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SLURMARY

The EnQlish as a Becond Language Program (£.8.L.) is
funded by Chapter ] and by Pupils with Bpecia)l Educational
Naeds (P,.8.E.N.), It iw & basic skills program for students
of limited EnQlish proficiency (LEP). During the 1984-0%
school year, it provided beginning, intermediate, sgvanced,
and transitional classes for students in B35 New York City
High Schoola.

This report focuses on two program obiectives:

~To provide an instructionsl progrem which will improve
the listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills in
English nacessary for success in the mainstreanm.

=To have 70 percent of program participants master one
English syntsx otjective for every 20 days of instruction
as asasured by the Criterion Roferenced English Syntax
Test (CRESBT).

This report evaluates one aspect of the instructiona)
program: the implemsentation of E.8.L. content area classes.
In fall, 1984, the Division of High Bchools provided
rasources +or tho establishmenc of E.B.L. content area
classes. Tax=levy ¢funds supported these classes for E.S.L.
students whose English skills were not yet sufficiently
developsd for them to function effectively in mainstrean
Classes. The purpose of these classes was to develop skills
in both the content area and the English language. Teachers
incorporated E.S.L. methodology inte their mathematics,
science, social studies, business education, and other
classen. Twenty-oight schools offeresd a total of 230 E.6.L.
content area classes in fall, 1934, and 27 schools offered
225 such classes in spring, 1985. Individual schools oféerad
from one to 67 E.B.L. content srea classes. Most schools,
however, offored fewar than 10 such classas.

The potential value to students of E.G.L. content
area classes reriins to Le realized. Few teachers of these
classes had pravious training in E.S.L. methodology. The
E.B.L. program’s staff development specialists (8.D.B.s)
worked with these teachers in adapting their classroons
techniques and curriculum to the needs of LEP studunts.
B6.D.8.8 did most of their training on a one-to-one basis.
These teachers were not part of their school’s ragular E.S.L.
prograa. They were, therefore, not mandated to meaet together.
Az a result, 8.D.8.8 could not set up group training sessions
for than.

Teachers had almost no content area materials
appropriate for LEP students. In alaost al)l of the classes
ohserved by the evaluation team, students used either a
standard tertbook or handouts from a textbook. The texts were
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written for mainstream, rather than LEP, students., In » few
instances, teachers used different supplesentary materiasle
appropriate to their students’ English skills Javels. During
the 1904-00 school vear, the E.8.L. program staéé developeo
the draft of a sanual on teaching €.8.L. in the content area,
They will complete and distribute the manual during the 1985~
86 school year.®

Students in E.8.L. content area classes haeo to master
subject metter required for graduation at the same tinme as
they learned English syntax and vocabulary. Dealing with
both subject matter and language skilla was particulariy
difficult for beginning E.6.i.., students. For the most part,
B.8.L. content area teachers were more likely to explain
vnfamiliar vocabulary than to address students’ probleas with
syntar. At one schoul, staéé placed students in E.B.L.
content area classes hecsuse the school did not have
srfficinnt bilingual teachers to offer bilingual content area
classes,

Overall, the program met (ts objective. 6lightly
ovar BO percent of beginning students and 79 percent of
intermadiate atudents mastersd at least one CREST obijective
per 20 sassions in both terms. At the advanced level, 54.8
percent of fall students and 59.1 percent of spring students
met the evisluation objective. Btudants at the advanced level
have fewar and more difficult skills to master than students
at the lower levels. This fact largely explains differences
in schievessnt between advanced students and those 2% the
beginning and intermediate levels. However, success in
aeeting the evaluation objective did nct necessarily
translate into success in content ares classes: beginning
E.S.L. students, for sxample, who met the evaluation
objective on the CREBT aight lack the vocabulary, syntax, and
other English skills to pass E.S.L. content area classes in
science or social studies. Accordingly, more study of student
perforasance in these classes is needed.

Based on the evaluation findings, 1t is recoamended
that:

-E.8.L, content area teachers should participate in on-
site group training sessions and, if possible, in
centrally-held, all~day training sessions.

* =Al]l E.S.L., content area teachers whose classes contain

large nusbers of beginning E.S.L. students should receive
E.B.L. tr.in‘ngo
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1. INYRODUCT ION

£EOOEMY BACKOBOUND

The English as & Sacond Language Program (E,8.L.) has
prcsided services {or Nes York City high school students for
sore than 15 years, Ite geal 1 te help studente of lisited
English proficiency (LEP) atitasin comeunicative and
linguistic cospetency in English in the tine allottes for a
secondary school program, To be classified o8 LEP, students
had to score below the twenty~first percentils on the
Language Assessaent Rattery (LAB), The LAE is a nora-~
referenced test?® used to acasure the basic English skills of
students whose natlvtylnnqusqn is not English,

E.B.L. i a banic skills program shich providges
listening, spealiing, reading, and writing instruction in the
English language to students with over 30 different native
languages. Many £.8.L. students are 2)eo in tar=-levy o»
;ndnraliy-lundod Title VII bilingual progrems, €.8.L. staff
Qroup students homogeneously on the basis of English
proficiency. They asnign sach student to one ot three levels
of instructions beginning, interasdiate, and advanced. Somse

students also take a transitional class prior to

221088re22i0ng. Biudents io S5 New York City high schools took

Nc~m-reforented tests (N.R.T.s) are bDased on national nores,
N.R.T. scores indicate » student’s standing relative to
othar students in the nation.



€.8.L, classes ouring the 1964=85 achool year. Hearly 11,000
stugents participates In the E.B.L., Drograa sach term, E.6.L,
is funded Dy Onapter | and Dy Pudiils with Soecial Educations)l
Needs (P, 85.€.H.), A school ie eligible for federal Chapter |
tunds if » specitied proportion of its student body eilher
oualifies for the free Luncth Progran oF e » meaber of »
» fanily that aualifies for Aid to Fasilies with Dependent
Chilaran (AF,D.C.03 1L Vi aligidhlie for Naw York State
P.B.E,N, funds 1f 1ts student body {aills Lo meel certaln
Acadensic standards,

Funding provides for teaschers, sducational
assistants, angd coordinators, as well as for central
againistrative stafé{ ang staféé developesent specialists
{8.0.6.8), The progran is contrally aduministered, 6.0,8.s
visit participating schools at least twice a month L0 Ltrain
ang assist teachers, distridute curriculum saterials, ang

cnllect datas.

ER008eN ORJECTIVES

. The E.6.L. program has identified a numder of program

objectives., This ovaluation focused on the following twd

~To provice an instructional program which will isprove
the listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills in
English necessary for success Iin the alinstrean,




=¥o have 7 percent Of program SFrLICINARLE MARLEY ORe
Englian Syhtas ORISCTIve 1OF Ex®Fy 20 GArd of
INSLELUCTION &8 MeAsured By the CFriterinn Reterances
Englash Eyntas Test (LRESY).#

OF YTuE EyALUATION

Yhe evaluslion InCloles Load Liage of gatla
intoraation apoutl E.B.L. cORLSAL A7ex Classes ARE studeny
outcome data, The narrative portjon @f this report {ocuses
on the implementation of €,8.L, €OPLEATL Ared 1ARLFUELION IR
clanems ostadlishes Dy the Division of Migh Schodles In fall,
1904, TYas=lewy funds suppories thRese classes for E,8,L.
stusents whose EnQliesh skills woere not yot suifjciently
gevelopet f0or ihen 10 ftunction silectively In maInstirem
classen, Yeacthers incorporated €.0.L. meihoooiony Iintlo
INSLFUCRION 1IN STIGNCE, MALABMALICS, SOEIA] Studies, Dusipess
*OuCtstion, and DLher sud)ectls, Feow tosners oi £.8.L, content
Ares Classes hat Drevious Ltraining in £,8,L, methosology, The
R.8.L, progren’s 6.D.8.8 woried with these terchers In
ATIPLING Classroom Lechnigues 4nd curriculum Lo the necds of
LEP stugents, Yweniy~eight hiph schodls ofsereq £,.8.0.

contant ared classes in fall, 1984 77 affered them ouwring

3. ne CREST measires the English skills of non-native speakers
of English, it is a criterion-referenced test ic.ﬁ.‘t.h
C.R. T, scores indicate the level of skill a student Nas
schieoved In & particudls SUDJRERY 70D,

-3
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IR sBring Lerm, Twd Gf Lhese SEPODIS wire ASernative Bl gh
SCROOIS) Ihe FORl ware ACAIBRIC-COMOhenslve RIGH SCHOOIS,
In »oRt IRSLARCER, 101 %I00A) RUDIRCE=dFod BIPAF LML S,

rather than £.8,4. prograns, offeren (hese AFYITIH

* EvMLLATION EROCEDURES

The Office of Educational Assessrent /High Benhpol
Evalustion Uniy €0.E.A, /1.6,E,U.) vesd » number of
Walitative N0 QUANLILALIvE ARTADOS Lo evaluate the }954-85
Chapter 1/P.§.8.0. E.8.L, progran, TRese 100ls ang L ®LIN ) Duss
A wdegs

*E11e visily 10 seven KhoDls with £,8.4L, content area
clAsERE, INCludiIng & Yislt 10 One Of Ihe twD
participating slternative high schools.

=IAterviows Wilth (eaThers) LRhe Drojram aanagery Ube
stafi gevelopaent/instruciional services LODrdinators
ang t3ve of tha progran’s 6.0.8,%,

=Examination of curriculum sateriaslis ogevel opes
specificaily In comneciion with £.5.L, content ares
classon,

* -~analyeis of sludent Oulcome gata, Intluging stlendance
ang nunber of C.R,. T, skills masierag,
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PE OF Inis

Yre 0.E,8, /1, 8.6,U, Fopory af the 1584:-8% E,8,0,
SYAIUALIOR COREISIE Pt LD ¥Dlwhes, TRis wilune LORLRIRE SO
CHABLAF g, DRABIer § JRL1uBOR DL MR RECLHF AT, STORE Bt Lhe
SvaluAtIon, MY svaludlion Erocetvres, Chipgtier §} 318 &
gascripiion of yhAe €,6,L, CORIEAt ares classes, Ohrapter }33
EUMRAFIEER Lhe anajyart Of student svloonmes for (Re E,8,1,
DFEOPEAN A8 & WREIE, CRapter Vv CoRtaIRE CDREJuN) GRe ang
oL onmendat JoRE, The second volume will Sescribe sLwdeny
SuLEame GaLs by BERSD] MRD by BFOTICIBNtY 1lovel TpRginmng,
INteraedl Ate, ASvaAnCed),
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II. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
EROGRAM QUERVIEW

E.S.L. content area classes fostered the development
of English skille for LEP students and introduced them to
content area material which they must master in order to
graduate. Unlike those in basic E.S5.L. courses, which are
supplementary, students received credit for passing E.S.L.
content area classes. Many LEP students in bilingual
programs took bilingual content area classes which were
credit-bearing and taught in their native languace. In
schools which did not offer bilingual content area classes in
the student’s native language, the student could only tak;
mainstream content area classes which were taught entirely in
English. E.S.L. content area classes provided an alternative
for these studentes: in these classes, students could receive
content area instruction along with attention to their
special language needs.

A few schools with E.S.L. programs had previously
offered E.S.L. content area classes. Funded program staff
had urged school administrators to increase the number of
such classes. Subsequently, a number of administrators
committed additional 1984-85 tax~levy monies to these

classes. The result was a dramatic expansion of the program.
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Twenty~-eight schools offered a total of 250 E.S.L. content

area classes in fall, 1984 and 27 school offered 225 such

classes in spring, 1985. 0f these, 44 percent were social
‘studics classes, 24 percent were science classes, 16 percent
were mathematics classes, 11 percent were business education
classes, and #ivevp.rccnt ware in other subjects (i.e.,
music, art, health). Individual schools offered from one to
67 E.S.L. content area classes. Most schools, however,
offerad a relatively small number of these classes: over 40
percent gave one to three clasins; over 70 percent gave one

to nine classes.

STAFFING AND SYAFE IRAINING

Most teachers of E.S.L. content area classes did not-
have E.S.L. licenses. Only one licensed E.B8.L. teacher was
among the 128 teachers of fall, 1984 classes. Five licensed
E.S.L. teachers were among the 113 teachers of spring, 196S
classes; four of these teachers were from a single school
which had offered E.S.L. content area classes in previous
years. No license exists for E.S.L. content area teachers;
most were licensed in their subject aras.

The predominance of teachers without E.S.L. licenses

made training in E.S.L. methodology particularly important.
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The S5.D.S5.8 contacted supervisors of E.S.L. content area
courses to indicate their availablity for staff development
services. For the most part, 5.D.S.s did training on a one-
to-one rather than on a group basis. Individual meetings
between an E.S.L. content area teacher and an S.D.S. uere’
more feasible than Qroup meetings. These teachers were not
part of their school’'s E.S.L. program. Therefore, S.D.5.s
could not set up group training sessions, as they did for
E.S.L. teachers, during times when these teachers were
mandated to meet together.

The 8.D.8.8 indicated that, for the most part, they
had limited contact with teachers of these class;s. In some
cases, teachers were not interested in establishing an
ongoing relationship with the 8§.D.S. because they did not.
expect to teach E.S.L. content classes the following term.
The 5.D.B.s8 did, however, do some demonstration le;sans and
share curriculum. One S.D.S. had more teacher contact -at
Martin Luther King, which has offered sqch classes before[
than at other schools with teachers less experienced with
E.S.L. content area courses. Another 8§.D.5. had a lot of
contact based on individual need. The S.D.S. at Seward Park,
a school with 11 E.S.L. teachers and seven E.S.L. wTducational
assistants, observed that its huge E.S.L. program necessarily
had to be a priority. This primary responsibility left her

with little time to work with the teachers from different
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departments who taught over 350 E.S.L. content area classes

per term.

CURBRICUL LMY

During the 19684-83 school year, teachers had almost
no material available which addressed both content area
subject matter and the language diffizulties of LEP students.
Students in almost all of the 23 classes observed by the
evaluation team used either a standard textbook or handouts
‘ $rom a textbook. The content of these texts was consistent
with the material covered in mainstream courses. They did
not, however, address deficiencies in basic English skill;.

In a ¢~u instances, teachers used a variety of
supplementary . altnrnatiQe curricular materials appropriate
to their students’ English skills level. Flushing E.S.L.
content area teachers,: 5 example, used a two-term
curriculum manual developed in 1982 by its Title VII
trilingual program staff, Civics for New fesricans (Language
Arts Approach). It is designed first to explain to new
immigrants such survival skills as shopping, reading street
signs, and traveling to the subway, and then to teach these
students about their neighborhood, their city, and their

country. The manual is entirely in English and supplements
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standard EnQlish-language textbooks which do not contain
vocabulary questions, cloze paragraphs, and other English-
language building exercises. The funded E.S.L. office has
agreed to reproduce and distribute Livice for New Anericanss
it has already distributed a dozen of these aanuals to
social studies programs which offer E.S.L. contont area
classes.

At Seward Park, the general science teacher used a
bilingual textbook, Chinsse Supplessntary Yextbook for
Biology A, which the school’s Title VII Chinese bilingual
program sta¢f had developed. The difficulty ¢or beginning-
levael E.S8.L. students of the English taxtbook’s vocabulary
and syntax was a significant obstacle to their Qrasping the
course’s sciesnce content. Although use of the Chinese ‘
supplemental textbook enabled students to learn course
content, it did not teach and reinforce their English reading
and comprehension skills.

During the 1984-835 school year, the staff
developmant/instructional services coordinator, with input
$rom 8.D.8.8 and teachers, developed the draft of a sanual on
teaching E.S.L. in the content areas. This sanual addresses
an important program need. It contains a detailed explanation
of how content aresa teachers can help students develop
English skills. It includes lessons on social studies,

mathematics, and science. The lessons begin with a statement
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of both content area and E.B.L. aims. Pupil workshesets are

intwgral to many of the lessons. A few leasons illustrate how

E.S.L. social atudies teachers can present Qlobal studies and
Amsrican studies material to beginning-level E.B.L. studants.
These teachcr—dovcloped.lossons contain reading passages
followed by vocabulary and varb study lists, as well as
comaprehension and review sxercises. During the 1985-86 school
year, High EBchool Bilingual/E.S.L. Gtaff will complete and
distribute this sanual.

CLAGERD0Y IMPLEBENTIATION

The student composition of different E.S.L. conto&t
area classes affected classroom implesentation. Although
thasa classas followad the samse curriculus as mainstreas
*classes, teachers usually had to adjust the spesd with which
they presented each topic, especially in classes with
beginning E.S.L. students. Seward Park was unique in giving
E.S.L. biology in three teras, rather than in the ususl two.
This adjusteent reflected the school adainistrators’
awareness that their beginning E.S.L. students could not
absordb the content in English in two terms. On® 6.D.5. noted
that classes with newly-arrivad students had to be scaled

down. In'these classes, teachers had to addrass not only



.

subject ncit.r, syntax, and vocabulary, but student
acculturation to a totally new snvironsent.

At six of the ssven schools visited, sta¢tf placed
students in E.B.L. content area classes on the basis of the
required curriculua. Interviews with S.D.68.8 indicated that
staff{ at other schools 2180 assigned students prisarily on
the basis of their curriculum neseds, rather than of their
E.5.L. level. With few exceptions, beginning E.G.L. students
clustered in required ninth—grade classes and interasdiate
E.B.L. studants in required ninth~ and tenth-grade classes.
An elaventh~year class, such as John Bowne’s saconomics claas,
contained only advanced E.S.L. students. At the sase time
that they had taken the lower levels of E.G.L., these
students had taken the previous courses in the required
social studies sequence. A wide range of students could,
howaver, ba found in Flushing’s typing claszas. Two of those
observed contained students whose E.S.L levels ranged from
beginning to acvanced. The teacher reported that since soas
npoke Englich very well and othars not at all, the students
with better English-language skills translated for the
others.

In rare instances, sta¢f placed studants on the basis
of language background. At Thesodora Roosevelt, for mxample,
with a well-established E.B.L. content area progras,

beginning Indo-Chinese students were in separate classes
-2~
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because, according to the 6.0.8., they could not comsunicate
without the presence of an Indo-Chinese educational
assistant. The school’s larQer group of Spanish~speaking
E.6.L. students, who were also kept togather, was divided

according to E.G.L. level.

At s.naré Park, staff assigned Chinese~- and Spanish-
speaking students teo ssparate E.S.L. content area classes.
The Savard Park assistant principal for administration stated
that these students shouls be in bilingual content area
Classes, but the chool did not have sufficient bilingual
staff to offer v.uch classes. In bilingual content area
Clas3en, the students wouid learn subject matter taught
in their native janguage. Educational assistants funded by
Title VII or tax=levy funds worked in many of Seward Park’s
E.S.L. content area classaes, sspecially at the lower levels.
Two of the four Seward Fark E.S5.L. content area classes
cbserved, both with beginning E.S.L. students, had
educational assistants. In tho';athouatics class for Spanish-
spuaking students, the teacher taught in English with the
educational assistant interjecting explanations in Spanish.
In the sathesatics class for Chinese-speaking students, the
educational assistant followed sach of the teacher's English-
language vaerbal or written explanations with a Chinese
translations the teacher acknowledged that he “definitely

neads the paraprofessional” and that the class is "auch



harder when she is absert.”

The use of educational assistants to translate was one
method of addressing studants’ difficulties with English. Two
schools usad sducations] assistants only in specitic E.8.L.
content area classes: the Park MNest sathssatics class with
beginnning E.B.L. students and the Flushing Civics for New
Americens class with Korean students who had no knowledge of
English. The teacher of the Flushing civics class also
diviced students into groups of four, with one of the aore
proficient students interpreting for the others,

Teachers in the classses chserved were far aore likely
to detina vocabulary words than to address issues Of syntax
or pronunciation. The observations of the evaluation teas and
the 6.D.8.s indicated that E.B.L. content ares teachers left

syntactical sxplanations to their students’ E.S.L. teachers.

21



111. STUDENTY OUTCONE DATA

Student ocutcome data for E.6.L. atudents are reported
by tera because of thae great aobility of ‘this largely
femigrant group, whoss sendars sater and lsave the progran
throughout the school year. Data are reported feo~ 10,739
students in the fall, 1984 term and for 10,8004 students in
the spring, 1985 tera. Tadble | sunsarizes the nuaber of
schools and students reported in the E.S.L. program during
the 1984-835 school year. Gtudents were distributed fairly
avenly asong the three levals of E£.8.L.) the greatest nusber
was raported at the beginning leval and the saallest at the
advancad level. Approxinately 73 percent of the students
wore in the ninth and tenth gradas.

Jable 2 contains data for E.S.L. students during
fall, 1984 and Tadble 3 contains data for spr.ng, 19835. Adbout
80 percent of students in both terss had cosplete test
results consisting of both pretest and posttest CREST scores.
The E.6.L. svaluation objective was that 70 parcent of
progras participants would saster one English syntax
objective for every 20 days of inatruction as asasurad by the
CREST. Classes were held for 63 days in the fall tera and 61
days in the spring tera. On the average, students attended 92
percant of program classes. The numsber of skills each student

nesdad to saster was calculated on the basis of individual
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TABLE 1

Statistical Sumnary of Schools and Btudents Reported in the
knglianh as a Second Language Progran Azcordging to Level

Deginning Intersediate Advanced Comdined
Level o Aevel . _Level Iotal

- Schools Reported
(Fall, 1984 46 47 43 80

Students Reported
(Fail, 1984)%

Ninth Grade: 2,797 1,048 34 4,100

Tenth Grade: 1,349 1,625 935 32900

Elsvanth Grades 493 735 o 2,090

Tualfth Grades ___@¥ -—iZ? - | S L)

Yotal $,713 3,583 2,429 30,739
Schools Reported

(Bpring, 1983 33 32 47 sS4

Students Reported
{Spring, 1983

Ninth Grade: 2,505 1,299 409 4,213
Tenth Orade: 1,112 1,447 1,243 4,002
Eiavanth Grase 383 558 999 2,050
Twelfth Grades ___40 —iif - . |} U - > ).
Yotals . 4,040 3,732 3,032 10,804

aFall, 19684 dats is aissing for 28 students.

aThe nusber of E.S.L. students decreassed fros the deginning
o the interasdiate levels, sspecially in the $all tera.
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TARLE 2

Statistical Hunmary of Che English 28 2 Second Language
Program According to Levelr

Fall, 194

T B “Beginning Intermediate Advanced Cosdined

Level Lawvel Level Total
Proportion of
Students Who Met the
Evaluation Objectives B0O. % 9.0 58,0 74.1
Aversge Nusher of 5.3 4.8 2.6 4,3
Skille Mastered: iod I fof 25 tof 19
Avarage Nusber of
Days Attanced {(of
63 Days)t 5. u7.1 . 1 87.1
Percentage
Attendance: 2.4 91.4 9.0 92.2
Students with
Complete Reasulis
A% 2 Parzantaga of
Students Reporteds 8.0 82.3 82.7 81.9

ah higher percantage 0f students at the beginning g
interasdiate levels ast the evaluation objective than
students at the advanced lsval.,

sBtusants at all levels had compiradle rates of attandance.
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Tw.e 3

Statistical Sunmary of the English as » Sacond Language
Progran According to Lavel:s

Spring, 1983

Beginning Intersediate Agvenced Conrbdbined
= Level Level . bevel ____Total

Proportion of
Stugents Who Met the

Evaluation Objectives 81,7 79,1 9.1 74,4
Skills Mastered: ot 25 (of 253 tof 19

Aver e Musber of
Days Attenged

(ot &) Dayais 54.9 45.5 3%.6 2.2
Parcentage
Attendances 92.0 91.4 9.0 9.8

Stugents with

Complete Results

a8 a Parcentage of

Stutants Reported: 77,9 81.7 90,5 80,0

sSeventy=four percent of stugdents with complete results st
the svaluation cdjective.




stterdance. Adout 74 percent Of the stugents st the
evaluation adjective in Doth terss. Students aastered an
average of 4.5 skills (5.D0.23.6) in Uhe fall term ang 4,2
skills (6.0.>3.4) in the spring tera.

The percentage of studsonts mpeting the evaluation
objective during the 1984-83 school year is higher then it
wad during the 1983-84 achool year. ADout &6 Dercont et the
abjactive in fall, 5983 and 59 percent apt it in spring,
1984, The nunsber of skills mastersd, however, has remnaines
fairly constant from the 1983-04 to the 1984-85 school year.#
The proportion of students «who »et the svaluation
obiective Guring the 1984-8% achool year decressed from the
bDeginning ant intersediate levels Lo the advanced level.
During the ¢all, 1984 tern, for ssample, 81 percent of ¢t.
baginning students ang 79 percent of the interasdiate
students mst the evaluation objective, but only 53 percent of
the advanced students met it. During the fall, 1984 ters,

2The chang® in the parcentage of students wWho set he
evaluation objective reflects & change in 0.C.A. /4, 8,.K.U,
sethodology. The sudbssguant ssthodological revision sore
accurately reflects student achisvement. A revieow of
previously-used nethods Of data analysis reveales Uhat they
undarstated the nusber of students who st the evaluation
cbjsctive, because they assueed stusents would Aeet an
objective in fewer than 20 days:. For example, in 2 &7=day
tera studenta would be sxpected Lo aaster three objectives
under the neow systen, but four objectives under
the old systea. Since the svaluation objective states that
students should saster one skill for svery 20 cayse of
instruction and a 47=~day ters would allow stuwdents only
saven days to saster 3 fourth abjective, the corrected
mathodology raguiras that the full instructional period (20
days) be allowed for students (O master sach acditional
skill. -9
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beginning students mastered 5.3 skilles (6.D.=4.0) and
intermediate students mastered 4.8 skills (8,D.=3.%5), but
advanced students mastered only 2.6 skilles (6.D.=2.1). These
student achievement data showed little change from the fall
to the spring term. The differaences are largely attributable
to the number of skills tested at each level. The beginning
and intermediate levels tests contain 23 skille} the advanced
lovel test contains i35 skills, Students at the advanced
level have fewer and more difficult skills to master than
students at the lower levels, because the skills are arranged
in order of increasing difficulty.

Success in meeting the evaluation objective does not
necessarily translate into success in content area classes.
A beginning E.8.L. student, for eéample, who meets the
evaluation objective on the CREST does not necessarily have
sufficientl y-developed English skills to pass an E.S.L.

content area class in science or social studies.

-20~
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1V. CONCLUBIONB AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The widespread avajlability of E.B.L. content area
classes provided LEP studants with & valuable transition
between E.8.L classes and mainstream subject area classes.
The concrete support which funded E.8.L./Bilingual Program
staff gave to tax~levy E.S8.L. content area teachers
represented an important coordinated effort.

Nevertheless, the full value to students of E.S.L.
content area classaes remains to be realized. Few teachers of
these classes had training in E.G.L. mathodology. Thay weras
far more likely to explain unfamiliar vocabulary words than
to deal with the syntax or irregular verbs which LEP students
might find particularly confusing. The ¢urther dovofopmnnt
and distribution of model curriculum by funded E.8.L. program
staff should, however, be of considerable value to E.S.L.

content area teachers, especially to those with less

experien~e integrating subject matter with language skills.

8.D.8.8 faced several constraints. Providing training ’
to tax-levy E.S.L. content area teachers added to the
8.D.8.8" workload. The dispersal of E.S.L. content area
teachers among their various subject-srea departments also
meant that 5.D.S.s could not readily schedule group training
meetings. One-on-one training sessions, while effective, were

more time-consuming than Qroup sessions and constituted an
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additional drain on the 6.D0.8.w’ limited time,

Students neoeded to take contant area classes required
for graduation. As a result, staff at almost all of the
schoo)s visited placed E.B.L. students in content area
classes on the basis of their curriculum needs, not on the
basis of their E.S.L. level. Beginning E.8.L. sntudents had to
grasp subject matter they would probably have found
challenging in their native language at the same time that
they found thamselves confronted with unfamiliar English
syntax and vocabulary. In some classes, these students
received valuable help $rom sxperienced E.B.L. content area
teachers, from educational assistants, from other, more
English-fluent students, and from curriculum designed
spacifically for the naw immigrant. Gome of the E.S.L.
students, however, had English skills too limited for them to
absorb the same material presented to mainstream and English-
dominant students. In one of the schools visited, students
who should have been placed in bilingual content area classes
were placed in E.S.L. content area classes bacause of &
shortage of bilingual teachers.

The E.S.L. program was generally successful in meeting
its porfbrnanc. objective: to have 70 percent of program
participants master one English syntax objective for every 20
days of instruction. Slightly over 60 percent of beginning

E.S.L. students and 79 percent of intermediate students met
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the performance objective both terms, However, success in
meating the evaluation objective does not necessarjly
translate into success in content area classes. A beginning
€.6.L. student who masters elementary skills might lack the
vocabulary and syntax to comprehend content area material.,

Based on the evaluation findingsa, it is recommended
thats

}

e E.B8.L. content area teachers participste in on-site
group training sessions and, if possible, in centrally-
held training sessions.

® All E.B.L. content area teachers whose classes contain
large numbers of beginning E.B.L. students receive
€.8.L. tr.‘n‘nq.

® Project administrators sncourage coordination between a
school’s E.B.L. program and ite E.G.L. content area
teachers and between the E.S.L. program and the
chairpeople of departments which offer E.S.L. content
araea classes.

*
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