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The Pilingual Leaéning Centers’ in, Elementary Schools
project's goal was to improve the achievement of limited-English o
proficiency children through work in.‘bilingual learning centers = ~

‘containing materials’ and instructional devices for individual and

. small’group work. Learning centers established at the four proj&ét
schools were equipped to varying degrees by the end .of the .year. Use

of the centers by pupils wag associated with improved aural oo
coniprehension of English, improved reading vocabulary, and better -
' aﬁtendance.than'the,schoolZnorﬂ.'Learning,cente::use was. not - -
associated with statisticdlly significant ‘improvement of English L
~'reading comprehension, md%hematicsi-br]word_study skills test: scores. .
Of the six;briginalgobjgétiVes,gfive‘wgre'attainedh%hffull or in . "

‘program was begun in four Phil:ﬂélphia.public schools in 1982-83.- ‘The

.

- part. These outcomes aré considered 'good because thg centers had '
operated for only_pqrt/pf the academic year and without the full
COmplemeqtfoffinStruc;ional,devices.’Further progress toward the

. objectives "is- anticipated by the time of a reexamination of the
v centersﬁﬂimpact'dur@hgithe 1983-84.school year. (MSE) =
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_with operatlon com enclng durlng the winter. The goal of the project was to
lmprove the achievement of. mited English. proflclency children through work
In bilingual learnlng centers contalnlng materlals and lnstructlonal devlces for

'
. RS Y N e
. | N

lndlvldual and small group work.

T Learnlng centérs were established at the four project schools anq were
‘equlpped t’6’\’7arylng degrees by year end. Use.of the earnlng centers-by the
"improved

22 puplls was associated with. .Inproved aural comprehension of English,
‘reading vocabulary, and, better attendance than the school norm..  Learning center

use was not associated with statistlcally signlflcant lmprovement of English’ .
Readjng Comprehension Math‘c}matlcs, or qud Study Skllls test scores. .

as-the centers operated fOr only part

. These outcomes were consldered good, a
of\ the. year and without. thelr full complement of lnstructlonal de\(lces.
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billngual classroom aldes are used to lndlvlduallze the lnstructlon B ‘
. oL et K N S

" serve Hlspanic puplls w had'

' these cnrcumstances the evaluatlons ‘fpupll performance m the fbl'lowlng sectlons v

[N N ,/
- .

BILINGUAL LEARNING CENTERS IN ELEMCNTARY SCllOOLS ;

/

Thls program was deslgned to Improve the achlevement of llmlted Engllsh-

, .proflclency (LEP) elementary school puplls, puplls whose flrst language I's not
' Engtlsh; who are In need of English for Speakers of Other Languages.(ESOL) )

Instructlon or had scored below the/natfonal 26th percentlie on the standardlzed K
tests used In thelr schools’ It servlas puplls In two pyblic elementary school’s with- - 'K.

" bllingual edpcatlon programs and largc numbers of Spanlsh-dominant students and ’

two nclghborlng‘%locesan schools.: Blllngual Indlvidualized learning centers and

" There was.a crltlcal need to lndlvlduallze the lnstructlon of . students of Hlspanlc X
orlgln~who attended Cramp, Hartranft St. Edward Emd St HMntary schools.. s

' A review of preprogram test results and records lndlcated that there were- many
Hispanlc students at the publlc school .sltes who requlred ESU’E’ classes and many ,
others.who, desplte mastery of oral Engllsh skills, sc‘pred orly on Form & of the S

. California Ach]e\/ement Tests: (CAT)-the test used to evaluat the performahce - ‘

of mainstream. publl sc ool studentg. - These flndlngs suggested that theo lng oo
blllngual program ct lmprovedpln two WaYS‘ “Flrst,’ It could be expapgd'to ﬁ

low CAT scores "véec‘:ond, a-bilingual learnmg, “
“to provldé lndlvlduallzed and sma[l group lns réie

could be added to each sdho

St Edward and St. Hu h were selected for pa{'tlclpatlon In thls pro;éct W h - L
the advice of the Phlladelphla Archdioc:;e These schools.were located near the. o ‘/

i publlc school project sites, were reportgd-to have & substantjal. number of Hlspanlc

pupils who scored below the national 26th percentlle on the Scholastlc Testing

-Services (STS) examlnatlons used for annual evaluatlon In.the dlocesean schools', ¥
‘and were to be part of a b|llngual project stipported by Chapter'1, ECIA. A b|llng l

FCY

learnlng center could also be lnstalled in each to servé;’these puplls «' SRR AY |

o "' i ) », . S ) /r . ! - ] ‘_\:' / oo
IMPLEMENTATION At A @, .

The lnstructlonal program was begUn at all four s:tes by December 1982 and v.c,liv-i’,jsf

pupils’ had the use of the project learnlng centers for about two-tHirds of the ‘schdol N '
‘year. Equlpment and materlals for thé’‘centers continued to be deIIVered throughput»

the sprlng, and even at year “end, “none of the centers was fully equlpped Under - -




) instructlonal Personnel. When the Instructlonal prqgram was begur, all the: pro]ect
personnel were appointed and were able to begln servlng the project puplls.

J , wo ESOL teachers who had been In the proje'ct's publlc schools became bllIngual -
. reso rce, gpeclalists. Eachspeclalist served a palr of schools, gne publle and one
i dlogesan located across the street from @ach other. The resource speclallsts were .
bllli\guai .speakers of szl{alsh‘nhd English. A total of sIx billnguar Hlspanlc aldes
" iwas subsequently appoldtéd. One was appolinted to edch dlocesan-5chool, and two
i‘ - were appointed to each public school. As the program at one of the dlocesan’ schooI/a
served.a small number.of students, Its alde spent part of her time at the paired pybllc
school AII of ti'g{ aldes had prlor experlence In blllngual p[ogranis C -
o Students’ Served The Iearnhg centers were deslgned to serve pupils who were: °
attending the billngtal and ESOL programs that were operating at thelr school,
“or who met the criterion of st:oning below the twenpty~sixth percentlle on the norm=~
. reference est used at thelr schoql When the- iegrnlng centers were developed,
i d?rt was evi ent.that not all these/students coulf v %Omodated ‘at the Iearning cen‘ter'
' t of e

and stlll be provIded wI ha eas‘onable amou osure tg the Individualized o
“instructlon. So, resourc speclailsts and super\‘l‘lsory personneI were faced with\he .

task of decidlng w{h{oy uld use the Iearning centers. - * -“\

et

¢

When the. selecfion process was co pIe d In January, theJesource speciaILsts B
pfepared {lIsts f the pupils who were ysing the learning centers each period of the®
school day’,“A:total of thIrty distinct gkoups had been formel. 'The groups ranged :
in size from three to.seventeen and averaged éleven pupils. As the organization /

_af the\preexisting programs varied from slte tq site, the population of puplils who
.used the.le€arning center differed from site to slte, and the organization of the groups )
" in centers varied among the sites. But, déspite the variatlons, observations in ti‘?e S
, learning centérs indicated that all the pupils using them met the primary progr?m
: partlcrpatlon criterIa stated ‘in the proposal . S
: . -\' - [
v . ‘At the Hartranft School 198 puplls were in the varlous ESOL and bilingual (]
' classes, and 124 pupils were using the learning center. The learnifg center group
came fr¢dm all grade levels of the school. (K-6) and inciuded pupils who were in , -
ESO{. classes, bilingual classes, special education classe¥, or regular classes during
., . the remalnder of the ‘schoal day Pupils were scheduled for one or\two Iearni«n,g _ % .
center vlsnts Wthh totalé’d 1.5t0 2,7 hours per week , 4-, g '

‘

?

R

i - ' At St. Edward the sister school to Hartranft, the program served aII &e
: pup|Is in the Chapter 1 ESOL classes, and some of the Hispanic puplls ift main-
stream classes.or in the Basic Skills Readiness bilingual Chapter 1 kindergarten
~program. None of thesé participants was receiving instrfction in Spanish. A total _.
- of 72fpupils was using the Iearning center, and eagh puplil received 1,5 to 2.7 hours

'- «‘ per week df instruction in-it. ‘At St. Edward, the .number, of hours per week w3s

L4 -

determmed prlmarily by the grade level of the' pupils ST . P
' '. s '\1 . . S . . .7' . . -
< ; : . o . N " ' o - . !
| ‘Q" \ :. Yot . '\- 7 E . 3
| i - x - .
2 N\ ‘ '\2) " ., » 2 "' , )“ ) s .
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*ho Cramp School upprouch was to Serve a roiatlvbly small proportlon of tho

. totai group of potontldlly ollgible puplls and ta provldo cach pupll with at least three
hours of Iqstructlon In the center pemweok Moreovor the iearning cent,er resources
wero'ybncontrated on the upper elemontary school grades. ,Of the 250 puplls in-
various bilingual program elements at the school, 53 were served by the'center.
/Flfty-‘t_wio éf the center pupils were In grades 4 through 6, and one was in grade 3.
‘When not attending the léarning center, some puplls were In ESOL classes, . In both ‘
blllnguai tnd ESOL classes, or In regular Engllish mainstream classes, dopﬁhdlmg on -
the pupll's Individual nceds. The "Boglnncrs" wlth the least knowledge of Engilsh
were In the learning center every day for a total of 6.2 hours per week. The more
advanced, students used the center two or thrcc times per week for'a totai of 3'or - |
4.5 hours per-week.’ S : . . )

. L . . } o H . o
St. Hugh Wasth‘o slster school to Cramp- Its learning center served six puplls.
Cantrary to the original program deslgn, no other classes for limited English proficiency

_pupils were gonducted at the site, and the learning center was the only speclalized
Instructlon that the pupils received. The pupils were dIvIded into two groups, one
serving three first-grade children; the second serving the other children, whq were .

in grades four. through six. Each group was scheduled for the center daily, for a
total of 6.2 hours per week. ‘ ' . v
All but two of the puplis uslﬂig the learning centers were Spanish-speaking.
' There was one Southeast Asian pupll at Cramp and a secvxd at St. Hugh. :
Learning 'CenteriActivitles. The bilingual learning centers organized at each of
. the pro;ect schools ranged In size from a room.tHat was Iarger than a typical classroom,
-at St Edward, to a small temporary area ,at St. Hugh that was separated-from the
. open hallway by six-foot high partItIons By year's.end, the. Iearningcenters,at

the: pubIIc schools were more fully equlpped.wlth instructional devices than those 4

.at the diocesan skes, bot none was equipped completely (see the e\7a|uat|on of ‘

- " Objective 1). . {" . , A .
e Project sites were vnslted on 25'0ccasions, and eleven groups of children were .

observed worklng In the learning centers. There appear.ed to be a good: supply
of texts many of which were commonly used in ESOL dsses - (English Around
the World, New Horizens, the "Lado" English serles, and Yes, Engllsh for Beginners) .

In the three larger centers, desks and chairs were arranged in clusters to facilitaté . !
the instructjon of mdivnduals and groups of three or four children ~ln the smallest -
'center clusterlng was not needed ! - e L '

) - v
’

? ' During virtually all the center visits, a few. children were observed working
¥ . with arithmetic materials, While thwajorlty of children worked on various aspects
~ of English'language arts. During the typical Ieé,,nﬁ'\g center observatlon the
resource specnallst or one or two aides moved among the individuals and small
' groups to heIp explam or review concepts and to assign new material R

'




Since hone of tho centers had a full tomplement of equlpmqnt, activities baeed
on textbgoks and on commerclally and locally prepaged ditto masfers wore frequently
'observed At the’ better equipped léarning centers, .chlldrem were usually observed

- workipg with_the Instructlonal devlces for a part of the time. Durlng the Iearnlng
center sesslons most puplls carrled out two or more activities and used various .
. modes of Iearnlng IIstenlng to staff, reading, cloing written work, dlscussing
- materlal wlth the teacher, 'and respondlng asya group, to the teacher's prompts.
PR
The res UFCQ speclallsts prepared and maintained Ind dua! actlvity plans \
for dach child. T\hese were referred to by the speciallsts 4nd the aldes from time ‘
to time as the pupILs completed one actlvity and then moved to the next. The staff-
Ing pattern of the program resultqd In the classroom aldes being In charge of the
learning centers from time to tima without the speclallgts belng present. During
these periods, the aldes used the plans that had, been prepared by the teachers to
gulde the Instructlonal* actl‘vltles of each pupII

ot

0 ", E ALUATION OF THE*OBJECTIVES

Objective 1:. The project will have Iearnlnj centers containing the following
equipment: S ystem 80, tape\ recorders, Spellbmder, Craig Readers, ‘calculators
and Charlle the Robgt machines. , \

" This objectlve was_partla\ attained by June 1983. Three of the four schools
had a variety of equipment specified by the objective. No learning center was fully
equipped, @nd one center had ndt yet received any of the equipment specified by
the objective, : \

Table 1 summarizes the equipment at each school's learning center. Of the
six types of equipment specIerd by the objective, four were in place in the public
school centers; fewer at St. Hugh; and none were in place at St. Edward. As shown
‘on the table,a varlety of other lnstructlonal devices that had not been speclfied by
the obJectlve had been obtained for the Iearning centers.

Pa

- Much of the "software" to be used wlth the specialized equlpment had net been .
.dellvered, but one of the résource specialists reported being able to borrow some
software from time to time. Project super\’lsory personnel indicatéd that the software
and-the undelivered equipment specified by the objective had been ordered, and
should have been delivered by the beglnnlng of the second proJect year the fali of
: 1983 R S P
b[ectlve :As part of the staﬁf development program, teachers, teacher aides,
and/or admimstrators will part/c1pate ln at least six woykshops s ‘

’

Thi obJectlve was attained SIX workshops fo \ q

",L'_partxnciplants were
conducted during the sprmg oo ) T

. .

w
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The workshops were /concmgt@d In one and two=hour sessions for a total of 10+
hours. The togles Included were: Indlvidualization of mathematles Inslructlcm.
reading and language arts, using dongs In language Inktruttion, project’ovaluation
plans, the preparatlon of bulletln boards and the use of System 80 equlpmam
. .
According to the project coordlnator most of the programs made use of a 0
hamds-on approach in which the teachers discussed theory, then role played belng '
the puplis or the Instructors. /The o, workshop on rasearch and avaldation wa}q:onductcd
_by the membecs of the evaluation Team and was the onty ong In the traditional for‘mat
of oral prcscwiallons rollowcd by‘questlons and answers. oo
. . St
“All but one of the staff development program pre'senters, a sales representallve
who demonstrated System 80, were connected with the School-Bistrict. One was a
mathematlcs supervlisor, (wo- were In-Forelgn Language Division managernent roles,
one was a rcading speclallst, and three were program evalgatlon speclallsts. -
. ; L) N
¢ " The workshop attendance, was conslstently Pglgh. According to payroll records,
the two resource speclallsts and at Icast one of the two Forelgn sanguage Divislon
program coordlnators, attended cach sesslon. Flve of the slx full-tlmé bllIngual
program teachers workling at the project schools attended flve workshops. Each )
workshop was also attended by four to slx program aldes. An ESOL teacher whose -
time was sparod—abctwcen a project and a non-project site never attended the sesslons,

i - The workshops were c¥nducted between mid-Aprii and'the end of May. Since -
they began several months after the program began, It |s anticlpated that thelr * -
- Impact wlll be on the 19?3-8“ school year. = " ’
- Objective, 3. . The rate of acquisition of English vocabulary and reading comprehension
skills will be increased to a statistically significant degree (p< 10) above the rate
.at the time of the pretesting.
; This objective was partlally attalned. Statlstlcally slgniflcant improvement was
fourtd on the measyre of vocabulary (t= 1.55, df=1/112, p<.10, one tall test). No
statlstically slgnificant Imﬁz)'ovement was found on two other related measures. '
—_ ~
3 The Stanford Achlqvement Test (SAT) Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension and .
Word Study Skl||S subtests were aq\[snlstered to puplls In grades two and above
whén the use of the learning cente edan, In December and January, and again
in May and June. Different, but equlvalent, forms of the test were used on the two
occasions. Level 1 was used with puplls in grades 2-4, Level 2 was used wlth puplls
In grades 5-6, and Level 3 was used wlth the handful of puplls In grades 7-8
who attended the dlocesan school sites.




- C
. ’ . .
Tabla 2 shows thmanaly:;ln of the vocabulpry tast parformance., H\e analysis .
for tHe other two tests, shown In Tables 3 and 4, used the same statls tigal model., /-

' The' apprcaoh in the models Is to control /md hence to minimize, the Impact of twa
impartant detorminarnts of pmttmt swores,‘initial‘abllity and the nwrwpanbage of ~
time, With these coitrols, It° I:; possible to evaluate lhe independent effect of u-.lnq
a learning center,” * :

3 -

N K B . ]
The varlablt "Pratest Score" 15 In the analysls to control-for tha Inltial differences
amang the puplls when the program began. As shdwn in Table 2, Its effect was
statistically 'significant, mcanlng that po‘{lrcst scores were strongly related to
pretest sd{{)res a phenomenon-that |s” frequently found In pretest-posttest exporlmental
de‘ilgn:.», . . ' o

‘
3

’

-

“Thé var Inblc "Wguks Butwcun Tests (Log) "ls a varlable that conlrol/lur the '
smdll varlation In the number ok weeks between the pretesting and the posttesting
at the varlous sites. The "log" function of thd number of weeks was used because It
often appears that the growth rate In a new, educatlonal prégram Is often greatest at
Its béginning. It was not significant, meaning that the effect. due to the variation

. +in number of weéks was soﬁsmall that It could be found mcrely by chance.

The last varl bla "Usc of Ccntcr (clnss porlods)" Is @ measure of the rate of
change of pupll scare as a result of particlpatlon. It is an estimate of the total
number -of ciass periods each student used the center, and Is derived from the
report of the number of periods per week each student used the center for English
"language arts and the number of wecks between the student's pretest.and posttest,
For the. Vocabulary subtest, thls varlable was statlstically slgnlflcan{ (t=1.55,
df=108, p<.1Q, one tail test). The estimate of .096 means that thetyplcal puplls'
score improved by about one-tenth of a,scale score point for each class perlod that
the pupil used the indlvidualized learning center. A comparison may put these

. findings in perspective: the norming sample typically grows 10 scale score points
per year. Project effects of this magnityde were attained within a five month perlod
for pupils recelvmg -six hours of learning Instruction per week. -

The analyses.in Table 3 and 4 show that the prvetest scores were highly related
to the posttests for the other two measures,. Reading Comprehension and Word Stucfy
Skills. The amount of use of the learning centers did not effect pupil achlevement

~toa statistlcally significant degree. :

Objective 4: The rate quupils' acquisition of computational skills will be incréase,d
to a statistically significant degree (p<.10) ab’&vg the rate at the time of the)pretesting._

-

This objective was not attained.




. .Tha SAT Mathematics Cqmputauon test was Administerad to pu‘pllﬁ in gradas
L2 u aluny with the-reading tests used to avaluate Objective 3. The analysis of the
scores ralled on the same type of nmllstlcai model as wall.. The results are shown
“in Table 5./ :
. , e
Tha variable, "Use of Center (claaz paribds) " s an estimate of the total number ,.,
. of perlods.of mathematics the students had In the lenrnlng center between the prctast
and posttest, This variable was not gtatfstically significant, meaning that no reliable
w.almprovement in puplls' mathematies scoraes, as a result af uslng @ learnlng center,
wits dctcctcd y . .

[
'

Objective 5. There will be a statistically significant (p<.10)' Improvement in ESOL
. (English for Speakers of Other Languages) pupils' rate gf.gural comprehension
skills m c.wnpurcd to. puplla at Ilc‘: wlthout multlmedla prograoms .
* £ /
This objective was dttalhcd ESOL pupll.. who uscd the bilingual learnlng
centers were compared to other ESOL puplls at project schools and In a' sample of
other Chapter 1 Schools. Participation in.the learning centers was found to Improve
puplls' scores bn the Test of Aural Comprehension, at the rate of . 1003 test itams
per l&S minute period in the learning center. . .
Engllsh to Spcakem of Other Languages puplis In the three project schools R '
“with ESOL classes and In the seven elementary schools in the cllyv)wldca Chapter 1
ESOL evaltiation sample of 1983 were given the Test of Aural Compreheqpsion In the
spring. The analysis'shown in Table 6 controlled statisticalji for differences
among schools, differences In pupils' Initial ability, and theMmount of time In ESOL
that year. Initial ability wasya composite of the puplls ESOL level, asslgnment at
the beginning of the year and place of birth. ", "

With these variable cantrolied, the effect on the scores of the number of class
periods project participants studied in the learning centers was examined. A
statistically significant increase of .1003 test items per 45-minute period was found.
For exampie; if a pupil used the iearning center to study English for flve periods
per week for twenty weeks the analysls suggests that the puplils’ TAC@sQore would
be increased by about 10 points (5 periods per week x 20 weeks x 1003 polnts
per period = 10,03 points). This amount of growth Is considered to be substantial
given the typical total score of the pupils on this instrument (the average of all

7 pupils tested this year was 24.4) . N 3;_"3'
. : . o o
Objective 6. The average daily attendance of puplils served by the project (i.e., the
. learning center) on and after January 1, will be.equal to, or better than,” the average
daily attendance of other pupils who were attendlng the sehools during the same ¢
‘period of tlme i :
_This objective was attained for pupils who were below the slxthérade in the
public schools and completed the school year. it was notteva’uated for sixth-grade
pupils and for the diocesan schools during the first project year.

‘
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Pup|l attendance reﬁ:ords %ere obtalned for chlldren wh j, fmpleted the sc:hool

-year at'the publ|c schools used the learnlng center, and wer below- .grade. 6: Thelr

vt

attendance ‘was compared to the average daity- ‘attendance of the'school and, where

v '_'evaluators felt |t approprlate, th&a¥erage daily attenHance of _ubgroups -The

partnc:pants‘ data‘awere from the second and third marklng per‘lggds (December 10
' . to.the end of thé. school year) T'he comparlson data were from
__December through June. T e e

"'hool reports for
X '

The average dally attendance for the 53 learn|ng center puplls at. Q;:amp for \

whom data were avallable was 90. 6%, as compared to '87. 8° for pupils in the fourth

and to 85.9 percent for puplls in the school asa whole . E °." .

“j.and fifth grades, 'from WhICh M| but bne of the Cramp learnlng center puplls came, ,

At Hartranft the average da|ly attendance of the 78 learnlng center puplls,
“wh came from grades K-§and for’ whom data- were avallable ‘was 85.6%as compared
'~_:to an overall school attendance of 83 5% for the analogous marklng per|od :

Twenty pup|ls at Cramp and 14 pup|ls at Hartranft were not lncluded |n these

- forwarded to thejr new schools before the evaluators gained access to them. Another

i

- D|scuss|on an'd Concluslon : e

'v.o"
¥

- The Blllngual Learnlng Centers in Elementary School p?'OJect was lgmplemented

at all sites by December 1982; hol/vever ‘much of the equlpment for individualizing

instruction wag still-not operational at year end. The flrst year bartlal lmplementatlon

~is similiar to the pattern that has been observed in other programs since the Depart— .

ment of Educatlon changed the fund|ng approval date from the sprlng to the fall .
-The centers were designed to be added to the ongonng blllngual and Engl|sh
as a Second: Language programs, but at one s ite, the learnlng center was the only

.1nstruct|on espec1ally desngned for llmlted Engllsh prof|c1ency puplls Sy

As the n'umber of stude ntsj.u sing. learn|ng centers who were also studylngﬁthe

B Spanish Language' was snall, .project mangement decided to. offer only English language
‘and mathematlcs instruction in the centers. The evaluat|on conducted conformed -

to the offer|ngs of the learn|ng centers

Pupils' use of the learn|ng centers was assoc1ated,,w1th |mproved attendance

“and English aural comprehension and vocabulary skills, but no stat|st|cally s|gn|f|cant
‘improyement was detected on the Engllsh Reading Comprehens10n Word Studsy Skills,
“and A '

‘fematlcs Computatlon measures. These outcomes are considered to be good

_' for a pr\'ogram that was newly, and only partly lmplemented oo R

. N EE 0 . A . . RN . . . .

- an‘alyses because they "graduated" from elementary school. and their records had been S

EE

-30.pupils who had been served by the learnlng ‘center had moved and their attendance
s records had been forwarded to another school before the data ‘were gathered ‘



a - - o ] v

The’ need for the pro;ect at one of the dlocesan S|§es was’ apparently m|n|maI
\'Only a handful of students ‘were identified for the learning center instruction by the
school faculty The provided Iea;'nlng center space, in-the hallway, was not v
_:cons1dered adequate.- Evaluators believe that should the situation remain the- same, -
usung the. snte s resources at another more |mpacted school would be reasonable '

. In conclusmn the flndlng that ‘some statlstlcally SIgn,lflcant |mprovements in .
pupil performance ‘could be detécted within one-half year of operatlon of a partly -
. implemented program suggests that the learning centers can be valuable resources ,
_ for the limited English proficiency.pupils attendlng the prOJect schools. Reexamination

of the lmpact .of the pro;ect during the 1983~ 84 school, year should offer more sensitive.
tests of the program s effects and an opportunlt‘y to repllcate the first year efforts

\
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WTABLE 1 -

)

Equipmént'in Bi]ingQal-teaﬁnidgitenters af_Yeér End. -
\| . . > . ..,v_i_-.‘a' c .

. N ’. !

T T :
. . o p Al N
. Number in .Center.

[y

_1Th§trQCfiqhal Device === @ —— — — —
~-Listed in Objective ~ Cramp  Hartranft . ~St. Hugh  St. Edward

s T, ‘ g R
~System 80 ., : . R - 1% 1

: Tépe.Recordef_(Cassefﬁe) _ S 2 1 .\"_

Spellbinder ~ © . = Q% R
Créfg Reader

v\ﬁ.<CaT¢dlafor§

R |

Charlie tHé_prdt; R IR E A U ':]*f

[

‘bbthéf Deviheé :l '  _'¥'5 o
_ Voxcom 1 f'; . h R
Headphohesk A L - : ‘16,2 16 | o 16 E »
ETectric Board ..“-._ o 3 : ‘ ,."1 |
- Record Pl;yer Sy : S PR o "1

. Mathematics Marvel .

*Ihcbmp]ete or software not delfvered{'.
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'The Effect oF thetNumber of Hours oF Partlctﬁfllon ln the Blllngual bearnnng» :

Center on Stanford Achlevement Te§t (SAT) Vocabulary Posttest Scale Scores ..o

;Mariable- s *T‘J&:,);;{',ffdvEstimate o hr‘.~_t:_'v;; Copsk
' T ~ ' e

N,

R 09 .. h7.es o0

»vPretest score . ’ '\ : d{ﬁ,;;,;“: 87445609 »
esks Betueen Tests (tog -J 90807596 C o Lzs Nks R

N T .

Use of Center (class per[ods)_ :
- i . R SN . — - - vcv : :-v '.‘ {
R R A

vone.tail,test | | S
" R-square £ .81, “Mean score = 124 67 B .o
=112 ‘ o Standard Qevuatlon about the" regressnon surface = 10,211 -

L .
[T T
x4

Th|s analysus sdeed that use of the Iearnlng center was assocuated with
‘When ‘the effect of pretest and the number

o lmproved SAT Vocabulary scores.
of weeks of participation in the. program were controlled,
that pupil performance was’ |mproved at ‘the ‘rate, of 096 scale score po|nts per ..

45-m|nute ‘class period. . - S

Y
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the .analysis suggestedﬁf“
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The Effect of thégNumber of Hours of Part«cupatnon in the Blllngual Learn|ng Center
,' on Stanford Ach evement. Test (SAT) Reddlng Compqehenslon Posttest Scale Scores

© Variable . \_' D 'f\., Estlmate ' rt N p<E .
ote L B —
Pretest score SR 8939620] S 17,00 - L0001 e
Weeks between Tests (Log) ‘ %..7441741 o -.HO;”j'" N.S. |
’ ) B!Q ) - T 7 B T., ¢ . .° . . o Rt
Use of Center class erlods S .0154904k4 1,357 CONLS. . B
?':one tal]- tes_t' ‘. e o : R . o S
.R:sqnare = .81 . ) ”i S Mean score’ 132 03 i”'f : : .}v
N=11k 0 '~ ., Standard Devnatlon about the regresslon surface ='7.99
. . .1\( - . , . . ‘Q,l . . . . f5. - '

Thlslanaly5|s shows that there was no' statnstncalLy slgnlflcant relamlonshxp
between the estlmated number of class periods that pupils studied Engllsh skills
,.in blllngual Iearnlng centers and their BAT Readlng Comprehenston P ;ttest scores,
once. the effects of the: puptls' initial abilities and the numben of ‘weeks between
pretest ~apnd ‘posttest scores-werefcontrolled ~
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" between the estimated number of class perlods that puplé% studied English and the|r'

'aone tall test ST e IRURERI

The .Effect gf the ﬁumber"of Hours}of P/art|C|pat|on in. the Bllmgual- Learnlng Center ’
S . on- St%pfgrﬁ Athevement Test (SAT) WOrd Study Sk 11 Posttést Scale Scores-
P -

— —

. A
Est#ﬁ%te B T u!ﬁ'lﬁﬁf}';//'ﬁ

. T e T

i?§7990652}v L1705 L .000f

856859575 o .99 NS, :
i.*Use of Cen{er #class peﬁqods) _:.05007969h;f'i-' “Q'.Th? :ffifE‘h‘N;S; B

) . ﬂ, . o . . 'U';é{_ ) e

. . % o -
vJR‘square‘= 81° e . MZan score = 124 92 . T N . S

N= U1 [ ' & Standard’ Devnatlon about the regressuon surface = 11,32"
A - : S

(e
ThIS analysns shows that there was]no statlstlcally 'significant re]at&pnshlp

'SAT:Word Study Skills posttest scale scores,
e

once the-éffects of .the puplls'
n|t|al scores and the number of weeks betweepretest and posttesf were controlled
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EPfedt of the Number of ~ Hours of”Pa@ﬁlcnpatlon n the Blllngual Learnlng Cenﬁgr ’
' on Stanford Achlevement Iesé;TSATO Mathematlcs Computatlon Scale Se;tes o

D B - ] __vr"kt I ;;.__,t' R ,. E B Cel, . ;_ o
Varlable I g Estlmate- ,j'».' N p<“g..ﬁﬁ '
- ”; ‘ .> .‘ ‘ ) j | l 4 \\;. - , - ‘ B3 .
Pretest score 'iu : :” 97970329 PR 0001~ Ry
: Weeks between Tests (Log) } 16 118324ﬁ7 . _g?QS'_ Y .05
,Use of;Center'Gc]ass-perloqg) A”: i 09675693 '
Rquuare_—&'76 o Mean score = 139 85
107 R e Standard Dev&ation about
\ . ~ d v o L . ) .‘ T o o8 L
. f:tThis*énaIYSTs.éhOWS that th e was.no’ statlstncaYIy sugnoflcant relatnonshlp
'between theyestimated number’of. s5 perlods ‘zhat " pmplls”studled mathematics
in a learnl center -and their subsequent SAT MathematiTs Computation scores,
There Was a statlstlc%lly significant\result for: “the logarlthmlc transfbrmatlon'
of the number of weeks between the pretests and posttests. . 3 vk
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,"”The Effect ;f the%NUmber oF Hours of Partndf%atnon |ﬁ the BlJlngual Lear@Lng - :> .

el e Céﬁ%er ongTest of: Aural comprqbeng}on (TAC) %fores'\ R .
o - - 3 - ey . H , ,";'
' ;;F . . T T e } N o e
TR : oot g .7.-- <, S
o TR TS .i F.._ - ( d# P
RO e B
' 12.49 ¢§' 9/]89 PR LQpO]
: | v Ty A1 /1 9 N "v ,.000] N
. . 7. S 2 B . - : ‘ . . ‘“'.t', I 4 B N V
me o%ESOL T’h‘is Year-(Log) . lo\h\ /4895 -, ..0913 Lo
veer it e T =y - , L . et
; ﬁé{ n Lej/ylng £enter . . - 8.32 1/}&3 L .OOOQ (-,ﬁ
'v 7 v"'ﬂ b;—’ . - . . . . m/ . i M”«
Weddidre = .57 . Mean* g%ore = 2# 43 - I - B
32206 o : Standard Devnatlon}About the RegreSsnon Surface = 8 73

“the center,@thelr score wasﬂlncreased by an a#érage of,.1003 test |tems. ] .
L o
Thls tabIe shows that th ‘was a statlstlcally sngnlflpant relatlonshup ‘_‘
between the total’ number of cl periods pupils used .the B|J|ngual Learnlng '
_Center and théir TAC scores. *Pupils who.used the learning center were-: ”'”6

. JCompaqggéto a sample: of children studylng ESOL at otNEr Chapter | schools .and
: °;.the chitdren,. studylng ESOL at prOJect schools, who were not usnng a. Iearnlngi
- center. x - : o y R o o \\ "

K3 e

L To make. the, comparlson between Iearnlng center puplls and the bthers falr,.~
nily children in grades 2. and above were included in the. analysis. '
dufferences ~among schools, the effects of initial- abllqty (a composut
. level and eountry of orhbln), -and of the number of months:of ESOL clags this .
,year were conmrolled statnstlcally The Iogarnthmle functlon for thelvariable -
‘Time in ESOL This Year was used because prior analyses have shown . that “TAC test..
scores increase at a faster rate when pUPIIS first‘begln studying ESOL. g,.-

B Y2




