the mean score for 'a group
of this size. For example, suppose Qe have Zshétudents in the group.
.The square root of 25 is 5. Sixteen NCEs (the range that covers the
errors in most of the individual student scores) divided by 5 equals

about 3 NCEs:
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16 NCEs = 3.2 NCEs.

25

Thus, when looking at groups of 25 students, about five percent of the

group mean scores will be in error by more than +3 NCEs.
L0

b3

S
.

Similarly, from groups of nine students:

15 NCEs = 5.3 NCEs or about 5 NCEs.

9

So, about five percent of group means for groups of nine students will
be in error by +5 NCEs or more. For the other 95 percent, the errors

will be smaller. With 4 students, the range goes up to +f NCEs:

16 NCEs = 8 NCEs.

4

Error of Measurement When Comparing Two Groups -- There is one further

complication to be aware of. When one compares the mean scores of two
groups (or the same group at two different times), each willlinclude
some error, and the error in the difference score may be greater than
in either score by itself. For example, suppose you test a group of
nine students at the end of second grade, and again at the end of
third grade. Suppose further that the group mean is 20 NCEs in the

second grade and 30 NCEs in the third grade.
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Our first reaction is to say that they have improved 59 10 NCEs--(a

»

small, but probably noticeable improvement).. But, we also know that
. ¢

_each of the scorgs could be in error by +% NCEs. Could thé 10 NCE

gain be in error by double this amount? In the worst‘cése, could \

. »
there be a combined error of -10 NCEs, or ih other words, no gaip at

1

all? -
Statisticians can show that an error this large is n;:%likely. To
find the error in the difference between two scorqsL;We should not
multiply the error for a single score by two. Thé corré;t multiplier

is the square root of two (which is 1.4).* In our example,‘} 4 times ;
+5 NCEs is about +7 NCEs. Thus, our apparent gain of 10 NCEs coulg
actually be @ true gain of 3 NCEs (i.e., 10 - 7 NCEs). Of courbe,- it
could also be a true gain of 17 NCEs (10 + 7 NCEs). In fact, éboﬁt'(

five percent of such groups (nine students) with real gains of 10 NCEs

~
will appear to have gains greater than 17 NCEs or less than 3 NCEs<
For grdups of 25 students, the range is about 1.4 times +3 NCEs or

+4.2 NCEs.

Analyzing the Data for Program Impact Evaluations

Once information has been analyzed for student performance, the next
step is to ééalyze data for determining program effectiveness.
Analyzing the pjta for program impact requires a demonstration that
the program has had an impact on student performance, it must be shown

that student performance is better than expected, and that the program

and nothing else is responsible. This does not require any special
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analxsis.of the’data%\ It requires the use of data from the program

operations evaluation component and student outcomes to build a
. . -

convinéing"argumqnt. In addition to Lhe three analytic steps
deséribed above, proving program impact will require three basic

elements to build a convincing:argument.’ - These are:

‘s . Evidence that students have improved their
performance. This type of information documents
that similar students in the same schools had
lower scores in the past. This requires compifing
data from several different_ years. ’

] Evidence that non-program students have not. made a
similar improvement. This type of information .
examines the possibility that something outside of
the bilingual program, such as a new principal or
a new disgrict-wide curriculum, is responsible for(j>
the improvement in bilingual student performance.

This information, can only be generated by having

.tocal comparison groups -- preferably from
district-wide test data.

o Evidence that the characteristics of the bilingual
students have not changed since entry into the
program. In some districts, the student
population can chsnge drastically over a period of

.. a year or two' (as when-large numbers of new

) arrivals =nroll). Some evidence that changes in

student population are not responsible ‘for fLhe

changes in student test 'scores must be
demonstrated. -0t e ‘

- ... - \

Analyzing évaluation data, especialiy program impact evaluation, is
careful, systematic de}ectivg work. It consisgg of -looking for clues
and followup of any.leads that may help to explain the effects (or °
lack of effects; that are observed in data. A clever agfd thoughtful
evaluatorhcan often build a convincing'case by. assembling a variety of
evidence. Unless }t is specifically requiréd that the impact of

prygram be assessed, it is better to spend the effoft in developing

the instructional program.
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Other Issues in Data Analysis

-

]
/ l ~

Single year vs. muiti-year analysdé -~ Many.bilingual program

evaluations are only concerned with measuring the effects of the

program for a single year. These evaluations are not convincing to

Y
- .

show program effectlveness. 1t is, therefore, necessary to

N\

demonstrate that there is continuing yéér-to—year progress toward

program goals.

Effects of aftritibn on multi-year evaluation.-- The effect of student

‘attritions on multi-year evalustions are a problem that all

o

evaluations must be toncerned with. Multi-year eValuatiop means
fo}lowlng—the same students over a perlod of years. However, 8s

students transfer obt of the program, the number of Etudents in the

program_gets smaller and .smaller until the groups may not be large

enough ~r drawing any éomparisgns. Another problem is that the ones
who transfer wili'p}obably be different in many_ways from the ones who
stay.. wh;le multi-year evaluation can gfve you very useful
information, it may be impossible to interpret these results since the
progrm -may experience constantly changing students.

, -
Floor and ceiling effects -- Floor and ceiling effects are pervasive

f .
prob}ems in bilingual program evaluation. A minimal check for these

effects on multiple-choice tests is performed by making sure that

classroom means or school raw scores are no lower thap 25 percent of

the correct 1tmes on four choice tests, 33 percen for, three choice,

Y

‘and so. on. Meamn raw scores should not exceed'75 percent of the total

\ ) o
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possible raw score on any test. Outside of these values, the
likelihood of floor or ceiling effects, respectively, should be nated
in the report. . : N

p - ¢

Other Analysis Techniques

Additional analytic techniques such as Analysis of variance (ANOVA),
Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), and regression technioues can also be
used in analyzing the data. These sophisticaéed statistical analyses
can be found in most textbooks on evaluation and are not even
mentioned in this volume. This is because these approaches require
many special conditions (like random assignment of student to
different treatments, and large numbers of students in each group)

that simply cannot be met in most bilingual programs. The following

guideline: should be used- when conducting the data analysis activity.

Qg&gelines for Data Anal?sis

I. General principles *

A. Analyze data both by individual years for shart—term goals
and cumulatively for long term goals.

B. Separate data according to language proficiesncy groups.

C. Separate data fyrther according to instructional
treatment. . . )

Al
~

T 11, Prébaratign (apblies to post evaluatﬁon‘désigns)‘

"A. Convert raw scores to standard scores (preferably
normalized standard scores such as NCEs). Use these scores
for all* analyses. o _ ' : '

B. Separate out.thésé students with both pre- and posttests.

1. Compute means ‘and standard deviations. |

2. Plot the distributions of pretest scores.

r
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Iil.

iv.

"A. Floor or ceiling effects

trying to answer.

i

3. Plot the distributions of posttest scores.
4, Plot the joint distribution of pretest and posttest
scores. b

-

'C. For students with pretes} scores only: .

i. Compute the mean and staridard deviation.
2. - Plot the distribution of scores.

D. For students with posttest sc:jfs only.

Save the scores for student les and for use as next years'

pretest scores.

Check for irregularities in the data:

B. Large changes in gtandard deviation from pretest to
posttest.
4

’

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

D. Differences between atudents who took the posttest, and
those who dropped out.

-

E. Look for any_ other features of the data ‘that strike you as
strange, and be sure that you can explain them. Ideally,
- item data €hould be examined. :

Apply the statistical or other procsdures relevant to the

particular evaluation design in use.

Be sure that your analyses are relevant to the questions Yyou are

. "

<

. .
. . s
P ~

R51) -
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8. Interpreting the Resﬁlts of the Evaluation -

The gnalysis of sgydeét out'come data described above, proyides the
progsaﬁ director and evaluator with the quéntitativ? info;mation on
student performance. If a norm-referen;ed test was used, the data
'wil; show how the bilingual students compared in achievement to a
national norm group. Hopefully, the results-will show that bilingual
stuQegts achieved as well or be&;erC These results, however, do not
provide answers as to why the students achieved. The answer to this

question may possibly be found by carefully examining the results

emanating from the evaluation of program operations.

The evaluator should understand that the two components of the
evafhation model, the discrepancy evaluation of program operations and
the evaluation of student performapce, are not methodologlcally linked
‘together.' As a matter of fact, each component may stand alone. The
baseline data developed for the evaluation of program operatlén,
however, does play a role in de31gn1ng the evaluatlon of student
! performance. That is, the baselinevdata provides informatlon to
determine wha£ outcome areas should bé evaluated. "

In addition, the resultsy of the program operatioh% evaluation can
provide the evaluator with‘valuable information on how the program wéf
operated, the instructi al approach used, and the amount of
*nscructlon provided in the flrst language‘?&g\each academic subJect
area, etc. " This 1nf9rmat%on can be used to "understand" the results

-
- of the student outcomes component of the evaluation. This information

’
- »
«
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is valuable to a perceptive evaluator wishing to find answers to
explain student performance. For example, if the discrepancy
evaluation shows that history was taught using the first language to
fourth grade students, but not to students in the fifth grade, the
evaluator may want to closely examine the test scores in history for
those two grades. Depending on what tHe test scores show, the
‘ evalustor may be able to'make some assumptions ron what caused either
the same or different level of performance. The evaluator may then

want to more.closely examine "how" the instruction was provided. Ffor

example, tha_evaluator may want to ascertain the level of language .

proficiency of the teacher teaching in the first language or compare :

the language assessment scores, if avallable, of the students in the

two grades. All this information, when proce¢ssed. together, could

provide clueé for understanding what .caused the level of pe?formanée. -

“ s . . . : .

-Because‘thé.two coﬁponents of the evaluations are.ﬁot methodﬁlogically
linked, there are_ho specific pfoceduve§ that can be degcribed for
, merbing the two sets of data. Nevertheless, the r?coﬁﬁended approéch
provides the evaluator with a significant amcunf'of information to use
in arriving at conclusions about the program. The analysis techniques
required for the evaluation, as desgribed earlier, are relatively
sim:le and can usually be performed by followihg the instructions in
the test manuals as well as the discrepancy proéedureé described in
thig Handbook. The other ingredﬂent is the creativity of the
eyaluator and project director in their ability to use thé information
‘fg better underst;nd the program and how it might have impacted

student performanée.

-
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Basicallf} two general categories of information will be gathered by
the recommended evaluation activities outlined in the Handbook. Thé;e
include facts such as: the number of students, the instructional
methods used, the test scores of students, etc. The other category

includes opinions generated by this information such as: whether

there should be more or fewer students in the program, whether the

instructional methods used,are appropriate, and whether the test.

scores are as high as they should be. It is essential to keep’this
distinction in mind when'reborting infortmation about the program

evaluation.~
. ~
)

’ Thg general approach in reporting evaluatiqp(;esults should be first,

to present the facts and second, to pfesént opinions about these facts

“f o

clearly identifying the source of the opinions. For example, when

discussing test scores, the fact may be that, as a group, the
bilingual students gdined ten normal curve equivalents (NCEs) from
pretest to posttest time. If presented with tﬁié‘information,
different pesople may. interpret this fact in different ways.
"pDifferences in interpretations may regult from differences in
underst.anding of how much gaié is typical in a bilingual program, the

\
nature of the students involved, the instructional methods used, etc.

(Therefore, the report must inc{yde:careful interpretation of the

data. !

' ¥
The procedures and results of the evaluaticn should be clearly

described. For example, the goals of the Engiisﬁ landuage compbnent,

” !

may be: ' - R
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1. Students will gain seven or more NCEs in reading,
compared to similar students not in the program,
as determined by comparing their average NCE gain
from pretest to posttest on the New Improved Rural
Achievement Test with students in the tests' norm

group.

\ .

¢ 2. Students will gain seven or more NCEs in language

: & ' art skills compared to similar students not in the

3 L program, as determined by comparing their average -

NCE gain from pretest to posttest on the New
Improved Rural Achievement Test with students in

the tests' norm group.
Following a ststement of the goals, a description of the 'evaluation
procedures used to evaluate this’goal should be presented.. These,

descriptions should include the measurement instruments used,'the,dafa'

collected and the-analysis procedures. In addition, any informa}ion
about the evaluyation process that would effect interpretation should '

also be discﬁssed. For example, a description of the  evaluation’
I\._.‘

procedures related to the sbove goals may be stated as follows:

Attainment of the goal was measured by administering
the New Improved Rural Achievement Test to all students
in the program during the first week of October.and
again in the last week of April (the same times when
the'norming population was. tested). Teachers were
trained to administer the tests and did so within their
classrooms. The analyses performed were a comparison
of the pretest-posttest average NCEs to determine the
amount of gain as compared to .that of the norm group.
Separate analyses were conducted for the two content
areas (reading and language arts), for each grade level
(2-6), and for students at two different levels of
English language proficiency. (Students were
categorized by these levels of language during the
selection process for entry into the program.)

This description should be followed by a presentation of outcomes
related to specified goals. The presentation of the outcomes of the
evaluatibn should include two parts. First, the results of the

evaluation measurement (i.e., test scores) should be reported. Then a

-

11-178

Ru1




v

judgment or well reasoned discussion about the meaning of the results
should be offered. These discussions should explain why the program
is considered to be responsible for the observed outcomes, or

conversely, why the results should not be attributed to the program.

Thislinformation should be used to make interpfetative comments about
the pesults. Since these comments will inevitably be somewhat
subjective, i£ i; important to clearly note whose interpretation is
presented. Inéerpretagions méy be made by the evaluator based on
opinions gathered from program personqel, parents, and administrators.
In'sohe cases, an interpretative panel may be established officially
to review and interpret the data. Recommendations which logically
stem from the results andﬂintefpretations areypresented iﬁ the final
section of the report; since the recommendations generally are derived
from several sets of results or interpretations (e.g., looking jointly

i

at student outcomes‘and parent involvement).

The recommendations made for program change should stem fromAg careful
review of all the descriptive information and evaluation gesﬁlts and
interpretations presented thus fa;. The 'recommendations may best be
generatéd by a team con:igting of program staff and the evaluator.
HoweQer generated, the recommendations should be reviewed by the
pfﬁgram director and selected staff to ensure that no mejor factors
which influence the results have been overlooked. Recommendations
should then be organized according to the aspect of the program they
relate to -- program operations, parent involvement, staff

. development, or student effects.
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CHAPTER V
PREPARING THE EVALUATION REPORT
Preparation of the final evaluation report is an important activity of
the evaluation. The evaluation report is the final and most visible
product of the evaluation. Steps should be taken to assure that the
reportﬁ addresses the purposes and specific questions of the
decisionmakers for whom the evaluation was planned. In addition, the
evaluation results should be reported' in a timely mannrer, taking care

to ensure that the technical aspects of the e_vgallxati'on effort are

clearly presented. Together, these steps i?crease the usefulness of
the evaluation results. T S

>
Preparation of the final evaluation report can be a time=-consuming and

burdensome process if not properly. planned. However, reporting should

2 -

be a continual process occurring throughout the evaluation cycle. As
recommqﬁ’ded in earlier chapters, brief‘.summa,ries-or reports on
specific activities of the evaluation (e.g., classroom observationé)
should have beer, prepared and shared.with program staff as well as
with key decisionmakers. For example, Chapter I1I recommended that
f‘olJ:owing each (;:lassroom observation, a brief report should be
~prepared. These brief repo‘rts were in turn to be summarized at least
three times during the proéram year--fall, winter, and spring -- and
were to. be shared with program pérs:onnel so that the'y could become
part of the program improvement process. Thus, these brief reports

and summaries prepared throughout the evaluation cycle can all feed

" into the final evaluation report thus simplifying the reporting

: . -
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process. The preparation and sharing of evaluation information
throughout the evaluation cycle also serves to strengthen
communication between the evaluation audiences and those conducting

the evaluatioh, thereby increasing the use of evaluation results.

The focus of this chapter is the preparation of the final evaluation

report. The suggestions and guidelines in many cases also apply to

the reporting mechanisms-recommended throughout the evaluation cycle.
The information:in this -chapter will prove useful to program personnel
involved in the evaluation effort as well as to the person(s)
responsible fof preparing the final evaluation report.

=~

There are a number of basic principlas which pertain to'the reporting

0y
~

process and éerve to simplify preparation of the final evaluation
report. This discussion assumes that completion of the repert is the
primary responsibility éf the program evaluator(s) contracted to
undertske mhjor segments of the bilingual pfogram gvaluation.
Basically, the evaluator has three important tasks: develop an
understanding of the audiences who will use the information, select a
proper reporting format(s), and assist the audiences in usihg the
results. Proper planning of the reporting ;equirements will make this

final sctivity easy to complete.

-




1. Develop an Understanding of the Audiences

El

The. evaluator must understand that cledr communication requires
knowledge and understanding of the evaluation audiences. The

identification of the audiences should have been completed during the

planning stages. However, it is helpful to review who the audiences
are at the time of reporting. The evaluator communicates with the
audiences to identify théi; information needs and their understanding
of evaluaéion issues, such as testing. This will help the evaluator
to tailor the report specifically to the level of understanding of the
audienceé and to determine the best form in which to report the
« results. Contact with the "audiences also increases tne probability

that evaluation results will in fact be used.

»

Understanding the role played by the various audiences in using the
évaluati;ﬁ resuits is also crucial. Some may be involved in
clarifying the results of the eQélﬁation, while others will be
involved in interpreting these rFsults. Still others are involved in
making decisions, and thus are considered to be the key audiences.
The Toles of the audiences determines the time at which information is
reported to them. For example} those involved in clarifying the
" results enter the reporting process somewhat earlier than- those who
aid in iﬂterpreting the results and making rgcqmmendations.

Understanding the roles of the audiences assists the evaluator to

directing the evaluation report to the proper decisionmakers.

Loys
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2. Select a Reporting Format(s)

Evaluation reports can take different forms, but whatever the form,
the report should be desid;fd for a Specific audience and be presented
in a manner that allows for response and interaction. Although the
most common format _is a written report, which describes the entire

evaluation, consideration should be given to alternative versions foﬁ\\

various groups.

A news release is a type of written report. Because news reporters do
not have the time to read full evaluation reporfs, there is a risk
that they may write an inadequate or inaccurate news article. To
avoid this, preparation of a news release is recommended. The

newspaper .will probably adapt the news release to its own SEyle and

size limitations. In some cases, a press conference may be held for

reporting the results to television, radio, and newspaper reporters.
Interviews with representatives of the media are even more common.

These may be taped for broadcast on television or radio, oOr they may

be the basis for an article by a print journalist.

Oral presentations are also a major vehicle for reporting to

professional audiences such as teachers' and program staff. Gral

presentations are particularly important for highlighting the major

findings, conclusions, and recommendations, and for establishing

two-way communication that will clarify, interpret, and influence
decisionmaking. Such presentations can be enhanced by a panel

discussion and/or small group discussions of the reported results.
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Whatever reporting formats are used, the evaluator must focus on the
audience{s) and their specific needs. The amount of attention given
to the form of reporting may make the difference betweeﬁ a report that

is simply received and one that influences practice.

Several standard elements should be included in the report.: Thesé

include:
] Statement of purposej
“,
o Program overview and background; >

] The goals and objectives of the bilingual

program;
o Description of the program and students;
0 Discussion of the methodclogy used; including

design, sampling strategy, instrumentation, and
data analysis procedures; and

o Presentation of the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations for program change.

The report should be concise and should include easily interpreted

tables, graphs, and other figures limiting the amount of narrative

‘material presented. Important i;sues‘should be iaentified and
highlighted in the report if the results of the evaluation effort are
to be maximized. Techniques such as boxing in recommendations or
using a different type face are useful to highlight the most important
points of the report. Examplés of actual data collection instruments

should be included in sn appendix.

230
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3. Assist the Audience Using the Results

Once the written repoft is completed, copies must be submitted to the
Fundind agency. Plans should also be initiated to present the results
of the evaluation to specific wudiences. Consideration must be given
to identify the appropriate person responsible for presenting the
results. It is recommended that this be the program diréctor and the
evaluator. A decision as to which of the two will report to which
audiences is dictated by the situation and deserves careful

2
consideration.

Arrangements should be made to present the results of the evaluation
to the staff, parent groups, school boards, and school administrators.
Presentations should include a verbal discussion of the evaluation
procedures and findings as well as a discussion' of the implications of
the findings. Ample time should be available for questions and

anNnSwers.

- Even though most of the information presented .at. such & meeting is
contained in the evaluation report, it cannot be assumed that the
audience has either read or understands the complete report. fral

presentations of evaluation findings frequently enhance the

credibility of the evaluation and provide the evaluator with important ~
feedback on the comprehensibility of his/her written work. This can
Ee very helpful in improving subsequent evaluation products.“ Finally,
a personal explanation of the evaluation provides evalﬁation users

"7 T 77" 7with an opportunity to a§k QUEstions and Teceive answers and™ ™™ "7
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explanatiors; something that simply reading the report cannot
accomplish. Worksheet No. 17, which follows the insfructions for its

use, provides a detailed outline for the report.

How to Use Worksheet No. 17 -- Thi's worksheet serves as an outline or

checklist which can be used to ensure that all necessary information
is inéluded in the report. Generally, Worksheet No. 19 follows the
format of this Handbook. The report outline provides a format for the
presentation of Eacts and opinivtns about the bilingual prbgram. Four
majo; categories of information are presented: evaluation summary,
program overview and description, program and student effects, and

recommendations. Each of these is discussed below.

Evaluation Summary Information -- This summary information provides a _

concise overview of the évaluation findings, copclusions, Qnd
recommendations.  This sectioﬁ-of the evaluation report, commonly
referred to as the Executive Summary, is é three-to-five page section
which should provide the reader (who may be totally unfamiliar with .
the program) with a brief overview of the program's purpose and
structure, as well as a concise description of how well the program is
operating and accomplishing ifnggals. Specific data indiéating
student and program outcomes should Ef presented. Recommendations for
‘program changes based on the data should also be included. The

Executive Summary is often the only section of the report read by the

most influential audiences. The Executive Summary can be provided to

persons who most likely do not want or need the more technical

SUPR . - T e m e ws g i v v . s rar s SUNPSII
n e e et e e e ok e e mm v m e
o e,

information contained in the complete report. The full report,

11-187 292 -




S T

however, should be made available to interested parties requesting the

report.

Program Overview and Descriptive Information -~ This information

reports on several of the evaluation activities. ,Overall, factual
information is presented about the type of students in the program
(e.g., language proficiency, achievement level, biographic data,
etc.), their needs, program goals, methods of operation, student
selection cri@eria, instructional approach, etc. In addition, this
information also presents factual information on the purpose of the
evaluation, its design and the audience(s) who the evaluation is

intended to serve.

Program and Student Effect Information -- This information reports on

o

the more technical aspects of the evaluation which includes opinionﬁ
or evaluative information on the success or failure of the bilinguaf
program. ‘Included is information bn each program goal or operation
that was evaluated as well as a description of the evaluation
procedures used to evaluate each goal. This description should be
followed by a presentation of the outcomes related to the specific

goals. Included in this description is a discussion of the related

S
results as well as an interpretation of the results.

Recommendations -- The recommendations made for program change stem
from a careful review of all the descriptive informetion and

evaluation results and interpretations presented thus far. The

recommendations.may _best be generated by a team consisting of program
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staff and the evaluator. However generated, the recommendations
should be reviewed by the program director and selected staff to
ensure that no major factors which influence the results have been
overlooked. Recommendations should then be organized according to the
aspect of the pfogram they relate to -- program operations, parent
involvement, staff development, or student effects. The
rgcommendations may relate to changes in goals or changes in the way

tasks are carried out. .

14 '
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OVERVIEW .
| 4

This document represents the third and final volume of the Handbook

for Evaluating ESEA Title VII Bilinqgual Education Programs. The

Handbook provides practlcal gu1de11nes and recommended approaches for
'blllngual educatlon program dlrectors and evaluators to use in
evaluating bilingual programs.

- o .

In the development of the Handbook, it was readily recognized that a
single document could not be equqlly suitable to all bilingual

education programs. .Obviously, bilingual education programs cover a’
range of languages and grade levels in a variety of settings. In
add1t10n, some programs have large evaluation budgets and access to
teams of highly sophisticated evaluators, while others have limited
budgets and no evaluatlon specialists at all. Thus, Volume III,

»

entitled Techn1cal Appendix, contains a collection of reference

material addres3ing various evaluation issues, as we%é as lists of
tests available. These are intended to assist program directoi? and
program ev;luators in building upon or expending the evaluation
activities identified and discussed in Volumes I and II. The appendix

also contains. full-size reproducible copies of all the worksheets

contained in Volume II.

The volume is divided into three sections. Section One includes a
fairly comprehenslve list gf referendes relevant to the evaluation of

ESEA Title VII bilingual education programs. Sectlon Two includes

[}
-

Qo
<
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reference documents addressing issues related to evaluation and
testing. This section also contains lists of tests which may be used
in the evaluation. The section also includes a reference paper on
ethnographic methods for describing bilingual programs. Section three
of this volume includes a set of worksheets for use with Volume II of
the Handbook. The inclusion of the worksheets in this volume is
intended to facilitate the reproduction, dissemination, and use of the

-

worksheets.

Volume 1, entitled The User's Guide on Evaluation Basics, sumﬁarizes
evaluatian procedures providing a summary describing the five
components of a bilingual education program evaluation. These
include: planning, managing, and staffing the evaluation;
establishing baseline data required for evaluation; monitoring program
operations; evaluating student outcomes; and analyzing and reporting

evaluation results.

Volume 11, entitled The Designer's Manual for Conducting an

Evaluation, describes how to implement each of the components. The

Designer's Manual conteains recommended approathes, forms, and
worksheets--all designed to assist the program director and/or program
evaluator in completing the 'specific tasks associated with the o!pfall

program evaluation.

. 3.5
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SECTION I

REFERENCES

The following is a fairly comprehengive list of references pertinent
to the evaluation of ESEA Title(VII bilingual educgtion programs.
Many of the more technical issues discussed in the Handbook can be
found in these publications. Program directors and evaluators are

encouraged to familiarize themselves with these publications.
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SECTION 11

OBSERVATIONS ON TESTING

This section contains reference material to provide program directors
and evaluators with a ‘theoretical and practical background on Lesting
issues as well as a series of descriptions of several
"testing/evaluation instruments. The material provides information on
the selection of achievement tests, lqnguage“proficiency tests, and
seff—concept scales. Included are abstracts and/or test summaries of
tests and scales often used in the evaluation of bilingual programs.
The documents in this section are included in Qrder to make this core
of information readily available to program directors and evaluators,

’

thereby facilitating their evaluation activities.

An additional document found at the end of th;s section is a

presentation and discussion of ethnographic methods to develop a

program description.




INDEX TO SECTION III

>

Title Worksheet Number Pagé
: Determin; Audience and.Information v 1 .

\ Requirements for the Evaluation I11-133
Setting Priorities i 2 III-135
Timetable for the Evaluation 3 . ‘. I1I-137.
‘Operating Checklist for Bilimgual Education 4 .

Program Evaluation I11-141
Evaluation Summary Guide 5 CII1-143 ‘
Estimating Level of Effort Requirements: - ‘ ’

for Describing the Program and the Student 6, Part A JII11-145

for Evaluating Program Operations 6, Part B I111-147

for Evaluating Student Outcomes 6, Part C - II1-150

Summary and Associated Costs 6, Part O ITI-154
Data Collection Form, for Information from :

the Project Proposal and Other Records 7 I11-157
Program Director'Interview Schedule 8 . < - I111-163
rrogram Staff Interview Schedule 9 II1-171
Local and District Administrators ‘ 10 . '

Interview Schedule ' : S I11-179 '
Classroom Observafion Schedule on e I1I-181
Program Operations Interview Schedule for 12

Teachers . . : ) - I1I-183
staff Development Questionnaire 13 II1-185
Interview Schedule for Leaders of 14

Parent Activities I11-187
‘Parent Interview Schedule . 15 . I11-189
Evaluation Design Worksheet 16 IT1-191
Bilingual Program Evaluation Report Outline 17 111-193
Program Information Acquisition Form N/A I11-201

!
3')9 ’ x
L)

=19 ' )




s

OUT-dF-LEVEL OR-FUNETIONAL-LEVEL TESTING

R

. Purgose

~

This document is aesigned to give teachers, parents and administrators
a simple overv1ew of the concept called Functlonal level testing. It

can be used separately for an awareness of the topic or with other

-

available resources to promote skills 'for matching test levels toﬂ'

-

student achievement levels. ' .

a

The information presented in this document address five questions!‘t
about functional-level testing. Each of these questions are
identified and discussed in detail in the following sections.

-

How Do I Know If 1 Need to Use Functional-Level Testing?

When bilingual teachers evaluate Lhe effectiveness of 5he}r projects,
one piece ofj;vidence to consider is the students' improvement on an
achievement test. Students' scores at the beginnind of the project
can be coﬁpared to their scores at the end. This comparison will

provide & true picture of the students® improvement if the teacher has

accurate measures from the test.

A test that is too dlfflcult or too easy may provide very little

information about students' actual achievement levels. Students who

’

aretfrustrated by a test that is too ¢ifficult may give up early, or
. , . .

.
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they may simply guess their way through the testi 'If a test is too
easy, students will find it unchallenging. -In éither case, test
scores will not provide an accurate indication of their achievement
level. Such results are a major concern of teachers, especially when
they realize before testing that nost items on a test are too
difficult or too easy for some studente. ;
2 ‘ )
Functional-level testing is an alternative that can‘be telpful in
situations like these. Because_functional-level'tegting results in
improved information by matching a student's ability with the
difficulty of the test he or she takes. it Has been recommended in
, current evaluation guidelines. This papef will provide information

about functional-level testing; what it -squireé. and how it can be

implemented. .

What Are Test Levels?

Many initial questions need answers when a commercial publishing'hoﬁse

plans development of an achievement test battéry. For example, the
publisher must determine which basic topical areas will be measureg.

.what span of grades the test, should covér and the length of time
required for test administration. Other msjor considerations include

) reading and vocabulary levels‘of the test items. specific content to
Be i%vered within the given topical areas, and the relative interest

and difficulty of the material on which the test will be based. In

weighing these consideration®, the publisher understands that a single

test covering all grades would be much too long and inefficient to

,’;ﬂ [s
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- administer to any student (see Figure 1). One solution is to publish
a series of tests. each known as a level.* A test level may be
defined as one of a number of strata. the content and difficulty of

which are appropriate to a given grade or span of grades. Note that

in Figure 2 Level C covers a span of grades from the second through

eighth.

e -
K,

|
1 12
) GRADE
Figure 1 .
)
—
I———

o = e

]
+
1 3 [} 9 12
GRADE
Figure 2

* The term level must be clearly distinguished from the term form.
Form, more appropriately termed alternate form or equivalent form, is
a second test at a given level designed to measure the same content
using a different. but equivalent, set of test items.

X -
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Next, th? pub}isher must decide how many levels the planned series
should incorporate. If only a few levels will be developed, each must
cover the content for several grades. For example, the test levels
sshown in Figute 3 cover a broader range of grades than those in Figure
4. The broader the content covered by a given level, the more likely
that item content and difficulty will be appropriate for the low or
"High achieving'students -- p?Thaps both, Nargrow content coverage
within a level may be more relevant for a single grade (see Figure 4).
However, focusing on such narrow content coverage can result in too

many tests and be too costly.

TEST LEVELS

After considering which topics to cover, what content to cover within
topics and the diFficulty of content, test publishers select items for

jnclusion in a test series. Each lével, designed for typical students

in a given grade or span of grades, is known as the recommended level,

There is not always one test level for each grade level. Sometimes a

test levely spans $ko or more grades.

!
3
M
.
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What is Functional Testing?

Whenever a student is given a test level appropriate for his or her

functioning educational level, it is considered functional~level

testing. Most students' functional leJéls are best served when the

test publisher's recommended level for their grade is administered.
. o -

This practice is known as in-level testing. Functional-level testing,

however, allows testing at, below or abd&e the‘publisher's recommended
- B . *‘_
level. s ’

What is Out-of-Level Testing?

T -

The recommended level of a test does notgalways contain the most
appropriate content or difficulty for students with very low or very
high performance levels. When testing such students, it may be

desirableq%o administer a test level other than the specific level

recommended by the test publisher for typical students in that grade.

This practice, called out-of-level testing, is employed when the
recommended test level is expected to be much too easy or too

difficult for the students.

The use of tests at levels below those recommended by the publisher is
an option if the content of the arogram can be measured better this
way. Students in biiingual programs may be learning skills, such as
English reading, at a later time than other students and thereforg.

should recéive the same test at a later point. In order for any test

to be suitable., the average score of@the grgup tested should be
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between 1/3 and 3/4 of the maximum (Roberts, 1976). TOtherwise,

L ceullng or floor effects depress estimates of student gains. Some

.\\ .

L publlshers prov1de norms for the admlnlstrat1on of a single test in

B
® A

Via

e-‘.

;w4
-

g %eweral grades. Other publishers prov1de expanded standard scores

VA

that link up all levels of a test on a common scale, and occasionally,
locator tests. to facilitate out-of-level testing. Generally. a test

should Be used no. more than one level below that recommended by the

publisher. But csre should be taken that in testing out-of-level,’

pretest floor effects are not being replaced by posttest ceiling

effects. ’ o

-

Why Test Out-of-lLevel?

Achievement -testing is used to obtain a reliable and valid measure qf
student achievement. Factors contributiﬁg to unreliable and invalid
test scores may include test administration procedures (e.g.. adhering
to timing and directions), physical surroundings (e.g., spaciné of
chairs, @eﬁperature. lighting. etc.), student characteristics (e.q..
motivation, physical well-being, etc.), and test characteristics

(e.g., difficulty level, content, format, etec.). .

Although functional-level testing: does not address all of these

concerns., it does consider test characteristics .and has the potential

to affect students' motivation. Test characteristics of content and

difficulty level are very important. For example, consider test

content. Different levels of a test series emphasize different skills

and the content can be quite different even though the subject area

Y
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remains the same. A selected test level,should match the content

material taught. If a test does not match what students are being

taught it will not be sensitive to learning and gains which actually

occur may not be shown.

Now consider test difficulty. When a test is too difficult for a
student., guessing is likely to occur, creating problems for both the
relisbility énd validity of the resulting test scores. In turn, the
assessment of student achievement and the evaluakion of programs are
affected. Guessing increases most students' scores in multiple-choice
tests. Some students' pntiré scores can be a reflection of the luck
invo}ved in random guessing. The laws governing these scores based
uaon random guessing are the same as those governing who wins and who
l%ses at ﬁas‘Vegas; consequently, they are known as chance scores.
Fo}‘example. if a qroup of students were to take a 100-item test with
four opEions?per itEm. apd randamiy guess at all items, the .average
score for the group woulh be approximately 25. Obviously, chance
scores do nct provide accurate information about a student's level of
skill development. Studenté whose scores are primarily a result of
guessing on a test that is too difficult may need to be tested with an
easier, lower level of the test. ?n Figure 5 we see that the students

scoring in. the chance fange (shaded area) of Test Level C may need to

be tested at a lower test level -- Level B in this case.

327
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Chance Score Range ;%L? ‘ LEVEL c

Test at Lower Level Y .

Figure 5 For students scoring in the chence score range the test level wes p;obobly to0
difficult. They may need to be teeted with a lower leveil of the test.

On the other end of the gchievement spectrum there are students for
whom the test level is too easy, limiting suéh students'’ ability to
demonstrate the%r‘ékill development. They too may need to be tested
out-of-level, but with a more difficult test. The shaded area in
Figure 6 depicts thé high range for two.test levels. Students scoring .
in the high range of Level C may heed to be tested with a more

difficult level of tests--lLevel D in this ‘case.

© - LEVEL D 55

N : I Test at Higher Level

L' . LEVEL_- ' ér ‘-”é#:’l High Score Range

Figure 6 Students scoring in the high range of a test level.mey need to be tested with a
nigher level of the test,

\




In addition to being misleading about a; student's true skill level, a
test t‘hat is either too easy or d'ifficu-l.t' can' misrepresent student
‘ gains in achievement. Consider the following diagram in which the
line at the bottom repf:;sents all(ther‘e is to know about a cer‘tain

¢ - topic and the lines above 'indicate the portions of* the topic cove::ed

- by various test levels.

" -
kel
’ : o PR cve! 4
A B
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Cc : =
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Zero Knowledge . ¢ A - 8 100% Mastery

Apparent Gain (B-A) .
Actual Gain (B-C) ’
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Suppose a group of students is’ giwen Level 3, but it is too diffiéuft
for then. .They-m'ay. guesé’ on may ftems ;nd score in the chance’ range '
of the test--at point'A‘.' Let's assmime their posttest ‘performance,

wouf-d show improvement. and they would score at p01nt B. Thelr

apparent gain is the dlstanne between the pretest and posttest (B-A) -

(However. if students hsd been tested‘at: thelr “functional level, Level

2 probably would hsve been given at the pretest, Gue551ng would be

less a factor since the test difficulty at thls lower level is more

closely matched to student_achle\fement. Their score may have been -

something near point C. So their actual gain from-pretest to posttest

,iS B"'Co : ) . . T
3 In summary, the recommended test level for the average student in a

certaid grade may not accurately measure the achievement level of

every stugi.ént in that grade. Scme students will function at a higher

achievemen. level, some a* a lower level. In either case,

out-of-level testing could '\provide a_better measure of stude'nt

- achievement.
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SUMMARY ’

- . 3
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TAcW;evement tests provide useful information for evaluating the

;

- effecii{eness of programs.‘ The value of such _information is*obvicusly
,ceiated to its accuracy. Achievément tests are deeigned to accurately
.‘measure fhe achfevement levei of ayerage students in a certain grade ,
level. However, they_ﬁaylnot accurately assess:theiachdevement level

of.all students at that grade level. e .

-

A

1

A sﬁudent's ?antional levikl may be below a test pyblisher‘s

recommended test level. And a very low test score on a recommended

°*

test level may indicate that gue881ng (chance) played an important

role in the result. - Studente whose scores are primdrily a result of

{ z

guessing on '8 test that is too difficult may need to be tested out of

level; tested with ap easier, lower level of ‘the test.

o

Functional-level testing, thecefore. involves testing students with
Leet levels most appropriate to their achievemept levels.
Functional-level testing can .involve testing students with the
recommended test level (in-level testing); or .t can'mee? testing

»

students with_a test level below or above the recommended level

.

‘(out-of-testing). Whatever the case. the goal is to test at a level

affording students the most opportunity to demonstrate their

abilitiesn




SELEC%ING AN ACHIEVEMENT TEST*

~

~ <

In'selecting achievement tests for the evaluation of .bilingual
programs, e;aluators must consider all the'éame criteria that ére dsed
in selecting any achievement test as.well as additional criteria éhat
relate to thF nature of-the program and the student population. This

discussion will give most emphasis to issues in test seléht;on that

> are especially important for bilingual education evaluations.

Test Bias

¢ .

* During the last ten years extensive attention has been given t9 the

effects of test bias ‘for culturally different populations (Nargo;
1977; Houts, 1974). As'a result, test publishers have made concerted

efforts in this area and many standarpized achieyement tests have been

%,

revised. The technical manual of a test will often-include a

-

discussibn of what procedures were undertaken to minimize bias. The
two most common proéequres are: (1) review of the content of the
items by a cultugglly sensitive panel and (2) statistical item

analyses.

* Adapted with author's permission from: "An Evaluation of Project
Information Packages (PIPs) As Used ‘for the Diffusion of Bilingual °
Projects," RMC Research Corporation, U.S. Departmqnt of Health,
Education and Welfare, Office of Education, 1980.




* I 4
-

Review of Content -- Reading and examining the content of items may

result in rewriting items so that they seem fairer to all groups
involved. However a visual examination aiéﬁe cannot determine if an
item is biased, i.e., that it will function differently for different
":groqps of students. What can be accompliéhéd is the elimination of
stereotypical wording cr content. External review panels have the
advantage of insuring a disinterested ;eading. although in-house

groups may also be effective. This procedure ma; result in a more

acceptable test, but will not necessarily eliminate biased items.

- Item Analysis -- Item analysis.is a statistical procedure that is .

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

each item are compared to their scores on the whole test in order to

determine if each item is measuring what the whole test measurés. and

in fact should be part of that test. - When this procedure is used to
eliminate bias towards a specific group, the test is administered to
both the general population and to the specific group. Then item
i analysfs is performed in order to determine that the same items
fpnction similarly for both groups. For example, if an itemjis
difficult for one group it should be difficult for the other
regardless of the mean test.scores for each'éroup. If an item is.easy
for one group but difficult for another. then such an item exhibits

bias, and should probably be eliminated.

~
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Additional Selection Issues R

€

3

Considqration of subtest content and weight in scoring is important
fo} selecting the test that most closely matches the curriculum and
for determining whether inilevel testing is appropriate. Such issues
are important for all students, but they may he even more critical for
students of limited English proficiency. Although the cdrriculum of
bilingual programs may contain the same fing}’gbjectives. skills such

as English reading may not be taught in the same grade levels as other

programs..

The wbrding of the instructions to the test should be considered. The
language of the instructions should not be more difficult than the
language used in the items that actually appear in the test. Although
directions containing qeedlessly complex senteﬁce struptures are a
handicap for all sgudenfs. they will cause an even‘greater difficulty
for students of limited Engiish proficiency. Examiners may want to
consider systematically simplifying test directions, but if norms are

to be used. this may affect their validity.

Additibnally: the content of the test should be examined to determine
‘“ the extent to which it tests thq o%t;of-school experience of the
children. The expet}enpe of the culturally differént child and of the
low SES child may differ significantly fronm that assumed by the

authors of the test. Therefore., the more the test relies on

out-of-school experience. the more-it may discriminate against the

1.11-%36 ’




target population and the less valid it will be for evalusting program

impact.

Finally., if bilingual tests are used. the nature of the translation-—
sh&Zid be considered. Some tests are direct transl;tions except where
such a translation would clearly be impossible. Other tests provide
equivalent versions where the kinds of items and the difficulty level
are roughly equivalent, but the content of the item may be completely
different. Other tests are a combination of both methods. In a
translated test, the difficulty level may not be the same for both

versions. However., very few test publishers provide equivalent

versions.

Language of Testinag

In many bilingual education eveluations. the evalustor must decide

‘what testing language is appropriate. Several questions have to be

considered individually and in relstion to each other. First, what is
the language of instruction for the subject that will be.tééted?
Because the language of instruction for math, for example, may be
different for students in the same class dp may be different at
various times during the y;ar. this question may not’be answered
simply. Seco;d. what is the dominant languag% of the child ss
established by a systematic as.essment procedure? Third, what are the
project goals? Goals may require testing in 8 part{cular language.
Ideally. of course, students should be tested in the language iﬁ which
337
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they will peform the best. However, that language®may not always be
the dominant one. For example, a student may be more fluent in
Spanish, but if almost all math instruction has been in English, the

student may perform better on an English test.

There are othgr iSSUegyinvolved in planning testing in more than bne
language that have not yet been studied in sufficient detail. Some
evaluators double:tegémghe project students, avdiding the choice of
test language by testiné in both languagsf. The benefits of this
practice are clear: more information is obtained about the students'
ﬁrofic;ency in content and language and the dsngers of testing only in
the weaker language are avoided. However, the additional expense, the .
added burden on teachers and students, and the possibility of practice
effects represent signifi;ant disadvantages. In addition, the

. *
language of some students may be neither standard English nor standard

~
-

Spanish.

Where tests gxist in two languages., the non-Engliéh lanéuage may be
the most appropriate languggé for the pretest. However, after a year
of English instruction, English may be more appropriate for the
posttest. Longitudinal studies will almost certainly include scores
in both languages reported at different stages of a student;s
progress. Evaluators wilfihave to consider carefully the

interpretations of such sceres. -

-




Limits to the Usefulness of Norms

The use of national norms as a comparison standard in an evaluation-
relies on the validity of a principle ‘known és "the equipercentile
gssumpfion." This assumption implies that in.the absence of any
special instructional treatment students in the project would have
grown at @ rate comparable to that of students in the norming sample
who obtained thé same méan pretest va%ue; Such an assumption can only
be valid if the project population is similar in educatisnally
relevant ways to the population represented in the norming -sample.
This is not usually the cese in bilingual educétion programs which‘ar?
generally comprised of students of limited English proficiency.
Bilingual students, and a larger proportion of low SES students than
is found in the general populstion. While the accuracylof the

equipercentile assumption for such populations has not yet been

‘systematically assessed., it is unlikely that norms for English

achievement tests caﬁ provide'precise no-treatment expectations for
bilingual project students. There are no statistical techniques to
adjust for differences in expected growtﬁ between the project students
and‘the norming population (Tallmadge. 1976).
1

Recently., data have been gathered on Spanish language achievement
tests. The most recentﬂeditions of the Comprehensive Test of Ba;ic
Skills (CTBS) and the Inter-American Series both furnish norms tables
for English and Spanish versions of their festg. but the manner in

which such norming data were compiled limits their usefulness for

-
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evaluéting the impact of bilingual projects. The CTBS Espahol norms
were developed by administering the CTBS in both languages to a
balanced bilingual, biliterate population as.determined by scores on
the SERVS test. The assumption was made that a student's standing-in
the norms would be the same in Epglish and Spanish. Student's scores

1

in Spanish were then equated with their rank in the English norms.

Afthough the assumption that a perfectly bilingual person will possess

the same knowledge of c~ntent in two languages is logical, the

_ possibilities for error are SO large that the Spanish norm conversions

can provide only very rough estimates of student achievement. There
are sevéral other reasons why the CTBS norms cannot be used to provide
a precise estim#ée of project impact. Because the scores in the norms
table are exyéapolated rather than derived empirically, they are
subject to/g certain amount of error inherent in any estimation
.procedurev/lln addition. the balanced bilingual population in the
sample ;#lnot comparable to the population of most bilingual programs
which inclun;)students with a range of language proficiences.
finaliy. because the students in the sample were in bilingual

programs, they do not provide an estimate of how similar students

would have performed without any special instruction.

The Inter-American norms were not constructed from a national
probability sample. They are "yser norms" derived only from those
groups in the population to whom the Inter~-American tests were
administered in the course of local gvaluations. For certain tests,

A sample obtained in this way numbers over a thousand students, but

3 y
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for others the N is less than 100, severely limiting the reliability
s of normative data, particularly in the extreme score ;‘anges where
estimates are based on relatively few cases. Becsuse the norming
group was not specifically constructed to repr*esent the population of
limited English and bilingu‘al students, unknown biases may exist in
the sample. Because stj.udeptsr,in tr‘\e sample are also in bilingual
programs, the norms do”not provide an estimate of hoy similar students

' would have performed in the absence of a special program.

w

The question of how a group of students would have performed without a

“ bilingual project cannot' be answered Qby'simp_ly consulting currently
available norms. But existing norms can b'e usea to answer other
evaluation -quest':ioné. Well constructed norms based on nat"ional‘
probability samples, such as those provided'.'by t;\e major achievemen_t
tests. can be used to show how the bilingual prOJect students: compare
to natlonal averages. Norms based on more spec1flc populations, such
as those constructed for the Spanlsh Versrlons pf the CTBS and -the
Inter-American, can be used to show how p,‘gro_zj‘ec‘ é’tudents compare to
the bilingual/biliterate CIBS sample or tr‘ue’biii:ngual projeci: students
in the Inter-American sample.

+ 4

Out-of-Level Testing -~ The use of tests at levels below thoase

recommended by the publisher is an option if the content of the

program can be measured better this way. Students in bilingual
programs may be learning skills. such as English reading, at a later

o
time than other students and therefore should receive the same test .at

*
.
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a later p01nt. g&ﬁ order for any test to be suitable, the average

score of the group tested should be between 1/3 and 3/4 of the maximum . .
(Roberts, 1976). Otherwise, ceiling or floor effects depress L.
estimates of student gains. Some publishers provide norms for the

administration of a single test in several gfades: Other publishers

prov1de expanded standard scores that link up all levels of a test on

a common scale., and 00088810nally. lodator'tests. to facilitate N
out-of-level testing.. Generally, a test should be used no more than
one level b;low that recommehded‘by the publisher. But care should be
t aken th;t in testing out-of-level, pretest floor effects are not
be%no replaed by posttest ceiling effects. (Note: This topic is
dlscussed further in a preceding document entltled "Qut-of-Level or

Functional-Level Testing.") °

Introductién to Test List and %gmmaries

An extraordinary number of tests ;ouldAbe used to evaluate basic
subject areas for bilingdél programs. Some of these tests are locally
developed and have not begen administered to.large samples of the
population. Therefore, they are less likely to have the gechnical
qualities rgquired 5y most(evaluators. Utherqtests are limited 'to
only one content are;. and cannot be used by themselves to evaluqte ]
bilingual project which ;ncludeg several content areas. Finally, many

evaluators will first coﬁsider the appropriateness of tests already in

use in the district for thaaevaluatlon of the b111ngual program,

Certain tests may be mandated or ch01ces may be constralned in other




ways. Selection of a test already being‘used for districf—wide
assessment introduces tiie possibility of comparison with locél
non-project students. This comparison'a{onekéannot provide a precise‘
estimate of project impact, bhut may angwer,other evaluatioa-questions.

such as how praoject students compare in achiéVemqnt level and rate of

growth to other students in the district.

The following sections of this document are intended to provide

"helpful information about tests that, for the reasons discussed above,

are already likely to be under considé;ation by project evaluators.
First, an ;nnotated test iist is pre;ented which includes infdrméfion
about méjor tests of achievement that include both math and reading or
language subtests which are available in two languages. Seédhd. a set
of achievement test ;ummaries. deve loped by the Region V Technial
Assistance Center (TAC), are provided -as an additional information .
resourcé for program\directors and evaluators. .Finally, a list-of

publishers is provided for future reference for program directors and

evaluators seeking additional achievement test information.,

Annotated Test List

The annotated test list conEainsﬁﬁgly major tests of achievement that
include both. math and readinc'crllanguage subtests., All such‘tests'
available in two languages were 1ncluded. Tests only avallable in
English were llmlted to those included in “the Anchor Test Study

(Loret, 1974). Finally, all of the tests were discussed only as they

-




. )

»

apply to evaluations of gradeé K-6.

The same categories of informstion are provided for each test to
facilitate éomparison. A1l of the tests are available from major
pdﬁlishers. Technical aspects of such tests are likely to be as éood
as the state-of-the-art. All of the tests have technical manuals
describing the process of test construction and standardization.
Except for an occasional subtest, all of the tests are designgg“to be
a ‘5
administered in groﬂps. Administration time for each test varies

according to the number of subtests used. Subtests are listed only

where they contribute to a total score in reading, language arts, or

: mathemqﬁics. three major areas of interest to bilingusal program

-

evaluation.
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. EL CIRCO
1979 ‘

Languages: Spanish and English

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

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

Subtests:*

fuanto y Cuantos
Para Que Sirven.lLas Palabras
What Words are for

Quanto y Quantos is a direct translation of Level A of How Much
and How Many of CIRCUS. Para Que Sirven lLas Palabras and What
Words are For are equivalent, but one is not 3 translation of the
other. For example, each test has items testing comprehension of
the past tense but the items will have different content.

Norming: The El Circo measures were administered to a nationwide
sample of children from the Spanish=speaking cultural groups.
Empirical norms exist for fall only.

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

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

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

P
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California Achievement Test, 1977-7€
Forms C and D

1. Languages: English

2. Publisher's recommended in-level use:
Level Grade
Level 10 K.O
Level 11 K.6
Level 12 1.6
Level 13 2.6-3.
3.5
4.5
5.5

Level 14
Level 15
Level 16

\0 \0 \0 \0 \0\0 D

3. Subtest Components:

v

Level: 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 -

Pre-Reading '
Listening for Information
Letter Forms
Letter Names
Letter Sounds
Visual Discrimination
Sound Matching

X > XX X X X<
»

Reading
Vocabulary
Comprehension
Phonic Analysis
Structural Analysis

> X X
> X X X
> > X X

Language Total
Language Mechanics
Langusge Expression

. XX

Mathematics Total
Computation X X X X X X -
Concepts and Applications X X X X XX

L~

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

5. Out-of-level testing: Provides an expanded standard scdre scale
and a locator test. A :

E -

-
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Procedures for minimizing bias: Test writers followed guidelines
to avoid bias in the development and editing of items. Items
were reviewed by of various ethnic and cultural groups. An
extensive item analysis was conducted with the tryout items to
compare responses of "Black" students and "other" students. A
point biserial correlation was used to show the relation of items
to category objective scores, and grade-to-grade growth as _shown
by item difficulties was alsoc examined. The percent of biased
jtems found in the trial items for the various subject areas
ranged from 25 to 7 percent. After revision the percent of
biased items was reduced to the 3-0 percent range.
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CIRCUS
1976

1. -Ldnguages: English )

2. Publisher's recommended in-level use:

Level ) Grade
Circus A ; Nursery School and Kindergarten - Fall
Circus B Kindergarten - Spring
First Grade - Fall
Circus C ' First Grade - Spring
- Second Grade - Fall
Circus D . Second Grade - Spring

Third Grade - Fall

3. Subtests:*

Pre-Reading

Reading ) X X

Listen to the Story X X

Listening X X

How Much and How Many X X

Mathematics ’ X X
X

Writing Skills

a4, Norming: The Circus was administered to a national probability
sample during the fall (October) only. Therefore, the comparison
of a agroup to the national sample for pre- and posttesting can be
done for a fall-to-fall evaluation design only. Information is
also provided in sentence form describing what each range of
scores means in terms’ of skills mastered. A fall to spring
comparison of the proportion of students falling in each category
could be made, but would require the use of a local comparison
group to determine the normal growth expectation. Separate
tables exist for comparing groups and for comparing individuals.

*Many other subtests are provided, but only these that coordinate with
the STEP are listed here. No totsl scores are possible from any
combination of subtests. : -

N

The subtests listed above provide coordinaticn through content and
expanded standerd scores with the following subtests of STEP III,
Level E-J; Reading, Listening, Math Concepts and Math Computa®ion, and

Writing Skills.




The normative data are very well suited to ?ndividuallstudent
evaluation because the national sample is divided into subgroups
such as sex, geographic region, and SES.

Ou-qf-level testing; Expanded standard scores can be used for
subtests that coordinate with STEP IIL. Y

. -~

Procedures for minimizing bias: No statistical procedures are

"reported. Separate norms are provided according to categories:

such as sex, geographic region, and SES. B

. 3 4
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Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
English Version 1973, Spanish Version 197€
Form S

Languages: English and Spanish

The CTBS/Espafiol is a direct translation of the English CTBS/S
with the exception of certain items which could not be translated
or which required different translations for dislects of Spanish.
In such.cases equivalent items have been constructed.

Publisher's recommended (in-level testing):

English CTBS/S CTBS/Espanol
Level B Grades K.6-1.9 Grade 1
Level C Grades 1.6-2.9 Grade 2
Level 1 Grades 2.5-4.9 Grades 3 and 4
Level 2 Grades #4.5-6.9

Grades 5 and 6

Subtest components:

Level
Component B C 1 2

Reading

Word Recognition X

Reading Vocabulary X X X

Reading Comprehension X X X X
Mathematics

Math Computations X X X X

Concepts & Applications X X X X

Norming: The norms for the Spanish version of the CTBS were
derived through a spring testing equating this version with the
nationally representative English language norms. The
no-treatment expectation obtained by their use is not referenced
to a Limited English Proficiency population put rather to the
English language performance that could be expected from the _
bilingual/biliterate population on whom the equating was done.
The scorino patterns in both English and Spanish for limited
English proficiency students may be quite different; therefore,
the norms do not present a precise standard of comparison.
Empirical norms exigt for the English CTBS for spring for grades

2-6, and for fall and spring for grades K and 1.

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

-85




-~ 4

Procedures. for minimizing bias: Prior to standardization these
items were reviewed by Black and Spanish-speaking consultants.

In addition. trial items were administered to a.sample of Black
students and "other" students. Items with a point-biserial
coefficient of less than .2 were rejected. A subsequent analysis
was made of the test results of Black students, Spanish-speaking
students., and other students. Although the mean scores were
lower for the Black and Spanish-speaking group, the tests
appeared to be functioning sigilarly for both groups.

351 .
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6.

_Inter-American Series: Test of Reading, 1962-~69
Forms CE. DE, CEs, DEs

Languages: English, Spanish, and French

Spanish .version is an exact translation of English versionh. -

Y

Publisher's recommended in-lével use:

Level 1 Grade 1.5-2.5 .
Level 2 Grade 2.5-3.9
Level 3 Grades 4, 5, 6
‘Subtest compgnents:
. Level
Components 1 2 3
Vocabulary X X X
Comprehension X
Level of Comprehension X X
Speed of Comprehension X X -

Norming: The Inter-American norms were not developed using a
probability sample. They are based on data collected from test
users. The test manual states thet these norms "should be
applied with caution until local norms can be developed."
Although N's for some tests consist of more than a thousand
students. others comprise less than a hundred students. For
these reasons. the norms do not provide a convincing, precise
standard of comparison. -

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

Procedures for minimizing bias: Content was selected as being
familiar to English and Spanish speakers of the Western
Hemisphere. A semantic frequency list was consulted in wording
the translation, but the manual states that frequency is not
always an indication of difficulty level. Spanish trial items
were administered to Spanish speakers, and English trial items
were administered to English speakers. Item analysis and item
selection were then performed on the basis of test results.




»
-

inter-American Serfés: Test of General Ability. 1961-72
. Forms CE, DE, CEs, and DEs
1. Languages: English and Spanish
“~Spanigh version is an exact translatjion of English version.
2. Publisher's recommended in-level use:
Preschool Level _Ages 4 and 5 :
Level 1 Grades end K, Grade 1 ‘ L
Level 2 Grades 2, 3
Level 3 . Grades 4, 5, 6

3, ° Subtest componentsg,

Level ;
Components Pre- ’
School 1 2 3

Oral Vocabulary

Number

Associstion
Classification -
Analogies ;
Sentence completion
Computation

Word Relations

Number Series

> X XK X
>X XX X
> X

. XX

> X 3 X X X

4, Norming: The Inter-American norms were not developed using a
probability sample; the norms are based on data collected from
test users. The test manual states that these norms "should be
applied with caution until local norms can be developed.".
Although N's for some tests consist of more than a thousand
students, others comprise less than a hundred students. Ffor
these reasons, the norms’do not provide & convincing, precise
standard of comparison. .

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

6. Procedures for minimizing bias: Content was selected as being
familiar to English and Spanish speakers of the Western
Hemisphere. A semantic frequency list was consulted in wording

~'the translation, but the manual states that frequency is not
always an indication of difficulty level. Spanish trial items
were administered to Spanish.speakers, and English trial items
were administered to English speakers. Item analysis and item
selection were then performed on the basis of test results..

359 i
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IOWA Tests of Basic Skills, 1978

E - g - . Forms 7 and 8

1. Languages: English

2. Publisher{s recommended in-level use:

- e
Level Grade Forms
Primary Battery 5 " K.1-1.5 7 . 7
Primary Battery 6 K.8-1.9 7 N
Primary Battery 7 1.7-2.6 - ‘ 7
Primary Battery 8 2,7-3.5 7
Multilevel Battery 9 3 7 and 8
Multilevel Battery 10 4 7 and 8
Multilevel Bat ery 11 5 7 and 8
Multilevel Battery 12 6 7 and 8

. 3. Subtest components:

Level ,
5 6 7 8 9 16 11 12

L

Reading
Reading Comprehension X . X X X )
' _ Pictures X X .
Sentences X X
- Stories X X
Reading X
Vocabulary X X X X X X X X
Math
Math Concepts )4 X o
.Math Problems X X
. " Math Computations X X X X X X
Math X X
Langusage
Spelling X X X X X X
Capitalization X X X X X X N
Punétuation X X X X X X
- Usage X X X X X X
Lariguage X X
Listening ¥ X X X X
4. Norming: Empirical norms exist for 15 October and 15 ﬂpril.
5. Out-of-level testing: An expanded standard score scale is
provided. : o,

6. Procedures for minimizing bias: Authors with diverse cultural
backgrounds participated in writing of test. :
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Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) IIl, 1979, Forms X and Y
1. Languages: English .
2. Publisher's recommended in level use:
Level Grade

Intérmediate E -
Intermediate F

Intermediate G

[ RV B
v\

05 .
«5=3.
.5-6.

. «
W & W

3. Subtest components:

Reading Total )
Vocabulary
Comprehension
Inference
Math
Mathematics Basic Concepts
Mathematics Computations
Language: Writing Skills
Spelling ’ s
“Capitalization
Word Structure end Usage
Sentence and Paragraph Organization
Language: Listening .
Listening Comprehension X
Followirg Directions X

> > ><
> >< >
13
>
.
.

> x
> X
> >

> XX X X
> XX XX X
> X X X

>
> >

4, Norming: Empirical norms are available for fall and, spring.

Midpointe of the normlng periods asre 5 October and 10 May.

5. Qut-of-level testing: Provides expanded standard score scale and
also out-of-level norms. Has locator test. >

6. Procedures for minimizing bias: Items were ecited by in-house
minority and women test specialists, and by an external minority
review panel. .

7. Additional comments: Can be used in conjunction with CIRCUS,
1978, because of the coordination ‘of test content and an expanded
standard score scale.

(Y wr .

“
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Metropolitan Achievement Tests
(NAT) 1976 Forms J1 and K1

Languages: English

Publisher's recommended in-level use:

Level Primary
Primer K.5-1.¢&
Primary 1 1.5-2. 4
Primary 2 2.5-3.4
Elementary 3.5-4.9
Intermediate 5.0-6.9

Subtest components

D

Primery Primary Elemen- Inter-

Primer 1 2 tary mediate
Reading i
Comprehension* X X X X X-
Language
Listening
Comprehension X X X X
_ Punctuation and
Capitalization X X X X
Usage X X X X
Grammar and Syntax X X X X
Spellino . X X X X X
Study Skills X X X X X
Math
Numeration X X X X X
Geometry and
teasurement : X X X X X
Problem Solving : X X X X
UOperations: Whole
Numbers X X X X X
Operations: Laws :
and Properties . X X
Operations: frac-
tions & Decimals s X
Graphs & Statistics X

4, Norming: Empirical fall and spring norms have been
developed with midpoints of 15 October and 20 April
respectively.

P

¥ Additional resding subtests such as rate and auditory

discrimipation are available, but they are not part of the

comprehension score. . ¢
. . (@
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Out-of-level testing: Provides an expanded standard score
scale. -Out-of-level testing should be no more than one level
below#ggat recommended for the grade.

A combination of objective and subjective methods was used.
to identify ethnically biased items on the MAT. Following-
review by a panel of ethnicaly diverce educators, test items
were examined for bias using three conceptually different
statistical methods. .Items tagged as biased by either the
subjective or ebjectjive procedures rwere subsequently revised
or eliminated. .

7

35
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1.

2.

4.

"American: Indian., and non-minority subsamples: The items were

SRA Achievement Series, 1978 P
Forms 1 and 2

Languages: English
Publisher's recommended in level use: ' ) ~ -

v

Level Primary

mMoOO P
N =~ X
« o o o

(R, RV, RV RV,

t
o &N

Subtest components:

Level
Component A B C D E

Reading

Visual Discrimination X e

Auditory Discrimination X X .

Letters/Sounds X X X

Listening Comprehension X X X

Vocabulary X X X X

Comprehension X X X X
Mathematics

Concepts X X X X X

Computation X X X X

Problem Solwing . X
Language Arts ) ~

Mechanics X X X

Usage X X X

Spelling | X X X

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

Out-of-level testing: Out-of-level testing can be interpreted
using the SRA expanded standard score scale known as GSV (Growth
Scale Value).

Procedures- for minimizing bias: Items were edited by
representatives of minority and women's groups. The trial items
were administered to a sample that included Black, Hispanic.,

then examined statistically and items which were easy for one
group but difficult for another were eliminated.

35
o J
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Stanford Achievement Test., 1973
Forms A, B, and.C

1. Languages: English
2. Publisher's recommended in—leyel use:
Level : \ Primary
Primary I 1.5-2.4
Primary II 2.5-3.4 '
Primary III 3.5~4.,4
Intermediate I 4,5-5.4
Intermediate II 5.5-6.9 :

3. Subtest components:
Primary Primary Primery Interme- Interme-
I 11 T11 diate I diate Il

Total Reading
Reading Compre-
hension . X X X A X
’ X X

'Word Study Skills X X X
Total Mathematics
Concepts. X X X X X
Computation and ’
Applications X L .
Computation X X oy X X
Applications ' < X X / X X
Total Auditory : L CN
Vocabulary X X X X X
Listening Com- ST
prehension . X EOND S X X X
L RN
4, Norming: Empirical norms are available with a midpoint of 8
October for grades 2-9. and 8 May for grades 1-9, and 8 February
for grades 1 and 2.
" 5. Out-of-level testing:i Provides an €xpanded standard score scake.
; Testing more than dne level out-of-level is not recommended.
- L
6. Procedures for minimizing bias: Items were edited by a group of
. consultantsawith various minority backgrounds.
N J .
7. Other comments: The scaled score i§ continuous with Stanford

Early Schcol Achievement (SESAT) and Stanford Test of Academic
Skills (TASK). )

o

sy
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Test 'of Basic Experience II
(TOBE) 1978

w

Languages: English and-Speanish

The Spanish version is a direct tramslation from the Englfgh with
the exception of items that would radically change in
translation. . In 'such cases equivalent items were constructed.
The Spanish version of the test occasionally provides a choice of
words so that the most common version of words can be used with
Mexican, Cubah, and Puerto Rican students.

- o

Publisher's recommended in-level use:

Level Grade
- K . Preschool, kindergarten, fall of first grade
L Spring of kindergarten, first grade
Subtests:
Level Level
K L
3
Ma thematics X * X
Language X X "
‘Sc ience X X
Social Sciences X X

o ' 4

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

OQut-of-level testing: Provides expanded standard re scalesg
Pr ocedures for minimising biag: Test items were reviewed by a
panel of women and miﬁb;ity consultants. The Spanish version of
the’ test was reviewedt by native speakers of Puerto Rican, Cuban,

and Mexican Spanish.

s
§ i
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Achievement Test Summaries

6&{;9 [
Test information summaries were developed by the Region V Technicsal

Assistance Center (TAC) to serve as an information resource for

evaluaters. ‘' The 1nformatlon included in these summaries focuses' on

the use of norm- referenced tests in Reading, Language Arts. and
Mathematics. Test Information Center staff of Regirn V TAC prepared

42 summaries (19 are 1nc1uded in thls document) in response to

requests for information sbout thé tests. Preparation of these

summaries was not intended to imply endorsement or approvel -of.any

-

test. . ’ \

[
The test summaries, intended to serve as a gulde to the use of the
publishers’ test and btest publications, may be used for various,

purposes such as: test familiarization and/or select}oh;\identifylng .

s the test publications which provide rnformation on norming, -«
. a e

reliability, and Validity,'selecting'appropriate test levels for -

functional level testing; scheduling test admlnlstratlons, and_ RN
identifying the publicaticne which contain the required norms tables' -:, T
as well as the names of the specific score conversion tables to&oe -

used.

\

-

Test summaries are revised on a periodic basis as new test information
beo}mes available. The following summaries were most recently revised

in early 1981 and were reviewed by the respective test publishers.
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Tegt (Series)/Year: CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, 1970

Forms: A and B

Publisher/Distributor: CTB/McGraw-Hill

Authors: E.W. Tiegs and W.W. Clark

Description: A series of academic achievement test batteries
designed ‘for measurement, evaluation, and analysis
of school achievement. The emphasis -is upon

. content and objectives in areas of Reading,
Language and Mathematics. ,

Test (Series)/Year: CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENY TESTS, 197.,-78

Forms: C and D

Publisher/Distributor: CTB McGraw-Hill

Authors! CTB/Mciraw Hill Test Development Staff .

Description: Achievement test battery designed to measure

e knowledge of understanding in Reading,
Mathematics, Language, Spelling, and °
Reference Skills. Levels 10-12 are
available in Form C only.

.

» R

_Test (Series)/Year: COMPREHENSIVE TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS, 1968

Forms: Q and R

Publisher/Distributor: CTB McGraw~Hill

Authors: Staff of CTB/McGraw-Hill . h

Description® Achievement test battery designed to measure o
skills in Reading, Language, Arithmetic. and

iy Study Skills.




1973-75
Forms: S (73) and T (75) . ' "
Publisher/Distributor: CTB/McGraw-Hill - ) - .

Authors: Staff of CT8/McGraw-Hill

Description: Achievement test battery designed to measure
skills prerequisite to studying and learning

in subject matter courses: Reading, lLanguage, "~
Mathematics, Reference Skills, Science, and
Social Studies. ’

-

- q

Test (Series)/Year: COMPREHENSIVE TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS,

Test (Series)/Year: GATES-MACGINITIE READING TESTS, 1965-72

)

Forms: 1, 2, 3 .

Publisher/Distributor: Riverside Pub lishing Company,
Division of Houghton Mifflin

Authors: A.I. Gates and W.H. MacGimnitie .

Description: A series of tests designed to measure
group @nd individual reading achievement
from kindergarten through grade 2,

Test (Series)/Year: GATES-MACGINITIé READING TESTS, 1978

Fotms: 1, 2, 3 ) . ’

Publisher/Distributor: Riverside Publishing Company,
Division of Houghton Mifflin

'

Author: W.H. MacGinitie

Description: A series of tests designed to measure reading
: achievement of children in Grades 1 through 12.




7. Test (Series)/Year: IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS, 1971

Forms: 5 and 6

Publisher/Distributor: Riverside Publishing Company.
' Division of Houghton Mifflin

Authors: A.N., Hieronymus and E.F. Lindquist

Description: Provides for comprehensive measurement in
fundamental skills: Vocabulary. Reading.
Language. Work-Study Skills (maps, graphs
and tables, and references), and , g
Mathematics

8. 'lggt (Series)/Year: IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS., 1978

Forms: 7 and 8

Publisher/Distributor: Riverside Publishing Company’.
Division of Houghton Mifflin

Authors: A.N. Hieronymus. E.F. Lindquist, and H.D. Hoover

Description: A new test edition designed to provide
comprehensive ‘assessment’ of student
« achievement in important areas of basic

skills. Normed concurrently with Tests aof
Achievement and Proficiency., Form T, 1978,
and the Cognitive Abilities Test, Form 3, .
1978. The expanded stgndard score of ITBS,
1978 is continuous with that of TAP, Form T.

9. Test (Series)/Year: METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, 1970
Forms: F. G, H

Publisher/Distributor: Psychological Corporation

Authors: W.N. Durost, H.H. Bixler. J.¥W. Wrightstone,
G.A. Prescott., and I.H. Balow

Description: Designed to assess achievement in the
. important skill and content areas of the
school curriculum in kindergarten through
junior high. ’

Lo
-
<
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. Test (Series)/Year: METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, 1978,
INSTRUCTIONAL BATTERY

Forms: JI and KI

Publisher/Distributor: Psychological Corporation

Description: A nationally normed, criterion-referenced
’ test battery in Reading, Mathematics, and

Language. Each subject area includes major |
learning strands, each of which is~ ~—~ ~ T 7 ”
represented by a test. Empirical norm- ' «i}
referenced scores are available for each
subtest and for Total Mathematics and .
Total Language. ;

J
|
Authors: 1.H. Balow, R. Farr, T.P., Hogan and G.A. Prescott J

B SURVEY BATTERY
Forms: J5 and KS

Publisher/Distributor: 'Psychological Corporation

|
. |
. Test (Series)/Year: METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, 1978,

Authors: I.H. Balow, R. Farr, T.P. Hogan, and G.A. Prescatt . .
Description: Norm-referenced survey tests in Reading

Comprehension, Mathematics,.language.,
Social Studies., and Science.

Test (Series)/Year: METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS, 1974-76

Forms: P and @

Publisher/Distributor: Psychological Corporation

-

Authors: J.R. Nurss and M.E. McGauvpan

Description: The MRT is designed to- assess
readiness to being formal learning by
measuring pre-reading and pre-mathematics
skills. It is a readiness test battery only
and has no provision for testing beyond the
beginning of grade 1. .

- 3-;' } ‘)
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13.

14.

Test (Series)/Year: PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT, TEST, 197C

Forms: One only

Publisher/Distributor: Amefipan Guidance Service, Inc.

Authors: L.M. Dunn and F.C. Markwardt, Jr.

Description: A wide-range, individually administered
screening test of achievement.

\

Test (Series)/Year: STANkéRD ACHIEVEMENT ]EST.‘l?ZB

15.

Forms: A and B

< \\ .
Publisher/Distributor: Psychologica’ Corporation

Authors: R. Madden, E.F. Gardner, H.C. Rudman,
B. Karlsen, and J.C. Merwin

Description: Academic achievement test battery whose
content areas include: Reading, Language
Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social
Science. Expanded standard (scaled)
scores are continuous with Stanford Early
School Achievement Test (SESAT) and
Stanford Test of Academic Skills (TASK).

Test (Series)/Year: STANFORD EARLY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT TEST,
1967-7C

Forms: One only

Publisher/Distributor: Psychological Corporation

Authors: R. Madden and E.F. Gardner

Description: A aroup-administered test designed to
mesasure children's cognitive abilities upon
entrance to kindergarten and during kinder-
garten and first grade. Expanded standard
(scaled) score is continuous with Stanford
Achievement Test, 1973.




16.

17.

18,

Test (Series)/Year: TESTS OF ACHIVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY, 1978

forms: T

Publisher/Distributor: Riverside Publishing Company,
Division of Houghton Mifflin

Authors: D.P. Scanell. 0.M. Haugh, A.H. Schild, and G, Ulmer

Description: Designed to provide comprehensive appraisal
of student achievement for widely accepted
secondary-school goels in basic skills and
curricular areas. Normed concurrently with
Iowa Test of Basic Skills, Forms S and T, 1978,
to provide extended measurement in grades
9-12. TAP was also normed concurrently with
the Cognitive Abilities Test., Form 3. -

I

Test (Series)/Year: TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES."197D~75.
FIRST EDITION: :

Forms: One only ,

Publisher/Distributor: CTB/McGraw-Hill : i

Authors: M.H. Moss f

Cescription: TOBE measures children's acquisition of
the concepts and experiences considered
necessary for participation in the early
years of school. TOBE has two overlapping
levels (K and L) which span preschool
through grade 1. Each level has five tests:
Language, Mathematics, Science, Socisal
Studies, and General Concepts. Each test
item consists of a verbal stimulus and )
four picture responses. As the examiner
reads the stimulus aloud, the child makes
a mark over the picture (or inside a bubble)
that he/she believes is the correct response.

Test (Series)/Year: TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES, 1978,
SECOND EDITION

Forms: 0One only

Publisher/Distributor: CTB/McGraw-Hill

Authors: HM.H. Moss




Description: TOBE 2 measures children's acquisition of
the concepts and experiences considered
necessary for participation in the early
years of- school. TOBE 2, which spans -
preschool through grade 1, has two over- '
lapping levels--K and L. Each level ‘has
four ‘tests--Language, Mathematics., Social
Studies, and Science. Each test item
consists of "a verbal stimulus and four
picture responses. As the examiner
reads the stimulus aloud, the child fills
in an answer space indicating the picture
that he/she believes is the correct
response.

5

19. Test (Series)/Year: WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST, 1978

Forms: One

Publisher/Distributor: Jastak Associates. Inc.

Authors: J.F. Jastak, S.W. Bijou, and S.R. Jastak

Description: A two-level wide range test comprised of
three subtests: Reading, (recognizing ang .
naming letters and pronouncing words out of
context); Spelling, (copying marks
resembling letters, writing the name, and
writing single words to dictation); and’
Arithmetic (counting, reading number
symbols, solving oral problems, and
performing written computations). The
test, basically a clinical type test,
consists of one four page test booklet
which includes both levels.

-7
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'List of Test Publishers S

Publisher )
Addison-wesley‘Testing'Service,
»2725 Sand Hill Roead .
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Telephone: 415-854-030C

. Americen Guidance Service, Inc.

PublisheT's Building,
Circle Pines. MN 55014
Telephone: 612-786-4343

CT8/McGraw-Hill

Del Monte Research Park
Monterey . CA 93940
Telephone: 408-649-8400

Education Progress, Division of
Educ ational Development Corporation
4235 South Memorial

Tulsa, OK 74145

Telephone: 918-622-4522

Jastak Associates, Inc.
1526 Gilpin Avenue
Wilmington, DE 19806
Telephone: 302-652-9990

Psychological Corporatibn
757 Third Avenue

New York City. NY 10017

Telephone: 212-888-3500

»

=

Riverside Publishing Company
1919 S. Highlang Avenue
Lombard, IL 60148
Telephone: 312-629-9700

Tests_

CIRCUS T,

Cooperative Primary Tests ~
Sequentisl Tests of Educational
Progres's (STEP)

Key Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Test
Peabody Individual Achievement Test
Woodcock Reading Mastery-Tests

California Achievement Tests
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills
Diagnostic Mathematics: Inventory-
Prescriptive Reading Inventory
Tests of Basic Experiences

Individualized Ciiterion
Re ferenced Testing

.

Wide Range Achievement Test

T

s’
s AN

Durrell Listening-Reading Seriés

Iowa Silent Reading Tests-
Metropolitan Achievement Tegts
Metropolitan Readiness Test’

stanford Achievement Test N
Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Te st
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test <o

Stanford Early School Achievement Test

Stanford Test of Academic Skills (TASK)
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests !
Iowa Tests ‘of Basic Skills

Nelson Reading Skills Tests

Tests of Academic Progress

Tests of Achievement and Proficiency

‘ .
3L . o
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Science Research Associates,

- ne. - v

155 North Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 606C6 -
Telephone~ ,312-984-2195 $

Scholaétic Testing Service
480 Meyer Road
Bensenville, IL- 601Cé6
Telephone: 312-766-7150

Scott, Foresman and Company
190C E. Lake Avenue -
Glenview, IL 60025°
Telephone:  312-729-30Q0 °

u

Teaching Resqurces Corporation
50 Pond Park™ Road

Hingham, MA 02043

Telephone: 617-749-9461

Iowa Tests of Educational
Development -

.National Educational Development Tests

SRA Achievement Series

- 9Ts EducationaL.Development Series

v

Comprehen31ve Assessment Program _
Achievement Series

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho- EdUCataonal
Battery




Annotated List of Language Proficiency Tests

This annotated list of eight language proficiency tests is intended to
provide project directors and evaluators with the information
necgssary to make a well-informed choice in selecting a language
proficiency ,test. The cfiterion used for including tests in the list
is the following: -each test is recommended (at the time of printing)
by at- least one‘of the three states having the largest number of

bilingual education programs.

The tests are primarily in Spanish and English and range from
kindergarten level to high school. A brief description is offered of
each test as well as comments on the linguistic and technical
properties of the tests. The comments are points that evaluators and
project directors should be well aware of. in selecting 8 test or in
.nterpreting test results. The comments were drawn from several
sources includirg the experience of districts in the bilingual PIP
field test study. and published articles and critiques. Each
publisher was given an opportunity to respond to the review and to
include "Publisher's Comments.” This information has been

incorporated into the reviews.
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Basic Inventory of Natural Language (BINL)

Languages: English and Spanish (can be used for other languaées)

What It Tests: Speaking

Levels and Grades: K-12

Administrationr Individually administered. Requires 10-15 minutes.

Plctures are used-to elicit natural speech and ten sentences are tape
recorded for later analysis.

Scoring: Hand or machine scored.

Interpretastion: - Yields raw scores that can be coverted to one of fouy '
levels: NES, LES, FES, PES ("proficient").

o
Age is taken into account in determining levels.

Comments: Pictures are large. attractive, with multicultural content.

It is difficult to standardize administration procedures since there

is no set of "items" but rather an elicitation technique. Complex to
score by hand. Scored on the basis of linguistic complexity and «
length of sentences. These criteria may not always be valid
indicators of proficiency.

No information is provided on the validity of the proficiency
categories. Information on validity is limited to correlations of
sentence length with complexitv, and correlations of complexity scores
with an ocral reading test. Reliability data is limited to
correlations between the first half and the second half of the test.
These correlations were Righ. Some districts have found that th2 test
classifies fluent speskers as "limited" (see Gilmore and Dickerson,
1979).

o
Publisher's Comment: Standsrdization is facilitated by adequate
training and close adherence to BINL procedures. Machine scoring
procedures: reports of five different types, from classroom listings
to.district summaries, including pre-post &verages, minjpum, maximum
and average scores by grade levels. A recent study establishes
averages for grades K-12 based on a sample of 125,0C0 students.
Standard error allows for “vealid adjustment of scores. The format of
the test permits retest on invalid tests which have been reported to
be less than 4% of tests submitted for machine scoring. Percentile
rank of scores is now included in reports.

y




‘Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) b, \

Languages: English and Spanish
what It Tests: Speaking ) .

Levels and Grades: Level I, K-2 (ages &4 to 9); Leyvel Il Cﬁat\\
available far review) . .

Administration: Individually administered.
equires 16-15 minutes
Students respond orally to questions based on pictures.

Scoring: Hand scored

Interpretation: Provides language dominance (when both £nglish and
Spanish tests are administered), level of second language acquisition,

" and degree of maintenance or loss of the first language, . Assigns

students to one of five proficiency levels in each language.
Additionally, provides instructional suggestion's for readimg and ESL
which correspond to each of the five Bhg&iaﬁ“praficiency. '
Comments: Attractive., colorful pictures are”used to elicit speech
through structured—conversation. Responses are scored strictly on he
correctness of specific grammatical struckurés. The choice of
grammatical structures is based on research studies on the 'sequence of
acquisition of -morphemes. Allgws for ‘regional language variation. A
number of discussions of this test have: been. published=tftluding
Hernandez-Ch., 1978(1) and .Rosansky; -1979(2). .

Both test-retest reliability and integ;sggrer réliability are reported
in the Technical Handbaook. Although the repopted reliability is low,
the authors attempt to explain why this is so (TH, p. 45).

(1) Hernandez-Chavez, Eduardo. Critique of a qritique; Issues
in Language Assessment. Journal of the National Association for
Bilingual Education, March 1978, Vol. Il, No. 2.

(2) Rosansky., E.J. A Review of the Bilingual Syntax Me asure.
in: *‘Advances in Language Testing. edited by B. Spolsky. Arlington,
VA: TCenter for Applied Linguistics. 1979. -

.
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Comprehensive English:-Language Test for Speakers of English as a
Second Lanauage fCELT)

. Language: English ' ' s o

” .

Wihat It Tests: Listening comprehension, grammar, and vocabulary.
Contains three subteﬁﬁs: (1) Listening, (2) Structure, and (3) i
Vocaabulary.. . : . ’.)

1

Levels and Grades: High school, college, and adult.

Designed for intermediate to advanced ESL students.

Administration: Group administered.

Listening requires 4C minutes; SEructqre requires 45 minutes;
Vocabulary requires 35 minutes. A recording can be used to administer
the listening test.

1

" A1l test items are multiple choice. Students respond tc oral and . )
wr itten stimuli by marking an answer sheet. .

-

>~

Scoring: . Scored with & key.

™

Interpretstion: Yields\percent correct for eagﬁﬁ&gst.

»

<«
Peicthile scores are available (but see, Comments), B
Does notcBrovide proficiency classifiéations: No cutoff score is
provided for classification of students as limited in English
proficiency, since test was not designed for this purpose.
" Comments: Oral production is not tested.
All test ip;ms on each subtest are hultiple choice items that require
reading; therefore. the measures of listening comprehension,
structure, and vocabulary are each confounded with literacy skills.
The authors recommend the Vocabulary subtest Tor use with students’who
* have had advanced training in reading.

/

The three subtestss had moderate to high internal consistencies with,
four groups of foreign students and, therefore, very reasonable
‘standard errors of_measureﬂpnt. No information is given on predictive
vaiidity. Tentative eviderice of~¢oncurrent validity is offered based
on correlstions with o standafd ESL tests. Tentative norms for
five different groups, based on small samples, are provided. The

~ norms are not appropriate for use in most bilingual programs,_however, .
- since the students in the norming sample are not similar to most °

students in bilingusl prcgrams.

.,
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Ilyin Oral Interview Test ’
Lénguaqes: English . o 2._:‘
What 1t fests: ‘Speaking . - Y{ .. ', ‘ :‘ i
Levels and Grades: Secondary apb\aduit.;:' N ST ¢ .

Focms: There are two forms (BIEL,and,]ﬂM» and- ‘each has a lgnq‘yersion'
(50 items) and a short veré&pn (30 item§). - .

£ D b \. ) ,;\ v ) -
Administration: Individually administered. Requires up to 3C
minutes. . . oL

-

The students respond to pictorial stimuli and questions by responding
orally.” Itwms are ordered in difficulty and interview is terminated.
whenra frusm&étggp‘yé@el ig reached. - :

- .. ce
+ . -

. i - .’ = *
Scoring: Hand scqredv . ’ o : ¢

Interpretation: Yield .raw scores. No cutoff score  is given to
identify students as "limited" in English proficiency;, however.,
suggestions are given for placement levels in adult ESL programs, and
a range is suggested as the degree of proficiency required for jobs in
. which oral communicatien with the public is limited. o v

- o
Comments: The requirement to answer in a complete sentenoe is an
unnatural one and may depress scores of students who.fail to do this.
The long. version can/bBec_me monotonous singce many pictures are:-

'repeated. -
s . . . I . - - w
Internal consistency‘reliébilitiesqare high. No informstion is given - .
for test-retest reliability or interrater reliability. Validity
informstion is limited to correlations.with other tests, and based on
very small samples..: : ‘ ’ Co ‘
., -~ &
- .
~3;§5?{ . 1
e . o-, ” ¥ }’ " )
\.
?é
’ .
’ Y LI
.4
¢[k‘&
» " ’ (4 »,:4
a .‘-)
I ¥ L Y
] v *
> < )
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L anguage Assessment Battery.(LAB)

Lanouajes:"Eng&ish and Spanish

¢

What It Tests: Listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
- 2

‘Level I has three subtests: (1) Listening and Spesking, (2) Reading,

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

Levels and Grades: Level I, grades<K-2; Level LI, grades 3-6; Level
197, grades 7-12. .
~ )

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

»

’ ~

T

Levels I and III: Pgrt is individually administered; requires 41

.minutes. ‘ .

k™

Stud®nts respond to verbal, wﬁﬁtfen. and pictorial stimuli by
pointing, by giving oral responses, by writing, and by marking answer

* sheets (on Levels II and III only). -

4

) Séoring: Hand scored; parts séored with a key.

N 4 . .
Interpretation: Yields raw ‘scores and sténines and percentiles by
grade. Students scoring below the 20th percentile may be classified
as limited in English proficiency.

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

The test went through all the stages of preparatidn by expert and
experienced item writers, pilot studies, item- and test-analyses, and

.norming on substantial samples (20 sthools, and sbout 500. students at

each level from K thréugh 12). The technical msnual is a model.

One -study(1l) has shown that the Level I English test does not
discriminate well in 'the range near the cutoff point for classifying
students as limited in English. This reduces its value for-use as a

pre-post measure. - .

Y

[ .
(1) Hubert, J. "An Investigation of.the Language Assessment
Battery (English, Level 1) for Title VII students in Hartford."
ynpublished manuscript, 1978. e
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Lanquaoe Assessment Scales (LAS)

Lanouages: English and Spanish

Wnat It Tests: Listening comprehension and speaking. Five subtests

. Form the total score for both levels: (1) discrimination of minimsl.
phonemic pairs, (2) vocabulary” production, (3) phoneme production, (4)
syntax comprehension, and 85) story production.

Levels and Grades: Level I. grades K-5. Level 11, grades 6-12.

Administration: ‘Individually administered.

Requires.20 minutes.

Stimuli consists of tape recorded speech and pictures. Students
respond orally, and by pointing. \ .

Scorino: Hand scored. .
Sco0r ng .

-

Interrater reliability g“ould‘be obtained on storytelliné task.

Age is taken into account, in scoring.

Interpretstion: Yields a score of 1 to 100 which can be converted to
a level., 1 to 5.

Students who score at level 3 or below are classified as "Limited
English (or Spanish) speakers." .

Comments: This is a fairly comprehensive overall aural-oral
proficiency test. There are problems with the phonemic discrimination
section since this task requires a kind of metalinguistic awareness
students may not have. The story retelling task measures not only
production, but also comprehension.

Interrater reliasbility coefficients for the story retelling task are
moderately high. Coefficients of internal item consistency for
discrete-point items range from .36 to .96.

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

v

Severs] studies of reliability were done on small samples (21 English
and 35 Spanish) using various- spproaches. The sample sizes were too
small to justify some of the analyses and the conclusions drawn from
them.
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Primary Acquisition of Language (PAL) Gral Lanauaqge Pominance Measure
(CLDM) Oral Languaqe Proficiency Measure (OLPM) )

Languages: English and Spanish \

~ L d

What It Tests: Listening comprehens&pn and speaking

.Levels and Grades: PAL CLDM. K-3; OLPM. 4-6

Administration: Individually administered.

Requires 15 minutes for each language. .

Students respond orally to oral and pictorial stimuli.

3

Scoring: Hand scored.

Interpretation: Yields raw scores ("G scores") that are converted to
proficiency levels. 1 to 5. Also yields dominance categories.

Students who score at level 4 or below are class:ified as "Limited

English (or Spanish) speakers." . o -

Comments: Simple to use and stqre. Scored on the basis of
grammaticality and appropriateres of responses a well as quantity of
speech. :

The test was developed "as a result of research by the El Paso Public
Schools."

Item analyses were used in the construction of the tests although
samples were somewhat small (about 20C drawn from three grades in high
schools?). Validity is quoted in terms of the test's ability to grade
schools in correct order. and of correlations with a reading test,

The latter were fair being around G.3 to G.5.

1 L

~




n - - N
Shurtt Primary Language Indicator Test (SPLIT) .
Languages: English-and Spanish . |
What It Tests: Listening Eompfehension, speaking, reading, and v, .
-grammar. ‘ ST

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

Levels and Grades: Listening Comprehension, Verbal Fluency, K-63
Reading Comprehension and Grammar, 3-6. :

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

Verbal Fluency: Individually administered; requires 15 minutes.

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

Instrfuctions are provided in both languages and qfqnava;}abiefbn tape.
Stimuli are oral, pictorial, or written. Students respond orally, by
marking pictures in answer book, or by marking’an answet sheet.

v

Scoring: Hand scored; parts scored with a key.

Interpretation:' Yields raw scores, percentile ranks, and age and
grade equivalents.

Yields a dominance classification. i

Comments: Yields no cutoff point to classify students as limited in

English proficiency (independent of Spanish/Portuguese score). A

proficiency classification is given based on the dominance

classification. This wrongly assumes that students are highly

proficient in the dominant language. A student whose English score is ¢
.very low can be classified as "English Adequate" if the student's
Spanish score is also very low, but higher than the English score.
jstricts should establish their own cutoff ,points for classifying
students in English. . "

Grade equivalent scores should not be used.

/




. MEASURING SELF-CONCEPT

L}

r -

Research investigéting the relatioﬁship between ethnicity and student

self-concept is mixed and inconclusive. The mixed findings may be

: o
ﬁkttributed to many factors, including the fact that different
researchers have measured different‘dimensions of self-concept and
0
compared them as if they were-the same. The end result is that the .
. b

relationship between ethnicity and self-concept is still vague and

needs more careful study. ° .

-~ .
-

The concept of self is basically derived from (1) the responses made”

toward the individual by significant people 1n his immediate
.envirgnment, (2) his perception of their behavior towards him, (3) the
interrealization of his perception into a coherent set of sell-views,
(4) the resultant self which h;vperceives as reflected back into the
e;és of others, (5) the reinforcement of that self as seen by him and
by others, as well as by his view bfrthﬁir.concepts of him and

(6) his responses to the challenges and pressures of living.

The need to address cultural differences as a factor when measuring
the self-concept of minority students was addressed by Whiting (1974)
when;he Aeveloped a series of self-concébt measures. In stressing the
. need for culturally sernsitive instruments, Whiting pointed out that
. tests should be deéignéd with a particular population in mind, taking

into account that population's values and ‘concerns in order to

*Adapted with author's permission from: Rat1iff, sStanley. Working
Papers from the Bueno Center for Bilingual/Multicultural Education,
School .of Education, University of Colorado at Boulder.
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measure self-concept more accurately. Whiting goes on to describe a
battery of self-concept instruments developed around the
multi-dimensionality of self-concept. He described self-concept in

’ 1 a
the following manner: . . . . .
- (, ’ 4 .
& AN

X . .

o Self-esteem refers to how an individual evaluates
himself and indicates the extent to which he.
believes ,himself to be capable, significant,
successful, and worthy. Within the context of
this definitics, the individual ‘arrives at an
-evaluation of his own worthiness by examining his’
performance, capacities, and attributes in light
of his own personal standards and values. Thus,
self-esteem is a "personal judgement of worthiness
that is expressed in the attitudeg the individual
holds toward himself."

!

*

%

o Sense of control refers to how much;-an individual
accepts responsibility for his own actions, or
whether he attributes power and control to various
external agents, such_ as adults, peer, luck,
brothers or sisters - the "system," or fate.. If a
child has little sense of‘control, he-also has
little sense o. responsibility, since the two are
sc closely related. S :

0 Academic self-concept refers to how an individual
evaluated his ability to function succesfully in a
school environment.

o  Social self-concept refers tp how an individual
thinks the people who are significant in his life
perceive him. ) . .

N

" Special Prublems of Measuring Self-Concept oéﬁﬁulturally Different

Children

The measuring of self-concept and attitudes is complicated by the need
to consider the distingt cultural background of many of the students
participating in the program. Thus, a published instrument with

acceptable levels of validity and reliability may not be appropriate

35
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becayse it was normed on middle class Anglo-American students. It 1is

common among some Aserican Indian tribes, for example, to expect

children te be quiet and passive when adults are conversing. In a
school setting, however, @ child who is non-talkative and passive may

- M
T pe considered shy and withdrawn.

ﬁeésuring gelf-concept is compllcated by questions such- as the
app g;1ateness of norm groups, as well as the difficulty of
accurately assegsing an area whose definition and sophistication are
questionable. The gualifications of persons admlnlsterlng the
sel f-concept measurement instruments, the attitudes of teachers and
administrators toward the use of school time to test, and the views of
both teachers and administratoré on the importance of self-concept as
a program goal also present measurement problems. 5till another
problem 1is the change in self—c&ﬁcept as children grow olde;. Studies
have sgown without exception that the self-concept actually
deteriorates as children grow older. one is reminded of Alice who is
told she must run twice as fast to remain in ﬁhe same place. By
selectlng p031t1ve growth in self-concept as a goal 1in bilingual
educatlon programs, teachers must work twice_ as hard to show positive

changes irr a phenomenon that normally shows negative changes.

Measuring self-Concept X '
" Because of the issues aboVve, the pbest means for measuring desired

“change in self-concept would be 1) pre- and posttesting with published

tests normed on minority groups similar to the stugents 1in the

111-87 . 352




bilingual program and (2) to use informal, teacher-developed ?ormative
measures using a variety of‘approaches, including paper and pencil and
picture instruments, teacher observation gu{des, and parénr
questionnaires.

The reason for monitoring changes in self-concept center's around the
relationship of positive changes in self-concept and success in
school, as well as success in social relationships. Since it is
important to obtain an accurate assessment of what is happening to a
student's self-concept while he is a partigzpant in the program, it is
necessary to take readifgs on self-concept fairly often and in a
varlety of ways. An adequate g;stem for measuring self—concept would
include teacher-made tests, as well as published instruments. Picture
tests for non-readefs, as well as paﬁer and pencil tests for older
children,lshould be a part of the testing program. Projective
technlques where students determine concurrence between self-ratlngs
and the ratings of others are powerful means of helping students
become aware of themselves in terms of how "others see me." Howeyer,
certain cautions should be taken when ytilizing gélf—reporting
instruments. Results should be kept confidential, instruments should
be administered in a non-threatening manner, testers should point out

that there are no right or wrong answers and testers should read items

to very young students.

Igacher-Develbped Self-Concept Instruments

Teacher-developed instruments offer several advantages in that (1)

they may include items unique to the community, program, school or

Y
111-88~4
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classroom, {(2) the instrument may include it;msifhat take into account
any cultural variables and (3) teqchérs will be more positive toward
instruments that ;re locally dgveloped. . 2 :
! c

Among the behavio£a1 indicators a teacher might look for woulqhbé: L

] How does the student react to a new situation? : -

] How does the student react to new material?

0 Does he trust, his teacger (éspecially when new in '

) class)?

o Is he cooperative and does he follow directions

reasonably well? .

o Does he control his own behavior?

0 Does he have his owé ideas? N .

0 Does he talk freely about his ideas?

o Does he operate on his oOwn with a minumum of

direction from the teacher?

o - Is he generally a héppy person?
The preceding are only suggestions, but if agapted, they will serve as
the basis for developing an obserQation guide to assess self-concept.
Published Self-Concept Instruments
Published instruments, with acceptable levels of reliability and N

validity, are an gessential element in evaluating the self-concept of
students in the program. However, because the stuaents are sometimes
not as mature as test publishers would like them to bé, sel f-reporting

instruments may lack desirable ngels of reliability-and validity.

111-89 - 341 . S
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This is especially true when the instruments are used with very young
children. Neverthelegs, they do provide insights into student
behavior, especially%when used in conjunction with other measuring
instruments.

Samples of published instruments should be examincd, if possible prior
to their purchase. If not, there are several reference Works
available‘which provide descriptions of self-concept instruments.

Among them are R.C. Wylie's The Self Concept: A Review of

Methodolcgical Considerations and Measuring Instruments. Revised

edition. Lincoln University of Nebraska Press 1974; or R. Shavelson's
"Self Concept: Validation of Construct Considerations" Review of

Educational Research 46 (1976) pp. 407-441.

a

Due to the built-in difficulties of showing positive growth, a werd of
caution concerning pre~- and posttest timing of self-concept
instruments is needed. In order to avoid pretesting students that are
already in the program and considering the fact thaf self-concepts are
relatively stable, testing should be done as eérly as possible,
Subsequent posttesting shpuld be spaced as far from the pretesting és :

is feasible.

The message for the evaluator is clear. Unless self-concept measures
are carefully developed to reflect the unique characteristics of the

studentsoin the orogram and carefully selected from reputable

publishers, there is a distinct possibility that, in spite of a




positive effort to show positive changes in self-concept as a result

of the project, negative changes may actually result.

concepts is attached.

A list of published tests to measure gelf-
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Published Self-Concept Scales

1. Self Concept Picture Inventory (Wiseman & Adams)

The Self Concept Picture Inventory was designed to
evaluate grades one to three of Title 1 programs in
Alton, Illinois. The test is appropriate for younger
students and is relatively free of racial and sex
biases.

Wiseman, €.D. & Adams, J.H. ngelf Concept Picture
Inventory". Atton, Ill. 1972. (see ERIC ED 170-299)

2. The Florida Key: A Scale to Infer Learner Self Concept
(Purkeys '

The Fi-~ida Key is a learner self-concept scale that,
with adaptations, may be used with students of all
ages. The scsle 1is designed to aid teachers in

i . evaluating students' self-concepts as learners, as well
as attitudes toward school.

Purkey, W.W. et. al., "The Florida Key: A Scalé to
Infer Learner Self Concept.": Educational and
Psychological Measurement. 33 (1973) pp. 979-984.

3.  Thomas Self-Concept Values Test (Thomas)

The Thomas Self-Concept Values Test me@isures fourteen
self-value dimensions, such as sociability, ability,
attractiveness, and independence. The l4-item test is
designed to be used with young children from 4 to 6
years old. However, some caution should be exercised
in interpreting test results given the problems of
self-concept measurement in young children.

Thomas, W.L., The Thomas Self Concept Values Test.
Combined Motivation Education Systems, Inc., 1959.
Rosemont, Illinois.

4. Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith)

This 58-item scale was designed to measure general
self, social self-peers, home/parents, and school
academic self in addition to self-esteem. It is worded
to be used with children from 8 to 10 years old, but
has been used successfully with stidents in grades
three through twelve.

Coopersmith, S., The Antescendents of Self-Esteem. San

-

Francisco, California, W.H. Freeman & Co., 1967 «
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Self-Concept of Ability‘Scale (8rookover)

The eight items contained in Form A are designed to
measure self-concept of general academic ability; and
the eight items in Form B are designed to measure
self-perceptions of ability regarding science,
mathematics, social studies,; and English. The scale is
most suitable for use with high school aged students.

Brookover, W.B. et. al., Relationship of Seif—Concept
to Achievement in High School, 1967. Michigan State

University, Lansing, Michigan.

Piers~-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers and \
Harris) . \\,/*-\<
The B80~item instrument measures general self-concept

- The simple degcriptive statements are designed to

and may be used for both research and diagnostic work.

measure ten self-concept dimensions and the scale is
appropriate for use in grades three or above.

Piers, £.V. & Harris, D.B. Piers-Harris Children's Self
Concept Scale, Nashville, Tenn. Counselor Recording

And Tests, 1969.

How I See Myself Scale (Gordon)

Tampa, Florida. >

About Me by James Parker; Not Dated; Grades 4-6; James

The How I See Myslf Scale consists of 40" (elementary
form) or 42 (secondary form) items developed for use
with children ages. 3 to 12 years. The scale has been
found to measure five self-concept dimensions: physical
appearance, interpersonal, teacher-student, academic
ability, and autonomy. g '

P

Gordon, I.J. A Test Manual for the How I See Myself
Scale. Florida Research and Development Council,

Parker*,

A five-point self-rating scale assessing five areas of
self-concept which arezexpressed in behavior in the
school setting. Subscores included are: Self, Self in
Relation to Others, Self as Achieving, Self in School,
and the Physical Self.

*Included in Parker, James. The Relationship of
Self-Report to Inferred Self-Concept, Educational and

Psychological Measurement, 26 pp. 691-700; 1966.
|
1 )
|
|
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10.

11.

12.

The Behavior Cards: A Test-Interview for Delinquent

Children by Ralph M. Stogdill; c1941-50; Grades 3-10;
Stoelting Company.

Use of the Cards provides the child with an opportunity
to face his problems and provides an insight into the
child's attitudes toward his delinquent behavor. .The
test is individually, administered, employing the
card-sort technique. Any child.who scores grade 4.5 or
higher on a standardized reading test should be able to
sort the cards with little assistance. Cards can be
fead to subjects with reading disabilities. At-times
an abbreviated version of the test can be given by
eliminating fifty specified cards. This eliminaies
the more serious delinquent behaviors. )

Behavior Rating Form by Stanley Coopersmith; Not Dated;

Grades Kindergarten-9; Stanley Coopersmith¥.

A 13-item five-point rating scale devised for
appraising assured and confident behavior. Items refer
to such behavior as the child's reaction to failurey
self-confidence in a new situation, sociability with
peers, and the need for encouragement and reassurance.

The form yields two scores: Esteem Behavior and

Confidence Behavior.

*Data is available 1in: Coopersmith, Stanley;
Antecedents of Self-Esteem; San Francisco; W.H.

Freeman, 1967.

Children's Self-Conception Test: Form Il by Marjorie
B. Creelman; cl954-55, Grades 3-6; Marjorie B.
Creelman.

Designed to ‘assess the relationship of self-concept to
adjustment or malad justment. Employs a series of
pictures depicting situations commonly experienced by
children in Western culture. Test provides indications
of self-esteem and moral standards.

Children's Self-Social Constructs Test:rrPrihary Form

by tdmund H. Hendersen, Barbara H. Long, and Robert C.
Ziller; 1967; Grades 1-6; Edmund H. Hendersen.*

A measure of social self-concept from which certain
aspects of the child's eonceptions of himself are
inferred. Subscores include: Self Estec<m, Social
Interest or Dependency, Identification, Group
Identification, Individuation or Minority
Identification, Power, Egocentricity, Cemplexity,
Realism for Size, and Preference fo. Others.

‘{lnég““"““““"“iiz:;“‘
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13,

14.

15.

16.

*Listed as available from Edmund H. Henderson, may now
be obtained from The Office of Special Tests,
Educational Testing Service, 17 Executive Park Drive,
NW, Suite 100, Atlanta, Georgia 30329.

Columbus Sentence Completion for Children by Jack A.

Shaffer and Arthur S. Tamkin; Not Dated; Ages
4-Adolescence; Jack A. Shaffer. '

A general projective test covering the following
topics: Self-Concept, Wishes and Plans, Self-Concept
(Problems), Family, Social, School, and Picture of
Self. The test provides an indication of the child's
adjustment level.

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory: Form A by Stanley

Coopersmith; Not Dated; Ages 9=Adults*; Stanley
Coopersmith.

Designed to provide a general assessment of
self-esteem. The 58 items are arranged into five
subscales: General Self, Social Self- Peers,
Home-Parents, Lie Scale, and Home Academic.

*Can be used with children younger than age 9 if
individually administered. Technical information is
available in: Coopersmith, Stanley. Antecedents of

Self-Esteem; San Francisco; W.H. Freeman, 1967.

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory: Form B '(Short Form)

by Stanley Coopersmith; Not Dated; Ages 9-Adults;
Stanley Coopersmith*.

Designed to measure self-esteem from the perspective of
the subject, Emphasis is placed on the subject's
sel f-attitudes in four areas: peers, parents, school
and personal interest. -

*Additional information is available in: Coopersmith,
Stanley, Antecedents of Self—Esteem, San Fran01sco-
W.H. Freeman, 1967. -

Expanded Test Anxiety Scale for Children (Feld and

Lewis 1969) by Sheila C. Feld and Judith Lewis; 1969;
Grades 1-9; Sheila C. Feld*. ‘

A modification of the Sarason Test Anxiety Scale for
Children which includes the original and revised
questions and two neutral items about dreams and
achievement. Subscales include: Test Anxiety, Remote
School Concern, Poor Self Evaluation, and Somatic Signs
of Anxiety.

e 33
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*Included in Feld, S.  and Lewis, J. "The Assessment of
Achievement Anxieties in Children." In C.P. Smith
(Ed.). Achievement Related Motives in Children. New
York; Russell Sage Foundation, 1969, pp. 151-199.

How I See Myself Scale: Elementary Form by Ira J.
Gordon; 1968; Grades 3-6; Ira J. Gordon (Manual is
available from the Florida Educational Research and
Development Council).

Factors assessed are Teacher-School, Physical
Appearance, Interpersonal Adequacy, and Academic
Adequacy.

How Much Like Me? by Dale W. Dysinger; Not Dated;
Grades 3-5; Dale W. Dysinger. ‘

A self-administered measure of general self-concept.

Inferred Self-CBncept Judgment Scale by Elizabeth
McDaniel; %965-69; Grades 1-9; Elizabeth McDaniel.

Designed to measure the student's self-concept as it is
generated and in the school setting.

Inferred Self-Concept Scales Experimental Form by
Elizabeth L. McDaniel; 1969; Grades 1 and above.
Western Psychological Services, 12031 Wilshire Blvd.,
Los Angeles, California.

Scale is based upon the assumption that self-concept
can be inferred from manifest behavior. Scale purports
to be appropriate for assessing and comparing
self-concepts of culturally different groups. Test may
also be used with adults and juveniles.

Instructional Objectives Exchange: Measures of
Self-Concept, Kindergarten-Grade 13, Revised Edition;
1972; Grades Kindergarten-12; Instructional Objectives
Exchange.

A series of affective objectives concerning the
learner's self concept. Dimensions employed are peer,
scholastic, family, and. general, self-report
inventories (direct and indirect) and observational
inventories are provided to assess the attainment of
each objective.

Instructional Objectives Exchange: Objective
follesction in Attitude Tloward Schog 1,
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23,

24,

25.

26.

A collection of affective objectives dealing with the
learner's self-concept as reflected in attitudes toward
teacher, school subjects, learning, peers, social
structure and climate, and general attitudes. An
observational indicator and both direct and inferential
self-report measures are provided to assess the
attainment of each objective. .

Morgan Punishment-Situation Index by Patricia K. Moran;

Not Dated (lest is copyrighted); Ages Children 9-12 and
their mochers; Eugene L. Gaier. .

A projective device specifically concerned with the
perception of the direction of aggression in the
punishment situation. The Index yields four concepts
operating in the punishment situation: the child's
self-concept, his concept of his mother, the mother's
self-concept, and her concept of the child. Employs
scoring procedures developed for Ro'senzweig
Picture-Frustration Test. .

Rogers' Personal Adjustment Inventory by Carl R.
Rogers; 1961; Ages 9-13; Western Psychological
Services. . '

Designed to sssess a child's attitude toyard himself,
his family, and his peers. Subscores include:
Personal Inferigrity, Social Maladjustment, Family
Maladjustment, and Daydreaming. ;

Sears Self-Concept Inventory: Abbreviated. Form by
Pauline S. Sears; 1966; Grades 3-6; Pauline S. Sears.

The child rates himself in terms of: Physical Ability,
Attractive Appearance, Convergent Mental Ability,
Social Relations with Same Sex, Social Virtues,
Divergent Mental Ability, Work Habits, Happy Qualities
and School Subjects.

Self-Concept fdjective Checklist by Alan J. Politte; c
1971; Grades Kindergarten-8; Psychologists and
Educators, Inc. .

1

Enables the student to project his personal feelings
related to self-concept phenomena and provides indices
of his general levels of self-concept feelings. The
adjectives cover the following: Physical Traits,
Social Values, Intellectual Abilities, and
Miscellaneous (emotional feelings, group behaviors, and
habits): As a result of the scoring, the child is
identified as "self-confident," poor self-concept, or
"gggressive." ;

JUn S
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

\

Self-Concept and Motivation Inventory: Later

Elementary Form by’ George A. Farrah; cl968; Grades 3-6;

Person-0-Metrics.

Measures academic self-concept in terms of the child's
perception of his role as a learner. The inventory
yields scores for role expectations, self-adequacy,
goal and achievement needs, and failure avoidance.

Self-Concept' As A Learner Scale-Elementary by John: K.

Fisher; Not Dated; Grades 3-6; John K. Fisher.

The SCALE is a modification of the secondary scale
developed by Walter B. Waetjen. Subscores include:
Motivation, Task Orientation, Problem Solving, and
Class Membership. The Motivation factor is designed to
determine the degree to which the respondent perceives
himself motivated to do school work and to participate
in learning activities. Tagk Orientation refers to the
way a student sees himself relating to learning
activities. Problem Solving determines the view that a
pupil has of himself as a problem solver. The Class
Membership factor is designed to find out how the
student sees himself in relation to other members of
the class.

Self-Concept Instrument-A Learner Scale by Gordon P.

Liddle; 1967; Grades.3-6; Gordon P. Liddle.

Variables assessed are self-concept in reference to

" motivation, intellectual ability, task orientation, and

class membership.

Self-Concept of Ability Scale; 1963-68; Grades 2-6;

University of Maryland Research and Demonstration
Center of the Interpersonal Research Commission on
Pupil Personnel Services.

Designed to assess -change in self-reported attitudes of
groups of students toward themselves as learners.
Covers six academic content areas: arithmetic,
English, social studies, science, music,.and art. The
bases of comparison are the class, the grade level,
close friends, future high school class, future college
associates, other students in general, and one's own
ability. The scale was adapted from Brookover,
Paterson, Thomas' Self-Concept of Ability.

%
Self-Concept, Target Game by Ann Fitz-Gibbon; 1970; Ages

9-10; Ann Fitz-Gibbon.

Designed for use with children who have participated in

. the Responsive Model Follow Through Program. It is a

‘ ’
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32.

33.

3&.

35.

measure of self—concept'in’terms of the child's

‘willingness to take reasonable risks of failure, make
-positive estimates of his ability to perform a task,

make realistic statements about the probability of
being right or wrong, learn from errors and
corrections, use -failure gn a productive manner, and
take credit for accomplishments and ackn%wledge
failure, individually administered.

Self Profile G-Sort by Alan J. Politte; cl970; Grades
3-8; Psychologists and Educators, Inc. )

Aids in elementary school counseling by providing a
means for eliciting self-evaluation from a student, for
investigating changes in a student’'s self-concept
through the course of counseling sessions, and for
stimulating group interaction in the counseling
setting. . ’

A Semantic Differential for Measurement of Global and

Specific oelf-Concepts by Lois Stillwell;  Not Dated;
Grades 1-3 and 4-6; Lois Stillwell.

Test can be modified to assess attitudes towards self
in a variety of specific roles or conception of self
from the point of view of a stated referent. The
Primary Form. is appropriate for Grades one through
three and the Upper Grades Form is for the fourth grade
and beyond. Test can be group administered easily to
those in grade three or higher. First and second
graders may have difficulty and will require several
assistants to provide close observation. ‘Subscores
include: Myself, Myself As a Student, Myself As a
Reader, Myself As an Arithmetic Student.

Tennessee- Self-Concept Scale: Clinical and Research

Form by William H. Fitts; cl964-70; Ages 12 and Above;
Counselor Recordings and Tests.

Yields 30 profiled scores: Self Criticism, Self Esteem
(1dentify, Self-Satisfaction, Behavior, Physical Self,
Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Family Self,-Social
Self, Total), Variability of Response (Variation across
First Three Self-Esteem Scores, Variation across Last
Five Self-Esteem Scores, Total), Distribution, Time,
Response Bias,.Net Conflict, Total Conflict, Empirical
(Defensive Positive, General Maladjustment, Psychosis,
Personality Disorder, Neurosis, Personality
Integration), Deviant Signs, and five scores consisting
of counts of each type of response made.

Tennessee Self—Concept'Scale: Counseling Form by
William H. Fitts; cl965-70; Ages 12 and Above;
Counselor Recordings and Tests.

. f(‘_'
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36.

37.

Yields 15 profiled scores: Self-Criticism, Seif-Esteem
(1dentity), Self-Satisfaction, Behavior, Physical Self,
Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Family Self, Social
Self, Total, Variability of Responses (Variation across
First Three Self-Esteem Scores, Variation across Last
Five Self-Esteem Scores, Total), Distribution, and

- Time.

What I Am Like; Not Dated; Grades 4-10; Cincinnati
Public Schools, Division of Psychological Servicus and
Division of Program Development.

A five-point, bi-polar, self-rating scale based on
Osgood's concept of the semantic differential.
Subjects are: What I Look Like, What I Am Like When I
Am With My Friends, and What I Am. The test is for
research only and is to be used only ir group
assessment.

When Do I Smide? by Dale W. Dysinger; Not Dated; Grades’
1-5; American Institutes for Research.’

Variable assessed in self-concept in reference to the
school setting.

35
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List of Publishers and Developers

American Institutes for Research
P.0. Box 1113
Palo Alto, CA 94302

Cincinnati Public Schools
Division of Psychological Service
608 East McMillan Street
Cincipatti, OH 45206

Stanley Coopersmith-.
University of California
Davis, CA 95616

Combined Motivation Education Systems
6300 River Road
Rosemont, IL 60018

Counselor Recordings and Tests
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ETHNOGRAPHIC METHODS OF PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Introduction

-

This document con}ains a discussion relative to the collection of data
and eventual development of a program description. The éthnographic
procedures outlined fulfill the_basic requirements of the program
deséription needeh for a local school district ‘bilingual education
evaluation report. Use of ethnographic methods for program
descriptioh are not common in bilingual education evaluatio&s.
However, such procedures have long been suggested for use in examining
the efficacy of bilingual education programs. These procedures are
relatively easy to implement and require a low expenditure of time and
energy. Furthermo}e, they necessitate minimal skill development on

the part of the evaluator and/or other data collectors.

While necessar; components of program evaluations, psychometric and
quantitative descriptions of bilingdal education programs are limited
in the breadth of useful information provided. The demographic
numbers, the ehumeration of staff rolls, the description of physical
features, and the}indications of time allocations for various
instructional components, etc. are all included as necessary parts of
most evaluation reports of school programs. This information,
however, seldom provides all the necessary useful insights needed éo
ccmﬁ}éhend the actual brocess of échoolihg that occurs in the

educational program evaluated. Very often, nonmeasureable aspects of

.

< 111-105




schooling such as classroom climate, teacher's attitude, instructional
interactions, etc. are ignored. Yet this subjective characterization
can provide én account of the features of a program that may well be
responsible for its success or failure in meeting educational goals.
This document proposes an addition to the traditional information
included in evalu;tion reports; namely: Ethnography of classrooms and

program.

School programs are complex. They change over time. They do notl
always conform to a priofi theorizing or standardization of procedure
or to goals that have been previously set. They cannot be
characterized as cons&sting of isolated and discrete occurrences of
phenomena each having meaning only in a strictly defi?e , contained,
or denotative sense. All aspects of a program are related to each
other and to the participants taking part in thé program. Because the
programs are not homeostatic, with variables that can be isolated,
each with a singula% independent effect, they do nof lend themselves
to manipulation by evaluators. The process of schooling ;nd indeed of
bilingual education has multiple realities and as such, events must be.

understood from th¢ perspective of the total program.

Quantitative evaluations and their program descriptions attempt to
discover, verify, or identify causal relationships among concepts
‘derived from a theoretical scheme that may or may not reflect the

reality of the program. Frequently, interrelationships among the

various adpects of the program msy not be clear. As a_result,

30 f ‘
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replication of the program may not be possible. At times, a prégram
description in purely quantitative evaluations represents an
noutsider's" cursory comprehension of a program's operation that lackst
verlflcatlon by the participants 'as to its accuracy and explanatory
input from “"insiders" as to its content. Qualitative descrlbtlons,
such as are suggested 3? this document, can reflect both what the
"insiders" (the managers and the teachers) believe is occurring as

well as represent what is actually seen to occur by the evaluator

("outsider").

This document will be organized into four parts: Definition of

ethnographic methods, types of information to acquire, data collection

and instrumentation, and information usage and reporting. ) .
Ethnography
3

e

Ethnographies attempt to accurately deséribe what is occurring in 2
given situation. They define or redefine reality. In ethnography,
the evaluator attempts to understand what is happening in LQQE
settipg, how it is occurring, how the participants view that

occurrence, and how members of various groups participate within and

- —

across these occurrences. With an ethnography, the evaluator does not

judge what occurs .as either good or bad, as effective or ineffective;
7 )
rather, ethnographies describe the relevant information in a situation

. A
and examine the necurrent patterns of behaviors. From this

character1zat1o;\*the ethnugrapher deflnes the rules and processes for

v
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the participants a#d for parlicipation in the context described. Thei
process of constructing an»ethnography involves the development of a
picture that explains the reality observed. Ethnographies, then,
involve a three-step process: First, Hata is collected that: helps
describe what is occurring; second, a typology or model is developed
that reflects these occurrences; and third, the validity of tse model

is tested and implications are drawn.

Ethnographies add to the information usually obtained by other
traditional methodologies of program- description in the following

ways: —

1. Ethnographies are concerned with the culture of
the situation observed. -

2. Ethnographies necessitate direct, on-site
observations occurring over time and at times
necessitate participation by the evaluator in the

- activities taking place. :

3. The tinstruments used are field-based and are used
to determine reality.

¥
4, Ethnographies are holistic and characterize how
various ‘parts of a programmatic puzzle fit
together.

5. Patterns and hypotheses developed result from an
immersion in the field by determining what
actually occurs in the field and not from
predetermined theorizing of what should occur.

. LI ' -
Ethnographies are not brief or selected samplings. Rather, they

involve complete descriptions of the interrelationships of recurring

v




-

variables in a society under specified conditions as they affect or

produce certain results and outcomes in that society. As such,

ethnographies add a needed dimension to evaluative program

!

descriptions. »

Types of Information to Obtain

In addition to providing students with access to the skills and

knowledge expected from traditional education of monolingual children,

bilingual educatioH programs are by definition different from
traditional school programs in two important ways. First, téo
languages are used as medis of instruction anh language development is
an integrdl part of the 'efucational program. Secondly, the culture of
the children (including attention to self-concept, learning styles,
motivatio&af styles, etc.) is an important consideration in the
process of schooling. As a Eesult, it is important in the -program
description section of the evaluation report to characterize the
bilingual classroom and/or program in each of these three important

areas: Use of language(s), incorporation of culture, and the

instructional focus.

Since the quantity of information that can be otained about a
particular classroom‘and/or program is very great, it may be necessary

to develop and keep in mind organizérs and categories of the kind of

data ﬁeeded. In each of the following three subsections, some salient

"questions for and suggested areas of data collection are provided as a

*
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general guide to data collection. The suggestions included in each
subsection are not intended to be all inclusive of totally complete.
“The evaluator/ethnographer, in consultation with the programwmanager,
should be the best judge of what information should be obtained in
order to adequately and accurately depict the processes operant in the®

] bilingual program.

Language -- A descriptionvof hoy participants use language to
_communicate information in bilingual schooi settings, how the§
influence and persuade others, how they negotiate using language, etc.
is necessary if one is to understand the bilingual classroom. This
subsection includes suggested information that can be useful in
describing language used in a g;vep and specific situation.
Aqdit}pnally. this subsection providescgeneTal guidelines for
information procurement that can characterize the use of langusge in

bilingual classrooms and/or programs.

A language-use mapping technique (Green and Wallat, 1981)* has been

suggested for describing the language used by both teachers and
students in a bilingual ciassroom. Coding of information that can be

gathered in a given language-use situation can be as follows:

.. _¥ TGreen. J.L. and_Wallat, C. "Mapping-Instructional Conversations==A __
. Sociolinguistic Ethnography." In: Ethnography and Language in
Educational Settings, edited by J.L. Green and J. Wallat. Norwood,
New Jersey: Ablex Publishing Corporation, 1981, 161-195. .

4 ‘
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1. Source = This category identifies the speaker
involved in the interaction. Possible individuals
may include the teacher, the student(s}, or some
other person(s). The interlocuters can be
identified by a number code (i.e., teacher=T,
student(s)=S1, 52, etc.).

2, Form = Two forms of language used during
jnstruction can be identified: The question and
the response. (1t is assumed that most
interactions in an instructional period are either
questions or responses to questions.) Three
subcategories of respohses can'be expected:

a. Type A response (+) = This type of response -
is both expected and consistent with the
sociolinguistic content. This predictable
response includes those that meet the social,
cultural, psychological, and semantic aspects
of the situation.

b. Type B response (0) = These responses are not
predictable given the preceding linguistic,
topical., or social context. These responses
may be spontaneous producticn of language by
an involved student or they may be responses
by a student not previously designated in the
interaction.

C. Type C respohsé (-) = All nonresponses are
includeddin this category.

3. Strategies - The purpose of the communication unit
in its sociolinguistic context is mapped in this
category. The various types of strategies
include:

a. Focusing = This occurs when an attempt is
made to initiate or change the content of a
discussion. A shift or focus function

results. -

b. Ignoring = This is a nonverbal action
resulting when no response occurs when one is
required.

-~

c. Confirming (+) = The acceptance of a
preceding response is indicated either
verbally or nonverbally. - o o

d. Confirming (-) = Here the previous résponse
is not accepted. A "no" may be indicated as
a response to a request for confirmation.-

. - e
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e. Continuance = A verbal or nonverbal message
suggesting that the listener is following the
speaker's communication,

f. Extending = This category includes those
messages that are designed to provide
additional information about a topic.

g. Raising = This category of communication
raises the level of a discussion.

h. Clarifying = Here, messages that explain or
redefine are included.

i, Editing = In this strategy, shifts or changes
in content, rorm, or strategy are signaled.
Internal mediating of a message occurs.

Je Controlling = Messages that control an
interaction or behavior of individuals are
included in this category.

k. Re focusing = This type of language strategy
reestablishes a previous line of thinking.

1. Restating = In this category are included
‘. those messages that repeat or refer to
previous information.

Levels = The level of functioning of the
interaction can be categorized into three groups.
They are:

a, Factual = Literal recall of facts from memory
are relayed in the message.

b. Interpretive = Inferential comprehension
providing information not previously
discussed is indicated in the interaction.

c. Applicative = This level of communicative
interaction requires the information to be
used in new ways or in novel contexts.

Ties = The basis of the message is often tied to
some behavior or message of participants in an
interaction. This relationship is indicated by
the "ties" described: The four sources of ties
include: -

a. Teacher = Here, the message is tied to a
teacher's goal or may be in response to the
teacher's message.

4 '3
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b. Student = If the message is feedback to the
student or if it extends to the student's
purpose or it permits the student to build on
his/her original message then it has a
"student tie".

¢ H

c. Instructional (media aide) = If the text,
material or media aide triggers the message
unit, then it is recorded as an instructional

tieo . -

d. Context = A context tie occurs when the
situation serves as the basis of the
me ssage. .

Many situations may be mapped in obtaining information regarding the
use of language by students, teachers, and others in bilingual
programs. Some relevant contexts include: A typical lesson, the use
of language in informal play situations, the use of language in formal
non-structured classroom situations or other contexts as may be

mutually agreed to by both the program managers and the evaluator.

An ethnography of the use of language in a bilingual classroom or

program may provide insights regarding the following pedagogical

questions:

1. How does the teacher use langiage in instructing
children?

2. How do children use language with each other?

3. How do children use language with teachers, aides,
parents, etc.?

4. How does the teacher respond to LZ language
attempts of the bilingual children?

5. What is the language development climate in the
cﬁssxjoom?

6. Which language (L1 or L2) is used with which
interlocuters?

.45
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7. Which language (L1 or L2) is used with various
topics? ) .

' 8. Which language (L1 or L2) is used with which
situations? i

9. What language use opportunities exist in the
bilingual classroom?

10. What opportunities exist for the student to
experiment using language with different
participants, on different topics. and for
different purpose? 3

11. How does the teacher deliberately attempt to
develop the language skills of the the bilingual
"children (either L1 or L2)7?

12, How does the teacher rqspond to "nonadult-like"
speech (grammar and phonology) from bilingual .
children?

13. What is the teacher's instructional registry?
14. How are children of varying linguistic and
communicative proficiencies accommodated in
the classroom?

15. To what extent and under what circumstances

do students with different language dominances
interact?

Instruction -- The volume of information that cag_be obtained in -

observing instruction that takes place in a bilingual program cgﬁ be

. overwhelming.',Uftentimes. the focusing of the perceptions of the
observers may be necessary. (Questions such as those posed below
contain no preconceived hypotheses and can be used as a guide for the

gathering of data as well as the interpretation of patterns

perceived.

‘ &




MAJOR CATEGORIES IN HENRY'S

%; CROSS-CULTURAL OUTLINE OF EDUCATION*
I
1, Gn what does the educational process focus? . ‘
2, How is the information communicated (what are the

teaching methods employed)? .

3, Who educates? .V
4. How does :he person being educated participate?
5. How does the educator participste? What is

his/her attitude?

6. Are some things taught to some and not to others? A

P

7. Discontinuities in the educational process.

8. What limits the quantity and quality of
information a child receives from a teacher? )

-
9. What forms of conduct control (discipline) are
used? ' -
10. What is the relation between the intent and the .
results of education? -
11. How long does the process of formal educatidn
last? : )
. In addition, information and conclusions relating to the general

climate of the class}oom and/or pfogram can be obtained by the

-~

evaluator.

%

¥ J. Henry. "The Cross Cultural Gutline of Education." In: Current
Anthropology., &4, 1960, 269-3C5.
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Culture -- Information regara¥ng culture is probably the most

difficult to obtain. As used in this context, culture does not mean

the surface trapping or artifacts associated with a group of people
like sarapes, clothing, festive or national holidays, and foods. It
would involveiﬁhoweverv the recurrent behavior patterns, thinking.
perceptual, and learning styles. In acdition. culture would include
information regarding the attitudes, values, communication styles as
well as the expected and the manifest norms found in a clggsroom or
found to be true of a program, Essentially, the evaluator attempcs to
find out what is the culture of the bilingual component being
evaluated. The following is suggested as guides to the types of
information that may be obtained in conducting an ethnography of the

culture of a classroom/program.

A. Behavior patterns

1. what are the expected and- manifest norms?

2. What is considered by teachers and students to be
acceptable behavior?

3. What is the ccmmunity's expectation of acceptance
behavior?
4. How do students respond to stress?

5. How do students respond to instruction?

6. How do students respond to independence as well as
to structure or to the lack of structure?

7. What discipline is 1mposed by the school? How is
it imposed?

8. What games do students play? (Game theory)

4y :
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9. How do students interact with elders snd act
toward peers?

L4

10. What is the pattern of behavior characteristic of
cross-ethnic or cross-linguistic groupings?

Perception and thinking
1. What topics are of concern to students?

2. Do students personalize or depersonalize topics of
instruction?

3. Is instruction related tb the student's personal - ,
milieu? )

4, Are the following feasoning styles evidenced:
Difference., magni-tude, relationship, or
appraisal? .

Learning styles and motivation

1. Do students prefer 'to work as groups of
individually?

., 2. Do students prefer visual or auditory
presentations? .

3. Is a preference shown for deductive or inductive
presentations?

4, What motivates the students?

5. What reward systems are used in the classroom?
How successful are they?

s
6. Do students impose structure in learning
‘ situations or do they need structure to be imposed

for them?

7. What is the effect of peer pressure on-~
motivation? .

g. Is there a preference for personalized or
depersonalized instructiqn?

9. On what tasks do students prefer to work?‘

Values

1. "\What value statements are heard from teachers or

. Students?

\
A

2, Are student's values accepted?

T - 410
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3. What value prejudices are manifested? (Tastes,
preferences, and individual choices)

4. What universal values are encouraged? (These are
broad moral values covering such general topics as
fair treatment, individual rights, equal
opportunity under the®law, acceptance of diversity
of sex and race, and the respect for individual.
expression of diversity.)

Attitudes

1. WRat are the students' attitudes toward the
school? the program? the instruction or
instructors?

2, What are the teachers"attiéudes toward the
students? the program? 'the school? '

3, What are the teachers' sttitudes toward the
cultural or linguistic.groups represented in the
school bilingual program? :

4. What are the taboo topics not to Be covered or
discussed in school? ’

5. What status does the L1 (native language) have?
the L2 second language)?

6. what is the intellectual climate of the school?

7. Can a temperamen%. mood, nature, etc., of the

program be determined?

Communication styles

10

2.

What language is used in informal situations? by
whom? )

What languade is used in formal situations? by

whom? . ‘

-

Are formal and informal codes of language used by
students? when? with whom? .

To what extent is the L1 (native language) or L2
(second language) encouraged or allowed throughout
the day? ‘

With whom can.aﬂd do students use L1 and L27?

thbh language is used in discussing which
topics?

-



G. Accommodation by the schogl

1. To what extent js. the classroom and program
brganization flexible in accommodating the
differences found amdng the students? ‘

3 N

2. Are norms of behavior, values, attitudes, ete.,

imposed? '

3. What is the school's written or unwritten policy
regarding the cultural and lingustic différences
found in the bilingual program?

4, How is the bilingual education program viewed by
nonbilingual teachers and administrators?

Data Collection

Data collection involves a three step process. First sources of
inf&%mation must be*® secured. Secondly, the information must be
organized. Finally. hypotheses must be verified. .
Sources -- Information can be obtained from many sources in bilingual
programs. The four main sources include printed matter, participant

observation, non-participation, and the use of an informant.

Most programs have developed a brochure or some other printed matter
wh}ch describeé the intent. operation, size, etc. of bilingual
schooling which have been used in dissemminating information
throughout the local community. Uften, Fhis printed matter is used
with parents in recruiting students, with school boardg in discussing
approval of the bilingual program, and in .the recruitment of teachers.
In addition, some local newspapers may have written articles to inform
the public of the local school's bilingual programs. The project's

proposals either to the;state or federal funding agency can provide
, [} ‘
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other preliminsiy information that may be useful in-understanding,the- —

nature of the bilingual pfogram. With long standing programs.

previous evaluation reports ‘may provide some data ghat is still
aurrent and which may be useful in the initiation of the data
coilectioh pé;iod and the categories of data collectisn.’ As witﬁrali o
sources of information, the accuracy should be“determined as a result -

of direct observation and by confirmation by program managers and

teachers and as a result of direct observation.

In the participant observation strategy, the evaluator becomes

involved in the normél activities of a classroom or program in order
to gain direct access to‘inFormation regarding classroom instruction
and the normal operations of the bilingual programs., By becoming an
"insider", the evaluator often becom;s privy to information that
otherwise might be kept from him/her. As participant observer, the
% evaluator seeks to Blend into Ehe operation of the program. At no

time should the evaluator attempt to change or judge what is séen to

occur.

One caution must be mentioned here. Puarticipant observers need to
deliberately remain intellectually srparate from the program. Too
close an identification with the participants in the program or its
philosophy or structure may result in the evaluator sharing the biases
of the group involved in the program. As a result, objectivity may be

i lost.

| 413
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The nonparticipant observation strategy requires that the evaluator
t ake not; of occurrences without part1c1pat1ng in them. The nature of
this n631nvolvement. however,” may 1nfluence the behav1ors of those who

are observed. Frequently, those who are oUserved will change

‘behaviors to reflect what they value as teachers and managers. As

alteréd as the primary information may be, however, it still provides
the evaluator with ugeful data regarding the ideals of behavior as
viewed by‘the partic';ants in thé program.

In the informant strategy., the evaluafg} seeks out some knowledgeable
person(s) from whom to secure information regarding the program-
Structured interviews in which specific'questions are asked of the
informant may be used. With this strategy, specific information
regarding unclear perceptions may be obtained. Care must be takeﬁ. of
course, to avoid adopting’the biases of the informant. Verification

should always be part of any data gathering'period.

Taformation Organization -- Information gathered from the various’

sources may be collected in field notes taken by the evaluator.
These, of course, may be written either at the time of the occurrence
and observation or soon after. Little time should lapse between the
procurement of the information and the recording. Otherwise, memory

and perceptions may become somewhat hazy.

In compiling and interpreting notes, every attempt should be made to
accurately describe the situation. In this depiction, no prejudgment,

PR . .
bias, deletion, or predrgyng;%nclu31ons should affect the information
» ="

that is obtained.

414
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Information Analysis Synthesis Verification Conceptualizafion
and Determination of Model
Reflection of Patterns ¢

With the gathering of daté, reflection should: -occur. In this
examination, exisiting information should be analyzed and recurrent
patterns, conq?pts; and common themes from natural groupin? of
informatiion are sought. Consistent feedback and verification of the

perceived themes and patterns should occur along with the compilation

of the data.

]

Upon completion of. the gathering of data ana its analysis, a
conceptuai interpretation resulting in a model describing the program
should result. This model should accurately reflect the actual
nrogram that was examined in that it was grounded in the data
obtained. Finally, hypotheses and policy statements that may be
requested from the program managers can be developed from the model

that was constructed.

415
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Verification -- The final step in the efhnagraphical process is the
verification of the model. This can occur eithef in a written or oral
form with the managers or other participants of the program taking
part. Thg purpose for an ethnographical descripiion of a bilingual
program is to accurately depict the character of that program. Tﬁis
can be accomplished by the fusion of the perceptions of the

ethnographers with those intents, understandings, and

conceptualizations of the participants in the proegram. s

The evaluator can validate perceptions'used in the construction of the

model by directly asking the participants in the p?ogram to review the ‘e
draft of the program deSC{iption part of the evaluation report. |
Indirectly, the same verification can be obtained by the evaluator by
soliciting informaticn related to the model b; asking the following

types of questions of the participants in the program:

1. Reportorial = these are literal questions of a
who, where, what, how, and why nature. These
questions are used primarily to verify the facts
included in the description. '

2. Posing = These questions challenge or act as
devil's advocates by determining the strength of
the participants' convictions and consistent use

- of various procedures. The model developed by the
evaluator/ethnographer is true only as it is
consistently accurate under various conditions.

3. Hypothetical = These questions are of a "what
if..." or "what would happen if..." nature. Use
of these questions can help the
evaluator/ethnographer determine the strength of
the model under unknown or novel circumstances.

4, Posing the ideal = Here, the program participant
is asked to describe the ideal situation or the
evaluator/ethnographer often solicits information
regarding the aﬁnﬁmations and goals of the

s Y
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participants as Qell as perceived faults with the
existing program.

5. Offering interpretations or testing propositions
on respondents = This allows the evaluator to tell
the program participants about the propositions or
patterns that are being used® in the construction
of the model. If the program participants
disagree with the conclusions drawn, then new
information can be secured and/or new patterns
conceptualized.

instrumentation

The following general outline or instrument is suggested for the
gathering of field notes, their compilation into patterns, and their
verification. Notes are recorded in four columns or sections. The

first section, labeled observations, should contain the most

jnformation about what occurred in the field. “

This section is followed by two "cﬁde" columns. In the firét column,
the evaluator can record whether the information—is -related to the use
of L1 (native) or L2 (second) lang;ages. and/or if the information
provided insights regarding culture (C), or instruction (I).‘ In the
second column, more specific information regarding these three
categories can be recorded. Ffor example, information related to use
of language on topics related to séhooling (5), relationships (R), or
home (H) can be indicated. Additionally, information related to

values (V), behavior (B), learning styles/motivation (L), or

perception/thinking (P) can be noted.

aprt
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In i?e next section, ‘preliminary ideas regarding recurrent patte;ns or
perceived relationships ca; bé récorded. Thiéwcolumn records
information regarding the meaning or interpretation of the data.
Finally, in the last section, verifications that were secured
regarding patterns perceived can be recorded-. Imélicat;ons for policy

statements can be listed. Modification warranted from new information

can also be indicated. This section can contain the preliminaries of

the model describing the bilingual program.




In mapping classroom language use, the chart presented below can be

.used. Language from the classroom should be recorded (taped or .

- written) and each line of interaction can then be numberéd to
: 1
correspond to the analysis represented on the chart.

TACLE
Descriptive Analysis of Instructional Conversations
I Soutce Form Steategies Level " Tie Unit Resolution
elal] s ]|t | - 4 el 2l
3 gl 2] 2] %2 H g 3 g 2 __§ Sl s |2 2312312y
IR HHEHE I HHEHE B I R L e
AR I H BB HE I I A I R R A 2 R EH B RE
sy 821316 clerditstatlaetelatla a Slsi1S|elRlelsl2tla] d C2lgzizdl =1 8
S S |AlS|xiz ||| X|Q|OO | |= WO |RjwlaiCiiald S IjEn| = | =
t] 2l 3]s} s T8 ol et julspe[1zsfo 20 [a 2|8 |8)2 oy |so]e0}r0
i l
] |
!
| I |
[ | I
[ |
i
1
1 1
v | ]
] ] !
| |
i . |
| |
! | i
| | !

(Green and Wallat. Ethnography and Language in Educational Settinas.,
1981, 169.) .

fingi analysis of this language-use information can result from a
seeking of recurrent patterns and the drawing of implicstions that

help characterize-a realistjc moael of instruction occurring in the

bilingual classroom(s).

-
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Information Usage and Reporting

Two types of reports can result from the evaluation suggested in this
section. First, case studies depicting individual classrooms, and

second, an ethnography of an entire program.  Both types of re€ports

_are similar in content but differ in scohe. Obviously, the

ethnography involves the synthesis of information from several

classroonms and, as a result, may be the more difficult to develop.

Similar to other types of programmatic descriptions, case studies and

- ethnographies include a discussion of the history of the program, a

discussion of the student population in terms of language and
ethnicity, a description of the program's facilities, number of
students in the program, teachers involved, time allocations for
various instructional components, and enumeration of the goals éF the

bilingual program. 'In addition, case studies and ethnographies

' include the following type%ﬁof information:

1. Discussion of entry procedures and site
selection.

2. Characterization of the procedures and site
selection.

3. Description of the encounters (contacts) with the
students, teachers, and managers in the program.

4, Discussion of the claasroom(s) in terms of its
culture, the use of language, and the organization
of instruction.

5. Perceived patterns and the model resulting from
the synthesis of these patterns.

6. Implications, conclusions, and policy statements.

L e 421
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SECTION III

[ WORKSHEETS AND FORMS USED WITH THE : L0

DESIGNER'S MANUAL

i

This section provides program directors and evaluators with a complete

set of worksheets which are recommended in the Designer's Manual.

These worksheets are included in this volume in order to facilitate
their reproduction, dissemination and use. An index, by title and

worksheet number (when appropriate), follows this brief introduction.

1]
.

N

4 422
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INDEX TO SECTION II
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Worksheet “#1

ﬁ
e
A

DETERMINE AUDIENCE AND INFORMATION REQU_IREMENTS FOR THE EVALUATION

% Page V of 1.

» - Date Type of Report and
Audience Type of Information Needed Reason Information is Needed Information Section. to Emphasize
\ is Needed in Cover Letter
T -
v
W -

AN




Page 1 of 1

Worksheet #2

SETTING PRIORITIES

put a "1'' by components which will receive a maximum emphasis, a ''2"

by components receiving moderate emphasis, a 3" by components receiving

¢ minimum emphasis, and an tix!' py components which will nof be evaluated.
Done This Next Following
last year Year Year Year
Evaluation Components (19_) (19_) (19_) (19_)

A. Program Description Information

1. Pronct Overview

2. lInstructional Approach

3, Project Management

Program Operations

1. linstructional Program lmplemeniation

2. Staff Development

3. Parent involvement

¢c. Student Effects

. English Language Component

2. Nontnglish Language Component

3. NonEnglish Academic Component

L. Nonacademic Student Effects .

P11-135




Page 1 of 4

Worksheet #3

T|METABLE FOR THE EVALUATION

“»

Year

MONTHS
ug] Sepf Oct| Nov Becl Jan| Feb| Mar| Apr]| May| Jun Jul

Tasks

A. Plan Evaluation Design®
1. Determine which goals
and objectives in each
component to focus or ]
2. Cost out evaluation \ I P
3, Summarize design for
administrater

8. Project Description

1. Collect data - divide

© up

2. Summarize data

3, Review & analyze data
for purposes of plan=
ning its use in
analyzing evaluation
data .

C. Monitoring of Program
Operations
' |nstructional Program
Implementation
a. Develop/select
instruments
b. Administer
instruments
c. Analyze data
d. Interpret data
e. Draft Report
Section , -
2. Staff Training
+ ' a. Develop/select
instruments
b. Administer
instruments
c¢. Analyze data
d. Interpret data
e. Prepare report
section




Worksheet #3

Year

Page 2 of 4

Tasks

MONTHS

Aug

Sep

Oct] Nov

fec

Jan| Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

v W

2

3. quent Involvement

a. Develop instruments

b. Administer instru-
ments

c. Analyze data

d. Interpret data

e. Draft.report
section

0. Evaluation of Language
Components
1.

Develop/select
instruments
Administer instru-
ments

. Analyze data
.- Interpret data

. Draft report

3.
b,

5.

section

E. Evalulfion of Non-

\

language Academic
Components '
1.
2.

Select instruments
Administer instru-~
ments

Analyze data
Interpret. data

Draft report section

F. Evaluation of Non-

academic Components
.

Develop/select in-

struments
2, Administer instruments
3. Analyze data
4,
5. Draft repurt section

Interpret data

G. Report
a.

Compile report
sections

b. Review report
c.

Prepare final report

July

.-v(\?
c y -

et

»
L

425
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Page 3 of 4
Worksheet #3

TIMETABLE FOR THE EVALUATION
(Completed Sample) :

Year

MONTHS
ug] sep] dct] Nov{ Uec Tan| Feb| Mar| Apr| May| Junj July

-]

Tasks

A. Plan Evaluation Design*
1. Determine which goals
and objectives in each
component to focus on st

2. Cost out evaluation
3. Summarize design for
administrator -

|
L

L

°

8. Projact Description

1. Collect data - divide
up

2. Summarize data

3. Review & analyze data
for purposes of plan-
ning its use in.
analyzing evaluation
data .

g
T

C. Monitoring of Program
Operations
1. tnstructional Program
Implementation '
a. Develop/select
instruments
b. Administer
instruments - - .
¢. Analyze data - - -
d. Interpret data - - =
e. Draft Report
, Section -
2. Staff Training
a. Develop/select
instruments . =
b. Administer
-instruments ' . | - -+
c. Analyze data -
d. Interpret data -
e. Prepare report .
section —

£Last possible time to do this. ldeally.this would also be done the
previous spring. : t. " \

4
* Y ©

« | . ‘ 1133 gog




Worksheet #3 Page 4 of 4

3

Year

] Tasks MONTHS _ .
Augl Sep| Oct| Nov| Dec| Jan| Feb| Mar| Aor! Mav| Jun July

3. Parent Involvement
a. Develop instruments -

b. Administer instru-
ments -

<. Analyze data -

d. Interpret data -

e. Oraft report .
section _ -~

0. Evaluation of Language
Components

1. Develop/salect . ,

instruments -t

2. Administer instru=-

ments - e

3. Analyze data it ) -

4. Interpret data it

5. Oraft report ‘

section &% . ——

€. Evaluation of Non-
language Academic
Components
1. Select instruments e .
2. Administer instru-
« ments —— ' -
3. Analyze data : S— . -
4, Interpret data P . £
5. Draft regort section - -

F. Evaluation of Non-
academic Components

1. Develop/select in-

struments -t

2. Administer instruments - .

3. Analyze data L

4, Intarprec data -

5. Draft renort section —

’1 G. Report

a. Ccmpile report
sections . .

b. Review regcre -

c. Prepare final report . -

**Partial analysis interpretation and reporting is done at this point.

430
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Page | of 2
Worksheet #h

OPERATING CHECKLIST FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION
PROGRAM EVALUATION

initiated | Completed

EVALUATION STEPS

1. Planning, Managing, and Staffing the Evaluation

1.1 Determination of audience for the evaluation
1.2 Determine the focus of the evaluation

1.3 Allocation of resources for evalyation )
activities /

1.4 Setting timelines for evaluation activities
.+ 1.5 Develop overall management plan of evaluagion
1.6 Hire outside evaluator ‘
1.7 Assigning evaluation responsibilities to
staff
Planning Data Collection for the Evaluation
2.1 Description of program
2.2 Description of students

2.3 Description of program's goals

Planning Monitoring of Program Operations
3.1 Description of program in operation
3.2 Description of staff development activities

3.3 Description of parent involvement

Planning Evaluation of Student Outcomes
4.1 Selection of evaluation questions

4.2 Selectioﬁ of evaluation design for English,
non-Engl ish, and other areas '

4.3 Selection of assessment instruments

V o R 431
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Worksheet #4

4.4 Scheduling the testing for the evaluation

4.5 Designing procedures and scheduling data
collection

4.6 Planning the analysis of the 1:;?\\

4.7 Reporting the results

Reporting the Results and Writing the Evaluation
Report

5.1 ldentification of audiences and reporting
requi rements

wn
~N

Establishing timelines
5.3 Outline for report
5.4 Analysis of the data

5.5 Selection of convening the inte?pretativé
panel for analyzing the data

5.6 Writing the evaluation report and planning
presentations of results -

432

111-142
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Page 2 of 2

initiated

Completed
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Worksheet #5

EVALUATION SUMMARY GUIDE

Evaluation
Questions

Evaluation
instruments

Source of
Informat ton

Data Collection’

Data Interpretation

Reporting

who does
it

W hen

Data Analysis

Who When

Who

When

.

Who

When

Program

. Description

Monitoring
Program

Ogerations

Student
Outcomes
Vutcones

P
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Page 1 of 11

Worksheet #6 M

Part A .
ESTIMAT ING LEVEL OF EfFORT REQU IREMENTS

FOR -
DESCRIBING THE PROGRAM AND THE STUDENTS

Estimates are provided for three levels of evaluation activity for a given’
' year: (Different activity levels may occur each year).

a) Migimum - collect information from project proposal, school records,
and project director.

b) Moderate - collect information from project proposal, school records,
project director, and a sample (one to three people in each category)
of project staff, bilingua! teachers, district administrators and
parents using structured interviews or questionnaires (For estimation

purposes below, assume total number of people interviewed or
receiving a questionnaire is eight) .

¢) Major - same as that described for mcderate,' except more people in
each category are interviewed or sent questionnaires plus classroom
observations are conducted. (For estimation purposes below, assume
the total number of people interviewed or receiving questionnaires is
fifteen and that three classrooms are observed).

Level of Effort for a Given Year

(in Days)
Task Minimum Moderate Major Your Estimate¥

Prepare, discuss with and
obtain support of project
director for proposed plan & b %

. ' Prepare data collection
instruments (using samples )
provided in Designer's ¥ | 2
Manual) ;
Identify specific people % ;
or records from whom to
collect data and make ] 3 5
arrangements

Collect data - li' 5 12

Circle the estimate for any tasks which will be done by project staff
instead of the external evaluator. Do not include these amounts in
the total for the evaluator.

435 -

111=-145 - .
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Worksheet #6 Page 2 of 11°
Part A _ . i . . ‘

Level of £ffort for a Given Year

(in Days)
Task Minimum Moderate Major Your Estimate

5. Analyze and organize data
for use in report and analysis
of evaluation data collected
for later components 2 4 - 6

Total Days ° (5¢) (13%) (25%) C )

Evaluator
L )
o Project Staff
\\\\ .
- N v ’
t i -
9
436
"

L1i-146
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Page 3 of 11~

Worksheet #6
Part B
ESTIMATING LEVEL OF EFFORT/REQUIREME“TS
EVALUAT ING PR;ggAM OPERATIONS \
Estimates are provided for two levels of activity to be conducted during
a given yéaﬁ for each of three components - instructional methods, staff

deve lopment, parent involvement (Different levels of activity may occur

each year):

» )

Instructional Methods

a) Minimum - Conduct observations and interviews twice/year in only
’ two classrooms and have evaluator do interpretation.®

b) Major - Conduct observations and interviews threé times/year in
all classrooms (for estimation purposes below, assume
total number of classrooms equal five) and have (nter-

»

v pretative panel.* -
. Staff Training
* a) Minimum - Same questionnaire given to trainees fol lowing each train-

ing session. Knowledge test not used and evaluator does
interpretation. (For estimation purposes below, assume.
fifteen trainees and three training sessions).

b) Major -  Same as for minimum,.plus a knowiedge test given pre and

’ post training, an end of project summary questionnaire
given and an interpretative panel is used. (For éstima-
tion purposes below, assume fifteen trainees and three
training sessions).

Parent Involvement , \ s

a) Minimum - Address only the issue of the extent to which the level of
parent involvement matched the planned level); evaluator
interprets data. : .

1 'b) Major » Address all four proposed evaluation questions given on
page 81. (For estimation purposes below, assume ten
parents and eight staff members interviewed); have inter-
pretative panel. ) -

. . ,

*  The alternative methods of interpreting the data are discussed in the
staffing chapter which follows.

»

’ LN A

437
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Worksheet #6 Page .k of 11

Part B . ) ' |
. Level of Effort (iA Days) .
Task Rinimum MaJo Your Estimate
Instryctional Method
S ’ . . . _ .
1. Prepare, discuss with and ) ,
." obtain support of project . . L g
director for proposed plan |, | ] X
2. Prepare data collection. ° ) -
‘ instruments (using samples.
provided in Desngner s oo "
Manual) , ] -2
3. ldentify_wﬁo to observe o 4
and interview.and make ’
arrangements to do so | . Tl . '
Y i } 2 .
L. Collect Ydata . b 5 W
5. Analyze data 1 ‘ ‘5. . . L
6. Interpret data 1 3 ’ i
7. *Write report section I 22 b
: ) — .
: . : X o
Total days (6%) ¢ (20) PPN )
, ) Py ) Evaluator
: A /”-, o~ * A
PR : S ) .
. Project Staff
. .
Staff Training s . .
. \ d *
1. Pregpare, discuss with and ~ )
obtain support of project i - < >
director for proposed plan i . . % : .
) s
2. Prepare data collection { ‘
instruments (using samples ) ~ ’ . )
provided in Designer's . ,
Manual) ¥ b ‘ . t
.o ‘ ~ a
3. Make arrangements for data |
collection 3 Wy oo oo
L, Collect data - minimum (have -0 o ~
trainer collect all data); . oo
major (have trainer collect e ~
all data except end of year ‘ S\\,- - .
questionnaire) 0 U b N 7 ¢
: K/ ‘»‘e N [ ot ;
Circle the estnmate for any tasks which wiTT he done by project staff
instead of the extérnal evaluator.- Do not include th sé amounts -in the
total for the evaluatsr. . 438 .
’ ,—4“
111148 \ _
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Worksheet #6 . - Page 5 of 11

’

Part 8 . g
Level of Effort (in Days) - .
Task Minimum Ma jor Your £stimate

5. Analyze data 1% 7

>

- 6. Interpret data and

develop recommendations ! i{ 3

7. VWrite report section ] 1%
2
o .
Total days . (5) (19) ( )
Evaluator
E
Project®Staff
Parent Involvement
]. Prepare, discuss with and
obtain support of prgject
director for proposed plan % } 1
§
2. Prepare data collection
instruments (using samples
provided in Designer's
Manual) : 5 ]
3. * Make arrangements for data
»w collection z ]
4. Collect datd 3 6
5. Analyze data ] 3
6. lnterﬁ?et data and
develop recommendations 1 2
7. Write report section ] 2
Total days (4) (15%) ( )
Evaluator
()
Project Staff

J L11-149 g 439
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Page 6 of 11

Worksheet #6
“Part ¢

ESTIMATING LEVEL OF EFFORT REQUIREMENTS
FCR
. ~ EVALUATING STUDENT OUTCOMES

»

Estimates are provided for two levels of activity to be conducted during a

-

given year for each of four components--English language component,\nonﬁnglish

language component, noglanguage academic component, and nonacademic student

affects.

English Language Component

a) Minimum - Use norm-referenced evaluation design only;.analyze by-
grade, subject, language used in instruction, and student
proficiency; evaluator does interpretation.

b) Major - Use time series, norm-referencgd and comparison group
evaluation designs; analyze by grade, subject,. language
used in instruction, student proficiency factors; use

- interpretative panel,

NonEnglish Language Component .

a) Minimum - Use existing test and do nqrm-rg%erenced evaluation design
only; analyze by grade, subject, language used dnd student
proficiency; evaluator does interpretation.

b) Major - Develop own test; use time: series, norm-referenced and
. comparlson designs; analyze by grade, subject, language
used in, instruction and student proficiency; use inter-
pretatlve panel.

Non language Academic Component

a) Minimum - Use existing test, compare to national norms; analyze only
by grade; evaluator does interpr%tation.

b) Major - Use existing test, compare to national norms; analyze by
grade and two other key factors; use irnterpretative panel,

Nonacademic Student Effects”

7
a) Minimum - Use only a published 'self concept measure; analyze only by
grade and student proficiency; evaluator does interpretation.

b) Major - Use all proposed evaluation questions and data collection

|nstruments, analyze by grade and student proficiency; use
|nterpretat|ve panel. 4~1

1{1-150
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Worksheet # - : page 7 of 11 .
4,

Part C

Level of Effort (in Days)
+* Task Minimum Major Your Estimate®

English Language Component .

1. Prepare, discuss with and
obtain support of project

director for proposed plan ¥ % -
2. Select appropriate tests T, 5 _~_;_
3. Train test administrators and

make arrangements for testing 1 2. o
L. Supervise testing - minimum ' )

(one day each, pre- and post-
testing); major (monitor all
testing) 2 14+
[+
5. Analyze data - minimum (pre-
pare achievement data for
standard computer analysis);
major (prepare data for
standard computer analysis,

for several analyses) 3 8+ .
6. Interpret results ) 2\ 10 .
7. Write repo}t section 3 10+ T ,
Total dayé ‘ (12%) (50+) ) .
' Evaluator
(0

Project Staff

NonEnglish Language Component

. Prepare, discuss with and
obtain support of project

(v
M-

director for proposed plan
2. ‘Select appropriate tests - 1 S+
3. Train test administrators and ..
make arrangements for testing 1 2 -
. &+ Circle estimate ‘for any tasks which will be done by project staff instead

(A of the external evaluator. Do not include these amounts in the total for
the evaluator.

’

111=151
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Worksheet #6 ) Page 8 of 11 '

- Part C . . ‘

. Level of Effort (in Days) .
Task Minimum Major Your Estimate®

L4, Supervise testing - minimum
(one day each, pre- and post-
testing); major (monitor al]
testing) . 2 10+
5. Analyze data - minimum (pre-
pare achievement data for
standard computer analysis);
major - (prepare data for
standard computer analysis
for several analyses) 2 : 8

6. Interpret results ////<;- 2 10

7. VWrite reﬁort section ‘ 2 10

Total days (104) (45%) ( )
Evaluator

( )

Project Staff

Nonlanguage Academic Component g

1. Prepare, discuss with and
obtain support from project
director for proposed plan t T

Select appropriate tests =~

minimum (become familiar with .

district tests); major (review

commercial achievement tests

and match to curriculum) 1 5

Train test administrators and
make arrangements for testing 1 2
Supervise testing - minumum *
(one day each, pre- and post-
testing) 2 10+

Analyze data - minimum (pre-

pare achievement data for

standard computer analysis);

major (prepare data for stand-

ard™computer analysis for

several analyses) 2 8

111-152




Worksheet 46

Page 9 of 11

Part C
Level of Effort (in Days)
Task Minimum Major Your Estimate®
6. Interpret results 2 10
7. Write report section 2 8
Total days (104%) (45+) ( ) .
Evaluator
L)
Project Staff
Nonacademic Component
1. Prepare, discuss with and’
obtain support from project
director for proposed plan ¥ ¥
2. Select or develop appropriate
instruments ‘ i 4 ,
3. Train test administrators and
make arrangements for testing
.and other data collection 1 b
4. Analyze data - minimum (pre-
pare for standard computer
analysis) 2 8
5. Interpret results 2 10
6. Write report section 2 8
total days (8%) (34%) ( )
Evaluator
( )

111-153
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N\ , ! Page 10 of 11
N R -

Worksheet #6

Part D .
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED LEVEL OF EFFORT
REQUIREMENTS AND
ASSOCIATED COSTS
2
Summary of Days Evaluator Project Staff

Program Description

Monitoring Program
Operations

Instructional
Methods

Staff Training
Parent Involvement

Evaluating Student
Effects

English Language
smponent

NonEnglish Language
Component

Non language
Academic Component

Nonlanguage Student
Effects

ot p—t— ———

( ) ( )

Total days X evaluator cost per day = Total evaluator cost per year

X =




Worksheet #6 , ' page 11 of 11

Part D

Costs (in Dollars)

Program Monitoring Evaluating
Additional Cost ltems Description Program Operations Student Effects
1. Secretary time
2., Printing
3. Mailing
L, Other

a. o o o

b _ _ _

c. L e -

“____ - - .

e - o - A
Togéls A X
Total Evaluator Costs
Tota! Additional Costs -

‘TotalCcstsForEvaluation .
o
4135
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/ Page | of 5

Worksheet #7

DATA COLLECTION FORM FOR INFORMAT ION FROM THE

PROJECT PROPOSAL AND OTHER RECORDS

.The project proposal and various project or school records should be reviewed
to obtain the indicated information,

(C) 1. What are the major project goals?

Linguistically

Culturally

Academically

(s) 2. What is the pattern of predominant languages among the student
population?. .

(s) 3. What is the approximate achievement level (in languages, other
academic and nonacademic areas) of students within the various
language categories? Report separately for each language group.

Language achievement

0her academic achievement

¢ = refers to program context G = refers to program goals
§ = refers to program students p - refers to instructional programs

=157 446
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Worksheet #7 Page 2 of 5

(P)

(P)

-(C)

Nonacademic achievement

Pl .
4, What grade levels and how many classrooms are served by the project?

Y

5. What pértion of the school day is covered?

-

6. Describe the following community characteristics

a. Languages spoken (approximate percentage speaking each language)

A}

b. Ethnicity (approximate percentage of each)

c. Socioeconomic status (general description based on type of
employment)

d. Size of community




. Worksheet #7 Page 3 of 5

(C) 7. Describe the local education agency as follows:

a. Size

b. Financial status of district
[ \4 v

c. Facilities avaiilable for project

(¢) 8. Describe the fol]sying school characteristics

a. Number of bilinguals in school by language group

b. Number of students in bilingual program

c. Bilingual mix in the classrooms

(P) 9. Describe the project staff and its organization. List each member of

the staff, the percentage of time committed to the project and their
qualifications
Percentage
Title Name time Qualif.cations
H
445
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Worksheet #7 . . ' Page 4 of §

-

b. Describe the organizational structure of the project

c. What selection procedures are used in selecting staff members?

(P) 10.Describe the project director's role with respect to the following items:

a. Funds and budgets

b. Public relations

c. Administration

d. Overseeing instruction




Worksheet 7

e,

Staff training

Page 5 of 5

Developing and ordering materials and equipment

go

Staff recruiting and hiring

<

450
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i - ) _ Page | of 7
Worksheet 7 8 . -

> PROGRAM DIRECTOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE N '

(6) 1. The goals of the program as stated in the proposal are as follows:
(Present .the goals ordlly or in writing as obtained from the pro-

posal.) , v

What evidence will show that these gpals have been met?

Which goals‘have the highest priority?

(60 2. How would you define the program as to the extent which it is a
maintenance, transitional or partial bilingual program?

(C). 3. Describe the mobility of the community including any specific data
available

c ers to program content ..

¢ &/ refers to program goals

S & refers to students . .
P rd

2 refers to instructional program ]
‘ 451
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Worksheet #8 _ .

- «’ N \_ 4
< (P} &4. How are students assigned to classrooms? - =
: ; -’ o 4 ¢
3 v " “ -
J P ]
L : : . ' .
N ‘ -
» )

* .
N ’
N . N / Cl .
R . . - .

. . -4 . ,
-(§) 5. Describe the student entry anbﬁgxi criteria and proedures. Do the

actual procedures conform to the -flanned prgcedyres?. . o
. % - . \ ., . )
\ [ \ . . . .
¢\ d )
,rl.—" R >
‘R . & :
-| . 5 “5 .‘ N

(P) 6. Describe the scheduling oF¢instruéti3g)&ﬁcluding dain‘s;ﬁedules and

grouping and. regrouping ‘across and within classes ) ¢
. I_g ) . L 2\ s
1 . ~
‘ (-. 4 v
. Ta
. \\ .. "
\ AU .
- ’ /
(P) 7. Describe the staff and its organization. in terms of the following R
dimensions ) R
- ¥ . ~

a. Staff members' time commitment$

hya

' . - . -

AV o4
. \ |
b. Staff organizational structure . ‘
: \
- . L4
' / i N
c¢. Staff qualifications A , @ f
. ° ~\/‘ * \
.,—-—\.. \‘ . . N
“« .
=

d. Staff selection procedures
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Worksheet #8 ' ' Page 3 of 7

b

.

(P) 8. What is your general leadership style as program director?

’

(P) 9. What is your role as program director with respect to each of the
following areas?

a. Funds and budgets

\ 4

B, Public relations

n,i.' .

c. Administration

.d. Overseeing instruction

e.)Staff training

e. Developing and ordering mate -ials and equipment

[

111-165 453
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(P)

Worksheet #8

Page 4 of 7

f. Staff recruiting and hiring

10. What is the teacher's role in the following areas?

a, Planning instruction

b, Implementing instruction

¢. Noninstructional responsibilities

what is the role of the aides in the program?

i
SO

r

A e
P RGNS
! 7

What is the role of othes staff members such as the following?

a. lnstructional coording&of N N

\
N

b. Community coordinator

¢. Evaluator




Worksheet #8 Page 5 of 7

d. Other (please specify)

e. Other (please spécify)
/

-

P

(p) 13. Describe the program's staff developmentactivities related to the
following aspects.

a. Needs assessment .

b. Structure of training (pre-service and in-service)

4

c. Characteristics of training

- (1) Appropriateness for staff‘of‘differihg levels of knowledge
‘ and experfience

T

LY

(2) Practicality

Y

¢3) Coordination with degree programs

N

N - -
o~ , .

. v

"y
- 4 . -
. N
.
'

i 11-167
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Worksheet #8 . Page 6 of 7

(4) Integration with other training |

d. Audiences trained ( program and/or nonprogram staff)

(P) ik4. Describe the involvement of the community and parents with respect
to the following items.

a. . Parent involvement in school affairs

b. Community input in program planning

c. Evidences of community support for theprogram

d. Parent education

e. Parent conferences/counseling

N

156
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Worksheet #8 Page 7 of 7

(P) 15. Describe the means of communication of the following groups.

a. Among programstaff

b. Program staff with the fol lowing nonproject staff:

(1) Principals

-

(2) Other district administrators

s

(3) Nonprogram teachers

(4) School board o

(P) 16. What means are used to disseminate project infcrmation to school
personnel, parents and community?

E}

111-169
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Page | of 7
Worksheet 79
PROGRAM STAFF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE ©
- (Check one) Program staff Bilingual teacher
(G) 1. Wwhat is the intended content of instruction (i.e: the theoretical

cuFriculum) with respect to the following matters?

a. Content areas covered

-

b. Relationship of content to program goals

¢. Who determines the content?

L4

d. What articulation is there between program content and the
extant district curriculum?

'

(P) 2. Describe the presentation of content with respect to the following
items.

a. Type of instructioral model or theory (e.g. concurrent, alternate
week/day, preview-review, half day, resource room, and/or
bilingual aide)

¢ = refers to program content

§ = refers to students 458 )

G = refers to program goals -1

P = refers to instructional program Lon - .
¥




Worksheet #9

(P)

5 ' Page 2 of 7

b. Organizational practices (e.g. individual ized, large group,
learning centers, peer tutoring, small group instruction, and/or
team teaching)

/

3. Describe the methodologies employed for bilingual education with
respect to the following items.

a. Language of instruction

(1) General language use plan of teacher and student over length
of program

(2) Ddaily insttgctional time in each language

2 2

(3) variations for different student groups

—

: g ¢
(4) Criteria for establishing language of instruction

4

%

—

459 -
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Worksheet #9 Page 3 of 7

b. Approach to nonstandard forms

(1} Acceptance

(2) Form of corrections

c. Approach to second language instruction

.

(1) Formal instruction

(2) Functional use of second language for content instruction
-and other activities

¥

d. Approach to reading instruction

(1) Language in which students learn to read

T

(2) Criteria for beginning reading in second language

-
AL

(P) 4..Describe the SBﬁcific instructional methodologies used in each
subject area

S 46

) 141-173 _ y




Worksheet #9 Page 4 of 7

N
r) 5. Describe those aspects of the program that are intended to motivate
students and improve their self-concept with respect to the fol low-
ing matters:
>
a. Appropriate content and language of instruction

(1) Using L, for instrudtion

\\

(2) Accepting language of. the student

(3) Content that relates to experiences of students

(4) Culturally relevant material

b. Improved affective climate

(1) Placing equal value on both languages and cultures

P

-y
(2) Insuring student success J

461
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Worksheet #9 . > Page 5 of 7

(3) lnvolving parents

(4) Teacher as a role model

¢. Discipline approach

(1) Philosophy i

(2) Guidelines/approach to control

Py

(3) Special reward systems (e.g. prizes andpriv&leges)

————————————

(P) 6. What materials are used within each of the foliowing categories?

»

a. Core materials in use ~

(1) Commercial

(2) Locally developed o

111-175
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Worksheet #9 - Page 6 of 7

‘b. Appropriateness

(1) Linguistic

(2) Cultural

-

(P) 7. Describe the role of each of the following personnel in the classroom

a.JTeachers

b. Aides

c. Parents

d. Peers ,

Resource staff




worksheet #9  ~ - Page 7 of 7

(P) 8. Describe the program director's work with respect to the following:

a. Leadership style

b. Role or responsibilities in connection with each of the following

(1) Funds and budgets

(2) Public relations

(3) Administration

(4) Overseeing instruction

(5) Staff training

M .

(6) Developing and ordering materials and equipment

(7) Staff recruiting and hiring

S - ' 484

Q- 11-177
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‘ Page | of 2 .

Worksheet #10

: . LOCAL AND DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

¢

() 1. Describé the school district's general goals

(c) 2. What is the school district's philosophy toward language and cul-
tural diversity?

~

(P) 3. To what extent is there articulation of program content with the.
existing district curriculum? -

() 4. What is.the relationship between the progrém staff and each of the
following categories of district personnel? Comment speci fically
on program acceptance.

.a. Principals

b. Central office administrators

c. Nonproject teachers :

d. The school board

~

A .
-
C = refers to program context .4“_
S = refers to students 11-179 TV O
o ¢ = refers to program goals
P = refurs to instructional program

s e




Worksheet #10 : *Page 2 of 2 .

v
©

(P) 5. Describe the dissemination of program information to the following
two groups. . )

a. School personnel -

b. Parents and the community YF”)

111-180




Page ! of 2

_Worksheet =11

CLASSROOM OBSERVAT ION SCHEDULE

) Date: instructor:
Y - Class Hour: Observer: -
v —_— 7
{. List the ,content areas 1. List the instructional
covered during the class -’ methodologies employed as
- period as they occur. ~. they occur during the
. . period:
1. ‘time started: yAR ,
. time ended: - oo
2. ,time started: :
tlme ended:
3. time started: -
time ended:
. 4, . time started: [ N
time ended”
~ LD time started:
N\ - time ended: .
\ 6. time started:
time ended: ‘
7. time started: ~ Summary statement (enter at end
time ®ended: of period):
. 8. time started:
g time ended: .
8. time started: - .
time ended: Y e <

{11. The beginning and ending time for each af the instructional components
of the close period can be indicated ingitem | above. In addition the
observer can indicate here estimates of how much time fell within each
of three categories during each three minute segment of tHe class
period. A

. ) R
Three On-task On-task Three ' On-task On-task
Minute Off-task Students Students Minute Off-task Students Students
Period Time Active* Passive Period Time Active* Passive

11
12 >
13
14
15
16
, 17
18
19
Y ¢ . A 20

O\ O~ OV W N e

f—

o

0 * One or more students éngaged in behavior for which they get feedback from
the teacher. . ;

. ’ Ly
- {11-181 457




Worksheet #11 Page 2 of 2
IV. Describe any variations ‘in . V. Describe any evidence of self-
teaching approach used for concept development and mo-=
different student groups tivation including indicators
(include any variations in of (a) accepting the language
pace of instruction for in- of the student and (b) con-
dividuals or groups) tent that relates to the

experience of the students

Summary statement (enter at end of Summary statement (enter at end of
period) period)

V1. Describe the role of all of the following personnel who were present
in the classroom.

(1) Teachers:

(2) Aides:

(3) Parents:
(4) Parents:

(5) Resource staff:

455
AN - kS

Q ’ -
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Page 1 of 2
worksheet # 12

PROGRAM OPERATIONS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR TEACHERS

1. What ¢ ‘e the major instructional methods that you employ?

.

2. Why do you use these particular methods: i.e. are these particular
methods directed to particular instructional objectives?

o

3. Are there other }nstructiona! methods that you would prefer to employ if
it were not for various circumstantial constraints that you face?

4. |f so, what are these constraints?

5. What program chariges would you recommend that would facilitate your
efforts to provide the best instruction possible?
/

11i-183 . ,




Worksheet #12 Page 2 of 2 1

6. How typical would you say the class period that we observed was in terms of ,
the instructional approach used and the nature and amount of interaction |
with students? How was it atypical? . |

7. How do the entry and exit criteria and procedures acghally used differ from .
those planned for the project? (Interviewer: Be prepared to describe the
planned procedure. This information can be obtained through W #13.) /|

¢

*




| . . : : . .-
‘ y . Page ] of 1

Worksheet #13

STAFF DEVELOPMENT QUEST IONNAIRE

Name of training activity <a

Date of training

Name of person completing questionnaire (optional)

.

1. In general, what expectations did you have for the staff training gro-
. vided as part of this project?

2. To what extent were these expectation% met?

3, Based on your knowledge of the objectives for this staff training, which

objectives do you think have been met?

\
- \ -
E/‘f
- \V :
C o 471 X
/ 111-185 . )
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Page | of 2

Worksheet 7y :

(i

< INEFRVIEW SCHEDULE FOR LEADER OF PARENT ACTIVITIES

1. What is the general scope of parent involvement which was planned for the
project this year? ) . .

2. To what extent have these goals éhanged since the beginning of the project
year? .

<

3. To what. extent have these goals been met?

v
el

4. Are you satisfied with the ljevel of parent involvement? |5 the staff as a
whole satisfied?

e

“

5. To what extent and in what ways has parent involvement changed over the
life of the project? ' ’

A L)

[ . y W e <+

6. what'érg'the most positive ‘aspects of parent activities?

.

1-18A472 ' o




¢ -

8. What- changes are you recommending be made in parent activities in the
future? )

¢ K

o Worksheet #14

| R . .
{ .

} c \

| 7 ;

§ 7. What aspects of the parent involvement have the.most potential for

} improvement? - v |
' -- . . 1

i ‘ —
LY - R

!

|

111-188

. 173




(c)

(P)

Page 1 of 2

Worksheet § 15 .

! \

PARENT. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

To what extent have you been involved in school affairs? .

. °

To what extent are .you aware that the school has gotten

" suggestions and reactions from the community in planniog

its bilingual education program?

How much community support do*you believe there is for the
bilingual education project?

How much education has the school district provided for you
as a parent as part of the bi lingua] education project?

(®) 5, To what extent are you aware that the school has provided
parent counseling or conferences?
(P) 6. What information have you received about the bilingual
i education prgject from the school district?
L. : -
P = refers to instructional programs ‘ _ -

C = refers to program context

111-189 -




-

goals related to parent involvement). To what extent do you
think this goal has been met? What evidence do you know of

) Worksheet #15 Page 2 of 2 1

I ' . v

(P) 7. The bilingual program has as one of its goals (fill in the ? ﬁ
that indicates this goal has been met?

P = refers to instructional programs
C = refers to program context
-
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Vicrksheet =16
Date:

l

EVALUATION DESIGN WORKSHEET

- Wan
. ]

I. Subject Area and Language:

Tests: NRT: a

Other:

! s

{1. Program Student Descriotion:,

Grade Leve!(s):

Other"

! Language Skills: English:

Other Descriptors: \\

\

It1. Comparison Cata (Groups and Years)

Student Groups Test Code Current Year Eariier Years

IV. Evaluation Questions

Student Performance
€

1. Relative Standards
of Performance: |

2. Absolute Standards
of Performance: -

476

LH=191




> ; Page | of 7

worxsneet 717

- BILINGUAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT OUTLINE (

" Check
Section wWhen Done

|. Executive Summary (3-5 pages)

A. Overview of project goals, numbers and types
of students served, instructional approach
and evaluation design

8. Summary of findings

l. Instructional mecthods

<

2. Parent involvement component

3. Staff development

L. Student outcomes

a. English language

b. NonEnglish language

c. Nonlanguage academic

|

A

d. Nonacddemic student effects

€. Recommendations

a

1. Program Overview and Backaround (2 pages)
A. Context of program including community
o charactaristics, LEA, and school
gescription
3. Student descripfion and needs

. C. Piogram's major goals
L]

D. Program methods

RN
T

m

. Size, scope, and definition of the program

477
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Worksheet #17

111, Description of Evaluation (3 pages)
A. Purposes and audiences
- 8. Evaluation staff and roles
C. Desigﬁ

1. Questions addressed (includes
standards for comparison)

0. Relationship to past and future years'
evaluations

|
2. Constraints and questions not addressed
IV, Program and Student Description
A. Target students R
1. Definition of project St%Fent
2. Student selection criteria and method
- | a. Tests and cut-off scores used
b. Roie of teacher judgment
¢. Role of pareﬁg wishes
d. Method of combining criteria
3. E;i: criteria and follow-up

4, Student turnover

5. Student characteristics at beginning

of year
(1) English
. (2) NonEnglish language

b. Achievement level

* ¢. Biographic data -’

) ) a: Language profiéienpy
i
\
|
|
|
|
|

o

Section

|

Check

WHen Oone

N




S

Norksheeti§\7 . Paée 3 of 7 .

Check
¢ . Section /When Done
3. Instructional Approach - % . .
. . 9 - T ———
. Self-coné n i s
, ept and cultural emphasis . )
2. Content of instruction - . ‘ ,
3. presentation of content ’
a. instructional model or theory -
5. methodologies for bilingual .
» education
c. specific methodologies for each
subject area
d. role of presentation
e, self concept development B
and motivation :
; f. materials
a. personal role in classrooms
4, Scheduling

C. Program Management

2.

k.

so
2’

.

scaff organization
staff roles

a. Project Director . .
D. Teachers
c. Aides .

d. Other staff ‘

staff development

a. needs assessment
b. structure of graining .
c. . characteristics of training

d. audiences trained

parents and commun ity
ccmmunication

dissemination of nroject information

™y

. ni-195 - 47¢
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- Worksheet #17 Page 4 of 7
Check

Section ~ When Done

vil.. Parent Involvement Component
A. Goald and cbjectives

8. Description of actﬁyities to be
evaluated :

C. Evaluation procedures

1. Measures used
2. Data collection procedure

3. Analysis procedures
0. Evaluation Qutcomes

- 1. Results (including unanticipated
outcomes)

2. Interpretations -
Vitl. Staff Development
" A. Goals and objectives

8. Description of activities to be
evaluated

- €. Evaluation Proceduréé

1. Measures used
2. Data colleztion procedures

3. Analysis procedures
' D. Evaluation

1. Results (including unanticipated
outcomes)

2. Interpretation
v, Student Effects

A. English language. component

LI PEEE DT T
L DT EEE TEET T T

1. Goals and objectives

451

111-196




Worksheet #17 Page 5 of 7

Check
Sectgion When Oone

V. Continued

2. Evaluaticn procedures

a. Measures used
b. Data collection procedures

c. Analysis procedures
3, Evaluation Outcomes

a. Results (incluaing unanticipated
) outcomes )
b. Interpretation

c. Recommendations
B. NonEnglish language component

1. Goals and objectives’

2. Evaluation procedures

a. Measures used
b. Data collection procedures

c. Analysis procedures
3. Evaluation OQutcomes

a. Results (including-unanticipated,
outcomes)

TR TEH

LT PR FEEET

b. Interpretation

c. Recommendations
C. Nonlanguage academic component
1. Goals and objectives
2. Evaluation Procedures

a. Measures used

LTI

b. Data collection procedures

¢. Analysis.procedures
L4
: 3. Evaluation Qutcomes

a. Results (including.unanticioated
outcomes) T

- b. Interpretation

i

¢. Recommendations

111-197 4'81 '

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Worksheet #1 7M

vi. Continued
0. Nonacademic¢ component
1. Goals and objectives
é. Evaluation procedures

a. Measures used
b. Data collection procedures

c. Analysis procedures
3. Evaluation Qutcomes

a. Results (including unanticipated
outcomes)

b. Interpretation
Recommendations
A. Program QOperations

1. Instructional approach

2. Program management v

B. Parent involvement
C. Staff Develooment
D. Student Effects
Vii. Program Operations Evaluatio;
A, Instructional Approach
1. Goals and objectives

2. Description of activities to be
evaluated

3. Evaluatién procedures

a. Measures used
b. Data collection procedures

c. Analysis

452

L4, Evaluation outcomes

a. Results
b, _Interpretations

111-198
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Page 6 of 7
Check
Section When- Done
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Worksheet #17 . Page 7 of 7
) Check
Section yhen Done

8. Program Management

1. Goals and objectives

2. Description of activities to be
evaluated

3. Eva[pation procedures

a. Measures used
b. Data collection procedures

c. Analysis .
L, Evaluation Outcomes

a. Results

T
T

b. Interpretations

. 483

111-199 .




Page 1 of 7
PROGRAM INFORMATION ACQUISITION -FORM
Should it 1f Yes
Available Be Done? When?
Type of Information Instruments  (Yes or No)  (List Date)
A. Program Overview
1. Grades and number of classrooms 47 i
served L
4 _— _—
2. Portiion of day covered wET -
3. Definition of program -
maintenance, transitional, Proposal
partial bilingual W #8
8..Instructiénal-Approach ‘
1. Self concept and cultural
emphasis W #9
_ .-.2, Content of instruction W#9
" a. Content areas covered W #
b. Who determines content W #9
c. Other content features W #
(1) Relationship of content
to goals w#d
(2) Articulation of project
content with existing .
district curriculum Ww#9
3. Presentation of content W #3
a. Instructional model or theory W #3
(1) Type, e.g., concurrent,
alternate day/week,
preview-review, half
day, resource room, ‘ .
and/or bilingual aide W#9
(2) Organizational. practices,
e.g., individualized,
large group, learning
centers, peer tutoring, _ s
-small group instruction, .
~and/or team teaching W e e e misieie e ie s o e

L11-201 4w4




Page 2 of 7

Should it 1f Yes
Available Be Done? ‘When?
Type of Information Instruments (Yes or No)  (List Date)
b. Methodologies for bilingual
education . W#9
S . 4 <
(1) Language of instruction W#9- .
\ (a) General language use
pla.. of teacher and
student over
length of project W#9 .
(b) Daily instructional }
time in each language W #9
(c) variations for ' .
different student
groups W#9
(d) Criteria for estab-
lishing language of
) instruction ' W#9
(2) Approach to nonstandard
forms W#9
(a) Acceptance ¥9 ’
(b) Form of corrections W#9
(3) Approach to second g
.. language instruction W#9
(a) Formal instruction W #9

(b) Functional use of
_second language for .
content -instruction
and other activities, W #

(4) Approach to reading
instruction W9

(a) Language in which _ ,
students learn to -
read W #9 )

(b) Criteria for beginning
reading in second

- language W #9
S UUTN i V8- e e = ]
o 111-202

ERIC S




Page 3 of 7

Should it If Yes
Available Be Done? When?
Type of Information instruments (Yes or No) (List Date)

c. Specific methodologies for
each subject area W#9

d. Rate of presentation Wl
(1) variation in pace of

instruction for
individuals or groups w #ll

(2) Time on task W #

(a) Minutes per day pér
content area (see
scheduling, 5.b.) w#ll

T

1

.{b) Proportion of time
student is actively
engaged in producing
responses for which
s/he gets feedback w#ll

e. Self-Concept Development and
Motivation (aspects of program -

that may motivate students and W #9
improve their self-concept w Al
(1) Appropriaté content and - W #9
language of instruction w#ll
(a) Using L1 for instruc- W #9
tion w4l
(b) Accepting the lang- W #3d
uage of student wo#ll

(c) Content that relatés o - T
to experience of W79
students ' WA
(d) Culturally relevant W #9
material W #

(2) Improved affective climate W #9

W #16
(a) Placing equal value -
on both languages ’
and cultures W #9
(b) Insuring student
success W #9
(c) Involving parents W #9

ti-203 W75 4ep
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Page 4 of 7

" Should it If Yes
Available Be Done? When?
Type of Information ‘ Instruments (Yes.or No)} (List Date)
(3) Discipline approach . w#2
)(a) Phi losophy ‘ W #9
(b) Guidelines approach
to control ‘W #9
(C) Special reward systems, '
e.g., prizes and .
privileges W £9
f. Materials W #9 V
(1) Core materials in use w#9
(a) Commercial W 59 —_—
(b) Locally developed WE
(2) Appropriateness W #9
(a) Linguistic W#9
(b) Cultural W
g. Personnel roles in Classroom W#9
(1) Teachers WE9 ~ ,
WA |
(2) Aides Ww#9 ;
Wil
(3) Parents Ww#9
w#ll
(4) peers Ww#9
‘ w# 11
(5) Resource staff W#9
w#ll
4. Scheduling Ww#8
a. Grouping and regrouping W48
(1) Across classes wi8
(2) Within classes Wi g
b. Daily schedules -W#8
) qo — .
A

111-204
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Page 5 of 7
\
Should it If Yes
Available Be Done? When?
Type of Information Instruments (Yes or No)  (List Date)
C. Management w#7
wi#8
1. Staff Organization
a. List of staff members W7
and time commitment w#8
b. Organizational structure W #7 ‘
W #8
c. Qualifications W #8
d. Selection procedures Ww#8
2. Staf. Roles (describe W #8
responsibilities) W #9
a. Project Director % W#8
W#9
(1) style of leadership
as determined by
project and LEA Wi#8
(2) Funds and budgets W
t w #
(3) Public relations Ww#8 -
w#9
(4) Administration W#8
Ww#9.
(5) Overseeing instruction W # )
w#9 :
(6) staff training W # "
P w '_-:_1 X
(7) Developing and ordering W # .
materials and equipment w#9 :
(8) Staff recruiting and W48 "
hiring W #9

488

111-~205
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3
3 *

. Should it If Yes
o Available Be Done? When?
Type of Information Instruments (Yes or No) (List Date)
5. Teachers o W28 —_—
»
(1) Planning instruction Ww#8
(2) Implementing Instruction W #8
{3) Non-instructional
responsibilities w#8
¢. Aides w#8
‘d. Other staff w#8
(1) Instrurtional coord-
inator w#8 .
(2) Community coordinator w#8
(3) Evaluator Ww#8 .
3, Staff Development /Describe) -
a. Needs assessment w#8
b. Structure of training w#8 -
(1) Pre-service Ww.#8 '
(2) 'n-service w48
c. Characteristicg of Training .
(1) Appropriateness for staff
of differing levels of _—
"knowledge and experience v #8
(2) Practicality . w8
. (3) Coordination with degree )
. programs W #
(4) Integration with other w8
d. Audiences Trained
. (1) Project staff included W48
(2) Inclusion of qon-&roject
......staff w8 U
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Should it If Yes
Available Be Done? .. When?
Type of Information Instruments (Yes or No) (List Date)
4, Parents and Community W#8
W 415
a. Parent involvement in W8
school affairs W #15
b. Community input in program .
planning, e.g., through W#8
advisory group ° W #1s .
c. Community support for Ww#8
sroject w#ls '
d. Parent education w48l
Wi#1s
e. Parent conferenées/counseling W #38
W #15
5. Communication w#8
a. Staff relations vo#8 .
e ———— 2
b. Relations with nonprojecf W#8
staff Wi8
(1) District administrators w#8
(2) Principals o w8 E
(3) Nonproject teachers W#8
(4) Schoo!l board PEER:
6. Disseminatign of project in- R )
formation W#15 -
a. School personnel w#8’
b. Parents and community w8
Ww#15 #
4 ey
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