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PREFACE

This report summarizes the results of data collection during the

first year of the three-year Longitudinal Evaluation Phase of the

study, "The National Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of

Services for Language-Minority Limited-English-Proficient Students."

This report summarizes the characteristics of the study's students,

services and schools. As in any such study, to get the full meaning

from initial data it is necessary to wait until follow-up data have

been collected so that data from different points in the study can

be analyzed with respect to each other. Thus, the present report

must be regarded as preliminary and partial, and for the full

richness that comes with longitudinal data it will be ne..:essary to

wait for the final report based on data from all three years of the

study. The data collection and analyses were performed by

Development Associates, Inc., in affiliation with the Research

Triangle Institute, during the years 1984-1986.
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Chapter 1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Since the late 1960s, the number and diversity of special services

provided to language-minority limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students

have increased tremendously. A constant flow of non-English speaking

fAmigrants as well as passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968 and

legislative actions in many states am localities have stimulated school

districts to increase the number of instructional services specifically

designed to meet the educational needs of LM-LEP children. As federal,

state, and local government involvement in this area has grown, w too have

policy-makers' needs for accurate information on the different kinds of

services being provided to LM-LEP students and how they affect these

students' performance in all- !nglish-medium classrooms. To address this

need for accurate information, in 1982 the U.S. Department of Education

funded the "National Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of

Services for Language-Minority Limited-English-Proficient Students." The

study consists of two phases: the Descriptive Study and the Longitudinal

Study.

lA A. TM DESCRIPTIVE STUDY

The descriptive phase of this study, carried out by Development

Associates between December of 1983 and September of 1984, focused on

describing the special, language-related services LM-LEP students receive in

public schools in the United States (regardless of the source of funding

these scrvices), and on estimating the numb, of LM-LEP students in grades

K-6 receiving special, language-re:Ited services.

The Descriptive Study's findings were based on a national probability

sample of 19 states, and 4ithin them 191 public school districts. Within

these districts, data were obtained concerning 520 schools, 4,061 teachers

27
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of LH-LEP students in grades 1-5, and 1,665 IL-LEP students in the first

and third gradel. The data were collected in 1983 by mail questionnaire,

telephone interview and site visits. Visits were made to 80 of the study's

school districts and to 360 schools within these districts.

The findings from that phase of the study are presented in the report

LEP Students: Characteristics and School Services (Young et al., 1985).

18 B. THE THREE-YEAR LONGITUDINAL STUDY AND STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

Data colle'ztion for the Longitudinal Study began in the fall of 1984.

The study's basic plan calls for a three-year study of two cohorts of

students (first-graders and third-graders) in a national sample of schools

selected from the Descriptive Study. Data collection and tabulation has now

been completed for the first of the three years, and this report preseuts

the results.

The goal of the Longitudinal Study is to acquire an understanding of the

degree to which educational lervices provided to language-minority

limiteE-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students in grade levels 1 through 5 are

effeciAve in assisting such students to function successfully in

all-English-medium classrooms. The major objectives of the study are:

to determine the degree to which services provided are effective
collectively in enabling LH-LEP students in grade levels 1 through 5
to function successfully in all-English-medium classrooms; and

to determine which clusters of services are most effective under
specific conditions.

The focus of the study is on the effectiveness of educational services

provided to LM-LEP students, Lziardless of the source of funding. Thus, the

goal of the study extends beyond an examination of services provided by ESEA

Title VII. However, it should be noted that a component of the Jtudy is to

assess the consequencs of ESEA Title VII policy and funding on the provision

of effective services.
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Somewhat more precisely, the objective of the study may be viewed as

providing answers to five questions of major concern to Congress, the

Department of Education, and educators at the state and local levels. The

first question concerns the general effects of special LM-LE? services,

irrespective of teaching methods or languages used or the content taught, on

the LM-LEP students who receive them. The second question looks at the

relative effects of the different special LM-LEP services and combinations

of these services ("service clusterr") on the recipients. The third

question is concerned specifically with English-proficient students who

participate in special services for LM-LEP students, while the fourth

pertains specifically to LM-LEP students whose parents refuse to permit them

to receive special services. The fifth major study question probes

consequences of ESEA Title VII policy and funding. The major study

questions are presented below.

A. What are the effects of the special services provided for LM-LEP
students in grades 1-5 in terms of the LM-LEP student's ability to
functic effectively in all-English-medium classrooms?

B. How do the various combi.natilra of special services ("service
clusters") provided for LM-LLP students in grades 1-5 compare in
terms of the effectiveness ;Ira whiet recipients subsequently can
function in all-English-medium classrooms?

C. What are the characteristics of English-proficient recipients of
special services for LM-LEP students, and how does the receipt of
these services affect the academic performance of these students,
overall and when analyzed in terms of language background?

D. What are the characteristics of LM-LEP students whose parents refuse
ta permit them to participate in special LM-LEP services, and how
does the non-rece:pt of these services affect their academic
performance?

E. What have been the consequences of ESEA Title VII policy and funding
on provision of effective services for LM-LEPs?

The results of the Longitudinal Study will be Lased on a detailed

a.tlysis of the instruction, personal and home characteristics, and academic

achievement of a sample of approximately 10,000 first grade and third grade

students enrolled in 18 school districts across the United States. An

overview of the study's theoretical framework, its design, and how it was

implemented in the first year of the study are presented in Chapter 2 of

this report.

DIETZLONIZNT ASSOCIATIA. INC.



1-4

Part II of the report (Chapters 3-5) provides basic descriptive findings

about the study's students awl schools. Chapter 3 focuses on the students'

home and parent characteristics, and Chapter 4 focuses on student

demographics, language proficiencies, and academic aptitude. Chapter 5

describes characteristics and practices of the study's schools.

Part III of the report (Chapters 6 and 7) describes instructional

practices from several perspectives. Chapter 6 describes the amount and

nature of instruction received by students in the study, the instructional

materials they use, and the orgazation of their learning environment. The

focus of Chapter 7 is on particular sets or clusters of services, both at

specific points of time and across the entire school year.

Part IV of the report (Chapters 8 and 9) presents data for the study's

main outcome measures. Specifically, Chapter 8 deals with student academic

achievement and performance, while Chapter 9 treats other types of outcome

data collected in Year 1.

The last section of the report, Part V, presents a summary of the most

salient findings from Year 1 of the study (Chapter 10) and the implications

of these findings for the study's future conduct.

In summary, this report presents the results of the data collection

during the first year of the three-year Longitudinal Study. As in any such

study, to get the full meaning from initial data it is necessary to wait

until follow-up data have been collected so that data collected at different

times can be analyzed with respect to each other. Thus, the present report

necessarily must be regarded as preliminary and partial. For the full

richness that comes with longitudinal data it will be necessary to wait for

the final report based on data from all three years of the study.

3265B
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Chapter 2. OVERVIEW OF STUDY DESIGN AND nflumarnmoN

2A A. INTRODUCTION

The design of the study WPS Jeveloped out of two main conceptual

considerations. The first involved an approach to the definition of the

types of educationsa services received by LH-LEP students. In this

approach, services for instructional progrmns are categorized into one of

various major sets or clusters of services (we will call them "service

clusters"). Essentially, this is a child-centered rather than program-

centered orientation to instructional services. This orientation is based

nn an assumption that children in the same class or instructional program

can have quite different instructional experiences because of differences in

their native-language and English-language proficiency. In this approach

information on the instructional experience of each student is obtained and

analyzed separately, thus enabling children in the same classroom to be

designated as in different service cl sters. By utilizing such an approach

we avoid the confusion which is likely when popular hut non-specific terms

such as "bilingual program," "transitional bilingual )rogram," "ESL program"

or "mainstream program" are used.

The second consideratiou guiding the design of the study was that of a

conceptual model for predicting LM-LEP student outcomes. This model was

bage.-.! on the literatures on academic achievement pertaining to monolingual

students, language minority students, and bilingual students. The

literature review focused particularly on research on: effective schools,

effective teaching, second language acquisition, and the academic

achievement of language minority students. Based on the literature review a

sit of major variables was identified, and a conceptual model defining

' ely relationships among these variables was described. The study's data

collection instruments and preliminary analysis plans were then developed

from the predictive model.

0
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The purposes of this chapter are to outline and describe these two key

aspects of the study's conceptual base, to provide an overview of the

study's research plan, and then to describe briefly the implementation of

the study's first year in the field. Provided here is information which we

believe to be sufficient for most readers to understand the basis fc.r the

chapters which follow. Additional detail is available in the appendices and

supplementary reports.

2B B. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2B.- TEE PREDICTIVE MODEL

It was important to begin the study with an understanding of the types

of factors that are related to the academic success of students in general,

and of LM-LEP students in particular. An importc.nt step in this process

was a review of the literature on factors associated with academic

achievement of elementary grade level students, literature which for the

most part concerns monolingual English-speaking children. This review was

then supplemented by a review of literature focusing on the second language

acquisition of young children, and a review of the literature on academic

achievement of minority students in particular. The findirgs of the

literature review (Zehler, 1983 a,b,c) were summarized and reported within

four areas:

research on school climate and school effects,
research on instructional and classroom variables,
research on effects of programs/services, and
eesearch on family/community/home variables.

Within each of these areas the findings for monolinual English-speaking

children were considered in conjunction with additional factors or emphastas

that relate to the academic achievement and second language acquisition of

LM-LEP students.

33
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A second step in developing the model involved a review of previous

models of schooling and achievement. Some of these models concern

monolingual English-speaking children (e.g., Carroll, 1963; Cooley-Leinhardt,

1975; Bloom, 1976; Wiley and Harnischfeger, 1974), although their implica-

tions are certainly not limited to these children. Other models are focused

on LM-LEP students (e.g., Tikunoff, 1982; Cummins, 1979; Morine-Dershimer,

1981). The objective of the review was to provide a comprehensive model

reflecting the empirical findings and best judgments of prior researchers as

a guide for the design and analytic planring of the study at hand.

Results of these efforts directed toward model-building are presented in

Tables 2.1 and 2.2. Table 2.1 lists the variables judged to be most

important, and Table 2.2 suggests a relationship among the various

categories of variables. In the model, the relationships all focus on the

effect of instruction on the student's academic performance. While many

different interrelationships could be studied, the model provides a

convenient way of focusing on the major question of the study: How do

school services received by LM-LEP studonts affect their academic

performance in the English language?

2B.2 SERVICE CLUSTERS

For this longitudinal st-Ay a Service Cluster is defined as a set of

instructional services provided to a particular student over a particular

period of time. Two characteristics of service clustirs are especially

noteworthy. First, insofar as possible, service clusters are based on what

programs actually do, on what services are actually received, and not on

program goals or official rhetoric. Second, service clusters are

child-centered. The focus is on the set of services individual children

receive, without regard to whether the same set of services are provided to

most or hardly any other children like them in their classroom or by one or

more than one teacher.

In the earlier, dtscriptive phase of this study, data were gathered and

services were identified and clustered in a nationally representative sample

of schools. The basis for clustering services wks,both conceptual and
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TABLE 2.1. Longitudinal study variables

Family Background

Socioeconomic status
Parent's/guardian's education
Extent of English use in the home
Home learning opportunities in English
Parent's/guardian's interest in education

Student Background Characteristics

Student's age
Student's prior educational background
Student's language group
Student's grade level at beginning of study

Student Language Proficiency and Academic Aptitude

Intellectual reasoning aptitude
Oral proficiency in the native language
Oral proficiency in English
Froficiency in English language arts
Proficiency in mathematics

School Background and Schooling_Characteristics

Percent of LM-LELe in school
Percent of LM-LEPs in each language group
Percent of LM-LEPs of the same language group as the student
School emphasis on academics and basic skills
Instructional leadership by principal
Extent of English use by students with Listructional staff and peers
outside of instructional school time

Instructional Staff/Classroom Characteristics

Educational background
Teaching experience in elementary school
Experience teaching LM-LEP elementary school students
Philosophy/attitude toward instruction of LM-LEP students
Instructional staff's proficiency in the native language and in English

Instructional Environment

Student/teacher ratios
Grouping practices
U30 of aides
Coerdination of instruction
Percent of students from same background
Materials used
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TABLE 2.1 (continued)

Instructional Services Received

Total instructional hours in English language arts
Total instructional hours in math
Use of the native language for instruction of academic subject

areas
Instruction in native language arts
Special instruction in English
Use of simplified English
Rate of change in use of native language in instruction
Attendance

Outcomes

Achievement in English language arts
Achievement in mathematics
Teacher ratings of academic performance in English and math
Teacher ratings of student classroom participation/behavior
Grade advancement

E3
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TABLE 2.2. A predictive model for LH-LEP student academic outcomes

FAMILY

BACKGROUND

SCIPIOL

CHARACTERISTICS

37

IISTUDENT

DENOGRAPHIC AND
ACADEMIC
BACKGROUND

TEACHING STAFF I

MARACTERISTICC

1--INSTRUCTIONAL 40
ENVIRONMENT

STUDENT LANGUAGE
KOFICIENCT AND

ACADEMIC
APTITUDE

INSTRUCTIONAL
INTERACTION

OUTCOME
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empirical. The variables comprising the clusters were drawn from a

literature review of previously developed typologies of services for LM-LEP

students and their critiques (e.g. Fishman and Lovas, 1972; Mackey, 1978;

Troike, 1981; Krashen, 1981; Baker and de Kanter, 1961; and NCBE, 1985),

iiscussions with practitioners and researchers, and our own knowledge of the

field. The manner in which the variables are combined was guided both by

the literature and the distributions actually found in the field.

In the Descriptive Study, data were collected only once during the year,

and were collectee about groups of LM-LEP students within each elementary

school rather than about individual students. Based on those data, five

basic types or clusters of services :Imerged:

Type - ldent's native language (Spanish, Cti.lese, etc.) is used
almost exclusively;

Type B--there is substantial and continued use of ,*.he students' native
language and of English for instruction;

Type C--there is a systematic change from initially predominant use of
students' native language to a predominant use of English in
instruction;

Type D--essentially all instruction is in English, but with special
instruction in English language arts for LM-LEP students; and

Type E--all instruction is in English with no special services
provided to LM-LEP students.

Table 2.3 provides nationally representative distributional data

regarding the clusters of services available to first-grade LM-LEP students

from the predominant language minority group within each of the Descriptive

Study's schools. Basically the same pattern was found for third-grade

students.

For the current Longitudinal Study, minor revisions were made in the

service cluster schema used in the Deocriptive Study. In the Longitudinal

Study it has been possible to obtain detailed information on the instruction

received by each LM-LEP student in the study and to gather this information

at several points in time. Thus, the service cluster designations for the

Longitudinal Study are more precise characteristics of the services received

by each of the study's LM-LEP students than are the clusters used in the

Descriptive Study.
r'
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TABLE 2.3. Percentage of schools and students for typical service clusters
for first-grade LK-LEP students from the predominant
language-minority group; based on Descriptive Study

Service Cluster Type

National
Percentage
of Schools

National
Percentage
of LM-LEP
Students*

A. Native Language Prtmary 3% 7%

B. Continued Instruction in
the Native Language and

11 26

English

C. Change in Language 29 40
Instruction

D. All English with Special 51 25

Instruction in English

E. All English without Special 6 1

Instruction in English

Total of Primary Clusters 100% 100%

*
Column percentages do not add to 100 because of rounding.

The service clusters and the five variables compricang them which arl

used in the Longitudinal Study are presented in Table 2.4. For the

Longitudinal Study, services are categorized into six major cluster groups,

including 32 specific clusters. Three of the major clusters (A, B and C)

are situations in which the students native language is used to a

significant extent, and three o: them not. The three clusters in which only

English is used (D, E and F) differ with respect to whether the students

receive special instruction in English.

Since the Longitudinal Study data on servic2s are to be collected

over three years, it will be possible to determine sequences or patterns of

services within and across years for each of the LK-LEP students in the

40
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TABLE 2.4. Instrucaonal service clusters

ZIIJ Custer Variable

Cluster Type

smist of
Native Leasoage

Nem la

Non-languago arts Instructiaea

Special
lastroctios
la Sagliek

Provided

lie. et IlLsellfis41116.
Raglieb for

Noo-Iongusge Arts
instruction

of Simplified
togliah for

Millais
Instroctiom

_
instrectima
la Native
Imagoes.

Arts

A. lestruction Pcimmozily Doing Native Lensuage
Al

A2
Al
A4

S. Instruction using Both Native and Anglisb

Lassoes.. Ixtensively
III

112

Ill

114

IS

116

SP

BB

C. laphaals on English. with Some Instruction lisiog

Native Language
CI

C2

C3
C4

CS
C.
C7

CS

D. Instruction Dein. Smallish. with Special
lestructios in Ilitglish

DI

1)2

Ul
1)4

DS
1)6

1)7

PS

R. Instruction Veins Inglish. with NO Special

Instruction la English
RI

112

113

F. All Inst:octios la English. with No Special

1.0 Service

Nigh use of the native language

Moderate use of . ..1ye Isms.

.

Low use of the aative language

Minimal or mo ues of the motive
lensusge

Minimal or no use of the

native language

Minimal or uw, ues of the

net 111. laariage

Tes/mob
Tem/mo
Tee/mo
Tes/no

Tee/mo
Tom/me
Tom/no
Toe;-se

Toa/am
Tes/mo

Tes/as
Tem/me

Tes/no
Tom/ma
Tes/no
Tam/mo
Tem/00
VaidaG

Tem/mt.

Tem/ao

Tem
Tee

Tem

Tem

Tem

Tes

Tem

Yes

No

No

No

No

Tos/aob
Tms/mo
Tee/no
Tee/au

Tee
Toe
No
No
Tem

Tem
No
No

Toe

Tee

No
No
Tem
Yea

No
No

Tem
Tee

No
No
Tee
.cm

No
No

Tem in at least

No

Tee In at /react

No

Tea
No

Teo
No

Tes
No
Tea
No

Tmo
No

Tea
No

Tem
No
Tea
No
Teo
No
Teo
No

Tem
No
Tem
No

Tee
No
Tem
No

one column S

I

No

oos column

I

Nu

Teo
Tea
No
No

Tee
Tee
Tea
Toe
N.
No
No
No

Tem
Tem

Teo
Tem
No
No
No
Nu

Tom
Tee
Tes
Tee
No
No
No
No

Tee

Tee

Ito

No

a Nos-language arts instruction includes Meth. Science. sad Social Studies' (including Ethalc Neriasige).
b Notations mood in thim table indicate the followissi Tes/m. - TUe variable may or may aot presant;

-
instruction or primarily use of simplified Kaglish for

English in both non-language arts instruction and

I

Tem in at least one column - There is primarily use of simplified English tor soil-language arts
or there is primarily simplifiedEngliah language arts instructios;

English language art, instruction.
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study. In Chapter 7 we describe various patterns of service clusters which

were identified during the study's first year and we designate a set of nine

of these as Cluster c'equences. Data analyses are presented both in terms of

specific clusters and in terms of patterns of clusters.

Finally, it should be noted that the variables comprising the

Longitudinal Study's clusters closely parallel those used in the Descriptive

Study. However, the concept of change in the use of g. atudents' native

language, which was incorporated in the Descriptive Study's Cluster "C," is

now a part of the "cluster sequences," with each of the clusters in the

Longitudinal Study defined in terms of the services students receive at a

given point in time.

C. OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH PLAN

The basic plan calls for a three-year longitudinal study of two cohorts

of students ln a national sample of schools selected from those in the

190-84 Descriptive Study. The three years are: school years 1984-85,

1985-86, and 1986-87.

As shown on Table 2.5, the first cohort, Cohort A, consists of students

who were in grade 1 during the first year of the study (1984-85) and who are

expected to be in grade 2 the second year and grade 3 the third year. The

TABLE 2.5. Summary of 3-year longitudinal plan

Grade level of
students during

Cohort 1984-85

A Grade 1
Grade 3

Grade level of most of :he
students durin :

1985-86 1986-87

Grade 2
Grade 4

Grade 3
Grade 5

4
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second cohort, Cohort B, consists of students who were in grade 3 the first

year and who are expected to be in grades 4 and 5 during the second and

third years respectively. Throughout this report we use grade-level and

alphabetic designations for the two cohorts interchangeably. The grade-level

designations are more readily interpretable, but since a small number of

students had already transferred from grade 1 and grade 3 by the end af the

study's first year, the alphabetic designation is slightly more precise. In

the second and third years of the study, when there will be much more

variation in grade-levels within the two cohorts, the alphabetic

designations will be used almost exclusively.

The sample of students was planned to be large enough to allow for

expected attrition, and once the students were selected and the rosters

closed in the winter of 1984, no cases were added to the sample. Students

are not to be dropped from the 4tady merely because they have ceased to be

designated as LM-LEP or to receive special services; the plan is to continue

following them for the full three years, to see how they fare in an

all-English environment. Also, to the extent resources permit, students

will be followed and maintained in the study even when they leave the

original study schools.

Datc are being collected regarding school districts, schools,

principals, instructional personnel, and students. The focus of the study,

however, is students, not schools or districts. Thus data about districts,

schools, and school principals are being used as auxiliary data about those

students in the corresponding districts and schools; data about teachers are

used as auxiliary data applying to students in those teachers' classes.

The student sample consists of three categories of students. They are

as follows:

LM-LEPs--language-minority limited-English-proficient students
(LM-LEPs). These are students officially designated by their schools
as LM-LEP during the first year of the study. They may or may not
have ever received special language related services. This is the
category of principal interest to the study.

EP/LISEnglish-proficient (EP) students who, when the study began,
were receiving some instructional services designed for LM-LEP
students. This category of students ir sometimes referred to as

4
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EP/LIS in this report (English-Proficient/LM-LEP Instructional
Services). These students are included in the study in order to
make it possible to investigate the effects on achievement level that
result from providing bilingual or other forms of LEP instructional
services to English-proficient children.

EP/Comp--English-proficient students who have never been classified as
LM-LEP and who have never received instructional services designed for
LM-LEP students. This category of English-proficient students is
included in the study primarily as a comparison group. This category
of students is sometimes referred to in this report as EP/Comp. After
longitudinal data have been collected in the second and third years of
the study we expect both the Lv-LEP and EP/LIS gmups will be compared
with the EP/Comp group.

Baseliae data were collected in the fall of 1984, and a preliminary set

of outcome measures were collected in the spring of 1985. The plan is to

collect subsequent sets of outcome data in the spring of the second and

third years of the study (i.e., Spring 1986 and Spring 1987). The Fall 1984

baseline data and all outcome data except the very last set (Spring 1987)

are all to serve as control measures for subsequent outcome measures.

The study was planned with an overlap of the two cohorts at grade 3. A

major purnose of this is to provide some information about the extent to

which the LM-LEP students in the first-grade and third-grade cohorts are

comparable. We know in advance that they do not represent exactly the same

population, since by the time the grade 1 LM-LEPs reach grade 3 many of them

will have become English-proficient. Such students are represented in our

grade 1 cohort during all three years of the study, but they are excluded

from the grade 3 cohort, which is defined to consist only of students who

were classified as LM-LEP when they were in grade 3. The grade 3 cohort

includes some students continuing to receive special services after two or

more years of special instruction as well as some students who are new

immigrants to this country and therefore began receiving services at an

older age than LM-LEP students in the grade 1 group. For analyses in which

direct equivalence of the two cohorts is essential, this will be achievable

by means of dropping some students from the analysis. Students dropped

would include grade 1 cohort students who when they reach grade 3, would not

have becr eligible for the grade 3 cohort and grade 3 students who would not

have been eligible for the grade 1 cohort. This kind of analysis will not

be appropriate (or even possible), however, until all the longitudinal data

have been collected at the end of three years.

4 5
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2D D. THE SAMPLE

I/

11
The sites for the longitudinal study were a subset of those in the

Descriptive Study. In the Descriptive Study, a national probability sample

I/
of 200 schools had been selected for intensive site visits, including

collection of student-level data and the subsequent determination of the

service cluste,.s existing at the schools. The specific schools selected in

the sample of 200 and the 80 school districts containing those schools

represent the feame from which all the Longitudinal Study districts and

almost all of the Longitudinal Study schools were selected.

11 To minimize student unit costs (by reducing fixed site costs), it was

decided to limit the student sample for the longitudinal study to

11
approximately 20 LEAs, and within each of these LEAs to select a carefully

chosen subset of schools, rather than necessarily including all of the LEA's

1/

schools that were in the Descriptive Study.

Although the principal selection criteria were directed at the school

level, one general district requirement was imposed. Specifically, to meet

minimum within-district sample size needs for conducting within-site

analyses, districts reporting fewer than 200 LM-LEPs altogether in grade 1

or grade 3 (as reflected in responses to Questionnaire No. 1 of the

Descriptive Study or in other sources in the absence of that datum) were

excluded from further consideration.
1

As a result of the nature of the

I/
initial selection procedure, the remaining districts are representative of

all districts nationally having total LM-LEP counts of 200 or greater in

botl, grade 1 and grade 3. (Districts previously refusing or otherwise

unable to participate were also excluded for obvious reasons.) In

1Note that the remaining districts are still representative of all districts
nationally having total LEP counts of 200 or greater in grades 1 and 3. These
districts represent a national population of districts estimated to contain 74.7%
of all public school LM-LEPs in grade 1 and and 75.2% of the corresponding grade 3
students.

I/ 4 i;
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accordance with the considerations discussed above it was decided thar

within geographic region,
1

districts were to be chosen on the basis of the

characteristics of the LM-LEP students and the service clusters present in

the schools within the district. This implici that districts with greater

representation of non-Hispanic LM-LEP students and those with rare service

clusters (i.e., Clusters A and E) should be oversampled to allow greater

variation in analysis; it also suggested that attempts should be made to

provide reasonable representation of cluster types.
2

'California, Texas, Rocky Mountain, Midwest, Northeast, and Southeast.

2An important decision in connection with the sample was whether it must be a
purely probability sample. For a purely descriptive or normative study to bc
dependably accurate, it is virtually imperative that results be based on a
probability sample of the population to whom the norms are to apply. It is for
this reason that for the Descriptive Phase of the study, the samples of
districts, schools, teachers, and students all were true probability samples.
For the Longitudinal Study, howevet, the situation is entirely different. This
is essentially a relational study rather than a descriptive study. We are
investigating the relation between kinds of services provided and the outcomes of
those services for LM-LEP students in general and also for specific categories of
such students. For relational studies of this sort, it is of primary importeriee
to tune all the important elements of the population well represented, 15,;.t it
does not really matter whether they are represented in the precise proportions in
which they are found in the population. This is true because the study is
intended to determine what happens within various segments of the populat.Lon and
to compare these outcomes for different segments, rather than to combine them
with the goal of getting an overall composite. A central purpose of the study is
to Lompare outcomes for students receiving different clusters of servicesrather
than to combine these various groups of students to find the outcome for an
undifferentiated composite of all groups. Thus, it was judged appropriate to go
beyond the Descriptive Study's sample and to supplement the Longitudinal Study
with schools which had particular types of services or students important to the
Longitudinal Study's design.

4 7
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2D.1 SELECTING THE DISTRICT SAMPLE

To allow for the inability of some of the selected districts to

participate, slightly more districts were included in our initial selection

than we planned to have in the final sample. After excluding districts that

did not meet the minimum size in terms of LM-LEP population and a few other

diotricts that were known to be unable to participate, Descriptive Study

districts in 11 states remained. Together, these states contained over 81

percent of the -stimated number of LM-LEP elementary school students in the

United States, and represented a range of demographic and geographic charac-

teristics and of state level involvement in the provision of special

services for LM-LEPs. An initial sample of districts, including at least

one ;from each of the 11 states was selected. As anticipated not all of them

were able to participate and the final sample consisted of 18 districts,

located in 10 states. Table 2.6 identifies the districts in the final

district sample, and also shows the initial numbers of schools Rnd students

included in the study from each district.

2D.2 THE SCHOOL SAMPLE

Schools were to be selected within chosen districts on the basis of

similar criteria. Schools containing fewer than 10 LM-LEP students in both

grades 1 and 3 were to be excluded from consideration, and schools with

greater representation of non-Hispanic LM-LEP students and those with rare

service clusters were to be ,,versampled. Service cluster diversity was

CRsired within and among the chosen schools within a particular district to

facilitate within district comparisons.

The need for adequate diversity in the school sample led to the decision

that somewhere in the vicinity of 100 schools (plus or minus 20 percent)

would be about right.

The final school

schools. Almost all

sample. Six schools

into the sample.

sample, from the 18 districts, consisted of 86

of these schools had also been in the Descriptive Study

that had not been in the Descriptive Study were brought

4
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TABLE 2.6. Districts in longitudinal study and corresponding numbers of schools and students

STATE
No. of
Districts DISTRICT

NO. OF STUDENTS*

No. of
schools

Cohort A Cohort B

LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp

California 4 Los Angeles 10 1542 367 42 1254 369 54

San Francisco 5 254 18 35 220 24 29

Oxnard 3 188 162 29 175 133 31

Richmond 4 81 57 58 85 32 56

Florida 1 Dade County (includ( i Miami) 5 320 0 42 178 0 60

'Illinois 1 Chicago 6 369 0 64 274 0 57

Massachusetts 1 Boston 6 176 0 51 183 0 52

Minnesota 1 St. Paul 6 120 0 50 90 0 46

New Jersey 1 Newark 4 310 0 38 166 0 31

New Mexico 2 Espanola 5 199 56 0 157 84 0

Gadsden School District
(Anthony, NM) 4 289 81 19 289 88 35

New York 2 tik.el York City District 19 3 154 226 0 81 132 0

New York City District 30 4 140 0 36 61 7 25

Ohio 1 Cleveland 4 207 0 26 149 0 20

Texas 4 Dallas 4 225 0 47 158 3 41

Brownsville 4 461 0 16 430 0 16

San Antonio School District 4 196 30 0 59 23 0

Edgewood School District

15 (in San Antonio) 5 310 0 0 213 0 0
51

TOTAL 18 86 5541 997 553 4,22 895 553
it

*Before attrition.
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As shown in Table 2.6, the number of schools per district varied from a

low of 3 to a high of 10, with the mean at 4.8 and the mode at 4. Table 2.7

shows the representation of native languages within the 86 selected schools.

2D.3 THE STUDENT SAMPLE

As previously indicated, the research plan called for selecting the

following three categories of students:

a) LM-LEP students

b) English-proficient students receiving some (or all) instructional

services designed for LM-LEP students (EP/LIS)

c) English-proficient students who had never been classified as

LM-LEP and had never received the special instructional services

designed for LM-LEP students (EP/COmp)

The minimum sample target size was set at 9000 LM-LEP students (divided

between the grade 1 and grade 3 cohorts). This was deemed an adequate

number to allow for the expected attrition. Virtually all LM-LEP students

in grades 1 and 3 in the 86 schools of the sample were selected. The basic

exception to the "select all" rule was that LM-LEP students in self-contained

special education classes were not included in the study. With this one

exception, LM-LEP students were included irrespective of the type of

insteuctional services they receivec, and all service cluster types (see

Table 2.4) are represented in the sample, including students in clusters E

and F who receive no language-related services. Including all types of

LM-LEP students permits investigating the relationships between types of

instruction, characteristics of students, and academic performance.

51
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TULE 2.7. Distribution a native languages of LM-LEP studsnts

in LonsitudiseA Study sample

CategorY

So. of
Cases

Mo. of
Casa.

Cohort'
A

Cohort
3

Cohort

Language A

Cohort
8

*mance Languages 4779 3621 Spemish 4672 3538

Portuguese 84 56

French 1 o

Italian 6 10

lomanian 13 12

french -based Creole 3 5

Other European 7 4 German 1 0

Languages:
Sungarian (Magyar) 5 1

Latin alphabet Czach 1 0

Polish 0 1

English-based Creole 0 2

Other Buropean 25 23 Greek 22 22

Languages:
Sussiam 7 0

Son-Latin alphabet Armanian 1 0

Serbo*Croatian 0 1

Native u :2 Tim 0 9

American
Chippewa (Ojibwa) 0 2

Languages
Sayre 0 1

0ther: 104 60 n.01488116 61 36

Latin
Turkish 1 o

a lpha bet
Malay 1 0
Milano (Tagalog) 37 21

Ilocano 2 1

Visayan 0 1

Sasman 2 1

Chinese 221 226 Chines* (unspecified) 179 185

Cantonese (Toisan) 35 27

Mandarin 2 3

Wu 5 11

Other 279 215 Aeharic (Ethoplan) 1 2

Afghan (Dari, Pashto.
Pashto) 2 1

Arabic 63 44

Syriac 0 1

Bengali 1 0

Mien 5 10

Tarsi (Iranian.
Persian) 5 0

Among 86 70

Japanese 4 0

Rindi (and related) 8 3

Gujarati 0 2

Punjabi 1 2

Urdu 4 1

Zorean 64 43

Lao 7 14

Cambodian (Moor) 24 19

Thai (Siamese) 2 3

Mot Know 126 61 126 61

TOTAL 5541 4222

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. rizo.
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For the EP comparison group, it was decided to select 10-15 students

from grade 1 and 10-15 from grade 3 in each school. These students were

selected at random from all first and third graders who were never

classified as LM-LEP and who had never received LM-LEP services.

In addition all grade 1 and grade 3 non-LEP students in the selected

schools who had never been designated by the school as LM-LEP and were

receiving LEP services were also selected. These students (the EP/LIS

group) were included in order to permit research concerning the effects of

LM-LEP instructional services on the academic achievement of students

already proficienL in English.

The composition of the final sample (before any attrition occurred) was

summarized in Table 2.6. Although estimates obtained directly from this

sample should not be regarded as population estimates, it will be possible,

as explainet in Section J of this chapter ("Generalizing from Study

Results"), to estimate some population values by using data from the

Descriptive Study in conjunction with data from the present study.

2E E. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND DATA SOURCES

A variety of questionnaires, rating forms, and data recording forms

were designed specially for this study. Some were to be completed by the

project's field staff; others by the teachers of the students in the sample;

and still others try school principals and district-level personnel. In

addition, appropriate levels of a commercially published achievement test,

the Stanford Achievement Test, were selected for use in pretesting and

posttesting student academic achievement; another commercially published

test, the Raven Progressive Matrices, was selected to provide a direct

measure of a nonlanguage aspect of general academic aptitude; and a rating

form, the Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR), was adapted for use in the

present study from an instrument which is widely used throughout the state

of Califorria to rate students' oral proficiency both in Englirh and in

their native language. A list of the instruments and their respondets for

each of the three years of:the study are presented in Table 2.8.

5 3 DITZLOPMINT ASSOCIATE& INC.
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TABLE 2.3. Data cJllection instruments

tali Year
Form Respondent 2 3

School District Policy Questionnaire District staff

School Statistical Summary Questionnaire School principal

School Principal Questionnaire School principal X

School Policies and Procedures Form School records and principal X X

Instructional Staff Questionnaire All teachers X X X

Student/Teacher Data Form Main teachers X X X

Student Instruction Record All teachers X X X

Student :erformance Record Main teachers X X

Parent/Home Questionnaire Parents of LM-LEP students X

Student Background Questionnaire School records and staff X X

Student Oral Proficiency Rating:
English (SOPR) Teachers of LM-LEP students X

Stuot Oral Proficiency Rating:
Native Language (SOPR) Teachers of LM-LEP students X

Academic Aptitude Measure (Raven
Progre,.sive Matrices)

Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM) Grade 1 students
Standard Progressive Matrices (SPM) Grade 3 students

(Stanford Achievement Tests:
English subtests:

Vocabulary
Reading comprehension;

Math subteits:
Concepts of Number
Computation
Applications

All students
All students

All students
All students
All students

*
Fall and spring for Grade 3 students; spring only for Grade 1.

5.;
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2E.1 RATIONALE FOR OUTCOME MEASURES

Objective measures of student academic performance are virtually

essential for a study such as the present one. Therefore, we undertook a

review of several of the major achievement test batteries that span at least

elementary school grades 1-5. Tie looked for a battery whose reaing

comprehension and mathematIcs applications items were most nearly free of

content which might be systematically unfamiliar to students from the

various laspage minority groups included in the study. We also wanted a

battery :11.3t was not already being used routinely in the schools in the

study at time lf the year other than that during which we planned to

test. Also, some overlap of the grade ranges for adjacent grades was

regarcsd as desirable, and it was required that the specific subtests or

sets of items which the resc.Arch design called for be availd'ule at all the

grade levels to be included in the study. The specific subtests we

considered important were:

a measure of reading comprehension;
a measure of comprehension of oral English;
a measure of computational ability;
a measure of ability to solva mathematical "word problems"; and
a measure of comprehension of mathematical concepts.

Taking the above considerations into account, we decided that the

Stanford Achievement Test m- ,r requirements at least as well as any other

and better than most. The levels to be used in various grades are shown in

Table 2.9. The subtests to be used in each battery are also shown in that

table. It may be noted from the table that the Primary 1 level of the test

(given in grade 1) combines computation and mathematics applications (i.e.,

word problems) in a single subtest instead of having them in two separate

subtests. Tbis creates no difficulties since it is possible for us to score

the two sets of itew- separately as well as together. Although the tests we

are using include none with a title indicating that it is a mear.re of oral

comprehension, the Vocabulary test fulfills this function since each test

item is read aloud by the person administering the test.

DIVZLOPICIENT ASSOCIATZS. INC.
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TABLE 2.9. Stanford Achievement lest levels and subtests to be used

Co-

hort Grade

Data
Collection
Period SAT Level

English
Subtests

Mathematics
Subtests

Rdg.

Comp. Vocab.
Concents Math Comput.
of No. Cert. Appl. + Appl.

A 1 Spr '85 Primary 1 x x x
2 Spr '86 Primary 2 x x x x
3 Spr '87 Primary 3 x x x x

3 Fall '84 Primary 2 x x x
3 Spr '85 Primary 3 x x x
4 Spr '86 Intermediate 1 x x x x

5 Spr '87 Intermediate 2 x x x x

In addition to Stanford Achievement Test scores, end-of-year ratings by

teachers are being collected on students' achievement in various aspecA of

English and mathematics. These ratings necessarily have s subjective

element which limits their utility as outcome measures for use in making

comparisons across school districts. However, they provide a measure of

students' relative abilities within their cAn academic context, and thus are

useful indicators of how well such students will perform in all-English-

tbedium classrooms within their own schools.

A third type of measure of student outcome is the rate at which LM-LEP

students become designated by their schools as English-proficient. Because

scho.)18 and districts differ in the criteria they use in definirg students

as English-proficient (Young, 1985), this potentially important measure must

be treated with extreme care. Thus, detailed data on schools' definitions

and operational criteria are being collected along with the simple

designation of studerit LM-LEP status each of the study's three years.

5 6
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2E.2 RATIONALE FOR "CONTROL VARIABLE" INSTRUMENTS

The need for control variables in a study such as this is critical.

The *erm "control variable" as used here refers to a variable that helps

prevent distortion of the results that might otherwise occur from different

instructional programs as a consequence of differential levels of ability

and potential amonp the students in the groups being compared or other

factors extraneous to the focus of the study.

Various different kinds of control variables were deemed desirable.

These include a baseline measure of academic ability level independent of

the child's language, an evaluation of the child's degree of oral

proficiency in English (and where fea ible in his or her native language)

and a measure of achievement in English and mathematics. Also included here

are measures of home context which prior research suggests may confound the

effect of the instructional treatment variables of primary interest. The

first of these variables (the baseline measure of academic ability) is

provided by the Raven Progressive Matrices, the second by the Student Oral

Proficiency Rating (SOPR), and the third by the Stanford Achievement Tests;

the home context measures are provided by a questionnaire developed

specifically for this study. The nature and rationale of these instruments

are described briefly below.

2E.2.a The Raven Progressive Matrices

The LM-LEP status of the students necessitated a nonverbal test--or

better yet, a nonlanguage test. (A nonverbal test is one that does not

require the respondent to read, write, or speak in taking the test, and

presumably does not require verbal skills in determining the answero to the

questions. A nonlanguage test is one that meets the requirements for a

nonverbal test and also meets one additional requirement--that it can be

administered entirely without the use of words, e.g., in pantomine.)

There are quite a few nonverbal testr available, but hardly any non-

language tests. The Raven Progressive Matrices is the best-known and most

widely used of the very few extant. It: las been used in countries all over

111,

r
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the world; furthermore it has been used with deaf children, speech-impaired

children, and LM-LEP children. The Raven has the important advantage that

several different levels have been develqped, so that there are levels

suitable for grade 1 :_nd for grade 3. In this connection another feature is

worth mentioning, which, though not a crucial factor in the selection of the

Raven, nevertheless constitutes an added plus. This is the fact that 24 of

the 36 items in the level used in grade 1 (the Coloured Progressive

Matrices) are identical to the first 24 items in the 60-item level used in

grade 3 (the Standard Progressive Matrices). Scoring these 24 items

separately (in addition to including them in the totals) enables us to

compare grade 1 Raven scores and grade 3 Raven scores more directly than

would otherwisa be possible.

Another consideration in selection of the Raven was that unlike many non-

verbal tests of general academic aptitude it would not have to be

administered individually. Administering a test individually to every

student in the study would have been out of the question in terms of the

project budget. But the Raven can be administered to small groups of

students. (For the grade 1 students it was generally administered in groups

of five to ten students while in grade 3 the groups were as large as 15

students.)

Some readers may wonder why we refer to the Raven as a measure of

general academic aptitude despite it3 nonverbal character and the well-known

fact that academic aptitude has a heavy verbal component. The resolutton of

this seeming paradox lies in the fact that although the test items in the

Raven are nonverbal, the ability they measure has been found for

English-proficient children to have a high correlation with intelligence

tests (even ones that have a heavy verbal component) and dills with general

academic aptitude. Thus it can be assumed to be a good measure of the

academic apt:tude of LM-LEP students, and to be substantially correlated

with verbal aptitude. This makes it ideal as a control variable--a variable

that can function as a covariate or as a predictor of expected gain in

achievement in determining whether the treatment variables (e.g., service

cluster and individual variables that characterize the mode of instruction)

have a positive or negative effect in comparison with what might be expected

in the absence of special instructional services for LM-LEP students.

DIVZLOPMINT ASSOCIA.M. INC.
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2E.2.b The Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR)

The Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR) was selecteci as the

instrument to be used for obtaining measures of student oral proficiency in

English and in the native language. A primary concern in selecting an oral

proficiency instrument was to obtain a measure of oral language proficiency

that would indicate the level of the students' ability to speak and to

understand speech within everyday classroom situations, as well as within

informal speech situations. A further requirement was the selection of an

instrument that utilized as naturalistic a testing situation as possible,

since many of the students in the study would be new to schooling overall

and, in particular, would not have any test-taking skills. A third concern

was to utilize an instrument which could be used to measure both English and

native language ability in comparable terms for the large number of language

groups expected to be represented in the study sample.

The limitations of many available oral proficiency tests were considered

a significant problem given these requirements. The tasks used in

commercially available tests frequently involve only very limited speaking

and understanding skills, or the scoring procedur2s are limited to a small

subset of language skills. The assessment situations required for the tests

range from paper alid pencil tests to individual interv4ew situations focused

on specific activities or on guided discussions. Despite this range in the

degree to which the tests provide a naturalistic language use situation,

they all require a certain "test-wiseness" (and willingness to speak freely

with an unfamiliar person) that many LM-LEP students do not have,

particularly in the lower grades. In addition, the range of languages which

can be assessed by any one test is not very large. The development of

comparable tests of the same nature for assessment of oral proficiency in

other languages would be very complex and costly.

The SOPR was found to fulfill all of the above requirements. The SOPR

is a rating instrument that is a slightly modified form of the Student Oral

Language Observation Matrix (SOLOM), an instrument used in California to

assist in student placements. The SOPR possesses the characteristics that

were of concern in our selection of an oral proficiency instrument. It is

5 9
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completely naturalistic in that it provides a measure of student proficiency

based on actual comprehension and production within formal and informal

classroom discourse situations. The data that form the basis of the teacher

ratings of student oral proficiency are the numerous classroom discourse

situations in which the teacher and the student have usee the language of

interest. Thus the data used are drawn from extensive daily interaction

with the student and are not limited to selected topic areas or selected

language skills. Since no specific assessment situation is required for the

rating, student reticence or test-wiseness is much less a factor in the

ratings. For these reasons, the SOPR ratings are expected to be more valid

for the study purposes than any scores obtained through the use of the tests

available commercially. Also, the general format of the SOPR is such that

it can be used for all language groups, provided tt'at there is a qualified

teacher available to rate the student in the native language. The SOPR

forms
1
--both the form for English and the form for the native language--

consist of five behaviorally anchored five-point scales: (A) Comprehension,

(B) Fluency, (C) Vocabulary, (D) Pronunciation, and (E) Gra: ler. A total

score is obtained by adding the five separate ratings, each of which can be

any integer from 1 to 5; thus the total score has a possible range from 5 to

25. Our intention, when we decided to use the SOPR, was to rely primarily

on these total scores, rather than making heavy use of the ratings on the

five individual scales. There were two reasons for this: first, it seemed

likely that the intercorrelations among the ftve scales would be rather

high; and, second, psychometric theory sugges:s that the sum of a set of

individual ratings will be more reliable than the individual components, and

probably more reliable than a single global rating would he.

As will be seen in Chapter 4 (Section C), where empirical data on the

SOPR are presented, our expectations were confirmed by the data. The total

score appears to be working very well, and intercorrelations among the five

scales were high, with the five separate scales not seeming to provide any

more precise information than the total.

1See Appendix B, Section 8 in which the SOPR scales are shown.
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However, there is some empirical evidence of a slight but real

distinction, at least on the English SOPR, between scale A (Comprehension)

and the sum of the other four scales, all of which apply to speaking rather

than to listening to speech. Thus, throughout this report where SOPR data

are presented they are almost always based on the total scores, although

occasionally some tables show data for the "speaking" composite (the sum of

ratings on B, C, D, and E) and even for the five separate scales.

One possible concern in the selection of the SOPR was the fact that the

student scores depend on ratings by 4ndividual teachers. Ratings by

teachers are advantageous in that they reflect student oral proficiency in a

range of situations over an extended period of time. However, there is a

possible disadvantage in that different teachers may base ratings on

different standards.

To address this concern, two studies of the SOPR were carried out prior

to its use in the study: First, a validity study was conducted in which

teacher rating data from California gsing the SOLOM (the original term for

the SOPR instrument) were compared with the results of the Bilingual Syntax

Measure I (for Kindergarten and grade 1 students), the Language Assessmea

Scales I (for grades 2, 3, 4, and 5) and the Language Assessment Scales II

(for grade 6 students). The SOPR ratings and the language proficiency test

scores on which this study was based were obtained within one month of each

other. The correlations of the total SOLOM score ratings with the language

proficiency test scores were as follows: kindergarten, .73 (87 students);

grade 1, .71 (81 students); grade 2, .52 (93 students) grade 3, .80 (67

students); grade 4, .66 (65 students); grade 5, .57 (77 students); and,

grade 6, .70 (80 students). These results show quite high levels of

agreement between the two types of scores, particularly given the

differences in the nature of the teacher rating versus the language

proficiency tests.

Second, a reliability study was conducted in which the ratings given by

two teachers for the same set of students were compared. The overall

correlation of the two sets of ratings (based on ten teacher rater pairs)

was .79. Correlation coefficients for separate teacher rater pairs ranged
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from .71 to .94, with the exception of one coefficient of .47, based on six

cases. These correlations indicated fairly consistent agreement between the

two raters for each student and showed that the teachers used similar

standards in rating students on the 1 to 5 scales.

2E.2.c The Stanford Achievement Test As a Control Variable

As alread7 discussed, the Stanford Achievement Test was selected as

the principal outcome measure. This virtually dictated its use as a control

measure as well. However, testing at the start of the longitudinal study

(in the Fall of 1984) was only for the third-gradl cohort. It was deemed

undesirable to test LM-LEP students right at the start of grade 1, since at

that early stage in their school careers not only testing but school itself

would be unfamiliar to many students. Therefore, for the first-grade cohort

we plan to depend primarily on the kaven as a pretest measure, rather than

using a combination of the Stanford and the Raven.

The SAT mathematics test for third-graders was translated into Spanish,

for use in those few districts in which a translated version was required in

order to comply with locally imposed regulations. Three of the Concepts of

Number items and one Math Applications item had co be omitted because it

turned out not to be feasible, with the resources available, to obtain an

adequately precise translation of them which was suitable in all the

variations in Spanish which were being encountered. In using the results,

an adjustment for the absence of these items will be made by means of

equipercentile equating. (This will be done in preparation for the analysis

to be done after Year 2 data have been collected. Meanwhile, the small

amount of mathematics data based on the Spanish translation have been

omitted from the present report.)

2E.2.d The Parent/Home Questionnaire

Having a measure of the home environment of the study's students was

judged very important. Characteristics of students' parents and their home

surroundings can affect both their proficiency in English and their overall

performance in school.

6 `)
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Consequently, a questionnaire was designed and field tested to provide

measures of the education le7e1, occupation, and interest in school and

education of the parents of the study's LM-LEP students. It was also

designed to provide maasures of the extent of English and other language use

in the students' homes, the extent of reading materials in English and other

languages in their homes, and the time students spend reading, doing school

work, and watching television.

During the initial data collection visit in the fall of 1984, parents of

each of the LM-LEP students were asked to complete the Parent/Home

Questionnaire. The parents of each child in the sample were given a copy of

the questionnaire printed in their native language and another copy printed

in English, and they were directed to complete Whichever they preferred.

The questionnaire was printed in fourteen languages plus English. Where

possible, parents who had difficulty completing the questionnaire were

assisted by members of the study's field staff or school personnel.

2E.3 RATIONALE FOR OTHER MEASURES

The other measures used in the study are for the purpose of describing

the instructional treatments received by each student, the characteristics

of the providers of those treatments, or their educational context. Each of

these measures was developed specially for this study. Specifically, these

include:

The Student/Teacher Data Form and the Student Instruction Record--These
provide the basic information needed to assign each student to a
service cluster. These forms are completed about each student by each
of a student's teachers at least two times each year of the study.
They provide the nuaber of hours each student is taught particular
academic subjects; the proportion of time each subject is taught in
English, the student's native language, and a language other than
English or the child's native language; and specific characteristics
of the instructional process and context, as they pertain to each
student separately.

Instructional Staff Questionnaire--This provides basic information on
the personal background and experience of each of the students'
teachers of academic subjects. It also provides information about
their general instructional approach and philosophy. This form is
completed by each teacher of each of the study's students once each
year.
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The School Principal Questionnaire--This questionnaire is designed to
provide measures both of the characteristics of the study schools and
of their principals. The nature and extent of instructional
leadership a principal provides may reinforce or detract from the
dire t effects of particular instructional treatments. This question-
nairE is completed once by each principal in the study's schools, with
new pl_ncipals completing forms during the course of the study.

The School Environment Forms--Several brief questionnaires and record
review forms are used to collect statistical data concerning school
enrollment and the socioeconomic status and academic performance of
the schools as a whole. Similar instruments have been designed for
recording school and district level policy and practice with respect
to determining LM-LEP status, and to assigning students to special
services and exiting them from such services. These forms were
completed during the first year of the study and are being updated
with each data collection visit.

2E.4 DATA FROM EXTERNAL SOURCES

In addition to the data collected specially for this study, we are also,

obtaining from school records, where available, existing test score data of

two kinds on the study's students. Scores are being obtained on the version

of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) which has been translated

into Spanish to produce the "CTBS EspaEol." We are also gathering scores on

the following langLage proficiency tests:

Basic Inventory of Natural Languages (BINL)
Language Assessment Battery (LAB)
Language Assessment Scale (LAS)
Idea Proficiency Test (IPT)

The CTBS and language proficiency test data are for tests administered

during spring or fall 1984. Although the data have not yet all been

collected and processed, at present we have English-language proficiency

test scores for close to a thousand LM-LEP students and CTBS Espanol scores

for about 1,500 students. Additional CTBS EspaEol data are now being

collected for tests administered in 1985.

The CTBS EspaEol will be useful in several ways. The reading score will

enable us to iavestigate the relation of ability to read Spanish to ability

to learn to read English. We also plan to investigate the relation of

ability to read Spanish to the relative effectiveness of various service
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clusters (and service cluster sequences). If the schools that provide the

CTBS Espaaol data all used the same level of the test within a cchort, we

shall be able to .;ombine all districts in a single analysis for each of

these investigations. Otherwise, we shall handle the investigations as a

series of "mini-studies," each based on a separate district or subset of

districts, with appropriate meta-analytic techniqufse used to combine the

results.

The principal role of the English-language proficiency tests will be to

provide a supplementary measure of initial ability in English for those

third-grade students who did not take the English tests in the Stanford

Achievement Test battery in the fall of 1984. Again the "mini-study with

meta-analysis" approach can be used, if needed, to avoid combining different

tests and different test levels in the same analysis.

2F F. LINXAGE BETWEEN OUTCOME MEASURES AND CONTROL VARIABLES

In Sections El and E2 above, outcome measures and control variables are

discussed. In the present section we outline the plan for using them

together in data analysis. The general plait is built around the goal of the

study, which is to acquire an understanding of the degree to which

educational services provided to LM-LEP students in grades 1-5 are effective

in assisting them to function successfully in an all-English-medium

classroom. The effects of various types or clusters of services aver time

are of particular interest.

We expect to rely primarily on multiple regression analyses to study the

effects of various service clusters and related variables. The primary

objective will be to explain differences in the third-year SAT scores among

groups of students, looking particularly at the extent to which group

differences can be attributed to students' exposure to different types of

instruction.
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Attributing differences in performance levels to particular

instructional services involves systematically controlling for competing

explanations of differences among the student groups. In the context of

this study, factors which should be controlled include students' academic

aptitude, their initial proficiency in English, their prior knowledge of the

area being tested, and various other student and contextual characteristics.

Controlling these factors means obtaining as good a measure as possible

of each factor, and unless they are essentially invariant regardless of the

specific instructional program, they should be measured at a point just

prior to implementing the instructional programs being evaluated. The

theoretical assumption being made is that if the control measures are sound

and inclusive, any differences in the end-point SAT scores should be due to

the varying effects of the instructional programs received.

In the real world of field research, one does not actually expect to

control 100 percent of the possibly importPnt control variables perfectly.

Researchers are, however, obl4gated to control as many as they can to the

best of their ability and resources.

Table 2.10 summarizes major outcome analyses that are planned, and the

predictive, control, and criterion variables we expect to use. Column 4

lists various instruments that will be the source of control variables

(covariates). In some analyses these variables may be used as auxiliary

rredictors rather than as covariates, lut the nrincipal predictor variables

will almost always be instructional treatment variables of one kind or

another. In many analyses, but certainly not in all of them, the treatment

variables will be service A...lusters. In other analysis the predictors will

be some of the component variables used in defining the clusters.

Essentially, the design will involve looking at the relative effects of

various instructional treatments over three years, including analyses of

effects by year or combination of years. More specifically, we expect to

analyze the data in terms of first year effects, second year effects, third

year effects, and the effects of years 1 and 2 combined, 2 and 3 combined,

and of 1,2 and 3 combined--the latter being the most important.
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TABLE 2.10. Predictors (or covariates) and criteria for measuring effects of treatment
in various grades and grade sequences

(1)

Effects of
treatment
in:

(2)

Conort

(3)

Data
analysis
meta

(4)

Cass to b included in

possibl data analysts

(5)

SAT Criterion

Cases vith SAT criterion variable and

Grade 1 A Al Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire. etc. Primary 1, Spring 85

Grrde 2 A A2a Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary 2, Spring 86

A2b Spring 85 SAT

A2c Both

Graie 1-2 A £3 Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary 2. Spring 86

Grade 3 A A4a Raven. SOPRe, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary 3, Spring 87

A4b Spring 86 SAT
AAc Both

I Bla Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary :1, Spring 85

Blb Fall 84 SAT

Blc Both

Grades 2-3 A ASa Raven, SOPRa, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary 3, Spring 87

A5b Sprf.ng 85 SAT

A5c Brith

Grades 1-3 A £6 Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc. Primary 3, Spring 87

Grade 4 B 12s
12b

Raven. SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc.
Spring 85 SAT

Intermediate 1,
Spring 86

82c Both

Grades 3-4 B 83a
13b
B3c

Raven. SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc.
Fall 84 SAT
both

Intermediate 1,
Spring 86

Grade 5 8 84a
84b

Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc.
Spring 86 S.

Intermediate 2,
Spring 87

B4c Both

Grades 4-5 B B5a
B5b
a5c

Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc.
Spring 85 SAT
loth

Intermediate 2,
Spring 87

Grades 3-3 a 86a

86b

Raven, SOPRs, parent questionnaire, etc.
Fall 84 SAT

Intermediate 2,

Spring 87

B6c Both

Grades 1-5c -.. C .

aCases in the various data analysis set numbers for a particular grade overlap. For instance, analysis A2a

includes all cases with Raven, whether or not they have Spring 85 SAT. Analysis A2b includes all cases with

Spring es SAT, whether or not they have Raven. Which of the amalyses are done for each grade combination

will depend on comparative numbers of cases.

bThis column shays ehe variables that might be used as predictors or covariar.s. These combinations of

variables are subject to change, depending, for instance, on numbers of cases.

cEffects of treatment in the grade 1-5 range can by synthesised by combining equivalent subsets of Cohort A an

Cohort B.
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It will be aeen from Table 2.10 that the design relies on Raven,

language proficiency, and home characteristics as the only con,rols for

first graders for Year 1 and all subsequent sequences of years that include

Year 1 (i.e., Years 1 and 2, and Years 1, 2 and 3). The SAT, it will be

recalled, was not administered in the fall of 1984 because it was felt to be

inappropriate to give an achievement test to children so early in their

school careers. For third-graders (Cohort B), we do have SAT pretest scores

for Year 1, and these will be used in addition to the saue controls as will

be used for Cohort A. For third-graders SAT pretest scores for Year 1 will

also be used. For analyses of the effects of Years 2 and 3, the design

provides for uaing the SAT scores as control variables for both cohorts.

Thus, in summary, there will be a large number of discrete analyses,

most of them involving multiple regression analysis with various

instructional variables used as the primary predictors, and involving a

multiplicity of control variables to cancel, inzofar as feasibl. , the

effects of differences in the students abilities, knowledge, and other

important background factors that existed before the instructional

procedures being studied were applied. The principal criteria used in most

of these analyses will be various Stanford Achievement Test scores as

indicated by Column 5 in Table 2.10.

2G G. COMPOSITE VARIABLES

Before the data analysis was begun, a number of composite variables were

developed, in moat cases by combining on an a priori basis selected

questionnaire items dealing with the same general topic.
1

Formation of

many of the composites
2
began at the time the questionnaires and ratirg

scales were being developed. Using a composite of several questionnaire

lIn a few cases the composite was formed by combining ratings on rating scales,
or scores on tests, rather than responses to questionnaire Items.

2These composites are generally described briefly at the point in the report
where t heir use in data analysis is reported. Some are described in somewhat
more detail in Appendix B.

6
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items dealing with the same general area, rather than using ttu individual

items themselves, has at least two idvantages. First, the composite (a

weighted or unweighted sum of several items) is likely to be more reliable

than any of the individual items; and second, using a composite often makes

the findings more comirehensible and easier to interpret.

When a composite is to be developed, it is necessary to decide whether

it should be done on an a priori basis or empirically. A wide variety of

statistical methodologies exist for developing ccaposites empirically (e.g.,

multiple regression, multiple discriminant analysis, factor analysis), but

in a study such as the present one there are sound arguments against each of

them.
1

A priori composites have the advantages of greater comprehensi-

biP.ty, convenience, and credibility, and the/ have an additional advantage

in that they make better use of available data, sime they do not require a

set-aside suhsample. Thus, this approach, rath.r than a more empirically

driven one, was adopted for developing most eL the composites presented in

this report.

211 H. SCORING OF rESTS

Because the present study is self-contained, incorporating its own

control variables, it is not dependent on published norms in order to

1Some of the difficulties with using empirical composites in the present
context are as follows. Many of the multivariate approaches, such as multiple
Cscriminant analysis, typically yield composites which are not readily
understandable, and this is particularly true when, as is often the case, the
composites turn out to be bipolar functions. Also, some of the multivariate
procedures require a well defined, well measured, and appropriate external
criterion, but ore may not be available, or it may be focused on just one of
several potentia1 uses of the composite. Moreover, in the case of statistical
rrlcedures, sufzh as multiple tegression, multiple discriminant analysis,
canonical correlation, and other multivariate procedures involving some form of
correlation, capitalization on chance may significantly distort findings unless
the composite is determined on the basis of a subaample which is then excluded
from subsequent research utill_ing the composite. With a priori composites this
problem, with the concomitant reduction the number of cases available for use
in the main body of the research, does no occur.
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1

evaluate results. This gives us the liberty to nodify the scoring

1procedures used by the test pnblishers in standardizing their testd where we

have reason to believe that the modification may increase the validity and

usefulness of the results. We have taken advantage of this circumstance to

make some minor, _ut we think useful, changes. It should be noted that

implementing these changes will not impair the results in any way, since in
1

addition to obtaining scores by the modified procedures we have also

obtained the conventional set of rights scores These latter will serve a

useful purpose, in that they will make it possible to use publishers' norms.

1

2H.1 KINDS OF SCORES

Both the Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) and the Raven Progressive 1

Matrices are norwally given scores equal to the number of items answered

correctly (hereafter referred to as "rights scores"); among items not

answered correctly, no distin:tion is made between omitted items and items

answered incorrectly. This mode of scoring a multiple-choice test assumes
1

that every student answers every item. When that assumption does not hold,

the child who omits items if he or she is uncertain of the answer is

penalized inequitably; the child who makes a guess on all such items will

probably get about a third of them right purely by chance if they are

three-choice items, a fourth if they are four-choice items, etc., while the

child who omits deprives himself of this advantage. One way of handling

this problem is to "correct" the rights scores for omitted items by adding

to the score the estimated number of items the child would have gotten right

by chance had he made a guess rather than omitting the item. We choose to

Call the score obtained this way the "adjusted score."

In our judgment using adjusted scores is superior to using rights

scores. To express this judgment in somewhat more technical terms, adjusted

scores tend to give a more valid indication of the student's level of

knowledge or ability than do rights scores. If none of the examinees omits

any items, it makes no difference which mode of scoring is used, because the

rights score and the adjusted score are exactly equal; but to the extent

that children differ in their tendency to omit items when they do not know

the answer, it can make a big difftrence. Because using adjusted scores

instead of rights scores has no effect (and therefore can have no ill
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effect) when no items have been omitted, and because it can represent a

major improvement--an increase in fairness--wl,en items have been omitted by

some children while other children have answered every item, whether they

know the answer or not, we decided to use adjusted scores as the principal

scores for both the Stanford Achievement Tests and the Raven. However, as

indicated above, we decided to also make a record of the rights scores, to

permit comparison with the norms developed by the author or publisher.

As has been implied, rights scores have been used as the basis for norms

and other statistics provided by the test publishers or authors. Those who

prefer rights scores base their preference on the belief that in scoring

tests by hand it is easier to obtain rights scores than adjusted scores, and

that on theoretical grounds it does not make much difference which kind of

score is used since the correlation between them is typically very high.

However, rn the present case all scoring is done by cmputer, and even when

the correlation between rights and adjusted scores are very high, there are

still likely to be some children who omit large numt.ers of items, which can

substantially distort the results not only for the children affected but for

research analyse., that include these scores. Thus in subsequent chapters

and in subsequent years when we report data involving test results, those

data, except where indicated to the contrary, will be adjusted score data.

2H.2 SETS OF VARIABLES SCORED

As was shown in Table 2.9, there is a slight difference between the list

of tests from the Primary I SAT battery that are included in tae study and

the corresponding lists from the other four levels--Primary 2, Primary 3,

Intermediate 1, and Intermediate 2. In the latter four levels the following

tests are used:

Vocabulary
Reading comprehension
Concepts of number
Math computation
Math applications

In the Primary 1 battery, on the other hand, the last two of these five

areas are combined in a single test, "Mathematics Computation and

Applications." To facilitate comparison of results from grade to grade, we
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have scored the 22 Primary 1 computation items and the 23 applications items

separately as well as together; and in the other four batteries we have

obtained a combined score for these two tests as well as scoring them

separately.

For somewhat similar reasons we have also slightly expanded the set of

scores obtained for the Raven. The Raven Standard Progressive Matrices

(SPM), which is given in grade 3, consists of five sets of 12 items

each--Sets A, 13, C, D, E--Set A being the easiest and Set E the most

difficult. The Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM), given in grade 1,

consists of three sets of 12 items each--Sets A, AB, and B. Sets A and B

are identical to the like-named sets in the SPM except that in the CPM the

items are colored. Since the sole function of the coloring is to serve as

an attention-grabber for the very small children for whom the CPM is

intended, and since the colors provide no clue to the answers, we obtained

separate scores for A+B in both the CPM and the SPM. The purpose is to

facilitate direct comparison between grades 1 and 3 on an identical set of

Raven items.

Table 2.11 summarizes the scores obtained and other miscellaneous

information about the Ra n and SAT tests.

21 I. IMPLEMENTATION IN YEAR 1

During the first year of the study at least four visits were made to the

18 school districts. The first visit took place in the fall of 1984. Its

purpose was to familiarize school principals and staff with the study, to

compile rosters of the study students, to identify teachers and support

staff working with study students at each school, and, where required, to

send home parent permission forms. Following the initial visit, three other

visits were made to all 86 participating schools to collect data. These

visits were in the fall, winter, and spring.

DEVELOPIIZNT ASSOCIATZ8. INC. I



2-39

TABLE 2.11. Miscellaneous information about Raven Progressive Matrices
and Staniord Achievement Tests used in Year 1

Kinds of No. of

Score Options
Obtained* Per Item Number of Items

Raven Progressive Matrices
Coloured (CPM)

Sets A + B A R I 6 24

Set AB A R I 6 12

Total (A + AB +B) R / 36

Standard (SPM)
Sets A + A R I 6 24

Sets C + D + E A R I 8 36

Total (A +B+C+D+ E) R I 60

Le el
Primaty Primary Primary

1 2 3

__4Primary
1 2 3

Stanford Achievement Test
English

Vocabulary A R I 3 3 4 38 35 38

Reading Comprehension A R I 3 4 4 40 40 60

Total I _ - - 78 75 98

Math
Concepts of number A R I 4 4 4 34 34 34

Computation A R I 4 5 5 22 38 42

Applications A R I 4 5 5 23 36 38

Computation + Applications R I - - - 45 74 80

Total R / _ - - 79 108 114

Total (English + Math) I - - - 157 183 212

*Code for "kind of score"
A No. of items attempted
R In No. of items right

I adjusted score

Nod-
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21.1 FIELD OPERATIONS

Field work in each of the study's 18 school districts was the

responsibility of a team leader who was assigned to one or more of the study

sites. The team leaders are senior-level, full-time Development Associaees

employees or consultants with extensive experience conducting educational

research with LM-LEP students in elementary schools. They handled all

communications with the district and local school officials, as well as

locating, hiring, and supervising local professional and paraprofessional

data collectors. Up to nine local professionals per site were employed

durIng the fall. Their primary responsibility was to assist the team leader

throughout the data collection process in updating the student and teacher

rosters and in gathering the teacher data. Paraprofessionals were generally

aides or clerical staff at the study schools. They were employed mainly to

assist in the collection of student background information from school

records, and to help send out and keep track of parent questionnairas.

The fall data collaction visits by the team leaders and data collectors

took place between early October ard late December. The fall data collec-

tion required an average of two weeks per school district. The winter site

visits were conducted in late January and early February with data collection

teams spending an average of one week per school district. The spring round

of site visits to all 18 participating districts began in mid-April, and was

completed by early June; approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

The primary tasks of the fall data collection were to confirm which

students were to participate in the study, to collect baseline measures, and

to collect initial descriptions of student instructional treatments. More

difficulties were encountered in determining which students were to partici-

pate in the study than expected. Many schools do not complete the process

of designating which students are and are not LM-LEP until well into the

school year; frequently preliminary derignations are made which are altered

on the bosis of further testing and classroom performance during the first

two or three months of school. As a result, fall dea collection was

completed on the basis of the best information available through the

schools. However, additions and deletions to the study's student sample

were made through the. end of the winter data collectipn on the basis of

school-based reclassification decisions.

1

1

1

1
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More specifically, the data collected in the fall included: ratings of

students' oral proficiency in English and their native language, information

about students' parental and home characteristics, and descriptions of the

instructional treatments each student received. In addition, measures of

academic aptitude (using the Raven Progressivl Matrices) and of academic

performance (using the Stanfori. Achievement Test) were obtained from third-

grade students. During the winter visit, a second description of the

instruction being received by each student was obtained, as was the batleline

measure of academic aptitude for first-graders. The spring data collection

included: a third description of each student's instructional treatment,

the administration of the Stanford Achievement Tests to all study students,

and teacher ratings of each students' academic performance in English and

math. In addition, data were collected on the salient characteristics and

practices of each study school and on the background and approach of each of

the students' teachers. A more detailed description of the administration

of the study's data collection instruments is provided for interested

readers in Appendix C of this report.

In sum, all essential aspects of the first year of field operations were

carried out in accordance with the study's plans, and the data from Year I

needed to implement the analytic plan were successfully obtained. There

were, of course, changes in detail, and in retrospect the burden on some

schools and teachers and on all the data collection staff, especially during

the fall site visit, was substantially greater than anticipated. Neverthe-

less, and despite some taxing moments, all sch)ols continued with the study

throughout the year, and all which continue to have study students enrolled

are fully participating in Year 2.

21.2 CONTENDING WITH STUDENT MOBILITY

It was known from the outset that many LM-LEP students are quite

mobile. This student population includes children of migrant farm laborers,

recent immigrants, and other low income families who change places of

residence a g aat deal. Also included, however, are rather large numbers of

quite stable families, and data from the Descriptive Study indicated the

LM-LEP students in the Longitudinal Study's schools might not be as

transient as we had feared.

7'
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Nevertheless, the plan provided for tracing students who moved out of

the original 86 schools, and for trying to gather data about the type of

instruction they receive and their academic performance in their new

schools. Staff in the study's schools were provided with pre-stamped and

addressed postcards which they were asked to complete and return whenever a

student in the study transferred from their school. The cards provided the

name and address of the school to which the student was transferring. In

addition, during the winter and spring data colections the field staff

attempted, on a more personal basis, to determine where each student no

longer enrolled at a study school had gone.

By fall of Year 2, approximately 12 percent of the LM-LEP students were

no longer in the original school districts. Indeed, by the spring of the

study's first year, students from the original 86 schools had transferred to

434 additional schools somewhere within the U.S. which we could specifically

identify, and an unknown number of other schools as well. By the fall of

Year 2, students in the study were known to be in 586 schools within the

original 18 study school districts, with 113 of those schools having nine

study students or more. These 113 schools are being visited and otherwise

fully incorporated in the study in Year 2. Table 2.12 summarizes the number

of students ever in the study, the number active in spring 1985, and the

number active in the 113 visited Year 2 schools.

Following apring data collection, contact was lade with the schools then

enrolling students from original study schools for whom we had two of the

three following baseline measures: SOPR scores, a Raven score, and SAT

scores. There were only 188 suCI students, all of whom were third-graders.

The principils of the schools enrolling these students were asked to have

the transferred student's main classroom teacher complete a brief question-

naire providing basic information on the type of instruction provided to the

child and rating the child's performance in reading and math. Data were

returned on only 47 (25 percent) of these studen'.a.
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TABLE 2.12. Student mobility during Year 1

Grade

Spring 1985:
In 86 Original

Ever in Study Schools
No. of No. of

Students Students Percentageb

Fall 1985:
In Main

Study Schoolsa

NoStt;fd:nts Percentageb

LEP 1 5,541 4,839 87.3% 4,568 82.4%
3 4,222 3,748 88.8 3,485 82.5

Total LEP 9,763 8,587 88.0 8,053 82.5

EP/LIS 1 997 885 88.8 780 78.2
3 895 831 92.8 718 80.2

Total EP/LIS 1,892 1,716 90.7 1,498 79.2

EP/Comp 1 553 485 87.7 443 80.1
3 553 489 88.4 419 75.8

Total EP/Comp 1,106 974 88.1 862 77.9

Total 12,761 11,277 88.4% 10,413 81.7%c

aThere were 113 main study schools in Fall 1985. These were schools located
within one of the study's 18 school districts which enrolled 9 or more study
students in September 1985.

bPercentages are based on the number of students ever in the study.

cAn additional 782 students were known to be enrolled in other schools in the
18 study school districts (for total of 11,195 or 87.7% of those ever in the
study). During Year 2 a limited amount of data is being collected about these
students.

7 7
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21.3 COMPLETENESS OF YEAR 1 DATA

11

Determining appropriate response rates for the various data collection

instruments used during Year 1 is complex. As has been discussed, the

student sample was somewhat in flux through the winter data collection.

Consequently, same data were collected on students who were subsequently
11

determined to be outside the proper scope of the study; conversely, it was

necessary to make special provisions to collect data on students added to

the sample after the planned use of an instrument was done. The factor of

student mobility complicates the matter further. At the time of spring data
I/

collection there were many students no longer at the original 86 study

schools from whom no data could be obtained, although some of these students

were in known schools and others may well return to their original school

and thus for some purposes are potentially still in the study. A final

important consideration is the unit of analysis to be used. The instruc-

tional variables most central to the study were provided on each student by

one or more of a student's teachers, with teachers having widely varying
11

numbers of students about whom they were to respond. Thus, the failure to

obtain data from a single teacher can adversely affect the analyses possible

for from one to 50 students; and, therefore, the most relevant data response

unit is not the number of teachers successfully contacted, but the number of

students about whom data were obtained.

Table 2.13 presents the number of student-level data collection 11

instruments obtained during Year 1. In preparing the table we elected not

to present "response rates," but rather to provide two potentially useful

bases on which rates could be computed, if desired: the number of students

ever legitimately in the study and the number enrolled in the original 86

study schools at the time of data collection in spring 1985. The important

analytic issue for this study, however, is the number of respondents in
11

particular categories, not the percentage of responses obtained.

111If for some reason percentages are calculated using the data in Table

2.13, it should be noted that using the "ever-in-study" numbers as a basis

may result in including students in the denominator who were not enrolled in

study schools at the time of data collection and, therefore, for whom no
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data could have been collected.
1

Some of these students probably will,

however, return to their home schools and thus reenter the study. On the

other hand, using the "spring 1985" numbers as a basis may result in

including in the numerator responses for students who were not enrolled in

the original study schools in the spring.

The number of completed Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) deserves a

special note. During the design of the study it became apparent that

officials in some of the study's school districts would require that their

teachers be given an opportunity to exclude students from SAT testing in

Year 1 of the study who the teachers believed knew little or no English.

These officials believed that forcing non-English-speaking elementary school

students to take an examination in English serves no useful purpose and

might do the students psychological harm. As a result, our analysis plans

were made assuming we would be prohibited from testing many such students,

but our data collection efforts included trying to pursuade all teachers to

permit all of their students to take the tests.

As indicated in Table 2.13, the number of completed SATs from the fall

testing of third-graders ranged from 66 percent of those ever in the study

for the English Vocabulary subtest to 74 percent for the Concepts of Number

subtest. In the spring, the percentage tested of those students still in the

study's schools ranged from 62 percent (Vocabulary subtest) to 86 percent

(Computation and Applications subtest) for first-graders and from 78 percent

(Vocabulary subtest) to 92 percent (Computation subtest) for third-graders.

As these data show, most students completed all of the study's SAT subtests,

but many students were excused from some subtests and not from others.

Because the excused students were presumably those with the lowest ability

in English and thus of particular interest to the study, an assessment was

1For example, a completed student performance record was sought from teachers
only about students in the original study schools in the spring, and thus for
most purposes the appropriate response rate would be 94.5 percent (using the
number of students in the original schools in the spring), even though forms were
obtained on only 83.5 percent of the students who were ever in the study.
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TABLE 2.13. Response coverage at the student level for key instruments used during year 1

Instru ment Unit of Analysis
NVieber E:ar im

Study

Number in 86 1

Original Sawn%
ill *rine 185

ofNumber
Responses,-

Grade I Grade 3 Grade I Grade 3 Grade 11 Grade 3

1. Raven Progressive matrices All students 7091 5670 O 620? 5068 5873 4017

2. SOPR:English LNAEP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 4612 3568

3. SOPR:Native Language LNARP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 . 4182 3129

4. Parent/Vome Questionnaire LN-LEP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 4621 3556

5. Stanford Achievement Tests (Fell 1984):*

Vocabulary All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 3746

Reading All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 3835

Concepts of No. All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 4204

Computation All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 4118

Application All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 4118

6. Stanford Achievement Te-ts (Spring 1985):*

Vocabulary All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 3837 3931
.

Reading All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 4155 4195

Concepts of No. All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 5213 4566

Computation and Applic. All 1st graders 7091 -- 6209 -- 5312 --

Computation All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 4653

Application All 3rd graders -- 5670 -- 5068 -- 4190

7. Student Performance Record All students 7091 5670 6209 5048 5906 4745

8. Student Instructional Record All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 6785 5481

9. Instructional Staff Questionnaire All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 6680 5366

_

*Some teach4rs who assessed their students as knowing virtually no English refused to allow chair students to be tested; those students for whnm

other data confirm the teacher judgment will be assigned randomised chance snorts for some analyses.

US MI IN NO III MI MI MI IND IIIMMIN



2-47

made of the representivity of the data which were obtained. Essentially,

that assessment showed that there were large enough numbers of students

tested in all language proficiency and service cluster nategories to make

the comparisons called for 1 . the study's analytic plan.

2J J. GENERALIZING FRrAi STUDY RESULTS

If the findings of a research study are descriv-iv-, of just the children

on whom they are based and are not generalizable in any way to the larger

population beyond, the :esearct is not particularly useful. Thus, it is

important to assess the extent and manner in which it will be possible to

generalize from the outcomes of the present study. To address this issue it

is necessary to distinguish bei:ween a "normative study," such as the

Descriptive Study, and the preselt Longitudinal Study whose primary purpose

is to discover relationships. Ealh provides a basis for generalization, but

in somewhat different ways.

In a normative study the prime.,:y purpose is to describe the population

as a whole. Although occasionally some relattonships may be highlighted by

a cross-tabulation, it is not the taual practice to focus on micro-segments

of the overall population. In a relational study, on the other hand, the

focus may be on many very small and relatively homogemous groups of stu-

dents. To ,;i4neralize within these homogeneous groups is not only feasible

but for many purposes more useful, because the results yielded on the smaller

but more homogeneous groups are more sharply focused than generalizations to

the population as a waole.

Because the Descriptive Study was essentially "normative," it was

essentie that the sample oa which it was based qualify as a true

probability sample--which it was. Thus, after proper weighting of its

cases, it yielded distributional data which could be inferred to atply to

the LM-LEP populatior in the nation as a whole. Furthermore, results based

on any segment of the sample were generalizable to the larger population

corresponding to the segment. But the Descriptive Study could not indicate
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which methods of teaching LM-LEP students worked best over several years'

time--and on which categories of such students each method worked--because

it was not a longitudinal study and that was not its purpose. The outcomes

of the present study, on the other hand, will, it is hcpee, reveal what

instructional methods work for various specific and relatively homogeneous

segments of the LM-LEP poptlation.

That is, the present rtudy is basically "relational." Its purpose is

not the development of distributions or norms but the determination of

relationships (e.g. the relationship between the nature of the student's

native language and the effectiveness of a specific cluster), and to answer

such questions as: What methods are effective for high-ability LM-LEP

students from middle-class backgrounds whose native language is Spanish'

Or, what methods work for Asian students who are very recent arrivals in

this country? Generally, the more specific the segments of the sample, the

more useful the results will be, and it is our plan to study segments which

are as specific as the limitations imposed by numbers of cases available

will permit. It will then be possible for users--e.g., speeific school

districts and specific schools--to apply 3pecific results tc the corres-

ponding sagments of their student bodies. They can find out what instruc-

tional methods work well for students who are most like theirs. This

information should be useful, for example, in de iding what service clusters

should be offpred in a particv.ar district or school. And in schools whose

fincal and human resource ,. are sufficient to permit offering more than one

cluster, the study's fiadings should help to assign students optimally.

Within celtain constraints it w:11 also be possible to make nationwide

generaliwionn on the basis of the study's findings, even those fram what

may at first appear to be a lot of small, fairly homogeneous poculation
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groups.
1

Through some reanalyses of the Descriptive Study data it is

I/ possible to tell what proportion of the LM-LEP pop-lation is represented by

each of ae segments into which the study's data have been split. The

legments can thei be weighted appropriately and the findings combined on

them to get a pilture of the overall situation nationwide. In other words,

even though the Longitudinal Study sample is not, strictl: speaking, a

probability sample of LM-LEP studenta, we shall be able to capitalize on the

fact that the Descriptive Study sample was. Using distributio--1 and other

data from that study we shall be able to recombine the various segments of

11

the Longitudinal Study sample to synthesize a true probability sample.

Thus, for instance, we shall be able to determine not only how the

service clusters are distributed nationwide but also whether any particular

cluster is overwhelmingly superior to competing approaches. This may not

11
turn out to be the case, of course; and if it does not we shall be able to

describe the situations in which one cluster is superior to another and rhe

situations in which different clusters work equally well. The important

point overall, however, is that the findings of the Longitudinal Study will

be generalizable in ways tl-_t will help local schools best tailor their

instruction and in ways that will be useful to those concerned about policy

11

and practice at the national level.

1The Longitudinal Study's sample was limited to school districts with over 200
LM-LEP students altogether in grade 1 or grade 3, and to schools within such
districts with 10 or more LM-LEP students in these grades combined. Thus,

.ctly speaking, generalizations should be limited to those types of schools and

1/

istricts--i.e., schools in districts with relatively large numbers of LM-LEP
students in elementary school grades. However, such distriets include an
estimated 75 percent af all first and third grade LM-LEP elementary school students
nationwide. Moreover, although the Descriptive Study data indicate that school
districts with few LM-LEP students offer service cluster types D, E and F almost
exclusively, these cluste s are well represented in the Longitudinal Study, and,
at this point, we see no reason Why the study's results should not apply equally
well to such clusters in those schools.

II 4028B
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Chapter 3. HOME AND PARENT CHARACTERISTICS'

3A A. INTRODUCTION

The focu. 1 the Longitudinal Study is on special services provided by

schools to LMLEP students and on the academic outcomes of those services.

The design of the study includes the assumption, however, that the home

environments from which students come can also significantly affect academic

outcomes. Thus, it was considered to be important to collect data

concerning home environments both to examine the independent effects of home

and parent variables on academic outcomes and to study the interaction of

those variables with effects related to school services.

The data for this chapter come from the Parent Questionneire which was

sent home with all LMLEP students in the study. The results are based on

the 8177 responses to the questionnaire, which represent approximately 35

percent of the LMLEP students ever active in the study.
2

3B B. FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Family structure, parents' educational levels, and socioeconomic status

have all been shown to be related to academic achievement (Laosa, 1982b;

Laosa, 1984; Brown, 1980: Carter & Segura, 1979; Duran, 1983; Henderson,

1981; Lambert, 1977; Navional Center for Education Statistics, 1978;

Rosenthal, Baker, & Ginsberg, 1983). Therefore, a number of questions were

lAhhreviations and other special terms used in this study are defined in the
glossary in Appendix A.

2Most parents zYere provided with two versions of the Parent Ouestionnaire, one in
English and one in their native language. There were some imprecisions, howevet,
in the Chinese translation of the Questionnairt. Fcr a few items, therefore, re
sults for Chinese language parents appeared to be unreliahl. and are not presented
in t .s chapter. Chinele language parents in se.tected sites are being resurveyed
in Year 2, so the results for Chinese language parPpts may be slightly different in
subsequent reports.

.M11111
6
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asked about the parents or guardians of LM-LEP students as well as other

family members.

Respondents were asked to identify and describe the mother or main

female guardian of the student, and also the father or main male guardian.

In a number of cases, respondents reported the absence of male or female

guardians in the household. Table shows the pattern of parental or

guardian presence for the three groups of LM-LEP students: Spanish native

language students, Chinese native language students, and others. As can be

seen, 21-22 percent of the LM-LEP students in the study came from homes

missing either a male or female guardian. Spanish language students were

more UV 1.y than others to live in a home without a male guardian.

TABLE 3.1. Presence of female and male parents or
guardians in households of LM-LEP students

LM-LEP Group N
Male and

Female Guardians
Female

Guardian Only
Male

Guardian Only Total

Grade 1

Spanish 3727 76% 22% 2% 100%

Chinese 201 89 10 1 100

Other 515 84 14 2 100

Total 4443 78 21 1 100

Grade 3

Spanish 2862 78% 21% 1% 100%

Chinese 207 84 15 1 100

Other 364 81 16 3 100

Total 3433 79 20 1 100

Respondents were also asked to indicate the level of education of the

female and male guardians. As Table 3.2 indicates, fathers had completed

more grades of schooling than had mothers, especially in the case of

students with native languages other than Spanish.

67
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TABLE 3.2. Mean years of education of mothers and
fathers of LH-LEP students

LM-LEP Group

Mothers Fathers

Meen
*

N Mean* N

Grade 1

--

Spanish 7.1 3484 7.4 2697

Chinese 6.6 194 8.0 173

Other 7.4 489 8.6 416

Total 7.1 4167 7.6 3286

Grade 3

Spanish 6.6 2704 7.1 2125

Chinese 6.1 189 7.8 167

Other 7.0 337 8.2 284

Total 6.6 3230 7.3 2576

*
If diore than 13 years, a value of 14 years is included in the mean.

The education levels of parents were included as part of a broader com-

posite of family socioeconomic status. The composite also contained a

simple measure of occupatilinal status (see Appendix B - Section 2), whiel

was coded on a 1-5 scale designed for this study. The highest status

occupation of the mother or father was combined with the mean educational

level of parents to produce a scale ranging from 3 to 29. (Tha two

components were combined with approximately equal weights). The number of

households with socioeconomic status scores was limited, however, be.ause

some parents did not answer this item, and some families had no one wozking

outside the home. (These families d:d not receive ratings.) The mean

socioeconomic composite score for valIous LH-LEP subgroups is shown in Table

3.3. The results indicate that the Spanish language students came from the

lowest status families, the Chinese language students were in the middle,

and the other language group came from the highest status families.
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TABLE 3.3. Socioeconomic composite scores for
families of LM-LEP students

Standard
LM-LEP Group Mean

*
Deviation

Grade 1

Spanish 13.9 5.1 1954

Chinese 14.7 5.8 123

Other 17.0 6.0 282

Total 14.3 5.3 2359

Grade 3

Spanish 13.5 5.0 1494

Chinese 14.4 5., 100

Other 15.9 6.2 192

Total 13.8 5.2 1786

*
The range of this composite was from 3 to 29. It was based on the mean edu-
cational level of the parents and the highest status occupation of the parents
who worked outside the home. A more complete description of the composite is
provided in Appendix B.

3C C. HOME LANGUAGE ISE

The extent of English versus native language usage in the classroom

constitutes one of the major variables in the Longitudinal Study. The

effectiveness of various instructional approaches, however, may depend upon

the Pattern of language usage in the homes of LM-LEP students (McLaughlin,

1981; Laosa, 1979; Laosa, 1982a). Parents who do not speak English in the

home do nct reinforce English skills learned in school, and may not be able

to help with homework. A nu,ber of questions were therefore asked about

home language usage.
f.

SD
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Respondents were asked which languages were used by the mother or female

guardian in the home, and by the father or male guardian. The responses

were combined to create three categories of language use b) parents: 1) one

or more non-English languages, but not English; 2) English and at least one

other language; and 3) English only. The breakdown of these categories for

various LH-LEP subgroups is shown in Table 3.4. The Chinese language group

was most likely to use only the native language in the home (86 perc(tnt, as

opposed to 67 percent for Spanish language parents, and 56 percent for the

other language group). In comparison to other groups, the other language

group was most likely to use English. However, the majority of families in

each group only used a non-English language in their home.

TABLE 3.4. Languages used in the home by parents of LM-LEP studeats

LH-LEP Group N_
Non-English

Only
English and
Non-English

English
Only Total

Grade 1

Spanish 3668 67% 32% 1% 100%

Chinese 200 86 14 0 10G

Other 504 56 39 5 100

Total 4372 66 32 2 100

Grade 3

Spanish 2825 69% 30% 1% 100%

Chinese 199 38 12 0 100

Other 355 52 42 6 100

Total 3379 68 30 2 100

Respondents were also asked whether English and other language news-

papers and magazines were received in the home. Although elementary

students may not read newspapers or magazines, the presence of such material

may provide additional evidence of parental behaviors and attitudes rElating

9 ,J
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TABLE 3.5. Percentage of LM -LEP students' homes receiving
English and other language newspapers and magazines

Percentage of hames receiving...
English language

newspapers
English language

magazines
Other language

newspapers
Other language

magazines

LM-LEP Group % Na % Na % Na_ % Na

Grade 1

Spanish 40% 3542 37% 3408 33% 3418 33% 3393

Otherb 42 482 39 482 38 483 29 472

Grade 3

Spanish 41% 2629 38% 2597 35% 2618 33% 2592

Otherb 48 355 36 352 34 351 26 345

aN l number of cases for which this information was available.

bOthe: than Spanish or Chinese.

to language use. Table 3.5 shows that there were relatively small

differences between the Spanish language and other language groups. This

item was imprecisely translated on the Chinese parent questionnaire, and

thus the results for the Chinese language group are omitted.

Television viewing by LM-LEP students of English and native language

programs also provide evidence of home language exposure. Table 3.6 show

the mean number of hours per week which LM-LEP students were reported to

have spent watching television programs in English and the native language.

The other language group was less likely to watch programs in their native

language; this difference may well be due to the lack of availability of

such programs.
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TABLE 3.6. Television viewing by LM-LEP students of
programs in English and the native language

LM-LEP Group

English Native language
Mean hours
per week N_

Mean hours
per week N_

Grade 1

Spanish 9.1 3674 2.9 3679

Chinese 11.5 185 3.0 186

Other 11.2 491 1.1 490

Total 9.4 4350 2.7 4355

Grade 3

Spanish 9.4 2787 3.0 2798

Chinese 9.5 177 3.8 179

Other 11.7 349 1.2 349

Total 9.7 3313 2.8 3326

3D D. PARENTS' TNTEREST IN EDUCATION

There is considerable evidence to suggest that parents' interest and

involvement in education can affect the academic ovtcomes of their children

(Gore, 1974; Kjolseth, 1972; Cervantes, 1978; Cervantes, Race, & Torres,

1979). Therefore, a series of questions was asked relating to parent

involvement.

The most direct question asked parents to indicate how frequently the LH-

LEP student talked to grown-ups in the family about what happens in school.

The responses are shown in Table 3.7. Spanish language parents ...Toned a

higher fre;uency of conversations, while Chinese language parents reported a

relatively lower frequency. Overall, 80 percent of parents reu.rted

discussing school with 124-up students "aImost every day."

92
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The academic orientation of a family can also be inferred from typical

activities in a household. Parents with high educational expe.:tations may

require that children spend more time on homework, may read more to their

children, or may encourage more reading. Table 3.8 shows the mean number of

hours per week which parents reported that their LM-LEP children spent doing

homework, reading (other than homework), and being read to. Spanish

language students were reported to spend fewer hours on homework and other

reading than were other LM-LEP students.

TABLE 3.7. Frequency of discussions about school
between LM-LEP students and their parents

LM-LEP Group N

Frequency of discussion
Less than
Lle a week

One to three
times a week

Almost
every day Total

Grade 1

Spanish 3758 J 11% 86% 100%

Chinese 196 17 26 57 100

Other 513 9 17 74 100

Total 4467 4 12 84 100

Grade 2

Spanish 2865 5% 13% 82% 100%

Chinese 193 24 34 42 100

Other 368 9 21 70 100

Total 3426 6 15 79 100
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TABLE 3.8. Mean hours per week spent by LK-LEP students doing
homework, reading (other than homework), and being read to

Doing homework, Reading Being read to
Mean Mean Mean

LM-LEP Group, hours N hours N hours N

Grade 1

- _ _ _

Spanish 4.5 3686 1.5 3683 1.8 3679

Chinese 6.6 186 3.1 185 1.7 186

Other 5.6 490 2.8 491 2.') 488

Total 4.7 462 1.7 4359 1.9 4353

Grade 3

Spanish 5.1 2799 1.8 2808 1.6 2804

Chinese 7.0 180 3.4 180 1.4 177

Other 6.4 349 3.7 350 2.0 343

Total 5.4 3328 2.1 3338 1.6 3324

Finally, the academic orientation of a family may be reflected in the ex-

pectations whicn parents have for the amount of schooling which the child

will probably complete. The parents' educational expectations for LM-LEP

students are shown in Table 3.9. The pattern on this variable was complex.

In general, the parents of approximatell, 50 percent of LM-LEP students

expected their children to go on to college. Parents of Spanish language

students generally had the lowest expectations. Parents of Chinese language

students had a mixture of both very high and very low expectations, while

parents of other language students had medium to high expectations.
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TABLE 3.9. Parents' educational expectations for LH-LEP students

LM-LEP Group

Grade 1

Spanish

Chinese

Other

Tota 1

Grade 3

Spanish

Chinese

Other

Total

N

lth grade

or less
High school
graduate

Post-high-school
vocational school College Total_

3308 6% 33% 11% 50% 1002

181 16 4 5 75 100

473 4 24 8 64 100

3962 6 31 10 53 100

2578 6% 34% 13% 47% 1002

176 26 3 8 63 100

350 9 21 8 62 100

3104 8 31 12 49 100

3E B. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG HOME AND PARrNT CHARACTERISTICS

In order to examine the relationships among home and parent characteris-

tics, a matrix of correlations was computed for seven variables:

1. Family Sot_ioeconomic Status--a composite of education level and
occupational status of tile parents;

2. Family Siza--the total number of persons living in the household of
the student;

3. Home English Use - -languages used in the home by parents: 1 = no

English, 2 = English and eaer, 3 = English only;

4. Discussions About School--f.rc4uency of dis;:ussions between child and

parents: 1 = less than onre a week, 2 = one to three times a week,
3 = almost every day;
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5. Homework Hours--number of hours per week student was reported
spending on homework;

6. Reading Hours--number of hours per week student spent reading (other
than home4ork) or being read to; and

7. Educ);tional Expectations--the highest grade or level the parent
expected the child to reach: 1 = ninth grade or less, 2 = high
school graduate, 3 = post-high school vocational school, 4 = college.

Table 3.10 shows the correlations among these variables for irst

graders, 'line Table 3.11 shows the same correlations for third graders.

Family socioeconomic status correlated moderately with home English use and

educational expectations; also, homework hours and reading hours were

moderately correlated. Otherwise, there were few meaningful relationships.

The relationship between family socioeconomic status and home English use is

further illustrated in Table 3.12. In general, families who used English in

the home had a higher socioeconomic statue.: than those who did not.
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TABLE 3.10. Correlations among selected home and parent
characteristics for first grade LH-LEP students*

Variable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7-

1. Family SES -.149 .364 .048 .099 .105 .272

(1463) (2351) (2312) (2297) (2299) (2112)

2. Family Size -.149 -- -.050 -.033 -.034 .020 -.104

(1463) (2385) (2446) (2419) (2419) (2239)

3. Home English Use .364 -.60 .043 .040 .132 -.015

(2351) (2385) (4233) (4147) (4154) (3770)

4. Discussion About School .048 -.033 .043 .054 .068 .062

(2312) (2446) (4233) (4264) (4272) (3902)

5. Homework Hours .099 -.034 .040 .054 .393 .074

(2297) (2419) (4147) (4264) (4351) (3816)

6. Reading Hours .105 .020 .132 .068 .393 .00.11M .091

(2299) (2419) (4154) (4272) (4351) (3823)

7. Education Expectations .272 -.104 -.015 .062 .074 .091

(2112) (2239) (3770) (3902) (3816) (3823)

*Correlations were calculated pairwise. The number of cases is presented in

parentheses.

DZYZLOPIIINT ASSOCIATZ5. INC. I



3-13

TABLE 3.11. Correlations among selected home and parent
characteristics for third grade, LM-LEP students*

Variable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Family SES -.186 .339 .C76 .165 .143 .252
(1198) (1778) (1753) (1729) (1741) (1614)

Family Size -.186 -- -.079 -.042 -.021 -.031 -.043
(1198) (2029) (2064) (2052) (2059) (1915)

Home English Use .339 -.079 .062 .082 .156 -.026
(1778) (2029) (2258) (3169) (3185) (2952)

4. Discussions About School .076 -.042 .062 .074 .062 .099
(1753) (2064) (3258) (3237) (3252) (3049)

. Homework Hours .165 -.021 .082 .074 .400 .116
(1729) (2052) (3169) (3237) (3327) (2962)

6. Reading Hours .143 -.031 .156 .062 .400 .108
(1741) (2059) (3185) (3252) (3327) (2975)

7. Education Expectations .252 -.043 -.026 .099 .116 .108
(1614) (1915) (2952) (3049) (2962) (2975)

*
Correlations were calculated pairwise. The number of cases is presented in
parentheses.

9:
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TABLE 3.12. Mean socioeconomic status ratings for families of LM-LEP
students with different patterns of home language use

Language Use in
the Home

Mean
Socioeconomic
Status Rating,

Standard
Deviation

Number of
Cases

Grade 1 - Cohort A

Native language only 12.9 5.0 1442

Native language and English 16.4 5.0 879

English only 20.4 4.2 30

Grade 3 - Cohort B

Native language only 12.5 4.9 1137

Native language and English 15.9 5.0 603

English only 17.9 4.4 38

3F F. SUMMARY

In this chapter, data were presentel concerning the parents and

households of LM-LEP students in the Longitudinal Study. Parent and home

characteristics will be available for uae as control and predictor variables

in Year 2 and Year 3 academic outcome analyses, so this chapter serves to

describe some specific components of our analytic model.

In particular, the results indicate that there are meaningful languale

group differences on such factors as parental presence, socioeconomiu

status, language use in the home, parent-child conversations about school,

time spent on homework and reading, and parental expectations concerning the

child's eventual educational achievement. These differences emphasize the

importance of not assuming similarities among LM-LEP students from different

language groups, and the potent.lal importance of parent and home variables

as predictors of academic outuomes.

,C))

DZYZLOPICINT ABSOCIATIS, INC. I



009'D

3-15

The data suggest that the Spanish language students in the Longitudinal

Study are more likely than other LM-LEP students to come from homes missing

a male guardian and to come from families of lower socioeconomic status.

Spanish language students were also reported to spend less time on homework

and other reading, and their parents had lower expectations about their

eventual academic achievement. All of these findings would appear to

suggest that Spanish language students might have lower academic achievement

than other LM-LEP groups.

On most variables, Chinese languagE students in the study come from

homes whose characteristics would be thought to lead to greater academic

achievement. However, parents of Chinese language students reported using

less English in the home than other LM-LEP groups, and also reported less

conversations about school. The pattern of results is thus quite complex,

so that in outcome analyses it will be important to consider these variables

while examining differences in outcomes related to different instructional

services.

leo
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Chapter 4. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS1

4A A. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the students in the study in

terms of certain variables which are expected to relate to their acquisition

of English and to their ability to function successfully academically.

Factors such as age, length of time in the U.S., oral language proficiency

in English and in the native language, and academic aptitude are presented

and discussed, focusing primarily on the LM-LEP students in the sample.

4B B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTrAISTICS1.

The time in the U.S. and age of LM-LEP students are demographic

characteristics that are of interest in the context of this study's goals.

LM-LEP students who differ in age and in length of time in the U.S. will

differ in their opportunities fcr exposure to English, one factor that can

affect English language acquisiC.on. Students who have very recently

arrived in the U.S. will generally be proficient in their native language

but may not have had much exposure to Ecglish.

Students who have been in the U.S. for a number of years are more likely

to have had at least some exposure to English and to the American culture;

this familiarity with the language and the culture will generally provide

some advantar, to the student in learning English and in achieving academi-

c. r, their level of ability in their native laaguage will

lAbbreviations and other special terms used in this study are defined !_n the

glossary in Appendix A.

=11
1 0
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probably be more variable than that of recent immigrants, of the same age

(Cummins, 1980; Genesee, 1978; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979), and will depend on

the extent to which their experience in their home community and in other

situations involves use of the native language.

The mean number of years that students have been in the U.S. is

presented in Table 4.1 for students in the Spanish, Chinese, and other

language groups within each cohort. The similarity between firt and third

grade students in this regard may be attributed to the difference in the

nature of the two samples. The grade 3 sample includes slightly more

students who have recently arrived in the U.S. and somewhat fewer students

who have been in the U.S. more than five years than does the grade 1

sample. Frequently, students who are classified as LM-LEP in the first

grade have been reclassified by the time they are in grade 3 and, therefore,

would not have been included in chr grade 3 sample.

The data in Table 4.1 also show that the Spanish language students in

the study had on the average been in the U.S. longer than have the other

students in the study. The Chinese language students, particularly at grade

3, were more likely than students in either of the two other language groups

to have been in the U.S. for three years or less. As will be diacussed

later, these data can be related to data on native language proficiency in

which the Chinese students were found to have generally higher levels of

native language proficiency.

Age may also be related to exposure to English; older children, e. if

in the U.S. for only a few years, are more likely to have come into cantact

with English in school. Age is also a consideration T:ith regard to

placement in programs. In some school districts, when LM-LEP students are

placed in instructional programs, their level of ability in English rather

than their age determines the grade level at which they are placed. For

example, children may be placed in a program with students who are one or

two years younger so that they are better able to handle the requirements of

the classroom. Comparisons between English-proficient and LM-LEP students

or between language groups would be more complex if this were gererally the
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TAILS 4.1. LM-LEP students' number of years in mainland U.S. by language group

Credo 1

Percentage of Students

0
Mean

AWL0-1 Years 2-3 Year 4-5 Yeovil

Mors than

LUAU- 24112.1..

Spanish 7.62 10.72 12.82 69.02 1002 3747 5.39

Chinese 17.1 19.2 23.8 39.9 1002 193 4.20

Other 11.2 19.3 21.9 47.6 1002 498 4.67

1.0-1.SP Overall 8.42 12.02 14.32 65.32 1002 4438 5.25

Grade 3

Spanish 8.72 11.42 13.22 66.82 1002 2877 6.49

Chinese 22.5 24.0 23.5 10.0 1002 200 4.24

Other 10.9 22.4 29.4 37.3 1002 357 4.99

LM-LIP Overall 9.72 13.22 15.52 61.62 1002 3434 6.20
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TABLE 4.2. Mean age* of students

Grade 1 Grade 3
Mean Mean

Sample Group Age N Ait_ N_

LM-LEP students 6.79 5480 9.00 4192

EP/LIS 6.68 945 8.73 890

EP/Comp 6.76 548 8.85 548

*
Age (in years) as of January 1985. The ages of students were
calculated to the neareet month.

case, since age corresponds to differences in cognitive developmental level

that would affect learning. As shown in Table 4.2, the nean ages for LM-LEP

students, EP-LIS, and EP/Comp students are quite similar, suggesting that

LM-LEP students tend to be placed in age-appropriate graee levels.

4C C. ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIRNCY

Devaloping oral proficiency in English is an important part of becoming

a fully participating student in the classroom; also, oral proficiency can

serve as an important first step toward the development of ability in

reading aad writing English (Ching, 1976; Goodman, Goodman, & Flores, 1979;

Gunther, 1980; Mace-Matluck, 1982, 1985; Thonis, 1976). It is therefore

important to have an estimate of students' level of oral proficiency in

English at entry tnto the instructional services.

.1 0 5
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Also important is information on the students' level of oral proficiency

in their native language, particularly for students who are placed in

instructional services in which at least some portion of instruction is

provided in the native language.

Thc measure of oral proficiency used in this study was the Student Oral

Proficiency Rating (SOPR) form. LM-LEP students were rated by teachers who

were proficient in the language being rated and who were also familiar with

the student's performance in the language ia a range of classroom

situations.

Students were rated on a scale of 1 to 5 in five categories of oral

proficiency: comprehension, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation, and

grammar. A rating of 1 indicated minimal or no proficiency in that

category, while a rating of 5 indicated ability equivalent to that of a

monolingual speaker of the same age as the student being rated.

The SOPR is a slightly modified version of the SOLON (Student Oral

Language Observation Matrix), an instrument used by the State of California

for measuring students' oral proficiency. Prior to its use in this study,

research on the reliability and validity of the SOPR (Zehler, 1985) revealed

that ratings of two independent raters were sub-tantially in agreement in

indicating the oral proficiency level of individual students. Also, scores

on tht SOPR/:OLOM were shown to be highly correlated with scores on the BSM

(Bilingual Syntax Measure) and on the LAS (Language Assessment Scales, I and

II).

In the fall of 1984, all LK-LEP students in the study were rated on

English and, where possible, on native language oral proficiency, by a

teacher proficient in the language to Ire rated whc had experience in

instructing the st:Ident using that language. On the whole, the intercorrela-

tions of the ratings on the five categories of oral proficiency (comprehen-

sion, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation,and grammar) were high (ranging

from .76 to .96). For each student, these five separate scores were summed

to obtain a total score ranging from 5 to 25, with 5 indicating minimal or

no proficiency at all in the language and 25 ,mdicating a native speaker's

level of oral proficiency (ag-in, "native s4eaker" refers co one who is of

the same age as the student being rated).

OG
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Table 4.3 shows the intercorrelations arong the five English SOPR rating

scales and their total, and the corresponding values for the native language

SOPR. Also included in this table, for reasons explained in the next

paragraph, are correlations with the "Speaking" score, which is the sum of

four of the five scales (all scales except the first, Comprehension).

Further data bearing on the relative usefulness of the five SOPR

individual scales and the total are provided in Chapter 8, in Tables 8.7a
1

and 8.7b, which show the cross-correlations between SOPR ratings and scores

on the Stanford Achievement Test. Because intercorrelations emong the

individual SOPR ratings were so high (see Table 4.3) the correlations of the

various SOPR ratings, and even total SOPR, with SAT tests were quite uniform.

For instance, for the SAT vocabulary test, the only SAT test with a direct

correspondence to a SOPA rating, the correlation pattern did not show any

particular match between the SOPR Vocabulary rating and the SAT Vocabulary

test even though both were intended to apply to oral vocabulary. It would

appear from this and other evidence (to be discussed later) that most raters

did not perceive a difference in the students' performanc .,. in the five

aspects of oral proficiency. But they did appear to make a distiaction, at

least on the English SOPR, between four of the five aspects and a fifth,

specifically between students' ability to speak and ability to comprehend

speech by others. The intercorrelations among the four scales in the

Speaking composite were systematically higher than the correlations of

Comprehension with each of the four. This was true in both cohorts, and the

differences are unquestionably statistically significant,
2

Therefore,

lExtracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b (in Appendix E).

2By conservative estimate, the difference is significant at the .0001 level for
Cohort A and at the .00001 level for Cohort B. Significance was tested via
Fisher's r-to-z transformation; th e. estimate is conservative because the standard
error of the difference in z values was computed ignoring (1) the fact that the z
values were from the same sample and therefore probably correlated, and (2) the
fact that the two z values compared were themselves averages. Each of these
considerations, if not ignored, would have the effect of reducing the standard
error of the difference between z values and thus would show the difference to be
esan more significant.

10;
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TABU 4.3. Intercorrelations among SOPR scales eparately by cohort and SUPR

Based on LN-LEP Students

SOPR

o

4/1/Cif cfr.
__/

b

...L. SOU Sca1i ""--)S.M.L.Indirlit17.21611.92ACLANs

CORRELATIONS
..1BAA. 4E.

English A 1 1550 Total .927 .994 .951 .961 .936 .954 16.51 5.70

SOPRa
Comprahansion .888 .874 .860 .814 .841 3.49 1.17

Speakimg .949 .964 .945 .961 13 02 4.63

Fluancy .909 .843 .872 3.16 1.22

Vocabulary .873 .901 3.24 1.22

Pronunciation .895 3.39 1.20

Grammar 3.23 1.21

B 3 1434 Total .897 .983 .940 .938 .919 .Q34 17.97 4.51

Comprehension .839 .412 .791 .761 .787 3.81 .98

Speaking .942 .945 .Q30 .941 14.16 3.66

Fluency .866 .829 .842 3.48 .99

Vocabulary .827 .859 3.53 .98

Pronunciation .838 3.66 .98

Grammar 3.50 .95

Native
language

A 1 .1827 Total .930 .996 .958 .958 .900 .938 20.11 5.66

SOPRb Comprehension .893 .881 .367 .791 .829 4.12 t.12
Speaking .957 .960 .908 .944 15.98 4.63

Fluancy .923 .815 .868 3.9! 1.25

Vocabulary .812 .885 3.97 1.22

Pronunciation .804 4.15 1.19

Grammar 3.92 1.25

B 3 1514 Total .914 .995 .951 .957 .948 .917 21.08 4.99

Comprehension .870 .853 .835 .834 .778 4.32 1.00

Speaking .950 .962 .952 .928 16.76 4.10

Fluency .900 .876 .828 4.20 1.07

Vocabulary .897 .850 4.18 1.07

Pronunciation .835 4.29 1.08

Grammar 4.08 1.10

!Data extracted from Tables E.4a and A.4b (in Appendix E).
°Data extracted from same pairvise matrix as TaJlol 8.7b.
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although most use of the SOPR will probably be confined primarily to the

overall SOPR total, it will be supplemented, where appropriate, by the

Speaking composite and the Comprehension rating.

4C.1 ORAL PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH AND iN THE NATIVE LANGUAGE

In Table 4.4, the mean English and native language SOPR scores are

presented separately for first and third grade students in the Spanish,

Chinese, and -..ther language groups. The means show a higher level of

English oral profici for the grade 3 students than for the grade 1

students. A similar, although smaller, dirZerence in means was found for

native language oral proficiency. The grade 3 means were higher within each

of the separate language groups, except for the Chinese lAinguage students'

oral proficiency in Chinese.

In Tholes 4.5, 4.6a, and 4.6b, the -.;,PLI data are resented with the

SOPR scores broken into score range categories that represent five )ral

proficiency levels: 5-9, no proficiency or very limited proticiency in the

language (a level at which even simple conversational abilit- is very poor);

10-14, limited cral proficiency (a level at which there is some.- ,!onversa-

tional ability, given aa understanding and patient listener); 15-19,

functional oral proficiency (a level at which conversations can be carried

out fairly comfortably, although with some errors, lapses in vocabulary, and

need for repetition); 20-24, fluent in the language (a level at which the

speaker is generally fluent in the language, but may still produce

grammatical errors, lack some common vocabulary, or require some

repetition); and 25, native-speaker proficiency (a level at which the

speaker cannot be distinguished from a per _n who is a monolingual native

speaker of the language).

Overall, 74 percent of first-grade LM-LEP students and 60 percent of

third-grade LM-TRP students in the study were rated as having c.ores of 19

or lower, that is, as having functional oral proficiency, limite, al

proficiency, or very limited oral proficiency in English. For the native

language, a contrasting pattern was found in which 29 percent of first

graders and 22 percent of third graders were rated as functional, limited,
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or very limited in oral proficiency, and the remaining 71 and 78 percent of

students were rated as fluent or as having a native-speaker level of oral

proficiency in their native languAge.

TABLE 4.4. Mean English and native language SOPR total scores
for LM-LEP students

Grade 1

English SOPR Native Language SOPR
Mean SOPR
Total Score SD

No. of
Cases

Mean SOPR
Total Score SD

No. of
Cases

Spanish 14.1 5.94 3944 20.7 5.29 3754

Chinese 14.7 6.04 182 22.3 3.54 120

Other 16.5 5.30 486 19.3 6.14 308

Total 14.4 5.95 4612 20.7 5.08 7311

Grade 3

Spanish 16.6 5.18 3007 21.5 4.58 2805

Chinese 15.8 5.49 173 21.9 2.76 86

Other 18.2 4.32 388 20.4 6.12 238

Total 16./ 5.31 3568 21.4 4.68 3129
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TABLE 4.5. Distribution of English and native language
SOPR total scores of LM-LEP Students

English SOPA

SOPR
Total Score Oral Proficiency Level

Grade 1 Grade 3
Percentage
of Students

Percentage
of Students

5-9 Very limited or no oral
proficiency 21.7% 10.5%

10-14 Limited oral proficiency 25.7 16.4

15-19 Functional oral proficiency 26.5 33.4

20-24 Fluent oral proficiency 20.8 34.0

25 Native-speaker oral
proficiency 5.3 5.7

Total 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 4612 3568

Native Language SOPR

SOPR
Total Score Oral Proficiency Level

Grade 1 Grade 3
Percentage
of Students

Percentage
of Students

5-9 Very limited or no oral
proficiency 4.7% 3.0%

10-14 Limited oral proficiency 9.2 6.1

15-19 Functional oral proficiency 15.3 13.1

'40-24 Fluent oral proficiency 31.0 39.0

25 Native-speaker oral
proficiency 39.8 38.8

Total 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 4182 3129

111
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Table 4.5 shows that 26 percent of the grade 1 students and about 40

percent of the grade 3 students were rated at either :he native-speaker

level of oral language proficiency in English or the fluent level.

Differences were fnuGd in the data for grade 1 students versus grade 3

students. Grade 1 students were predominantly in the lower levels of o:al

proficiency: 47 percent of the grade 1 students were rated as limited in

English or lower, with 22 percent rated at the lowest level. Grade 3

students showed a generally higher level of English oral proficiency. The

proportion of students in ,he two lowest oral proficiency levels (27

percent) was much lower than the grade I proportion, and proportionally more

grade 3 students were rated as functional or as fluent in English oral

proficiency.

The majority of LM-LEP students in both grade 1 and grade 3 were rated

as fluent or as native speakers in level of oral profi,:.ienty in their native

language; 40 percent of first graders and 39 percent of third graders were

rated as 25, native-speaker level. LM-LEP students were rated as limited or

very limited in native language oral proficiency in 12 percent of the

cases.

Tables 4.6a and 4.6b present the SOPR data for English and for the native

language respectively, broken out by Spanish, Chinese, and other language

groups. The data in Table 4.6a show that Spanish language students were

somewhat less proficient overall in English oral ability: Spanish language

students were more likely to be rated as very limited or as limited in oral

proficiency c pared to the students in the Chinese and other language

groups. Considering the proportions of students rated as fluent or as at

the native-speaker level, the Spanish and the Chinese language students were

less likely to be ratee in these levels for English oral proficiency in

comparison to the students in the other Yanguage group.

The data for native language oral proficiency are presented by language

group in Table 4.6b. Most notable, perhaps, is the fact that a very small

proportion of the Chinese language students were rated in the cwo lowest

levels of oral proficiency. This might be because the Chinese language

1 1 2
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TABLE 4.6a. English 90PR total scores: Percentage of L141-LEP students in five oral proficiency levels by language group

SOPR
Total

Score

SPANISH CHINESE OTHER
Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3

Percentage

2L-§111(2.L.-It°

Percentage
of Students

Percentage

of Students

Percentage

ot S1udents

Percentage

btudents

Prcentage
mf Student._

5-9 22.9% 11.1% 20.92 16.2%

,of

12.12 3.6%

10-14 26.5 16.7 18.1 16.8 22.0 13.9

15-19 26.1 .1 35.7 26.0 26.5 31.7

20-24 19.7 32.2 18.1 39.9 31.5 45.6

25 4.9 6.0 7.1 -1.t.2 . --lat
Total 100.02 100.0% 100 91 100.02 100.0% 100.0%

No.of cases 3944 3007 182 173 486 388

*The five proficiency levels represented by the total score ranges can be generally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or no oral

proficiency; 10-14. Lilited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional proficiency; 20-24. Fluent oral proficiency; 25. Native speaker oral

proficiency.
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TABLE 4.6b. Native language SOPR total scores: Percentage of LH-LEP students in five oral proficiency levels by language group

SPANISH CHINESE OTHER
Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3

SOPE
Total Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Score of Students of Students of Students of Students of Students of Students

5-9 4.51 2.71 9.11 8.01

10-14 9.1 5.9 4.2 12.3 10.1

15-19 15.4 13.4 9.2 16.3 15.6 8.8

20-24 30.6 38.6 39.2 58.1 33.1 35.7

25 40.3 39.3 47.5 25.6 29.9 37.4

Total 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01

No.of cases 3754 2805 120 86 308 238

*The five proficiency levels represented by the total score ranges can be generally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or no proficiency;
10-14, Limited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional oral proficiency; 2024,- Fluent oral proficiency; 25, Native speaker oral proficiency.



4-14

students in the study had generally been in the U.S. for a shorter period of

time than had the Spanish and other language students (see Table 4.1). The

major proportion of students in each of the language groups was rated as

fluent or at a native-speaker level in oral proficiency.

4C.2 EXTENT OF BILINGUAL ORAL PROFICIENCY

In describing the language background of LM-LEP students, it is

important to consider simultaneously the students' level of proficiency in

English and their native language. It is important, first, because there

may be some transfer effects of proficiency in the native language to

development of proficiency in Engl:sh. That is, LM-LEP students may vary in

their success in academic achievement, particularly in English langnage

arts, depending on their level of proficiency in their native language.

Also, research has indicated that there are students who are not

proficient in any language, (i.e. they are proficient neither in lEnglish nor

their native language). This can happen, for example, when children who

have not yet fully acquired their native language move to a new environment

where another language is spoken. These children may stop using their

native language and start using the new language exclusively. The result

for some period of time will be a child who is very low in proficiency in

both languages. Students who are not very proficient in either of their

languages may be particularly "at risk" in terms of academic success.

Therefore, it will be of special importance to attempt to determine which

types of programs are moot effective for these students.

In order to examine students' oral proficiency in English and in their

native language in terms of a bilingual oral proficiency, bivariate

distributions were obtained; these distributions, shown in Tables 4.7, 4.8,

4.9, 4.10, 4.12. , and 4.12b, were based on LM-LEP students for whom a SOPR

score was available in both languages.
1

In these six tables, the SOPR

'Where no person was available who was able to ate the student in the native
language, no native language SOPR was obtained. Also, for a variety of reasons,
for some students the native language SOPR score was the only one obtained.
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TABLE 4.7. Percentage of LM-LEP studerts in combined English and
tative language SOPR categories

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3

Native
lammt English

Percentage
of Students

Percentage
of Students

5-11 5-11

12-18

19-25

3.7%

1.4

4.0

1.5%

1.8

2.8

12-18 5-11 6.7 3.0

12-18 6.9 5.3

19-25 3.4 5.1

19-25 5-11 27.6 14.8

12-18 24.4 30.7

19-25 21.8 35.1

Total 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 4,110 3,081

11 8
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TABLE '3.8. Spanish language LM-LEP students: Perc,Jntage of students
in combined English and native langunge SOPR categories

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3

Native
1E3E1E1 English,

Percentage
of Students

Nrcentage
of Students

5-11 5-11

12-18

19-25

3.82

1.3

3.7

1.62

1.6

2.3

12-18 5-11 6.8% 3.1%

12-18 7.2 5.5

19-25 3.2 5.1

19-25 5-11 28.42 14.82

12-18 24.6 30.8

19-25 21.2 35.1

Tocal 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 3,692 2,763
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TABLE 4.9. Chinese language LM-LEP students: Percentage of students
in combined English and native language SOPR categories*

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3

Nativ!
Ingait English

Percentage
af Students

Percentage
of Students

5-11 5-11

12-18

19-25

2.6%

0.0

0.0

0.07

0.0

0.0

12-18 5-11 6.9% 4.7%

12-18 1.7 0.0

19-25 0.9 5.8

19-25 5-11 33.6% 32.6%

12-18 40.5 34.9

19-25 13.8 22.1

Total 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 116 86
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TABLE 4.10. Cther language group LM-LEP students: Percentage of students
in combined Emglish and native language SOPR categories*

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3

Native
Anomie English

Percentage
of Students

Percentage
of Students

5-11 5-11

12-18

19-25

4.0%

3.6

10.3

0.4%

5.2

9.9

12-18 5-11 4.6% 0.0%

12-18 6.0 4.7

19-25 7.0 4.7

19-25 5-11 16.6% 7.8%

12-18 15.9 28.4

19-25 32.1 38.8

Total 100.0% 100.0%

No. of Cases 302 232
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total scores in each language are categorized into or3 of three oral

proficiency levels: total score of 5-11 (no proficiency or very limited

oral proficiency); total score of 12-18 (limited proficiency); and total

score of 19-75 (moderate to full oral proficiency in the language).

/mplicit in the labels ("no proficiency," "limited proficiency," etc.) that

we have attached to the English and aative language SOPR totals is the

assumption that the ratings for the two languages are equivalPnt, and not

based on different standards. Given the general nature of the rating system

used in the SOPR, and the fact that for many students the same person

completed both the English and native language SOPR, this assumption seems

reasonable.

Overall, as seen in Table 4.7, the largest proportion of the students

(about three-quarters for Cohort A and four-fifths for Cohort B) were those

who were rated as generally proficient in their native language. These

students who were rated as proficient in their native language were almost

equally split in grade 1 by level of rated oral proficiency in English. The

pattern of proficiency for students rated 19-25 in native language oral

proficiency differed to some extent from grade 1 to grade 3. Generally, at

grade 3 there were proportionally fewer students rated in the lowest score

cange (5-11) for English and proportionally more students rated in the high

score range (19-25) on English oral proficiency conpared to what was found

for grade 1. To a lesser degree, this same pattern of higher English

ratings at grade 3 is seen for students rated 12-18, limit3d oral

proficiency, in the native language.

Students who do not appear to have achieved proficiency appropriate for

their age in either English or their native language may be considerea to be

"at risk," and it will be particularly important to follow them. The most

severe cases of students without oral proficiency in either language are

those who were rated as having very limited oral proficiency in both

languages. A small proportion of the students in the sample were rated as

such; by grade, these students comprise about 4 percent of the LM-LEP

students in grade 1, and 2 percent of the students in grade 3.
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It is also possible to consider -s "at risk" those students who do not

achieve any higher han a "limited" (1248) rating in either of the

languages they use. Since a "limited" rating indicat,s chat the student is

quite Lelow the level of oral proficiency expected of a native-speaking

child, these students may also be hindered academically due to a lack of the

cognitive and linguistic skills that are gained through proficient use of a

language. Thirteen percent of the students overall had at least, but no

higher than, a "limited" rating in one or both of their languages. At grade

1, this represented 15 percent of the students; at grade 3, the proportion

of students was 10 percent. Overall, students who can be claseified as at

risk in terms of bilingual ability comprised 19 percent of the grade 1

LM-LEP students and 12 percent of the grade 3 LM-LEP students, representing

16 percent LM-LEP students in both grades.

The data were not consistent across the three language groups. For

example, there were fewer Chinese language students rated in categories

designated as "at risk". This follows from the earlier finding that few of

the Chinese students were rated as having little or limited ability in their

native language. Also, compared to the Spanish language and the other

language students, proportionally fewer Chinese language students were rated

19-25 both in their native language and in English. This pattern may

indicate that the Chinese language students who had achieved higher levelc

of proficiency in English were being exited out of special services at an

earlier point than was the case for other students. Data to determine

whether this explanation is valid will be obtained as these students are

followed in the second and third years of the study.

12
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4C.3 ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY AND LENGTH OF Trms IN m U.S.

Length of time in the U.S. is expected to be related to oral language

proficiency in both languages. It is expected that students will show

higher levels of English language a Liity the longer they have resided in

the U.S. as a consequence of having had more exposure and presumably more

experience in use of Enplish. Similarly, native language oral proficiency

may decrease with longer time in the U.S., as a consequence of a shift to

English that is accompanied by correspondingly less use of the native

language.

Table 4.11 shows the students' SOPR oral proficiency ratings in English

and in the native language in relation to leugth of stay in the U.S. As

expecced, for both ulde 1 and grade 3 students, the mean SOPR total score

for English oral proficiency was higher for students who had been in the

U.S. for longer periods of time.

The means for grade 1 and grade 3 students were essentially the same for

those in the U.S. no more than one year. For both grades, the mean total

score was approximately 9, represent:ng a quite limited level of oral

proficiency. For all other categories of length of stay in the U.S., the

grade 3 students' mean was higher than the grade 1 students' mean. The

highest mean English total SOPR score in each graee, 15 for grade 1, 18 for

grade 3, was for those students with more than five years of residence in

the U.S. These mean scores represent a limited level of oral English

proficiency.

Oral proficiency in the native language for both grades remained

coastant for stldents with up to five years in the U.S. For these students

the grade 3 mean of about 22 was only slightly higher than the grade 1 mean

of about 21; these scores represent a fairly high level of oral

proficiency. Only for those students who had been in the U.S. for more than

five years was there a decrease in native language, and even then, the drop

in ratings was small.

1 9
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TABLE 4.11. SOPR oral proficiency score means by
length of time in the U.S.

English SOPR Native Language SOPR
No. of No. of

Mean Cases Mean Cases

Grade 1

Yrs. in the U.S.:

0-1: 9.9 309 21.4 276

2-3: 12.9 474 21.6 392

4-5: 13.8 579 21.7 518

6 or more: 15.4 2579 20.5 2392

Grade 3

Yrs. in the U.S.:

0-1: 9.6 289 22.6 245

2-3: 15.1 409 22.5 342

4-5: 17.1 479 22.3 408

6 or more: 18.2 1917 20.9 1730

Length of time in the U.S. was also examined in relation to the combined

SOPR categorizations. These data are shown in Table 4.12a and 4.12b. Of

particular interest, perhaps, are the "at risk" students identified by this

categorization. For both grades, very low ratings of oral proficiency in

both languages occurred proportionally more often for students who had been

in the U.S. for one year or less, and to some extent, for students who had

been in the U.S. for more than five years. Very low ratings in both

languages occurred proportionally .ss often for students who had been in

the U.S. between two and five years. This pattern of data may indicate two

different possibilities in English acquisition for students. First, students

120
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who have recently entered the U.S. may, on noticing the new language

envv:onment around them, stop using their native language and begin to

attempt to use only English. Particularly within the first year of doing

so, these students are likely to be rated as very poor in both their native

language and English. Presumably, after a period of time, these studInts

would continue to learn English avd become fairly proficient in it.

Second, this same type of situation may occur for students residing in

the U.S. for longer periods of time, e.g., for more than five years. In

these cases, proficiency in English may never develop because the student,

for reasons of inadequate exposure to English, reaches a language learning

plateau at a low level of English and atays there. (For example, a child's

parents may decide to encourage their child's English use by using English

themselves at home. If their English is quite poor, the child will be

exposed to inadequate and incorrect Englt2h). Another, more likely explana-

tion for the slightly higher percentage of "at risk" students among the

group that have been in the U.S. more than five years is related to mixed

language use. Many of the students who have been in the U.S. for a long

period of time may be within environments where language use typically

involves a mixture of English and the native language. While not neces-

sarily so, someone who speaks a mixed dialect may not have control of the

two languages independently. Such a person in speaking to someone who knew

only the native language, or only English, would not be able to use only

that one language proficiently. These students thus have a language--their

mixed dialect--but they will be hindered academically in that they will not

be sufficiently able to participate in instruction conducted in just one

language.
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TABLE 4.12a. Combined English and nat t language SOPR categories
by length of time i* the United States: Grade 1

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1

Native

IEEKEEEE English 0-1 Yr. 2-3

More than
4-5 5-Years Total

No. of
Cases

5-11 5-11 10.62 10.6% 7.1% 71.7% 100% 113

12-18 2.2 13.0 6.5 78.3 100 46

19-25 0.7 1.5 3.0 94.8 100 135

12-18 5-11 11.9% 15.02 17.3% 55.3% 100% 226

12-18 6.6 8.6 13.9 70.9 100 244

19-25 -- 4.6 7.3 88.1 100 109

19-25 5-11 15.5% 14.2% 15.2% 55.2% 100% 1003

12-18 4.6 11.4 17.8 66.2 100 870

19-25 2.5 8.7 13.4 75.4 100 786

Overall: 7 -.); 11.02 14.4% 66.9% 1002

No. of Cases 272 389 508 2363 3532
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TABLE 4.12b. Combined English and native language SOPR categories*
by length of time in the United States: Grade 3

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 3

Native More than No. of
Language English 0-1 Yr. 2-3 4-5 5-Years Total Cases

5-11 5-11 15.2% 9.1% 9.1% 66.7% 100% 33

12-18 5.9 13.7 80.4 100 51

19-25 2.5 1.3 96.2 100 79

12-18 5-11 30.8% 21.8% 10.3% 37.2% 100 78

12-18 1.4 9 2 13.5 75.9 100 141

19-25 1.5 3.7 5.9 88.9 100 135

19-25 5-11 39.6% 21.5% 11.4% 27.5% 100 386

12-18 5.6 15.7 17.8 60.8 100 835

19-25 1.1 8.6 16.5 73.9 100 945

Overall: 9.1% 12.6% 14.7% 63.6% 100%

No. of Cases 243 338 395 1707 2683
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D. ACADEMIC APTITUDE

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Raven Progressive Matrices Test was

incorporated into the testiug plan in order to provide a control variable

which would constitute a measure of the child's academic ability and which,

unlike most such measures, would not be operationally dependent on a

knowledge of the English language. Some evidence is presented in Appendix D

that the Raven is performing as expected, and thus was a good choice as the

study's measure of academic aptitude.

Table 4.13 shows the distribution of adjusted scores
1
for each of the

three groups of students (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp) for each of the two

cohorts. It will be noted that for each of the resulting six groups almost

the entire range of possible scores is covered. Furthermore, as shown in

the bottom three rows of Table 4.14, the differences between the mean of the

LM-LEP group and the means of the two English-proficient groups (though

statistically significant) were comparatively small in both grades. The

grade 3 difference, however, was a bit larger than the grade 1 difference.

This is not surprising; the grade 3 cohort (Cohort B) does not include in

its LM-LEP group any of the students who learned enough English before

reaching grade 3 to have been exited ems the program. Since ability to

learn a foreign language (English, in this case) is correlated with academic

ability, the systematic ,tbsence from Cohort B of part of this relatively

rapid-learning segment of the population would tend to depress the mean

score.

It is reasonable to ask why new arrivals in the United States who become

members of Cohort B do not balance thc loss of the segment of the population

represented by the formerly LS-LEP students who exited before reaching grade

3. Let us call the students who were LM-LEPS in the school when they were

1All data reported on Raven scores in this
scores" rather than "rights scores". The
scores, and our reason for preferring the
tion 211.1. Appendix D presents some data

and subsequent chapters use "adjusted
distinction between these two types of
former, ace described in Chapter 2, Sec-
comparing the two types of scores.

1 2
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TABLE 4.13. Distribution of Grade 1 and Grade 3 Raven total adjusted scores, for each group

Total
score*

N O. OF CASES

Total
score*

N O. OF CASES
MINI/

Cohort A, Grade 1,CPM Cohort I, Grade 3,SPM Cohort A, Grade 1,CPM Cohort D, Grade 3,SPM

Lm-up was EP/Coop, LH-LEP =Lap/cow pj.-112 wilt wan u(-T-Er graa ;mow,

60 -- 29 76 13 6 116 29 15

59 -- 28 79 28 8 111 21 20

58 -- /7 104 19 13 115 28 16

57 -- -- 26 130 28 15 116 25 14

56 -- -- -- 25 171 27 13 103 18 15

55 -- -- -- 24 177 38 24 96 22 12

54 -- -- -- 23 225 30 18 82 19 21

53 -- 22 237 58 22 100 23 11

52 -- 1 21 247 43 42 89 18 12

51 1 -- -- 20 252 49 25 100 14 17

50 4 1 1 19 292 57 25 115 20 13

49 4 3 1 18 265 56 32 129 17 15

48 5 1 -- 17 288 39 25 111 24 18

47 8 4 -- 16 305 46 36 124 12 8

46 11 4 2 15 327 48 24 92 16 10

45 16 6 1 14 344 42 24 111 12 10

44 19 5 3 13 269 26 19 101 12 a

43 26 9 4 12 223 26 12 76 6 4

42 28 7 8 11 183 17 16 45 2 3

41 39 10 9 10 99 7 9 28 -- .1

40 44 16 10 9 71 7 6 17 1 1

39 59 16 10 a 50 5 4 13 2 1

38 55 23 17 7 39 6 1 4 1

37 62 23 10 6 26 4 -- 4 -- --

36 1 1 -- 82 30 9 5 14 3 -- 1 __ --

35 7 1 102 13 6 4 10 2 2 1 -- --

34 9 1 1 80 22 12 3 8 -- -- 1 1 --

33 29 5 3 85 23 14 2 4 1 _ _ __ --

32 28 7 2 86 23 11 1 1 -- -- __ __ .-

31 34 10 4 82 22 9 0 -- -- -- -- -- --

30 46 11 11 95 16 18

N 4670 759 444 2994 620 403

*The maxioum possible score is 36 for tha CPM (Gra a

=11116..,
or t a SPH rade 3).

1) 0
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in grade 1 and are still LM-LEPS in grade 3 "group 1"; and let us call the

new immigrants who become members of Cohort B "group 2". Group 2 will

presumably be representative of the general population in terms of academic

aptitude; it will cover the full range of ability levels. Group 1, on the

other hand, will not contain as large a proportion of members at the upper

end of the academic aptitude scale as there are in the general population.

If a grvop representative of the general population with respect to a

certain variable (e.g., academic aptItude) is combined with an

unrepresentative group, the :c.mbined group will also be unrepresentative

(though to a lesser degree).

Rows 1-8 of Table 4.14 show the Raven means and standard deviations for

LM-LEP students classified by native language category. The two groups with

the highest Raven mean3 are the students whose native language is Chinese

(row 1) and students whose native language is non-European with a Latin

Alphabet (row 5). This latter group consists mostly of Vietnamese and

Filipinos. The three groups consisting largely of Asians (i.e., rows 5-7)

have higher means than eit1.4r of the English-proficient groups. The lowesc

mean scores belong to the two Romance language groups (rows 1 and 2), tv:

least if we ignore the 63 Cohort B students in the "Unknown native language"

categGry.

Table 4.15 shows, separately for the LM-LEP students and the

English-proficient stulents, the correlations of the Raven with the vrrious

Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) scores. The correlations for LM-LEP

students, which are shown in the left half of the table, were moderate. The

correlations were generally higher with the mathematics tests than with the

English tests (vocabulary and reading comprehension). The correlations with

the Englisi tests were, of course, depressed by the fact that the LM-LEP

students were, to varying degrees, distinctly limited in their ability to

handle English. This limitation affected their English scores, but not

their Raven scores. The right-hand side of Table 4.15, which shows the

corresponding correlations for the English-proficient students (the EP/Comp

and EP/LIS groups combined) provides som .. confirmatory evidence for this

1 Q.
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21E 4.14. Means and standard deviations of Raven total adjusted scores,
with LM-LEP students classified in terms of native language
category

Native Language Utegory
Cohort A, Grade 1

Raven CPM
Cohort B. Grade 3

Raven SPM

A. LM-LEP
Mean SD N Mean SD N

1. Spanish 17.89 5.63 3874 24.30 8.66 2451
2. Other Romance languages 16.91 5.18 98 24.78 9.26 77

3. Other European 19.67 6.16 30 27.27 7.96 26

4. Native American 0 26.56 6.46 9

5. Other Latin alpt.lbet 20.99 5.68 91 33.50 9.84 42

6. Chinese 21.75 6.57 207 34.83 8.83 148

7. Other 20.00 6.41 250 29.64 9.56 178

8. Unknown 18.79 5.56 120 23.27 9.12 63

LM-LEP total* 18.25 5.80 4670 25.29 9.16 2994

B. EP/LIS* 19.54 5.71 759 28.26 8.97 620

C. EP/Comp* 19.18 5.68 444 27.10 8.92 403

*Thes ... data apply to the Table 4.13 distributions.
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TABLE 4.15 Corralations of Raven Progressive Matrices total scores
with Stanford Achievement Test scores

Separataly for LM-LEP' and English-proficient students*

LM-LEP students English-proficient students*

Correlation of
Raven total with:

Correlation of
Raven total with:

Primary 1 Primary 2 Primary 3 Pv_aary I Primary 2 Primary 3

SAT Spr.'85 Pa11'84 Spr.'85 Spr.'85 Spr.'85

Score Cohort A Cohort II Cohort 11 Cohort A Cohort 11 Cohort Pi

Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade I Grade 3 Grade 3

English
Vocab. .258 .202 .185 .359 .412 .420

Rdg.Cosp. .339 .348 .340 .377 .429 .500

Ing.Total .349 .338 .323 .414 .473 .514

Math
Concepts of No. .423 .456 .488 .441 .496 .542

Computation .348 .357 .357 .395 .453 .410

Applications .417 .386 .435 .431 .508 .534

Comput.+Applic. .432 .426 .439 .455 .538 .527

Math Total .455 .466 .482 .475 .555 .566

English + Math
Total .446 .466 .464 .481 .568 .583

No. of cases 2319 1538 816 606

anl
Inglish-proficiant students include hoe. tha IP/LIS and EP/Comp groups.

4111.711
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hypothesis: the correlations of tLe Raven with the various SAT scores for

English-proficient students were higher than the corresponding correlations

for LM-LEP students, in both grades.

The LM-LEP status of the children did not affect their math scores

nearly as much as it efected their English scores. That is probably a

major reason (though possibly not the sole reason) why the SAT math tests

cc related higher with the Raven than did the English tests. Confirmatory

evidence for this, too, is provided by the correlations of Raven with SAT

for the English-proficient students. The amount by which these correlations

exceeded the corresponding correlations for the LM-L2P students is generally

higher for the English scores than for the math scores.

The Raven, unlike the SAT, was essentially uncorrelated with number of

years in the United States. This is shown in Table 4.16. The fact that the

Raven and time in the U.S. was uncorreiated will make it possible for the

Raven to provide an effective control on academic aptitude, operationally

independent of knowledge of English. It is not being assumed that the Raven

is generally uncorrelated with English. For people whose native language is

Em Lsh, and who live in an English-speaking country, ability in English is

defieitely and substantially correlated with the Raven. For people with any

other native language wbo live in a country where that language is spoken,

the Raven will be correlated with ability in that language. Thus the Raven

provides a measure of academic aptitude that is not distorted by lack of

knowledge of English. A student who knows no English at all could

conceivably get a perfect score on the Raven. That student, because of his

high academic aptitude, would probably have no trouble at all in learning to

speak and write excellent English, and to read English flueLtly.

Correlations of various other variables with the Raven also turned out

much as expected. As shown in Table 4.16, for the grade 1 LM-LEPs (the

Cohort A sample), age in months was slightly correlated with the Raven.

Obviously over the full range of ages that the Raven series is intended to

span, extending from preschool to adult, the correlation would be extremely

high; when the age range is so much narrower that age has to be expressed in

months, as in the case of a grade 1 sample, the correlation is expected to

1 3
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TABLE 4.16. Correlation of Raven Progressive Matrices total score with miscellaneous variables, for LM-LIF students

(1) (2)

Correlations

(3) (4) (5) (6)

AUXILIARY
(7)
DATA

(8) (9)

Mean S.D. No. of cases Maximum
possiblewith Raven

Cohort A Cohort r Cohort A Cohort B Cohort A Cohort 11 Cohort Cohort 8 ranee

Variable 1 suati -2111.41-1 SLISIC-1 Szasts..1 Grade 1 Silift-/ (From-To),Grade

1. No. of years in United States -.013 -.034 5.35 6.32 1.90 2..5.'4 2941 1977

2. Age in months .102 -.026 P 108.98 6.44 8.89 2941 1977

3. English SOPR .166 .127 6.54 5.95 5.27 2941 1977 5-25

4. Native language SOPR .099 .462 24.90 21.31 5.19 4.87 2941 1977 5-25

5. !irents' educationa .090 ..056 7.62 7.39 3.72 3.50 2941 1977 0-14
6. Fa'ents' usr of English in the home

b
.030 -.013 .60 .59 .94 .96 2941 1977 0-4

7. English reading matter in the home
b

.026 .024 .99 .99 .87 .87 1011 699 0-2

8. Non-English reading matterbin the homeb .044 .054 .56 .61 .ao .82 1011 699 0-2

9. Reading matter in the home .050 .053 1.55 1.59 1.17 1.22 1011 699 0-4

10. Socioeconomic status
b

.163 .011 14.91 14.13 5.35 5.23 1011 699 3-29

11. Raven total 18.36 74.87 5.73 9.00 2941 1977 Grade 1 0-36 (CPM)

Grade 3 0-60 (SPN)

aThis variable is described in Chapter 8, on page 8-17.

b
This variable is described in Appendix B.

.11
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be very greatly reduced. However it was still significaltly greater than

zero. That is not true for grade 3 LM-LEP students; tn that sample, age in

months and Raven total were virtually uncorrelated. The explanation for

this result probably lies in the nature of the sample. The third-grade

LH-LEP sample probably includes some students who, because of poor academic

aptitude, are over-age for the grade level, having been previously retained

in grade at least once. Such students would tend to cancel whatever

correlation between age and Raven exists in an unselected group (e.g. all

eight-year-olds, regardless of grL,e).

Other variables in Table 4.16 are total scores on the SOPRs (native

language SOPR and English SOPR), parents' education, parents' use of English

in the home, reading materials in the home (English and non-English

materials separately) and socioeconomic status. The parel,s' education

variable is a weighted average of the father's and mother's numbers of years

of schooling (with triple weighting of the more educated parsnt). The

"parents' use of English in the home" variable is on a five-point sae!, as

follows:

4 all English
3 -P mostly English*
2 both English and some other language*
1 mostly some other language*
0 entirely some other language.

The correlations of the Raven with the SOPRs were slight, but

consistently positive. (All four were significantly greater thal. zero.)

This is in line with expectation; some correlation is to be expected since

verbal ability is one of the aspects of academic aptitude; but the

correlation is necessarily low because of the LM-LEP status of the students,

with their varying combinations of proficiency in their native languages and

in English. It was perhaps worth noting that the correlation with the

English SOPR is higher than with the native language SOPR.

*
This is a slight oversimplification of scale values 1, 2, and 3. Readers who
wish a more precise explanation are referred to Appendix B, Section 5

137
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There are several possible explanations for this, but the most likely

one seems to be that in most of the schools gaining proficiency in English

is probably emphasized more than gaining or maintaining proficiency in the

native langusge, and thus is a manifestation of the aLademic aptitude

measured by the Raven. Data presented in Table 4.17 demonstrate that most

of the differences in Raven between successive SOPR score levels are

slight. On the native language SOPR there are some actual reversals, but

they are small, and almost certainly due to chance.

As shown in Table 4.16, correlations between the Raven and parents'

education were very low (though significantly greater than zero). One of

the fsctors depressing the correlations is probably the very large number of

immigrants among the parent population, many of them coming from countries

where formal education is not as readily available or as common as in the

United States.

The data of Table 4.16 provide two surprises. One of them is provided

by the three variables representing presence of reading matter (newspapers

and magazines) in the home--(1) English-language matter, (2) other, and (3)

reading matter irrespective of language; their correlations with the Raven

are all very low--not significantly different from zero. High correlations

were not expected but at least for variable 9 in the table (reading matter

irrespective of language) a correlation significantly different from zero

(even though low) would have been less unexpected. If the standard

deviations Lad been smell it would have explained the very low correlations,

6it the standard devibtions are in fact quite substantial; as can be seen in

Table 4.16 by comparing columns 5 and 6 (standard deviations) with column 9

(possible range) the standard deviations for variable ) in both cohorts were

about 30 percent of the possible range. Possibly the results would have

been somewhat different if the reading matter with which the Parent

Questionnaire item was concerned had included books, rather than just

newspapers and magazines.

/
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TABLE 4.17. Means and standard deviations on Raven
for students classified in terms of
their SOPR scores

Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3

SOPR
Total
Score

;

'

Eng.

5-11 12-18 19-25 5-11 12-18 19-25SOPR

Native
lang. Raven CPM Raven SPM
SOPR

19-25 17.6 18.7 19.4 24.0 25.0 26.2
5.6 5.6 5.8 9.7 9.1 8.9

980 895 810 355 744 81C

12-18 16.3 17.4 18.5 19.9 21.7 25.7

Cr 5.6 5.5 5.6 6.6 7.9 9.2

220 248 126 69 134 135

5-11 14.7 15.7 19.2 21.1 24.3 24.9

5.3 5.3 5.5 7.4 8.4 8.9

116 50 145 36 49 79

1 :3 :1
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TABLE 4.18. Intercorrelations among five variables:

Raven. SES. and three reading-matter-in-the-home

variables

Based -n LM-LEP studeats

....../
00
0 V

04

Reading matter

(1) (2) (3a) (3b) (3c)

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

Variables
Raven SES Bnglish Other All Mean S.D.

1 1011 1. Raven total

2. Socioeconomic status*

3. Reading matter in the home*

a. In English*

b. In another language*

c. All*

3 699 1. Raven total

2. Socioeconomic status*

3. Reading matter in the home*

a. In English*

b. Other*

c. All*

.163 .026 .044 .050 19.15 5.82

.391 .032 .313 14.91 5.35

-.0'.:0 .725 .99 .87

.666 .56 .80

1.55 1.17

.011 .024 .054 .053 26.28 9.22

.358 -.065 .212 14.13 5.23

.044 .743 .99 .87

.701 .61 .82

1.59 1.22

*Variables described in Appendix B.

ili11111
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The other surprise in Table 4.16 is the fact that in Cohort B (unlike

Cohort A) socioeconomic status uas not correlated significantly with the

Raven. The reason for the discrepancy between cohorts in this regard is not

clear. It is too large to be attributable to sampling error. Conceivably

it is related somehow to the anomaly regarding the "reaing matter"

correlation with the Raven, discussed in the previous paragraph. In this

connection it is perhaps worth mentioning that the presence of English

reading matter in the home is substantially correlated with socioeconomic

status in both cohorts, while the corre7ation of non-English reading matter

is essentially zero with both socioeconomic index and other English-language

reading matter. Table 4.18 summarizes these data, for the convenience of

those readers who wish to puzzle over them.

Correlations of the Raven with the parents' use of English in the home

were essentially zero. like its correlations with length of time in the

U.S., and for about the same reasons.

4E E. SUMMARY

This chapter pre ents a discussion of student characteristics which are

expected to be related to the acquisition of English and the ability to

function successfully in academic settings. A key finding is that there

were language group differences for several of the student background

characteristics.

Spanish language students were sound to have been in the U.S. for longer

periods of time than were the Chinese or other students. Students in the

Chinese language group were generally found to have been in the U.S. for the

shortest period of time.

Students were rated on oral proficiency in English and in their native

language. The Spanish language students were more frequently rated as low

in English oral proficiency than were Chinese or other language students.

In comparison to Spanish language and Chinese language students other

DZVZLOrmANT ASSOCIATZ8. INC.
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language students were more likely to be rated as fluent or as at a native

speaker level of oral proficiency in English.

With regard to native language oral proficiency, the major proportion of

students in each of the language groups was rated as fluent or as at a

native speaker level of proficiency. Only a very small proportioa of the

Chinese language students were rated at a low proficiency level in Chinese;

there were more such low ratings for the Spanish language and other language

students.

Time in the U.S. was related to oral proficiency ratings in English and

in the native language. Generally, for longer periods of time in the U.S.,

English language oral proficiency was rated higher and native language

proficiency was rated slightly lower.

The Raven's correlations with other variables turned out much as

expected (and hoped for). Correlations with SAT scores were moderate;

correlations with students' age (in grade 1) and with parents' education

were slight; and correlations with time in the United States and parents'

use of English in the home were essentially zero. This latter finding (the

zero correlations of the Raven with time in the U.S. and with parents' use

of English) is crucial in justifying the use of the Raven to provide an

effective control on academic aptitude, operationally independent of

knowledge of English. Further support is provided by a comparison between

the correlations based on LKLEP students and the corresponding correlations

based on Englishproficient students. The latter are generally higher, the

difference being more pronounced for the English tests than the math tests.

All of these findings are entirely compatible with the hypothesis that

though .he limited English proficiency of the LMLEP students depresses

their SAT scores, particularly on the English tests, it does not affect

their Raven scores.

In summary, then, the entire pattern of correlational and other

empirical evidence available fully supports use of the Raven as the study's

measure of academic aptitude.

14 t.3
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Chapter 5. SCHOOL CONTEXT
1

5A A. INTRODUCTION

School context refers to the overall school environment in which the

educational process takes place. (See Anderson, 1982, for review.) A

number of context variables identified through the literature to be

important contributors to student achievement outcomes were selected to be

used in the Longitudinal Study analysis. These variables included the typ

of neighborhood in which the scHol is located, size of enrollment, school

academic climate, school language environment, provision of teacher

training, and principal and parental involvement in the educational

process.

I/
It should be noted that the unit of analysis for this chapter is the

school. This is unlike data reported in the rest of the report where

11
students are the unit of analysis. For the Year 2 and Year 3 reports,

however, the plan is to link the school level data described here with

student records and to enter these variables into student-level anzayses.

11

The data for this chapter come from the principals and teachers working

in the 86 study schools. Each principal or other appropriate individual

furnished the data requested by completing the following three question-

!! naires: the School District Policy Questionnnaire, the School Summary Form,

and the Principal Questionnaire. Classroom teachers providing direct

11
classroom instruction to study students provided data through their

responses to the Instructional Staff Questionnaire.

I/

II

1Abbreviations and other special terms used in this study are defined in the
glossary in Appendix A.

1 4
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51' B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT BODY

Variables relating to characteristics of the study body of a school can

be important in understanding the school context. Specifically, two

variables, the socioeconomic status of the neighborhood in which the school

is located and the size of the school enrollment were selected to be entered

into the analysis.

5B.1 NEIGHBORHOOD OF THE SCHOOL

The kind of neighborhood in which a school is located can be a useful

indicator of the socioeconomic status of students, and thus can be a

barometer of schooling factors including the type of technological,

curriculum, and personnel resources available to students (Brookover &

Schneider, 1975; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; McDill & Rigsby, 1973). The

data for this variable were taken from the Principal Questionnaire where

respondents characterized school neighborhoods to be one of the following:

1) affluent, 2) a mix of middle income and affluent, 3) middle income, 4)

mix of low and middle income, or 5) low income. No schools were identified

to be in .ffluent, or a mix of middle income and affluent neighborhoods. In

equal proportion, the schools were categorized as being in a mix of low and

middle income neighborhoods or in low income neighborho:is, 46.8 percent in

each category. The rest, 6.3 percent of the schools were considered to be

in middle income neighborhoods.

5B.2 SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

School size is a variable that has been found to affect how students are

supported and challenged in the educational process (Flagg, 1964; Morocco,

1978). For LM-LEP students this is particularly important because it may

influence how quickly they learn English and how comfortable they feel in

the academic program being provided in school, both being factors that may

ultimately influence student achievement.

.1 4 C
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For the 86 elementary schools that participated in the study in Year 1,

the grade 1-5 enrollment ranged from 123 to 1,482. Table 5.1 provides an

overview of the number and percentage of the schools in the study based on

the grade 1-5 enrollment. The percentage of total enrollment of LM-LEP

students in the schools in grades one to five is given in Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.1. School enrollment in grades 1-5

Enrollment in Grades 1-5
Number of
Schools Percentage

100-250 10 122

250-400 18 21

401-600 19 22

601-800 26 30

801-1000 6 7

1001-1500 7 8

Total 86 100%

TABLE 5.2. Percentage of toti.1 enrollment in grades 1-5
who are LM-LEP students

Percent LM-LEP of
Total Enrollment

NuL.ber of

Schools

0-20 12

21-40 37

41-60 21

61-80 8

81-100 8

Penlentage

14%

43

24

9

9

Total 14Z6 100%
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5C C. ACADEHIC CLIMATE

Two variables were selected as measures of academic climate. They are

the schools' academic standing within their district and state and the

school's overall emphasis on academics.

5C.1 SCHOOL PERFORMANCE ON ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The academic standing of the schools is considered an imyortant variable

because it ultimately influences expectations for student academic

achievement (Andrews, 1965; Lezotte & Passalacqua, 1978; Brookover &

Schneider, 1975). The indicator used to measure academic status was the

relative performance of the schools on reading and mathematics achievement

tests.

The data fol this variable were derived from responses to a quesf.:tn,

asking where the school stands in relationship to other district schools and

to other elementary schools within the state. Table 5.3 displays the

relative performance of schools in the study in reading and mathematics for

both the district and the state.

As shown in the table, the majority of thg. schools for which data were

available rzak at the middle fifth or higher in both reading and mathematics

in comparison with other schools in their districts. However, the study

schools' academic standing in the state is lower in both subject areas,

partiCularly in reading. The high LM-LEP enrollment, with a large number of

students with limited English langloge proficiency, may be one reason for

the discrepancy between the district and state rankings in reading.

Students' higher performance in mathematics at both the state and district

levels may be because English language proficiency is not as essential for

LM-LEP students to do well in mathematics tests.

DZVZLOPIOENT ASSOCIATES. INC. I
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TABLE 5.3. School acRdemic standing based on reading and
mathematics achievement tests

Comparison of Each
School with All

Elementary Schools in

Comparison of Each
School with All

Elementary Schools in
the District the State

Academic Standirg of Reading Mathematics Reading_ Mathematics
Schools in the Study N 2 N N

7 8%

MIN

8 9% 1 1% 1 1%Top 5th

Next-to-top 5th 11 13 12 14 1 1 3 3

Middle 5th 26 30 27 31 15 17 19 22

Next-to-bottom 5th 13 15 9 10 10 12 4 5

Bottom 5th 8 9 7 8 10 12 9 10

Information not
available or provided 21 24 23 27 49 57 50 58

Total 86 100% 86 100% 86 100% 86 10C%

5c.2 SCHOOL EMPHASIS ON ACADEMICS

To describe the study schools' academic environment further, a composite

variable vas created from the responses to three items. One item in the

composite relates to changes made in the school curriculum, school day, or

staffing structure to improve student academic performance. Eighty-one

percent of the principals indicated that ove- the past two years such

changes had been made. The other two items in the composite relate to

DZVZLOPICINT ANISOCIATZS. INC.
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whether public recognition or rewards are provided to students and teacher3

for outstanding academic performance. Ninety percent cf the priLcipals

indicated that students were rewarded and fifty percent indicated that a

reward system existed for teachers.

The measure of school emphasis on academics was created by adding the

responses to each of the three items, weighting the responses, "yes" as 2

and "no" as 1. The results for this measure are presented on Table 5.4.

The higher the score the stronger the emphasis on academics. As shown in

the table, the majority of the study schools rate high on this composite.

TABLE 5.4. School emphasis on academics

Composite
Score*

Number of
Schools Percentage,

3 3 4%

4 9 13

5 28 39

6 32 44

Total 72 100%

*
The composite score was created by adding the weighted responses to three
items: changes in school curriculum, public recognition of teachers, and public
recognition of students.

5D D. SCHOOL LANGUAGE ENVIRONMENT

Because students' English language proficiency is an important factor in

the educational attainment of LM-LEP students (Hansen, Johnson, & Santee,

undated), variables that affect the overall school language environment were

identified. They include school district policies relative to the use of

150
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English and other languages both within and outside the instructional

context, the principals' language background, the principals' attitudes

toward the use of non-English languages in the school, and the use of

English and other languages outside the classroom by principals, teachers,

and studentg.

5D.1 SCHOOL DISTR/CT POLICY TOWARD TUE USE OF LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH

School district policy toward the ut ! cf nca-English languages provides

a measure of the specialized resources ±vailable to assist LM-LEP children

in the educational process. A specific dijtric:.. policy can also influence

how instructional staff interact and resct to LM-IBP students.

The data related to schoc. ?oli7.7 toward the use af lantsaages other than

English are taken from responses to two questions in the School District

Policy Questionnaire. In 94 percent of those schools for which responses

were provided, respondents indicated that there was a district policy

concerning the teaching of languages other than English as a subject area in

the elementary grades; LM-LEP students may receive instruction in the oral

and/or written language arts of their native language in 75 percent of the

schools. In 5 percent of the schools, the policy is to encourage all

students to learn a language other than English. /n 49 percent of the

SCOJOIS, both policies exist: LM-LEP students may receive instruction in

oral and/or written language arts of their native language all students

are encouraged to learn a language other than English. Ninety percent of

the schools also have a permissive policy stipulating that the native

languages of LM-LEP students may be used to provide special instructional

services. Four percent of the schools were in districts having no specific

policy in either area.

5D.2 PRINCIPALS' LANGUAGE BACKGROUND

The language. background of princtpals was selected as a variable for the

study because it was hypothesized that principals who speak a language other

than English may be more sensitive to the needs of LM-LEP students and thus

influence the school philosophy relative to the teaching of LM-LEP students.

The data for the variable were taken from the principals' descriptions of

their experiences using English and, if applicable, their backgrounds in
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5-8

using other languages. They indicated how many of the following statements

fit their experience for English and the other language: 1) the language

was their native language, 2) it was a language used extensively since

childhood, 1) it was a lam:age of instruction for their elementary or

secondary education, 4) it was the language of instruction for their

college or university studies, or 5) it was a language they studied as a

foreign language. Two composite scores were thus created for the principals'

English and other lanNage Backgrounds. The results are displayed in Table

3.5. A higher score ou either composite indicates a stronger language

background in that particular language.

As shown on the table, all principals have a strong base in English.

Sixty-seven percent also have some background ir another language.

TOLE 5.5. Principals' English and other language background

Composite
Score

*
-inglish Language

Background
Other Language
Background

0 0 0% 25 33%

1 0 0 26 35

2 8 11 21 28

3 16 21 2 3

4 51 68 1 1

Total 75 100% 75 100%

*
The two composite scores were created by adding the principals' responses to
five specific questions concerning their uses of English and other
languages. A score of 0 indicates no background, while a score of 4 indicates
a very extensive background.
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To provide an integrated description of the principals' experience in

both English and another language, another composite variable classifying

principals' language balkground was created. On this variable, principals

were categorized as monolingual or h5lingual.
1

Those classified as

monolingual were either native speakers of English or native speakers of a

another language. The classification of bilingual was used to refer to

several categories of individuals: 1) those who are English speakers and

who have learned a foreign language through formal study only; 2) those who

are speakers of a language other than English and who have learned English

through formal study only; and 3) those whose bilingualism is based on

experience rather than formal study only. The results of this classifica-

tion, found in Table 5.6, indicate that 66 percent of the principals were

bilingual.

TABLE 5.6. Principals' overall language background

Language Background
Number of
Principals Percentage

Monolingual

English 25 34%

Language other than English 0 0

Bilingual

English speaker with formal study
only of a non-English language 22 30

Speaker of a language other than
English with formal study only of
English 0 0

Bilingual tarough experience other
than formal study only 27 36

Total 74 100%

lIn addition to rating their experience with English, the principals were asked
to indicate their level of experience, if any, in the language other than English

in which they were nost proficient. Thus, some of the respondents included in the
bilingual categories may also have had experience with a third language.
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5D.3 PRINCIPAL ATTITUDES TOWARD THE USE OF NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGES IN THZ SCHOOL

The learning environment in a school can be greatly influenced by the

philosophy principals have towarA the use of languages other than English.

In particular, their reactions can affect the attitudes of their staff

tower( LM-LEP students.

As shown in Table 5.7 no study schools prohibit or discourage the use of

non-English languages outside of the classroom. Thirty six percent of the

schools permit the use of non-English languages and 21 percent encourage

their use.

TABLE 5.7. School policy concerning the use of languages other than
English by instructional staff In interactions with
students outside the classroom

Policy Concerning the Use of Number of
Languages Other than English Schools Percentage

Prohibited 0 0%

Discouraged 0 0

Permitted 27 37

Encouraged 16 22

No policy 30 41

Total 73 100%

A composite variable describing principal attitudes towards the use of

the native language in instruction for LM-LEP students was derived from

their responses to a series of statements related to their educational

philosophy. The fp ven statements used to create the composite were:

15
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1. LM-LEP students should develop skills in their native language
similar to the skills they develop in English.

2. LM-LEP students learn to read English more easily if they are first
taught to read their native language.

3. How well LM-LEP students know their native language should be a key
factor in deciding how and what to teach them.

4. LM-LEP students who are taught to read in both English and their
native language will eventually achieve more academically than will
those who are taught to read only in English.

5. Learning content area knowledge in two languages places an
unnecessary burden on LM-LEP students.

6. As soon as LM-LEP students have learned good conversational English,
they should be given content area instruction entirely in English.

7. A4-LEP students' native languages should be used only to support
instruction given in English, not to provide primary instruction.

Items were rated on a five point scale: "strongly disagree" scored as

1, "disagree" scored as 2, "no opinion" scored as 3, "agree" scored as 4,

"strongly agree" scored as 5. The ratings for items 5 to 7 were reversed so

that a high score, in all cases, reflected positive support for use of the

native language in instruction. The mean score across items was thus

obtained (:)r each principal. The distribution for the composite is found in

Table 5.8.

As shown on the table approximately 79 percent of the principals scored

on the positive side of the scale measuring support for the use of

non-English languages in instruction. The remaining 21 percent scored on

the negative side, indicating that they do not support the use of

non-English languages in instruction.

II5D.4 USE OF LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH rm NON-INSTRUCTIONAL CONTEXTS

The extent to which LK-LEP students, teachers, and other staff use a

language other than English in non-instructional situations is another

useful indicator of school language environment.

.1Jr:
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TABLE 5.8. Principals' support for the use of languages
other than English in instruction

Mean Score*
Number of
Principals Percentage

1.0-2.0 3 42

2.1-3.0 13 17

3.1-4.0 39 52

4.1-5.0 20 27

Total 75 100%

*
The mean score is based on a five point scale: strongly agree a 1; disagree a
2; no opinion a 3; agree a 4; strongly agree a 5. The ratings were such that
a high score in all cases reflected positive support for use of the native
language in instruction.

A composite variable was therefore created that describes the extent to

which principals, teachers, and students use a language other than English

outside the classroom context. The composite is composed of three items:

1)The extent to which teachers use non-English languages when interacting

with LM-LEP students; 2) the extent to which LM-LEP and English-proficient

students use English when interacting outside the classroom; and 3)

principals' use of a language other than English with non-English speaking

students. A higher score on this composite indicates greater use of a

language other than English. The distribution of this composite is shown in

Table 5.9.
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TABLE 5.9. Extent of non-English language use ourside
the classroom by principals, teachers, and students

Composite* Number of

Score Schools Percentage

17 23%

4.1-5.0 34 45

5.1-6.0 24 32

Total 75 100%

The composite variable was created by combining responses from the three
items: 1)The extent to which teachers use non-English languages when
interacting with LM-LEP students; 2) the extent to which L(-LEP and English-
proficient students use English wh2n interacting outside the classroom; and 3)
principals' use of a language other than English with non-English speaking
students. A higher score indicates greater non-English language use.

5E E. PROVISION OF TEACHER TRAINING RELEVANT TO LM-LEP STUDENTS

Districts and schools differ in the extent to which teachers of LM-LEP

students are offered and encouraged to take pre-service or in-service

cournes specifically designed to aid in teaching LM-LEP students. The

presence and extensiveness of such courses provides evidence of the school

system's commitment to quality education for LM-LEP students.

Overall, 86 percent of schools reported the presence of pre-service or

in-service training for teachers to assist in the instruction of LM-LEP

students. Table 5.10 shows the areas in which training was most frequently

provided. Training related to the teaching of English as a Second Language

(ESL) was most frequently offered to teachers.
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TABLE 5.10. Areas in which pre-service or in-service
training are provided to teachers

Training Area
No. of
Schools Percentage

1) Teaching English as a Second
Language (ESL) 64 79%

2) Teaching math, science or social
studies in English to LM-LEP students 48 59%

3) Teaching the language arts of the
native language to LM-LEP students 48 59%

4) Teaching math, science, or social
studies in the native language to
LM-LEP students 42 52%

5) Teaching history, cultural or ethnic
studies associated with the background
of LM-LEP students 39 487

The total number of hours of pre-service or in-service training related

to teaching LM-LEP students and offered in the last year provides an

indication of the extensiveness of training. Of those reporting hours, 20

schools reported 1-9 hours, 17 schools reported 10-19 hours, 15 schools

reported 20-39 hours, and 10 schools reported 40 or more hours.

A composite of the extensiveness nf training was developed based on the

number of areas (breadth) of training, and the total hours of training in

the past year. The composite ranged from a value of 0 (no training) to 10.

The distributiot of schools un this composite is shown in Table 5.11.

15:
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TABLE 5.11. Extensiveness of pre-service and in-service training provided
by schools to assist teachers of LM -LEP students

Extensiveness
Composite Score Number of Schools Percentage

0 11 14%

2 2 2

3 10 12

4 6 7

5 10 12

6 7 9

7 6 7

8 14 17

9 9 11

10 6 7

Total 81 100%

5F F. PRINCIPALS ' INVOLVEMENT

The principal of a school can have a considerable influence on the

spirit and vitality of the school, and also on the extent of striving for

academic excellence (Kean, Summers, Raivetz, & Farber, 1979; Pinck, with

Wolfsfeld, 1978). In the previous section, principals' language background

and language attitudes were discussed. In this section four other character-

istics of the principal are discussed: 1) attitudes toward and involvement

with LM-LEP services; 2) knowledge of and involvement with students; 3)

interaction level with teachers; and 4) influence on curriculum and teaching

methods.
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5F.1 PRINCIPALS' ATTITUDES TOWARD LM-LEP SER7ICES

Two questions were asked which related to the principal's attitudes

towards special services for LM-LEP studen. The most direct measure came

from teachers, who rated the principal's att. :tide towards special services

on a scale from strong opposition (1) to strong support (5). The mean

rating of teachers was calculated for each school, and the distribution of

those means is shown in Table 5.12. The results indicate that a large

majority of principals were perceived as showing "strong support" for such

services.

The second measure of principal attitudes towards special services came

from the principal4' reports of how many hours in the school year they had

personally devoted to planning, monitoring, or supervising special services

to LM-LEP students. Of the 67 principals providing responses, 16 reported

spending 0-9 hours, 15 reported 10-19 hours, 15 reported 20-35 hours, 12

reported 36-59 hours, and 9 reported 60 or more hours.

These two measures were combined into a composite of principal support

for special services in which the two items were weighted approximately

equally. The composite scores ranged from 4 to 10, with a higher score

indicating greater principal support and involvement in special services for

LM-LEP students. A distribution of scores on this composite is presented in

Table 5.13.

5F.2 PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT WITH STUDENTS

A principal who has extensive contact with and knowledge of students may

have a greater sense of student attitudes and abilities than a less involved

principal. Two measures of principal involvement with students were

therefore included in the study.

16t)
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TABLE 5.12. Teacher ratings of principals' support for
special services for LM-Irie st .dents

Mean Rating* Number of Schools Percentage

1.0-1.99 0 0%

2.0-2.99 0 0

3.0-3.49 1 1

3.5-3.99 2 2

4.0-4.49 14 16

4.5-5.0 69 80

Total 86 100%

*
The score reported was a mean rating across teachers in a school. The

scale was: strong opposition = 1, moderate opposition = 2, neither

opposition nor support 3, moderate support 4, strong support = 5.

Principals'TABLE 5.13. support for and involvement in
special services for LM-LEP students

Composite Score* Number of Schools Percentage

4.0-4.99 1 1

5.0-5.99 13 19

6.0-6.99 14 21

7.0-7.99 16 24

8.0-8.99 12 18

9.0-10.0 11 16

Total 67 100%

*This composite includes a measure of principal support for special services
for LM-LEP students as rated by teachers, and a measure of the hours the prin-
cipal spent in the school year planning, monitoring, or supervising such ser-
vices. A higher score represents greater support.

MEM.
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First, teachers were asked to rate the extent to which the principal

knew s_tbout the school or life experiences of individual students in their

classes ("very little" = 1, "a moderate amount" = 2, or "quite a lot" = 3).

Mean teacher ratings on this item were then calculated for each school. The

results indicated that the mean teacher rating was between 1 and 1.5 in no

schools, between 1.5 and 2 in 23% of schools, between 2 and 2.5 in 42

percent of schools, and between 2.5 and 3 in 35 percent of schools.

Second, principals themselves reported how often in a typical school week

they had conversaticns of at least five minutes with individual studentri

about their school or life experiences (not includiLl disciplinary inter-

actions). Of the 69 principals who responded, 15 reported 2 or fewer such

conversations per week, 17 reported 3-5 conversations, 11 reported 7-10

:onversations, 17 reported 11-20 conversations, and 9 reported more than 20

conversations.

The two variables were combined into a composite of principals' invol- -

ment with students. The composite scores ranged from 4 to 13, with a higher

score indicating greater involvement by the principal. A distribution of

scores on the composite is presentnd in Table 5.14.

5F.3 PRINCIPALS' INTERACTIONS WITH MOUS

A principal who has frequent interactions with teachers may have greater

ability to influence instructionAl practices and outcomes than a principal

who has fewer interactions. The study asked three questions of principals

relating to this issue: 1) the number of group meetings with teachers

during the schoo/ year to discuss curricular and teaching issues; 2) the

number of meetings with individual teachers in the school year to discuss

curricular and teaching issues; and 3) the number of hours in the school

year devoted to observing classroom instruction. Principals reported a

median of 10 group meetings with teachers, a median of 30 meetings with

individual teachers, and a median of 80 hours of classroom observation.

1
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TABLE 5.14. Principals' knowledge of and involvement with students

Composite Score Number of Schools Percentage

4.0-4.99 6 9%

5.0-5 99 11 16

6.0-6.99 10 14

7.0-7.99 14 20

8.0-8.99 12 17

9.0-9.99 10 14

10.0-11.0 6 9

Totel 69 100%

In order to create a composite, principals were divided into five

approximately equal-sized groups on each of the three variables, and given a

score of 1 to 5 based on that categorization. The three scores were then

added to create a composite with a range of 3 to 15. The distribution of

scores on this composite of principal interactions with teachers is shown in

Table 5.15.

5F.4 EXTENT PRINCIPALS' PdILOSOPHY IS REFLECTED IN SCHOOL CURRICULA AND METHODS

Principals and teachers were hoth asked to rate the extent to which the

principal's educational philosophy and values were reflected in the

curricula and teaching methods used by teachers. The response alternatives

were 1 o not at all, 2 o to a slight extent, 3 moderately well, and 4 o

very well. The mean response of the teachers was then calculated for each

school.
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TABLE 5.15. Extensiveness of principal interactions with
teachers relating to instruction

Composite Score Number of Schools Fercentage

3 2 3

4 7 11

5 4 6

6 4 6

7 3 5

8 7 11

9 8 13

le 9 14

11 5 8

12 6 9

13 6 9

14 2 3

15 1 2

fotal 64 1002

Table 5.16 shows the distributions of scores on these items. For

principals, the table shows the actual distribution of responses, while for

teachers the table shows the distribution of school means across teachers.

As the data from teachers and principals show, principals' philosophies and

values are reflected to at least a moderate extent in the great majority of

sshools.
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TABLE 5.16. Ratings by principals and teache-11 of the extent to
which the prirAipal's philosophy and values are
reflected in school curricula and methods

Rating or Range
of Ratings*

Rating by Principals Melia Rating by Teachers

Number of Number of
Schools Percentage, Schools Percentage

1 0 0% 0% 0%

2 4 5 13 15

3 41 56 61 71

4 28 38 12 14

Total 73 100% 86 1002

*Ratings by both principals and teachers are presented at the school level.
Fo. principals this is an actual rating, while for teachers it is a school

mean rounded to the nearest whole number. The scale is: 1 not at all, 2

to a slight extent, 3 = moderately well, 4 = very well.

A composite score on this variable was created by combining nit

principal rating with the mean teacher rating in the same school. The mean

teacher rating was weighted approximately twice as high us che principal

rating, to reflect teachers' veater knowledge of actual classroom

practice. The resulting composite had a range from 6.75 to 11.4. The

distribution of composite scores is presented in Table 5.17. The results

indicate that there is considerable variation among schools in the Audy.
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TABLE 5.17. Extent to which the principal's philosophy and values are
reflected in school curricula and methods

Composite Score* Number of Schools Percentage

6.75- /.99 12 16%

8.00- 8.99 10 14

9.00- 9.99 30 41

10.00-11.40 21 29

Total 73 100%

*
This composite is a combination of principal and teacher ratings, with the
mean teacher rating in a school weighted twice that vf the principal rating. A
higher score means that principals' philosophy and values were reported to be
more reflected in the school's curricula and methods.

5G G. ATTITUDES OF NON-LANGUAGE-NINORITY PARENTS

The community environment in which LK-LEP student receive services also

may have an indirect influence on the nature and results of those services.

In order to examine community attitudes, principals were asked about the

attitudes of non-language-minority parents concerning the presence of LK-LEP

students in the school, and the attitudes of those parents concerning

special services provided to LM-LEP students.

Of the 69 principals providing responses, 2 said that non-language-

minority parents were "generally negative" concerning the presence of LK-LEP

students, 16 said they were ":,bout equally positive and negative," 33 said

they Imre "generally positive," and 18 said they were "very imositive." On

the issue of LK-LEP services, of the 68 principals responding, 2 principals

said that non-language-minority parents "generally oppose such services," 24

said that parents "have no real feelings one way or another about such

services," and 42 said that parents "are generally in favor of such

servi_es."

16s
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A corpcsite of the attitudes of non-language-minority pirents was

created by combining responses from these two items. The couposite res

ranged from 4 to 8. The distribution of those scores is shown in Table 5.18.

TABLE 5.18. Attitudes of non-language-minority parents concerning
the presence of and service for LM-LEP students.

Composite Score* Number of Schools Percentage

4 1 2%

5 9 14

6 17 27

7 22 34

8 15 23

Total 64 100%

*
This composite includes two items conceruing attitudes toward the presence
of LM-LEP stueents in the school, and towards special services for those LM-LEP
students. A higher score represents more positive attitudes.

511 H. POLICIES AND PRACTICES RELATING TO ENTRY AND EXIT PROM

LM-LEP SERVICES

Another important aspect of school context is the practices and

procedures through which students are identified as limited-English-

proficient, enter into educational programs designed for them, and

eventually leave these programs. An understanding of these processes

contributes to overall study objectives in two ways. It can suggest the

need to define new variables which will enter into subsequent data analyses

and, also, it can provide a valuable explanatory coctext which will clarify

IC -I
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how certain observed relationships came to be. In the discussion that

follows attention will be directed especially to three crucial seiection

factors--instructional programs available, space available, and reassignment

philosophy.

5H.1 BECOMING A LEP

From the perspective of the child, the process of receiving LM-LEP

services usually be& .s with a decision by the school that he or she might

be eligible for or henefit from the various special services the school is

able to provide. From this pool of children who might be LM-LEP, the

schools must determine in some way, usually through testing, who is and who

is not LM-LEP according to the district definition. As shown in Table 5.19,

the predominant means of determining who might be LM-LEP was to have the

parents complete a home language survey. Usually such questionnaires

included a question similar to that used by one large school system in the

study: "What language is customarily used at home?"

As an alternative to a home language survey, many schools simply asked

parents the relevant questions when they came to enroll the child in the

school.

A third procedur was to rely on the judgment of the classroom teacher.

After observing the students' classroom participation during the first few

weeks of the semester, teachers may suggest that certain students be tested.

Often teacher judgment was relied on in addition to home language surveys or

asking parents. In five of the schools it was tentatively assumed that

children with Hispanic surnames might be limited-English-proficient and the

school then used teacner judgment to confirm that the appropriate students

were included in the group to be evaluated.

The major exception to the above procedures occurred in five schools in

which the students were "assumed to be LEPs." These five schools were all

located in one relatively small school district that was overwhelmingly

Hispanic. The district policy is to provide a standard curriculum that

employs academic instruction in both Spnish and English to all first
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graders. Only in subsequent years does the school face the problem of who

is to be provided with special services because of limited English

proficiency.

In all the schools with the exception of the five schools just discussed

in which no evaluation or testing of first graders occurred, the standard

procedure was to test all the students who might be LK-LEP with an

English-proficiency test and to assign the student a LK-LEP classification

based on a test score. As shown in Table 5.20, most of the schools used

commercially available tests such as the Language Assessment Scale (LAS),

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB), and Basic Inventory of Natural

Language (BINL). In addition, a number of schools used locally developed

tests.

One aspect of the classification process that seemed to vary

considerably was the flexibility school administrators and teachers had in

categorizing children as limited-English-proficient. At one extreme were

school& in which the sc,res on the test were essentially the only factor

taken into consideration. Any child who scored below the cut-off point then

was automatically classified limited-English-proficient. At the other

extreme were schools in which test scores were advisory rather than

determinative. School administrators in conjunction with teachers, and

sometimes in conjunction with special LK-LEP placement boards, could

classify a child as LK-LEP or not, using their best judgment of the child's

capabilities, -egardless of test scores.

511.2 INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AVAILABLE IN THE SCHOOL

After a child has been evaluated and determiaed to be limited-English-

proficient, the school must face the problem of assigning the student to an

appropriate classroom and program of study. Aside from the home language,

English Language abilities, and other educationally related student

characteristics, two school-level features are of great importance: the

types of programs available at the school and the overall demand for the

special programs.
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TABLE 5.19. Procedures used to identify potential LM-LEP students

No. of Schools etESE,INLE

Home language survey only 40 54%

Home language survey and teacher
judgment 12 16

School questions parents regarding
language competencies of child 9 12

Hispanic surnames plus teacher judgment 5 7

Sch)ol questions parents regarding
latguage competencies of child plus
teacher judgment 2 3

Teacher judgment only 1 1

No evaluation process (All given
identical services) 5 7

Total 74 100%

TABLE 5.20. Tests used to determine language proficiency

Test Used No. of Schools Percentage

Language Assessment Scale 21 28%

Language Assessment Battery 13 17

Locally developed language
assessment instrument 11 15

BINL 10 13

Language dominance test (unspecified) 6 8

Idea Oral Proficiency Test 4 5

Oral Language Development Test 3 4

LAS and Idea Oral Proficiency Test 2 3

No exam used 5 7

Total 75 100%
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A child can only be assigned to the services that are available, and the

schools in the study differed considerably in the services they provided.

Detailed responses given to team leaders as part of the Programs and

Procedures Interview made it possible to classify schools with regard to

whether they provided for any of their first and third grade LM-LEP

students: (1) an educational program that included academic instruction

using the native language; (2) an educational program that used only the the

English language for academic instruction and that included as well a

special program of English instruction for LL.-LEP students; or (3) both

types of programs, but for different students. Further whether the services

were available only to students of thn predominant minority language at the

school or whether they were available also to students from other minority

language backgrounds was taken into consideration.

Tables 5.21 and 5.22 identify the basic options school administrators

had when they assigned entering LM-LEP students to special services.

Comparison of the two tables makes it clear that the kinds of instructional

services available to the LM-LEP students who comprised the predominant

language group at a school were significantly different from those available

to the students from other language backgrounds. A great majority of the

schools provided academic instruction using the native language for at least

some of their LM-LEP students from the school's predominant language-minority

group. The schools were far less likely, however, to provide such services

for any of their students with native languages other than the predominant

one.

For the students from the non-predominant language-minority background,

academic instruction entirely in English with a special program in English

instruction was most likely to be the single set of available instructional

services. This difference suggests that in later outcome analyses it may be

useful to compare LM-LEP students who had available to them both an

instructional program using the native language and an all-English-medium

special English program with those who did not. It may be that the lack of

placement options at the school level preven' Id the proper placement of some

students and adversely influenced their subsequent academic achievement.
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TABLE 5.21. Program types available at study schools for
predominant language-minority students

Programs Offered

1. An educational program that includes academic
instruction using the native language

2. An educational program with academic instruc-
tion entirely in English as well as a special
program of English instruction for LM-LEP
students

3. Both 1 and 2 above provided to different
students

Total

No. of
Schools

F-cer-121-e-

25 35%

13 18

34 47

72 100%

TABLE 5.22. Program types available at study schools for
non-predominant language-minority students

Programs Offered

1. An educational program that includes academic
instruction using the native language

2. An educational program with academic
instruction entirely in English as well
as a special program of English instruction
for LM-LEP students

3. Both 1 and 2 above provided to different
students

4. No program for speakers of other than the
predominant language minority group

Total

No. of
Schools Percentage

10 14%

23 33

6 9

30 43

72 100%
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511.3 ASSIGNING LM -LEP STUDENTS TO SERVICES

Almost all schools have some formal way, usually through the use of

English proficiency tests, of ascertaining the linguistic competencies of

their students. Usually, too, schools have a stated policy for assigning

students to services based on their scores on the various entry tests. For

example, in one district the policy was that entering first-grade students

who scored at or below a certain level on the district's English competency

test were assigned to the instructional program that included academic

instruction using the native lang sge. Students who scored somewhat higher

but below another cut-off were assigned to the special program of English

instruction. Finally, students who scored above the higher cut-off were

placed in mainstream English classrooms with no support services.

Usually these placement policies are devised with great care. Often

second language development specialists, special disLrict committees, and

state or federal courts have an influence on their formation. However, in

discussing the assignment and reassignment processes with school officials,

team leaders often found that schools were following policies different from

either the stated policies of the district or the stated policies of the

school.

Of the 61 schools for which we are confident we know what the initial

assignment process is, about half (31) can be said to be following the

stated guidelines of the school and district. Children were evaluated,

tested, and assigned to services following the school's publicly stated

assignment procedures.

In 30 other schools, however, school officials were not able to follow

the guidelines, usually because of a shortage of qualified teachers or a

lack of classroom space. Most commonly, the shortages affected schools that

provided academic instruction in the native language. In 23 of these 30

schools, school officials indicated in various ways that eligible students

were admitted to such programs only if there was room. What follows are

quotes from team leader interviews with administrators at three such schools:

1
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"The Spanish speakers with the least English go into
bilingual classrooms; the others go into regular classrooms.
If they had more bilingual teachers, they would have mom
kids in bilingual classrooms."

"Usually A's (those who scored lowest on the district English
competency test) go into self-contained bilingual classrooms;
B's and C's (those who scored higher) receive pull-out
bilingual instruction. However, the self-tontained
clasJrooms are over-enrolled and kids who might be put into
them are put into other classrooms. Also, there is really
not enough room in the pull-out bilingual program, either."

"Sometimes there is an abundance of LEP students and services
are provided to those with the biggest need as determined by
test scores and teacher judgment."

Overall, providing a special program in English to all eligible LM-LEP

students does not appear as difficult a problem as providing instruction

using the native language. Nonetheless, 11 schools indicated that because

of shortages they were unable to provide LEP children with the special

English services they were eligible for under the stated guidelines. (This

included 6 schools that also were unable to provide academic instruction

using the native language to all those eligible under the stated guidelines.)

One team leader reported the following situation in a major urban school

system:

"There is a provision in tbe teacher's union contract that states that a
teacher cannot provide instruction to more than 75 students during any
week. In most schools there is only one ESL teacher assigned per
building. Yet in every one of the studied schools there are more than
75 LEP students in each school. Therefore ESL pullout instruction is
provided only to the LEP students who need it the most."

Another team leader reported that at least in one school the

availability of teachers and classroom spaces seem to affect the LM-LEP

classification process itself:

"When sufficient space is unavailable in the ESL classes,
students receive no special services. When finalizing the
rosters for this study, the principal classified any such
students as "former LEPs" even though some classroom teachers
felt that at least some of these students were still LEPs. The
principal's position was that only those being served were LEPs."

17z;
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The above discussion of initial assignment procedures suggests that it

will be worthwhile to examine the degree to which the inability of schools

to provide the level of service they deem appropriate relates to the subse-

quent academic achievement of students attending such schools.

5H.4 REASSESSMENT

Another systematic selection issue arises some time after the initial

assignment process, when it is necessary to decide whether to continue

services or to transfer the child to a different set of services. Usually

the reassessment occurs at the end of the school year when school

administrators begin thinking about classroom assignments for the following

year.

In the schools that provide academic instruction in the native language,

two very different selection philosophies seemed to be operative. In some

schools these native language programs are believed to be complete curricula

of a fixed and pedagogically defensible duration. Students enter the

program at some point, usually first grade or kindergarten, and continue in

the program until it terminates, usually at the end of the third or fourth

grade. Students continue without regard to their English abilities or test

scores. They then exit to mainstream all-English classrooms, sometimes to

all-English classes for the gifted and talented. However, if at the end of

the program their English abilities are below some standard, they are

usually provided with ESL or bilingual support services in addition to the

mainstream all-English classroom instruction.

The alternative reassignment philosophy in programs that provide

academic instruction using the native language is to view the programs as a

temporary support, to be used only as long as necessary. A LM-LEP

coordinator in a school which followed this approach explained his school's

selection procedure as follows:

"The school's philosophy is to place LEP students in an all-
English-medium classroom as soon as possible. The evaluation as
to when they are ready is mainly based on teacher evaluation.
Bilingual instruction is usually terminated when the child can
read one year below grade level."
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The composition of the classrooms in which academic instruction using

the native language is provided will vary greatly depending on which of the

reassignment procedures is followed, especially by the third grade. If the

operating assumption is that once you are in, you stay in until program

termination, then the program will encompass students with a wide range of

academic and oral English abilities. However, if students are removed from

these classrooms as their English competencies approach those of native

English speakers, then by the third grade the program will consist

predominantly of students who either have difficulty learning English or

have difficulty scoring well on tests designed to evaluate their English and

academic abilities (or both).

Ir order to explore the consequences of _hese two pedagogical

approaches, a school-level reassignment philosophy variable has been created

for those schools that provide academic native language instruction. Thus

it will be possible to examine the effect reassignment philosophy

contribt.tes to the efficacy of programs that utilize academic native

language instruction.

SI I. SAMMY

This ch....dr describes a series of school level variables which may

potentially have an impact on the academic achievement of LM-LEP students in

the Longitudinal Study. Although the data are presented at the school

level, the relevant data will later be transferred onto individual student

r2cords. These school variables will then be available for use as control

and predictor variables in outcome analyses.

The variables Which are described fall into seven basic categories: (1)

general characteristics of the school; (2) academic climate; (3) school

language environment; (4) teacher training relevant to LM-LEP students; (5)

principals' involvement in school affairs; (6) attitudes of the non-language-

minority community; and (7) policies and practices relating to entry and

exit from LM-LEP services. The result, indicate that there is considerable

diversity among schools on variables within each of these categories.

.-
u
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The analytic plan is to enter all of these variables into analyses to

determine which are most strongly related to academic outcomes. Literature

reviews and preliminary examination of variables suggest tl-st special atten-

tion should be paid to the following variables in the analysis: (1) the

percentage of the school's total enroilment Who are LH-LEP students; (2)

lausuage use outside the :lassroom; (3) extensiveness of principals'

interactions with teachers; and (4) the nature of exit criteria from special

services for LH-LEP students.

177
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Chapter 6. ELEMENTS OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES1

6A A. INTRODUCTION

In this study the natuve of the instructional services ,,rovided to

stude-ts is defined by seven categories of variables: the academic subjects

taught; the amount of instruction in academdc subjects; tLe language of

instruction; the organization of instruction; the materials used for

instruction; characteristics of the inetructional staff; and characteristics

of English language rts instruction.

The data for this chapter were drawn from two sources. Data on the

subject taught, the amount of instruction, and the languages used for the

instruction in ea^h subject were drawn from the Instructional Language

Record completed by each academic teacher. Data on teacher background

characteristics and on other 0,sracteristics that define the nature of the

instructIon provided to studeats were drawn from the Instructional Staff

Questionnaire.

Fot each student, the teacher who provided the largest proportion of

academic instruction per week (and at least 12 hours of academic instruction

-ler week) was designated as the "main academih teacher." The .ata provided

by the main academic teacher in particular were considere to be important

sinc- these data represent the predominant characteristics of the

instruction received by students.

For he.tain variables, however, it is -lso important to consider the

c-ntribution of other teachers of the student. Therefore, for certain

analyses, the data were also ex--tned in an aggregated form, in which the

Jta from all academic teachers of an individual student have been combined

to produce oa= tf%mposite value representir the total academic instruction

provided to the stldent.

10breviations and othe: special terms used ti this study are (1,:fincd in the
glossary, in Appendix A.

1 I:
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Finally, main and aggregated teachers were also identified separately

for English language arts instruction and for mathematics instruction. This

was done in order to be able to link teacher background characteristics with

achievement in English language arts and Aathematics in particular.

For 97 percent of the students, the main mathematics teacher was the

same as the main academic teacher; for 94 percent of the students, the maln

English language arts teacher and the main academic teacher were the same.

Thus, in general, the background and instructional characteristics reported

for main academic teachers also represent the characteristics of main

mathematics and main English language arts teachers.

In view of the importance of English language skills for the students in

chis study, some futther discussicn is presented regarding the instructional

services provided in the subject. Data on the English language background

and approach to English language arts instruction for the main English

teacher and for all English language arts teachers are also described.

All data in this chapter refer to students rather than to teachers.

Thus, percentages refer to the perceatage of students to wh,m certain

teacher attributes or organizational attributes apply rather than to the

percentage of teachers themselves. Similarly when means are presented, they

ere means in which each student is entered once. To accomplish this, data

for each teacher were treated as attributes of that teacher's students. In

other words, it was assumed that the teacher's responses to questionnaire

items were, in a sense, student characteristics because they described the

kinds of instructional persoanel and instructional procedures affectlig the

sLudent.

It is importart to understand that data in this chapter are to be

regarded as descript.ive of the Longitudinal Study sample--not as population

estimates for the national population of LMLEP stud'nts. The purpose of

the data presented here is to provide background information which will be

taken into account when subsequent aualyses of a "rlitional" type are

carried out.
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B. ACADEMIC SUBJECTS TAUGHT

Instructiona' services for elementary-level LM-LEP students may show

some variation in the specific academic subjects taught. For example,

instruction in rative language reading and other native language atts may be

included in some programs but not in others. When native language arts,

including reading, are taught, it may be in addition to instruction in

English reading and language arts. In other instances, however, native

language reading may be taught earlier and English reading may be introduced

at a later point in the prngram. Aside from differences in language arts

instruction, some special instructional services that are focused on English

development may be substituted for instruction in other academic subjects

such as science and social studies.

As eeen from the data in Table 6.1, 74 percent of the grade 1 LM-LEP

students in the sample received instruction in reading in their native

language; in comparison, 66 percent of LM-LEP students received native

language reading instruction at grade 3. The difference in number of

students receiving native language arts instruction was paralleled by a

substantial difference in English reading instruction: about 25 percent

mot:: LM-LEP students at grade 3 relative to grade 1 received instruction in

English reading. Almost all Lm-LEr students received instruction in

mathematics, science, and social stu ies--as was also true for the EP/LIS

and EP/Comp students.

The students in the EP/LIS sample were distinguished in some ways from

both the LM-LEP students and the EP/Comp students. EP/LIS students were

more similar to EP/Comp students in terms of the proportion uf students who

received instruction in regular English reading and other language arts, in

mathematics, and in social studies. A relatively small proportion of EP/LIS

students in comparison to LM-LEP students received special instruction in

English language arts; also EP/LIS students were less likely than LM-LEP

atudents to be taught the language arts of a language other than English.

However, EP/LIS students were about as likely as LH-LEP students to receive

ethnic heritage instruction.

151
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TABLE 6.1. Percentage of students in LM-LEP, EP/LIS and EP/Comp samples
receiving instruction in specific academic subjects

Sub ects:

Grade 1 Grade 3
LM-LEP EP LIS EP Comp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp

Regular Englisha

Reading 55% 96% 100% 81% 98% 99%

Otherb 66 98 99 84 98 99

Special Englisha

Oral English 87 28 NA 76 29 NA

Reading and Otherb 58 25 NA 62 27 NA

Native Language

Reading 74 24 NA 66 25 NA

Otherb 66 17 NA 52 22 NA

Mathemat..cs 98 99 98 98 96 95

Science
',MEM

96 97 97 97 97 98

Social Studies 96 99 9"/ 97 99 98

Ethnic Heritage 68 59 26 66 70 23

No. of Studentsc 4947- 854- 479- 3732- 793- 497-
5389 913 480 4064 911 499

a"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking students and other students who are proficient in English.
"Special English" refers to an Instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

b"Other" refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction.

cA range of number nf cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.
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LH-LEP studeuts from the three language groups (Spanish, Chinese, other)

were differentially likely to receive instruction in several academic

subjects. As shown in Table 6.2, grade 1 Chinese language and other

language students were less likely to receive instruction in natiNre language

arts and more likely to receive regular instruction in English reading and

other language arts, in comparison to the Spanish language students. At

grade 3, however, an increased proportion of Spanish language students

received regular English language arts instruction.

To some extent, Chinese language students were less likely to receive

instruction in academic subjects other than language arts. At grade 1, in

comparison to students in the Spanish language and other language groups,

Chinese language students were less like to receive science and social

studies instruction. The Chinese language students were, however, more

likely to receive ethnic heritage instruction. At grade 3 they are somewhat

less likely to receive instruction in social studies and mathematics.

The data in Table 6.2 thus show that there were some important

differences between the language groups in the proportion of students who

received instruction in the various academic subjects. The differences may

subsequently be related to differential levels of academic success for

students from different language groups.

6C C. AMOUNT OF INSTRUCTION IN ACADEMIC SUBJECTS

Instructional aervices provided to different groups of students may

include the same range of subject areas but may vary in the amount of time

allotted to instruction in these subjects. This is an important factor in

that much research has pointed to the significance for achievement outcomes

of "time on task" or "engaged time," and of the amount of time spent in

study of a particular subject (Fisher et al., 1978: Roshenshine & Berliner,

1978; Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974).
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TABLE 6.2. Percentage of LM-LEP students in Spanish, Chinese, and other
language groups receiving instruction in specific academic subjects

Sub ects:

Grade 1 Grade 3
linuQ11 Chinese Other lipluAlel Chinese Other

Regular Englisha

Reading 48% 82% 932 792 81% 97%

Otherb 62 83 93 81 90 97

Special Englisha

Oral English 88 88 75 76 77 70

Reading and Otherb 58 61 57 63 40 60

Native Lancuage

Reading 81 68 25 71 66 30

Otherb 72 45 28 54 66 25

Mathematics 99 89 98 98 89 99

Science 96 86 98 97 93 99

Social Studies 96 88 98 97 89 99

Ethnic Heritage 67 84 67 65 67 74

No. of Studentsc 4161- 207- 578- 3114- 200- 416-
4554 213 662 3387 216 461

a"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking students and other students who are proficient in English.
"Special English" refers to en instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

b"Other" refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special EnCish instruction.

cA range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.

18 4:
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Table 6.3 presents the data on average number of hours per week of

instruction in academic subjects for LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp students.

In Table 6.4, the same data are pre ented for LM-LEP students by language

group. When students did not receive instruction in a particular subject

area, a value of zero hours was included in the group mean.

The data in Tables 6.3 and 6.4 indicate that at both grade levels, LM-LEP

students (and especially Spanish language LM-LEP sts.dents) received more

hours of academic instruction overall than did the English-proficient

students. Although these differences may have been due to incomplete or

inaccurate reporting by teachers, a more likely explanation is that LM-LEP

students were receiving some of their special English instruction or native

language instruction while their English-proficient peers were receiving

art, music, physical education, or other types of instruction.

The three sample groups at both grade levels were very similar in the

mean number of hours of instruction in mathematics and in science. This was

also true for social studies instruction, with the exception of a higher

mean for EP/Comp students at grade 3. Hc,,..-ever, differences between the

sample groups are seen for English and native language arts instruction, and

the pattern of means reflects the patterns found for the percentage of

students receiving instruction. For example, Table 6.3 shows that grade 1

LM-LEP students received significantly less instruction in regular English

language arts than the EP/LIS and EP/Comp students. For LM-LEP students

there was a combined mean of about 5 hours per week of instruction in

regular English (reading and other language arts) as contrasted with about 9

to 11 hours per week respectively for the other two groups. However, the

difference in amount of English instruction between the groups is narrowed

considerably if special instruction in English is also considered. The

LM-LEP students received an average of about 3 hours of special instruction

in oral English and about another hour of instruction in reading and other

English language arts. A similar pattern for hours of instruction in

regular and special English language arts is seen in the dafa for grade 3.

LM-LEP students on the average received more hours of instruction in

native language arts than did EP/LIS students; this is more evident for

'1;
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TABLE 6.3. Mean number of hours per week of instruction in all
academic subjects for LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp studentsa

Sub ects:
Grade 1 Grade 3

LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp

Regular Englishb

Reading 2.6 5.5 6.5 3.8 5.8 5.6
Otherc 2.1 3.3 4.5 3.0 4.1 4.7
iegular English Total (4.7) (8.8) (11.0) (6.8) (9.9) (10.3)

Special Englishb

Oral English 2.7 0.6 NA 1.9 0.5 NA
Reading and Otherc 1.1 0.5 NA 1.4 0.6 NA
Special English Total (3.8) (1.1) (NA) (3.3) (1.1) (NA)

Native Language

Reading 3.5 0.6 NA 2.4 1.1 NA
Otherc 2.1 0.4 NA 1.3 0.5 NA
Native Language Total (5.6) (1.0) (NA) (3.7) (1.6) (NA)

Mathematics 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.4

Science 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.9

Social Studies 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.2

Ethnic Heritage 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.3 O. 1

Total (22.3) (18.9) (18.5) (22.4) (20.7) (18.9)

No. of Studentsd 4787- 738- 449- 3624- 769- 477-
5286 863 480 3963 891 499

aThe means are based on all students for whom data were obtained; when students
did not receive instruction in a particular subject area, a value of zero hours
was included in the mean.

b"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speak_ng students and other students who are proficient in English
"Special English" refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

c"Other" refer to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction.

dA range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.

16,$)
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TABLE 6.4. Mean number of hours per week of instruction in all academic
subjects for Spanish, Chinese, and other language studentsa

Sub ects:
Grade 1 Grade 3

Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

Regular Englishb

Reading 2.1 4.4 5.1 3.7 3.8 5.0
Otherc 1.9 2.8 3.4 2.9 3.7 4.0
Regular English Total

ipecial Englishb

(4.0) (7.2) (8.5) (6.6) (7.5) (9.0)

Oral English 2.9 2.4 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.5
Reading and Otherc 1.1 1.5 0.8 1.4 1.2 1.0
Special English Total (4.0) (3.9) (2.5) (3.3) (3.1) (2.5)

Native Language

Reading 4.0 O.: 1.2 2.7 1.3 0.7
Otherc 2.3 0.4 1.0 .1.4 0.7 0.4
Native Language Total (6.3) (1.3) (2.2) (4.1) (2.0) (1.1)

Mathematics 4.4 4.0 4.1 4.5 3.9 4.3

Science 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.6

Social Studies 1.9 1.6 1.8 2.0 1.5 1.9

Ethnic Heritage 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6

Total (22.7) (20.0) (21.3) (22.7) (19.6) (21.0)

No. of Studentsd 4054- 182- 551- 3033- 188- 403-
4461 212 631 3306 208 456

aThe means are based on all students for whom data were obtained; when students
did not receive instruction in a particular subject area, a value of zero hours
was included in the mean.

b"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking students and other students who are proficient in English
"Special English" refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially deegned for teaching English to LM-LET, students.

c"Other" refer to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language ar:s other than reading and oral English for
spenia1 English instruction.

dA range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.
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grade 1 than for grade 3. In Table 6.3, the combined means at grade 1 for

native language arts (reading and other) are about 6 hours per week for

LM-LEP students and only about 1 hour per week for EP/LIS students.

For LM-LEP students, differences were found across the Spanish, Chinese,

and other language groups. Chinese and other language students received

more instruction in regular English language arts than Spanish language

students, and received less instruction in special English language arts.

Students in the other language group came closest to the mean number of

hours of instruction found for English-proficient students, particularly at

grade 3; they received a total of 8.5 hours of revular English at grade 1

and 9 hours at grade 3. These students also received the least instruction

in special English.

Spanish language students received substantially more instruction per

week in native language arts than students in the other language groups.

Spanish language students also tended to receive somewhat more instruction

in mathematics, science, and social studies than did Chinese and other

language students, and also more than EP/LIS and EP/Comp studets.

In summary the data on mean hours per week of academic instruction

indicate that there were differences in the mean number of hours sf

instruction in individual subject areas not only for LM-LEP versus

English-proficient students but also among the three LM-LEP student language

groups. Such differences, particularly if maintained through the next years

of schooling, may affect the students' level of academic success in those

subjects.

6D D. LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

A most significant factor in instruction of LM-LEP students is the

language that is used in providing academic instruction. Very different

approaches exist, ranging from those in which only English is used to those

in which all or almost all instruction is presented through the use of the

DZVILOPMINT ASSOCIATZS. INC. I
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native langu4e; in between these two alternatives are approaches that use

all possible ratios of the two languages for instruction (Young et al.,

1984).

6.D1 USF OF ENGLISH FOR INSTRUCTION

The amount of native language versus English language use in instruction

generally will vary from subject to subject. Table 6.5 presents the

average, across students, of the percentage of English use for instruction

in the various subject areas; these data are presented for the largc

language groups in each grade.

For all groups, both regular English instruction and special Engli.c.%

instruction included very high levels of English language use; the means

indicate that there was about 5 to 10 percent use of the students' native

language in these subjects, presumably for explanation ane clarification of

instruction. For other academic subjects, the means at bo-:, grades reflect

a level of native language use consistent with its use for sole primary

instruction--i.e., the native language was used not only as a c otort for

English language instruction but also as a means of presenting ne. facts and

concepts.

The means for the other language students showed the highest levels of

English language use for mathematics, science, social studies, and ethnic

heritage instruction. The lowest levels of English language use in these

subjects were found for the Spanish language students; however, even for

this group the means were all above 50 percent.

The mean levels of English language use for English language arts

instruction (both regular and special instruction) were high for both

grades. For the non-language academic subjects, the level of English

language use for instruction was higher for grade 3 students than for grade

1 students.
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TABLE 6.5. Mean percentage of use of English for instruction
of LH-L3P students in acadvoic subjectsa

Sub ects:

Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

Regular Englishb

Reading 95% 88% 93% 95% 902 94%

Otherc 90 87 92 93 87 93

Special Englie,b

Oral Englisn 93 92 94 94 94 91

Reading and Otherc 91 88
1,.

93 94 88 89

Mithematics 61 71 86 78 80 87

Science 59 69 86 75 79 87

Social Studies 58 67 84 75 78 84

Ethnic Heritage 5:, 59 63 69 65 71

No. of Studentsd 1878- 125- 302- 1829- 72- 239-
4416 188 598 3252 179 449

aThe percentage of English language use is based on the average percentage of
English language use reported over the fall, winter, and spring data collection
periods.

b"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking studeats and other students who are proficient in English.
"Special English" refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LH-LEP students.

"Other" refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction.

dA range of number of students is provided, since the number of valid cases
varies by subject area. The mean percentage for each subject is based on data
for those students who receive instruction in the relevant subject; tht.refore,
the range of numbers of students is broader in this table than in Tables 6.1-6.4.

1 9 J
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6D.2 USE OF SIMPLIFIED ENGLISH

In completing the Instructional Language Record, teachers indicated

whether the English they used in t2aching was primarily a simplified form of

English or regular English (not modified for LM-LEF students). "Simplified

English" was defined as the deliberate simplification of vocabulary and

sentence structure so that the English used is more easily comprehended by a

language-minority limited-English-proficient child. For LM-LEP students,

the use of simplified English is expected to facilitate acquisition of both

English and content area knowledge (Krashen, 1982; Krashen & Terrell,

I/

1983). This variable is a major component in the definition of service

clusters, discussed in Chapter 7.

In Table 6.6, data are presented on the use of simplified English for

LM-LEP students from the Spanish, Chinese, and other language groups. The

data are from the winter data collection only.1

I/
The data show that Spanish language students were more likely than

Chinese and other language students to receive simplified English for

11
instruction that was presented in English. This pattern was found at both

grades 1 and 3. The data also show that Chinese language students were more

likely to receive simplified English in grade 1 than in grade 3.

I/

At both grades, a greater proportion of Chinese language students

received simplified English for non-language arts academic instruction than

they did for English language arts instruction. In contrast, the Spanish

1.,aguage and other language students were about equally likely to receive

simplified English instruction in both types of subject areas.

11

lAs a result o: changes in wording and structure of the Instructional Language
Record, the data on simplified English obtained during the fall data collection
were not conoistent with the d&ta obteined during the winter and the p-ring data
collecti.n periods. Since there may be a shift toward decrease in use of
simplified English over the course of the school year, the winter data collection
period was selected as more zepresentative than thE spring data for this analysis.

I/ 191
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TABLE 6.6. Percentage of LM -LEP students who received primarily simplified
English when English was used for instruction

Grade 1

Non-language Arts
Academic InstrAction

English Language
Arts Instruction

Percentage of
Students

No. of
Students

Percentage of
Students

No. of
Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 43% 3,404 44% 3,641

Chinese 22 157 12 179

Other 27 524 26 546

LM -LEP Overall 40 4,085 41 4,366

Grade 3

LM -LEP:

Spanish 402 2,598 37% 2,638

Chinese 32 155 23 177

Other 18 401 20 400

LM -LEP Overall 37 3,154 34 3,215

192.,

I
I
I
I
a

1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
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6E E. INSTRUCTIONAL ORGANIZATION

The nature of instructional services can be further defined by factors

relating to the organization of the instructional services provided to

LM-LEP students. These are factors such as the number of instructional

staff who work with the individual student, and the extent to which students

are in classrooms with various types of organization patterns for

instruction.

6E.1 NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

A first indication of the nature of the organization of instructional

services is the number of teachers responsible for the instrucdon of an

individual student. One nacher per student indicates that instruction is

in a self-contained classroom, while more than one teacher per student may

indicate that some pull-out instruction is provided or that there is a team

teaching situation. Whenever two or more teachers are involved in providing

instruction to a student, there is a potential for some disruption or

conflict in the student's instruction, and thus coordination among teachers

becomes important.

In Table 6.7 data are prerented concerning the number of different

teachers who instruct individual students. Among the three sample groups,

1.4-LEP, EP/LIS, aud EP/Comp, there were few differences (except for a small

trend at grade 1 of fewer teachers per student for EP/LIS students).

However, there were clear differences among the three language groups within

the LM-LEP sample. At both grade 1 and grade 3, there was a higher mean for

the other language students than for the Spanish and Chinese language

students. ThPse data suggest that other language students were much more

likely to receive instruction in a pull-out situation, and that Chinese

language students were the loast likely of the LM-LEP students to receive

instruction from more than one teacher.

1
cTh

4./
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TABLE 6.7. Mean number of academic teachers by whom individual
students were instructed in the course of a week*

Grade 1

Number of
Teachers

No. of
Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 1.3 4,532

Chinese 1.1 213

Other 1.8 622

LM-LEP Overall 1.4 5,367

EP/LIS 1.2 909

EP/Comp 1.4 479

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 1.4 3,371

Chinese 1.3 208

Other 1.9 459

LM-LEP Overall 1.4 4,038

EP/LIS 1.3 844

EP/Comp 1.4 497

*
These means were based on the number of ;eachers who reported instructing the
student in academic subjects in the fall, winter, and spring data collection
periods.

I °
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6E.2 USE OF AIDES OR VOLUNTEERS

Teachers frequently receive assietance in the classroom from aides or

volunteers who carry out a range of activities. In the case of teachers

with LM-LEP students in their class, aides and volunteers may provide: (1)

information on the students' cultures, (2) native language assistance to the

student, and (3) some content area instruction to the student in the native

language. When an aide or volunteer is present in the classroom, the

teacher may be able to devote more time to individual or small group

instruction (Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974), and may be more flexible in

planning classroom instructional activities.

As shown in Table 6.8, a substantially larger percentage of students in

the LM-LEP and EP/LIS groups had teachers who were assisted by aides

compared to students in the EP/Comp group. Use of volunteers was

substantially lower than use of aides for all of the groups.

There was also variation among the three LM-LEP language groups in the

use of aides and volunteers. Main teachers of other language students

reported use of an aide less frequently than did main teachers of Spanish

and Chinese language students. For all three language groups at both grade

levels, the percentages indicate that use of aides in the LM-LEP students'

classes was common; this was also true for EP/LIS students' classes,

particularly at grade 1.

The data on use of volunteers demonstrates an interesting pattern of

differences that can perhaps be related to differences in parent and

LackgrJund characteristics. Chinese language students were far more likely

to be in classes in which volunteers assisted the teacher than were SpaniA

and other language students. This may reflect a higher level of parent and

community involvement in the schools and in the students' education for the

Chinese language students than for the Spanish and other language students.

1 1
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TABLE 6.8. Percentage of students whose main academic
teachers reported the use of aides or volunteers

Grade 1

Use of Aide Use of Volunteer
Percentage
of Students

No. of
Students

Percentage
of Students

No. of
Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 83% 4,120 14% 4,131

Chinese 89 195 28 195

Other 56 540 14 540

LM-LEP Overall 80 4,855 15 4,866

EP/LTS 96 721 18 721

EP/Comp 65 360 16 360

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 68% 3,081 11% 3,076

Chinese 88 195 40 195

Other 63 430 11 429

LM-LEP Overall 69 3,706 12 3,700

EP/LIS 74 801 8 782

EP/Comp 43 353 7 352

The mean number of houra per week that aides and volunteers were

reported to work with LM-LEP students for each of the three language groups

are presented in Table 6.9. The highest mean number of hours was for aides

in the Chinese students' classes. The mean number of hours that volunteers

worked with LM-LEP students in these students' classes was very low--about

one hour par week--at grade 1, and even lower at grade 3.

1 c
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6E.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE CLASSROOM FOR INSTRUCTION

Studies of academic achievement of language minority students have

indicated that the organization of the classroom for instruction may affect

students' success. For example, research has indicated that for some LM-LEP

students, instruction in small groups is related to higher levels of

academic achievement than instruction presented to the class as a whole

(Gallimore, 198v, Lucker et al., 1976). For other stqdents, however, the

opposite may be the case (Fillmore, 1985).

TABLE 6.9. Mean number of hours per week that LM-LEP students were in
classes in which aides or volunteers assisted in their
instruction

Grade 1

Aide Volunteer

Mean Hours
No. of

Students
Mean Hours
for Volunteer

No. of
Students

Spanish 10.1 4,047 1.1 4,087

Chinese 16.3 195 1.0 195

Other 4.4 534 0.8 526

Grade 3

Spanish 7.4 3,036 0.4 3,057

Chinese 10.4 193 0.7 195

Other 5.0 378 0.5 429

157
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While there may be va:iation from subject to subject in the types of

classroom organizations used, teachers differ in the types of instructional

situations that they pr.fer overall. In the Instructional Staff

Questionnaire, teachers were asked to indicate the percentages of time that

they spent in ern of four types of classroom instructional organizations:

whole class, small group, individual instruction, and student independent

work.

Table 6.10 presents data with regard to the classroom organizational

patterns used for instruction. At grade 1, EP/Comp students' mair teachers

reported a high mean use of whole class instruction ard less use of group,

individual, or independent work instructional situations. On the other

hard, LM-LEP students' teachers overall reported about equal means for use

of whole class and group instructional situations. Some variation was

present in the data for the LM-LEP students in the three language groups.

The etzta for the Chinese language students had a pattern of means that was

closer to that of the EP/Comp students. Chinese students' teachers reported

a somewhat higher mean percentage use of whole class instruction relative to

group instruction. This finding is consistent with Fillmore's (1985)

research which suggests that Chinese students do best within whole class

instructional situations. There was also a lower mean reported by main

teachers of Chinese language students for tile of independent work relative

to the other two language groups. Grade 1 Chinese language students were

also more likely than any other students (LM-LEP and English-proficient

students) to be instructed within individual instruction situations

(although this was not true for grade 3 students).

At grade 3, the mean percentage use of whole class instruction for

EP/Comp students was higher than for group instruction; however, both of

these percentages were lower for grade 3 than for grade 1. Independent work

was used more for grade 3 students than grade 1 students. For grade 3

LM-LFP students, the means for whole class and group instruction were very

similar to those for grade 1 for both Spanish and Chinese language students.
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TABLE 6.10. Mean percentage use of specific classroom organizations
during instruction by main academic teachers

Grade 1

Whole
Class

Small
Group

Individual
Instruction

Independent

Work
No. of
Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 35.8 34.8 13.4 16.5 3,874

Chinese 38.3 33.0 16.7 12.0 193

Other 33.8 34.3 13.4 18.6 502

LM-LEP Overall 35.7 34.6 13.5 16.5 4,569

EP/LIS 34.2 36.9 13.2 15.8 681

EP/Comp 42.5 29.6 14.1 13.8 337

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 34.5 33.4 13.1 19.0 2,869

Chinese 35.0 31.5 13.5 20.0 187

Other 39.4 29.2 14.9 16.5 406

LM-LEP Overall 35.1 32.8 13.4 18.8 3,562

EP/LIS 32,5 36. 12.7 18.7 732

EP/Comp 38.2 26.3 15.4 20.2 345
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6F F. CLASSROOM MATERIALS USED FOR INSTRUCTION

The types of instructional materials used in the classroom are

important, because teachers depend substantially in their instruction upon

the particular reader, textbook, student workbook, etc., selected for use

(Duffy & McIntyre, 1982; Durkin, 1981; Freeman et al., 1983). Whether the

materials are relevant to the LM-LEP students' own culture and experience

may be particularly important. There are two ways in which materials may '

related to LM-LEP students' experience: the materials may be in LM-LEP

students' own native language, and they may incorporate aspects of the

students' cultural knowledge and experience.

Also important may be the extent to which the materials used are

coordinated between the LM-LEP curriculum and the curriculum received by

English-proficient students. When there is such coordination of materials,

transition from special services to a regular classroom is expected to be

much easier for the LM-LEP student.

6F.1 THE USE OF NATI7E LANGUAGE MATERIALS

For LM-LEP students, the use of native language materials provides an

exposure to academic content without the language limitations imposed when

material is presented in English. As shown in Table 6.11, the use of native

language materials varied by language group. Spanish language students were

more likely than Chiaese and other language students to be in classes where

native language materials were used, either alone or id combination with

English language materials. The percentages of students whose main teachers

reported the use of at least some native language materials for the Spanish,

Chinese, and other language groups were, respectively: 67, 32, and 16

percent at grade 1, and 58, 35, and 23 percent at grade 3. Use of only

native language materials indicated for the three groups were, respec-

tively: 26, 12, and 2 percent at grade 1, and 11, 7 and 2 percent at grade

3. Thus, Spanish language students were particularly likely to be taught

with native language materials, especially in grade 1.

2

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. I



6-23

TABLE 6.11. Percentage of LM-LEP students whose main teachers
reported the use of specific types of materials

Spanish

Single Type of Materials:

1. LM-LEP and EP ma-
terials are the same 24%

2. Native-language
versions of EP
materials 5

3. English materials
designed for
LM-LEPs, different
from EP materials 6

4. Native-language mate-
rials different from
EP materials 15

More than One Type of Materials:

5. LM-LEP same as EP and
English materials de-
signed for LM-LEPs 3

6. LM-LEP same as EP and
any native language
materials 20

7. English materials de-
signed for LM-LEPs
and any native
language materials 12

8. Native language
materials: related
to EP materials and
not related 6

9. English materials same
as EP, and different
from EP, and any native
language materials 9

Total 100% 106% Mt lom loa loa

Grade 1 Grade 3
Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

54% 69% 31% 52% 57%

12 1 5 7 2

1 1 4 4 12

0 1 3 0 0

13 13 8 9 9

13 12 23 1 5

5 0 10 15 8

0 0 3 0 0

2 2 14 12 8

No. of students: 3994 195 524 2998 180 422
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6F.2 USE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE MATERIALS DESIGNED FOR LM-LEP STUDENTS

It is sometimes argued that it is difficult for LM-LEP students to use

regular curriculum materials, not only due to language limitations, but also

because of a lack of the mainstream cultural knowledge and experience that

is assumed in those materials (Ching, 1976). For these reasons, materials

have been designed for use with LM-LEP students that take into consideration

their special needs. These materials use a level of English the authors

judge to be appropriate to the LM-LEP students' abilities and incorporate

language-minority students' experiences into the content of the materials.

Of the LM-LEP students overall, 28 percent in the grade 1 cohort and 36

percent in the grade 3 cohort had main teachers who reported the use of

English-language materials designed specifically for non-native speakers of

English. About 5 perceat in each cohort had main academic teachers whG

reported the use of this type of English language material only. At grade

1, these were p,imarily Spanish language students, but at grade 3 the use of

specially designed English materials only was reported by main teachers for

about 4 percent of the Spanish language and the Chinese language students,

and for about 12 percent of the other language students. kl larger

proportion of the students ware exposed to at least some use of specially

designed English language materials: 30 percent of the grade 1 Spanish

language students were in academic classes using these materials for at

least some instruction, compared to 21 and 16 percent of Chinese and other

students. For grade 3 students, 36, 40, and 37 percent resrectively of the

Spanish, Chinese and other language students were exposed to use of these

materials in their classes.

6F.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LM-LEP AND EP/COMP INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

When there is some coordination between the curricular materials used by

LM-LEP students and those used by English-proficient students, the

transition to a mainstream classroom is expected to be much smoother for the

exited LM-LEP student. If there is coordination of materials, the knowledge

and skills acquired by the LM-LEP students during their participation in

special services will match those of students in regular classrooms.

DZITZLOPMINT ASSOCIATIR. INO I



6-25

Use of only English language materials that are the same as those used

with English proficient students or of native language versions of those

materials was reported more by main teachers of Chinese and other language

students than by main teachers of Spanish language students. Overall, for

about three-quarters of the students at grade 1 and for about 90 percen.: at

grade 3, the students' main teacher reported use of materials related tJ

those used by English-proficient students, either materials that were the

same as those used by the English-proficient students or materials that were

native language versions of those used by English-proficient students.

Thus, most students are in classes where at least some of the materials are

related to those used by the mainstream students in their school.

6G G. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

Of at least equal importance with the content and structare of

instruction are the characteristics of the persons providing that

instruction. In this study, certain background characteristics of teachers

of the sample students were obtained in the Instructional Staff

Questionnaire. The variables included training and experienco in teaching,

certification, education, language background, and philosophy regarding the

teaching of LM-LEP students. The data on background characteristics are

presented for the main academic teachers of the students. "Main academic

teacher" refers to that teacher who instructs the student in academic

subjects (language arts, math, science, social studies) for the greatest

proportion of time and for at least 12 hours per week.

6G.1 LEVEL OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Teachers with more education generally demonstrate higher levels of

clarity ia presentatiot of new material (Rosenshine & Furst, 1971), a

necessary component of effective instruction, and can be expected to have

other skills and knowledge important for student academic success. For this

study, the highest degree earned by teachers was scaled as follows: 1 =

associate degree; 2 = bachelor's degree; 3 = master's degree; 4 = doctoral

degree. The mean levels of higher education for main academic teachers of

26
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students were for the most part consistent across a4.1 of the study groups at

both grade levels. The means ranged from 2.3 to 2.5, indicating that

students were generally taught by teachers who had earned at least a

bachelor's degree and wile may also hive taken a postgraduate degree.

6G.2 CERTIFICATION

In considering the certification of teachers, two questions are

relevant: First, do the teachers of the students in the various groups hold

state crecientials or university certificates to teach? Second, are the

credentials/certificates held by the teachers in this study within areas

that are of relevance to the student groups they are instructing?

Essentially all of the main academic teachers (99 percent) held teaching

certificates or state credentials. Table 6.12 presents the percentage of

LM-LEP students whose teachers reported holding credentials in either of two

areas specifically related to the teaching of LM-LEP students: (1)

bilingual education and (2) English as a second language (ESL). These data

are presented both for main academic teachers and aggregated across

teachers. The aggregated data indicate the percentage of students for whom

at least one teacher reported credentials in bilingual education or ESL.

The data show that 46 percent of the first-grade students and 51 percent

of the third-grade students had main teachers with credentials in bilingual

education or in English as a second language. Also, 54 percent of

first-grade students and 61 percent of the third-grade students had at least

one teacher who held such credentials. The proportion ot students with a

main teacher credentialed in these aress was highest for the Spanish

language students.

6G.3 COLLEGE COURSEWORR AND INSERVICE/PRESERVTCE

Instruction of language-minority students is generally found to be more

effective when it is presented by a person who is familiar with the

student's cultural background (Au & Mason, 1981; Van Ness, 1981)- The

students' teachers indicated areas in which they had taken college-level

courses or within the past three years had received in-sirvice or

2-;
DZVILOPICINTAINIOCIATILINCL I



6-27

TABLE 6.12. Percentage of LM -LEP stueents whose teachers reported
credentials in bilingual education/ESL

Grade 1

Hain Teacher
s.!ith Credentials

No. of
Students

Any Teacher
with Credentials

No. of

Student:

LM-LEP:

Spanish 49% 4,089 60% 4,428

Chinese 36 195 61 200

Other 28 521 38 396

LM -LEP Overall 46 4,805 54 5,224

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 55% 3,062 632 3,330

Chinese 42 195 44 206

Other 31 430 51 458

LM-LEP Overall 51 3,6d7 61 3,994

pre-service training sessions related to the academic instruction of LM-LEP

students. These areas included the following: teaching the native language

arts of LM -LEP students; teaching math, science, social studies in LM -LEP

student.0 native language; teaching hldr -y, culture, or ethnic studies

associated with the background of 14 -LEP -cudents; teaching English as a

second language (ESL), and teaching math, science, or social studies in

English to LM -LEP students.

Table 6.13 presents data NA he percentage of LM-LEP students by

language group whose teachers reported having taken courses or received

recent in-sorvice or pre-service training related to the academic

instruction of LM-LEP students. Overall more than 60 percent of the

2 0 %.
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TABLE 6.13. Percentage of LM-LEP students whose main academic teachers have
taken college coursework, in-service/pre-service related to
academic instruction of LK-LEP students

Percenta e o4 students whose main academic teacher re-lrted:

Grade 1

College
Courseworka

Recent

1n-service or
Pre-service No. of
Traininga,b Students

Spanish 67% 50% 4,131

Chinese 37 62 195

Other 48 48 540

Grade 1 Overall 64 50 4,866

Grade 3

Spanish 65% 67% 3,082

Chinese 58 58 195

Other 41 41 430

Grade J Overall 61 63 3,707

aThe areas of coursework and in-service or pre-service training reported by
teachers that are related to academic instruction of LM-LEP students are:
teaching math, science or social studies in the native language to LM-LEP
students; teacting history, culture, or ethnic studies associated with the
background of LM-LEP students; teaching English as a second language (ESL);
teaching the language arts of the native language to LM-LEP students; teaching
math, science, or social studies in English to LM-LEP students.

bThe percentages for pre-service or in-service training reflect the percentage
of students whose teachers reported receiving recent 'raining in those areas,
i.e., training within the past three years only.

11111=1111
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students had teachers who reported having taken college coursework relevant

to the instruction of LM-LEP students, and over 50 percent had teachers who

reported in-service or pre-service training. Some differences did exist by

language groups and by cohort, however. In the grade 1 cohort, more

teachers of Spanish language students had college coursework than had

received recent in-service or pre-service training; the reverse of this

pattern was found for the teachers of uninese language students, wto were

less likely to have taken college coursework but were more likely to have

received recent in-service or pre-service training. These data are

consistent with the data reported earlier in this section showing that

Spanish language students' teachers were more likely to have credentials fn

bilingual education or in English as a second languase.

In the grade 3 cohort, students were equally likely to have a teacher

who had .qther taken college coursework or re....eived pre-service or

in-service training relevant to LM-LEP students. These percentages, like

those for the grade 1 cohort, are not consistent across tt.: three language

groups. More teachers of Spanish language studea*a repo%ted such coursework

or training than did teachers of Chinese language students; however,

teachers of Chinese language students were more likely to have coursework or

training than were the teachers of the other language students.

6G.4 TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Teachers with more experience in the classroom are likely to be better

classrolJm managers, which is an important prerequisite to effective

instruction (Brophy, 1979; Brophy & Evertson, 1976). The instructional

staff who worked with the students in rhe study had from 1 year to as many

as 41 years of experience in teaching at the elementary grade level (K-6).

Teachers ranged in experience in working with LM-LEP students in

kindergarten through grade 6 from 1 to 31 years.

In Table 6.14, data on the teaching experience of main academia teachers

are presented. At both grade levels, EP/Comp students were taught by more

experienced teachers, on the average, than other groups of students. Also

at both grade levels, Spanish language students had the least experitnced

main teachers.

2 n
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TABLE 6.1A. Years of experieuce reported by students'
main academic teachers

Grade 1

Years Teaching
Elementary Grades

Years Teaching
Elemencary Grade
LM-LEP Students

Mean
No. of
Students Mean

No. of
Students

LM -LEP:

Spanish 9.7 4,117 7.1 4,062

Chinese 11.3 195 8.7 188

Other 12.9 512 7.5 506

Overall LM -LEP 10.1 4,824 7.2 4,756

EP/LIS 9.6 721 7.5 708

EP/Comp 15.3 362 NA NA

Grade 3

LM -LEP:

Spanish 9.6 3,076 6.9 3,008

Chinese 14.1 172 9.2 170

Other 14.3 425 9.0 388

Overall LM -LEP 10.3 3,673 7.2 3,566

EP/LIS 11.4 778 8.4 712

EP/Comp 14.3 347 NA NA

I
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With regard to their teachers' experience in teaching LM-LEP students in

particular, the differences amlng student groups varied somewhat from those

seen for all elementary-level teaching experience. At grade 1, there were

relatively small differences among sample groups. Teachers of grade 3

Spanish language students reported the least experience in teaching LM-LEP

students of any of the groups of LM-LEP students.

6G.5 SUPPOR7 FOR USE OF THE NATIVE LANGUAGE IN INSTRUCTION

In Chapter 5, a composite variable is described which indicated the

principal's degree of support for use of the students' native language in

instruction. Teachers responded to these same statements in the

Instructional Staff Questionnaire and the same composite measure of support

for use of the native language in instruction was obtained. The mean

ratings on this composite are presented in Table 6.15. ts the t:ata show,

teachers of LM-LEP students expressed more support for use of the native

language than did teachers of English-proficient students. Main teachers of

Spanish language students expressed more support than did main teachers of

Chinesa language and other language students.

6G.0 LANGUAGE BACKGROUND OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

It is important in this study to be aware of the language background of

the instructional staff both in English and in the student's native

language. In order to be effective teachers of inglish to LM-LEP students

and to provide an adequate language model for students, teachers must have

an adequate level of ability in English. Knowledge of the LM-LEP student's

language can be important in at least two ways. First, even if the language

is not used in the classroom instruction, background in the language will

help the teacher to understand language errors that the student makes.

Second, a teacher who i2 able to use both English and the student's native

language provides a valuable role model for the student that may promote

language acquisition and academic achievement in indirect ways.
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TABLE 6.15. Support for use of the native language in instruction by
students' main academic teachers*

Grade 1 Mean rating* No. of Students

LM -LEP:

Span's!, 3.6 4,109

Chinese 3.3 195

Other 3.0 526

LM -LEP Overall 3.5 4,830

EP/LIS 3.2 720

EP/Comp 3.0 357

Grade 3

LM -LEP:

Spanish 3.5 3,038

Chinese 3.1 195

Other 3.1 430

LM -LEP Overall 3.4 3,663

EP/LIS 3.3 801

EP/Comp 2.7 336

*
The mean rating of support for use of the native language was based on
teachers' ratings of agreement with several statements regarding the use of the
native language in academic situations.

2f J
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Teachers were asked to describe the kind of experience they had both in

use of English and in use of the language other than English with Which they

were most familiar (if any). They described their experience in each

language by indicating whether the language was: (1) their native language,

(2) a language used extensively since childhood, (3) the language of

instruction for elementary or secondary education, (4) the language of

instruction for college and university studies, (5) studied as a foreign

language in school.

From the responses, two measures of language background were constructed

for each teacher: (1) background in English, and (2) background in the

student's native language. The measures were created by summing across the

responses of the teacher, after assigning a value of 1 to each of the "yes"

responses to the item. By summing response values, for example, a value of

4 for background in English would be assigned to a teacher who indicated

that English was his/her native language, had used English extcnsively since

childhood, and for whom English was the language of instruction for

elementary, secondary, and also college education. A non-native speaker of

English who received college instruction in English and who studied English

as a foreign language would receive a value of 2 on English language

background.

The definition of the native language background of the teachers was

always in reference to the native language of the individual student. That

is, an individual student's teacher was scored as being a bilingual only in

cases where there was a match between the student's native language and the

non-English language (if mny) of the teacher. Thus, a teacher who speaks

both English and Spanish was scored as a speaker of the student's native

language for the Spanish language students, but not as a speaker of the

student's native language for Chinese language students.

a first approach to examining the language background of students'

main teachers, a composite variable was created to indicate the type of

bilingual background possessed by the teachers. (This same bilingual

2 .I_
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backgroand compos!te was also used in the analysis of the data for school

principalc). Each teacher was classified into one of the following

categories:

Background in English, but not the student's native language;

Background in the student's native language, but not English;

Background in English with formal study (only) of student's native
language;

Background in the student's native language with formal study (only)
of English;

Bilingual through experience beyond formal study only; and

Other: cases which da not fit the above.

The results of the categotizations of tbe main academic teachers of

LM-LEP students are presented in Table 6.16. Spanish language students

frequently had teachers who had backgrounds in both English and Spanish.

About 22 percent of the Spanish students had teachers who were English

speakers and who were familiar with Spanish through formal study of the

language alone. Only 4 percent of Chinese language students had teachers

who were bilingual in this way. Most of the teachers of Chinese language

students who were bilingual had background in Chinese through home

experience and/or educational experience in Chinese and not through formal

study alone.

The LM-LEP students with native languages other than Spanish or Chinese

were most often taught by teachers with backgrounds in English but not in

the student's native language. The highest proportion of "other" category

cases (cases which did not fit any of the first ftve categories of bilingual

language background) occurred for this group of students. This category

included persona who, for example, were native speakers of Spanish with

limited background in English but who were teaching an Arabic speaking

student.

21 4:
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TABLE 6.16. Bilingual categorizations of LM-LEP students'
main academic teachers

Grade 1

Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish, Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

Background in English, but
not in the student's
native language 22% 31% 62% 20% 45% 64%

Background in student's
dative language, but
not tn English 0 0 0 0 0 0

Background in English
with formal study only

of student's native
language 22 4 1 25 4 0

Background in student's
native language with
formal study only of
English 3 0 1 2 0 0

Bilingual through
experience in the
language other than
formal study 52 60 19 50 44 23

Other 2 5 19 3 8 13

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

No. of Students 3982 187 525 2927 194 430

213
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The results of the separate analyses of LM-LEP students' main academic

teachers' language background in English and in the students' native

language are presented in Table 6.17. The data indicate that students

typically were taught by main aciidemic teachers who had a higher mean rating

for English language background than for background in the students' native

language. The difference between language background scores was greatest

for teachers of other language students. Teachers of Chinese language

students were found to have the lowest mean English background score.

Students may be taught by more than one teacher. In some cases, their

main teachers may be monolingual, but one cr more of the other teachers who

instruct these students may be bilingual. Results of the language data were

therefore analyzed a second time, using the data of all wl.sdemic teachers of

individual students. For these analyses, a mean teacher language

proficiency score was obtained as a composite teacher language proficiency

value for each student; the results of the analyses based on the aggregated

data for LM-LEP students are presented in Table 6.18. These data show

patterns similar to those found in Table 6.17.

The overall level of the means indicate that on the average the students

were taught primarily by teachers who have had considerable experience with

English. The overall mean for background in the students' native languages

was much lower, and indicates that in general, the students were not likely

to be taught by teachers with an extensive background in the students'

native languages.

As an additional measure of teacher proficiency in English, all academic

teachers were rated on oral proficiency in English by the study team leader

at each site (all of whom were proficient speakers of English). these

ratings were done an the SOPR form, the same rating form that was used by

the teachers in rating the students' oral proficiency.

Overall, it was found that the majority of teachers were quite

proficient in English; in all but two of the districts, at least 90 percent

of the teachers received a total score of 23 or above (with 25 representing

native speaker level of proficiency). Only about 1 percent of the teachers

2 1
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TABLE 6.17. LM-LEP students' main academic teachers:
Mean rating of background in use of English
and in use of the stadent's native language

Grade 1

English Students' native language
Mean* No. of Students Mean* No. of Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 3.1 4,088 1.6 4,000

Chinese 2.9 187 1.4 195

Other 3.2 525 0.5 540

LM-LEP Overall 3.1 4,800 1.5 4,735

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 3.2 3,060 1.5 2,949

Chinese 3.1 194 1.2 195

Other 3.3 430 0.7 430

LM-LEP Overall 3.2 3,684 1.4 3,574

The rating of background in use of each language is oas L,. an the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was assigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary or secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individual's college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The
possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).
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TABLE 6.18. LM -LEP students' academic teachers aggregated:
Mean aggregated rating of background in use of
English and in use of the student's native
language

Grade k

English Students' native len ua e
Mean* No. of Students

-
Mean* No. of Students

LM-LEP:

Spanish 3.1 4,470 1.6 4,390

Chinese 3.0 192 1.4 200

Other 3.3 612 0.5 615

LM-LEP Overall 3.1 5,274 1.4 5,205

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 3.3 3,345 1.4 3,245

Chinese 3.2 206 1.2 206

Other 3.3 458 0.6 458

LM-LEP Overall 3.3 4,009 1.3 3,909

The rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was ssigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native l.mguage;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary or secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the Individual's college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The

possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).

21 6
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overall were given scores of less than 20, scores which represent less than

fluent ability in the language.
1

6H H. CHARACTERISTICS OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTION

Special attention was paid to English instruction in this study because

of the major role it is expected to play in English language development and

in general academic achievement. As a first step toward providing a more

comprehensive description of English language arts instruction, teachers of

English language arts for individual students were identified. The English

language background of these teachers and the emphasis they placed on

particular language skill areas within oral English, reading, ard writing

were then examined. These data are presented for main English teachers and

also are aggregated for all Engltsh teachers of an individual student.

6H.1 ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY BACKGROUND OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHERS

The mean English language background of the main and aggregated English

language arts teachers are presented in Table 6.19. These data are very

similar to those reported for main academic teachers.

6H.2 INSTRUCTIONAL EMPHASIS ON ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS SKILL AREAS

In the Instructional Staff Questionnaire, teachers indicated the extent

to which instruction was presented to LMLEP students in certain skill areas

of oral English, reading, and writing. In the area of oral English

instruction, the skill areas rated were development of vocabulary,

comprehension and production of everyday conversational English,

1The cases of teachers with scores of less than 20 were accounted for primarily
by two districts. These two districts will be of special interest :in the
analyses to be conducted in the second and third years of the study in which
instructional services will be related to student academic outcomes.
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TABLE 6.19. LH-LEP and EP/LIS students' teach/re of English language arta:
Background in use of English for main English teitchers and
for all English teachers aggregated

Grade 1

Main English Teacher Aggregated rnglish Teacher
Mean

Rating*
No. of

Students
Mean

Rating'
No. of
Students

LH-LEP:

Spanish 3.2 4,140 3.2 4,456

Chinese 2.9 187 3.0 191

Other 3.2 525 3.3 601

LM-LEP Overall 3.2 4,852 3.2 5,248

Er/LIS 3.6 698 3.6 817

Grade 3

LM-LEP:

Spanish 3.2 3,052 3.3 3,322

Chinese 3.1 194 3.2 199

Other 3.3 429 3.3 458

LM-LEP Overall 3.2 3,675 3.3 3,979

EP/LIS 3.6 787 3.6 828

The rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was assigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary or secondary educatioa; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individual's college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this lanirnage as a foreign language in school. The
possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).

2 1
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comprehension and produczion of the type of English used in the classroom,

and pronunciation. In the area of reading, the skill areas rated were: the

mechanics of reading (e.g., decoding); reading compretension of narrative

materials, reading comprehension of expository materials, and use of the

dictionary. In the area of writing, the skills included were: spelling,

mechanics of writing (e.g., punctuation), paragraph and simple story

writing, and handwriting.

The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: I indicated no instruction in the area,

2 indicated that the skill was taught only incidentally, 3 indicated a

relatively small amount of formal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial

amount of formal instruction. A mean rating of amount of formal instruction

provided was obtained for each teacher for the three areas of English: oral

English, reading, and writ'ng. Table 6.20 presents the mean ratings of

amount of formal instruction for the three 7nglish language arts areas for

114LEP students' maIn English teachers by language group. In Table 6.21,

the same data are presented for the aggregated responses of all English

language arts taachers of individual students.

The mean ratings based on the main English teacher data indicate that

there was a heavy emphasis on formal instruntion in oral English at grade 1

and on oral Englis%, reading English, and writing English at grade 3. As

might be expectnd, there was less of an emphasis on instruction in English

reading and writing skills at grade 1 than at grade 3.

On the basis of a comparison of Tables 6.20 and 6.21, it appears that

the main English teachers placed slightly more emphasis on reading and

writing instruction than did other English teachers. This difc-rence may

indicate that auxiliary English teachers were placing more emphasis on oral

English skills and less emphasis on read ng and writing skills than were

main English teachers.

2 n
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TABLE 6.21.,. Mean rating* of instructi,Ins1 emphasis on oral
English, reading, and writing of English for LMLEP
students' main English teachers

Grade 1

Oral English Reading Englieh Writing Enalish

ean
*

No. of
Ftudents

No. of
Mean

*
Students

No. of
Mean

*
Students

Spanish 3.7 4,108 2.4 4,106 2.8 4,101

Chinese 3.9 195 3.3 195 3.3 195

Other 3.7 539 3.4 539 3.6 534

Graie 1 0,erall 3.7 4,842 2.6 4,840 2.9 4,830

Grade 3

Spaaish 3.7 3,038 3.4 3,039 3.5 3,039

Chinese 3.7 194 3.6 194 3.8 194

Other 3.8 424 3.8 424 3.8 424

Grade 1 Overall 3.7 3,656 3.4 3,657 3.6 3,657

*
The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: 1 indicated no instruction in the area, 2
indicated that the skill was taught onl- incidentally, 3 indicated a relatively
small tmount of formal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial amount of
formal instruction.
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TABLE 6.21. Aggregated mean ratings* of instructional emphasis on oral
English reading, and writing of E:glish for LM -LEP students'

English teachers

Grade 1

Oral English Reading English Writing English
No. of

Mean Students Mean*
No. of

Students

No. of
Mean* Students

Spanish 3.7 4,433 2.4 4,431 2.7 4,427

Chinese 5.9 199 3.1 199 3.2 199

Other 3.7 612 3.2 612 3.4 607

Grade 1 Overall 3.7 5,244 2.5 5,242 2.8 5,233

Grade 3

Spanish 3.7 3,310 3.3 3,310 3.4 3,310

Chinese 3.7 200 3.4 200 3.6 ZOC

Other 3.3 452 3.6 452 3.6 452

Grade 1 Overall 3.7 3,962 3.3 3,962 3.4 3,962

*The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: 1 indicated no instruction in the area, 2
indicated that the skill was taught only incidentally, 3 indicated a relatively
small amount of formal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial amJunt of

formal instruction.

2214
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61 I. SUMMARY

This chapter examines the nature of

to students in the study, including the

the languages used for i.nstruction, the

materials used, and the characteristics

the instruction.

the instructional services provided

characteristics of the curriculum,

instructional organization,

of the instructional staff providing

An important: and consistent find,Ing concerns differences in instruction

for LM-LEP students of different language backgrounds. For example, in the

data on instructional services, Spanish language students were found to be

less likely to receive instruction in English language arts, and more likely

to receive native language arts instruction than were Chinese and other

language students. Spanish language students were also found to be

receiving more instruction presented in their native language ane,

consistent with these findings, they were also more likely to be using

native language materials; in addition, Spanish language students were more

likely to receive simplified English for instruction presented in English.

Main teachers of Spanish language students were distinguished from the

teachers of Chinese and other language LM-LEP students in that they more

frequently had taken college coursework related to the instruction of LH-LEP

students, but they were shown to have somewhat less teaching experience

overall.

In contrast, Chinese language students were found to be somewhat less

likely to receive instruction in non-language arts academic subjects than

Spanish language and other language students. Compared to the Spanish

language students, Chinese language students received more regular

instruction in English language arts, but less special instructior in

English. The Chinese language students were more often taught by one

teacher only, and in comparison to other LM-LEP Students, were more likely

to be instructed in whole class instructional situations. The use of aides

and volunteers was reported more often by ..nese students' main academic

teachers. Also, their teachers, relative to the teachers of Spanish

language students, were less likely to have taken college courses related to

instruction of LM-LEP students.

.;,
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The teachers in the study in general were found to be proficient in the

use of English; in all but two districts at least 90 percent of teachers

wen rated as fluent speakers, close to or at a native speaker level of

proficiency in oral English. Overall, about a quaver of the students' main

teachers at each grade had backgrounds in English but not in the student's

native language; about 70 percent had backgrounds both in English and in the

student's native lsnguage.
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Chapter 7. SERVICE CLUSTERS AND SEQUENCES1

11 7A A. SERVICE CLUSTERS

As noted in Chapter 2, a service cluster is defined as a set of

instructional services prcvided to a particular student at a particular

period of time. Table 7.1 reproduces the table first presented in Chapter 2

showing the 6 major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters, as well

as the values of the instructional variables associated with each cluster

type. During the first year of this Longitudinal Study detailed information

concerning service clusters was collected at three times: during the fall,

winter, and spring of the academic year 1984-1985. The data collection

instruments relevant to cluster assifoment are the Student Teacher Record,

and the Student Instructional Record. The Student Teacher Record, completed

by the student's main teacher, provided data concerning native language arts

instruction and the names of all other teachers who provided instruction in

English language arts, math, science, or social studies (including ethnic

heritage). All of the listed teachers then completed a Student

Instructional Record on each of the students in the study. This form

provided information on subjects taught, and language use in the classroom.

7A.1 OPERATIONALIZING THE DEFINITION

11
As noted in Table 7.1, the key variable for major cluster designation

was the Extent of Use of Native Language in Academic Instruction. Based on

responses in the Student Instructional Record, the amount of time a teacher

provided instruction in math, science, social studies, and ethnic heritage

in the native language to this student was divided by the total amount of

time devoted to these subjects. The following rules were then applied:

lAbbreviations and special terws used in this study are defined in the glossary,

in Appendix A.
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DITZLOPMINT ASSOCIATZS, INC.



TABLE 7.1. Instruction service clusters

Cluster Variable

Cluster Type

Exteot of

Native Language
WO is

Nom-language arts lestructiosa

Special
leastructine

I. 'welsh
Provided

Use ot SleplifiedglIes
Reglish tor

Noe-language Acts
Isatructioes

of Simplified
Melia' tor

Meglish
lostructios

Instructium
i2 Native

LosSualla
Arts

A. Imitructlua Primarily Solos Native Language Nigh us c. ot the native language

Al
Tesieoll Tes/mob Yes Tee

£2
Tosima Vssiso Ile Tee

Al
Te/so Tee/no Tee No

A4
Tee/so Yee/we Mo No

I. Instructluu using lath Native and English Moderate use of the settee ins..

-Languages Sztensivuly
111

Tesioo Tem Yee Yea

82
Tee/no Tea No Voo

63
Vseimu as Ifoo Yes

S4
Tee/so No No Ifoo

IS
Temiao Tee Ice No

SS
Tee/so Tee No No

87
Neabrio No Tee no

BS
Tee/so No No

C. Imphamis oa Bullish. with Same inetructios Using Low use ot the native Isoguage

Native Lmaguage
CI

Tee/so Tam Tea Tee

C2
Vseino Tam No Tee

Cl
Tesies No Tee Ten

C4
V. ta/ao No No Tee

CS
umba Yea Tee No

co
Voidow Tee no Me

C7
Tee/m. No Teas No

CB
Tes/no No No No

D. lustructlun Uslug Kaglish, with Special
luu lu Saglish

Hinted or so use of the uative
leagued*

DI
Tee Tee Tam Tee

112
Tee Tee No Tea

D3
Tee No Tee Tem

114
Tee No No Tee

DS
Tee Tee Teas No

DA
Tee Tee No No

Tem No Ies No

DB
Tem No Nu No

K. instructlua being Kuglimb, with Nu Special

Instruction in Eugliah

Misimel or so use ot tho
native languais

RI
No Tee in at least one column is Tem

12
No No No ss

KJ
No Tee in at least one column No

V. All lostruction la Kaglleh, with No Spacial Minimal or so uee of the

ISP Service native language No No No No

a Nue -Immense arcs listructieu includes Math, Scisuce, and Social Studies (imeluding Ramie Mortgage).

b Mutations umed lu this table iodicate the ballot/lag: Tes/no - The variable may or oy OOt p i

Tee in at least um rowan - Thug, is primarily use ut simplified Inglish tor sou-latguage arcs instruction or primarily uss of simplified English fur

English language arts instruction; Of there Is primarily simplified English in both non-language arts instruction and

English language oft* instruction.
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"Heavy use of the aative language" was considered to be native
language use greater than 87.5 percent. The resultant major cluster
type was A.

"Moderate use of the native language" was considered to be native
language use equal to or greater than 37.5 percent and equal to or
less than 87.5 percent. The resultant major cluster type was B.

"Low use of the native language" was considered to be native language
use equal to or greater than 7.5 percent and less than 37.5 pErcent.
The resultant major cluster type was C.

"Minimal or no use of the native language" was considered to be
native language use less than 7.5 percent. The resultant major
cluster type was D, E, or F depending on whether or not special
instruction in English or other special serrices were provided.

Table 7.2 presents breakdowns of percentage of native language use

within the major cluster designations for first and third graders based on

the winter data collection. Native language use received by students

designated as receiving cluster A services was primarily at the high end of

the range for first graders, between 94 percent and 100 percent. For the

third grade students receiving cluster A services the distribution was more

evenly divided between the high and low end of the range.

Cluster B included students with the widest range of native language

use, between 37.5 and 87.5 percent. For both first and third grade students

there was a good distribution of students across that range, 4ith about half

the students receiving 37.5 percent to 57.5 percent and half receiving from

57.5 to 87.5 percent.

Similaxly, the students designated as receiving cluster C serviceF were

fairly evenly distributed across the 30 percent range of that cluster type.

Roughly one-third was in each third of the range.

In the overwhelming majority of the cases in clusters D, E, and F,

"minimal or no use of the native language" in practice meant that the native

language was never used. This ranged from 67 percent of the cases for third

grade cluster D students to 93 percent of the cases for third grade clustcr

F students. The number who were in the upper third of the allowable nange

varied from a high of 9 percent for third grade cluster D students to a low

of 2 percent for the third grade cluster F students.

2r
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TABLE 7.2. Distribution of percentage of native language use:
for winter clusters
Based on LH-LEP students

Percent Native
Language Use in
Math, Science,
Social Studies,
and Ethnic Heritage

First Grade Third Grade
Freg. llEstasjim Freq. Percentage

Cluster A: Native language use 87.5 percent or greate:

94.1 - 100 391 66% 51 49%

87.5 - 94 201 34 54 51

Total 592 100% 105 TO%

Cluster B: Native language use equal to or greater than 37.5 and equal to or less
than 87.5

77.6 - 87.5 171 15% 65 10%

67.6 - 77.5 161 14 101 16

57,6 - 67.5 194 17 95 15

47.6 - 57.5 364 32 248 39

37.5 - 47.5 263 23 120 19

Total 1,'53 100% 629 100%

Cluster C: Native language use equal to or greater than 7.5 and less than 37.5

27.6 - 37.4 178 23% 241 26%

17.6 - 27.5 315 40 301 33

7.5 - 17.5 287 37 369 41

Total 780 100% 911 TOtra

Cluster D: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent

5.1 - 7.4 36 4% 60 8%

2.6 - 5.0 149 18 122 16

.1 - 2.5 40 5 80 10

0% 624 73 523 67

Total 849 100% 785 100%

Cluster E: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent

5.1 - 7.4 12 5% 16 7%

2.6 - 5.0 23 9 18 9

.1 - 2.5 0 0 10 5

0% 226 87 155 79

Total 261 100% 197 100%

Cluster P: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent

5.1 - 7.4 16 5% 7 2%

2.6 - 5.0 27 8 15 5

.1 - 2.5 ') 1 1 0

0% 294 87% 305 93%

Total 339 100% 328 100%
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While clusters D, E, and F were not distinguished by the extent to which

they employed the native language in academic instruction, they were

distinguished by such factors as a special program of instruction in

English, a particular approach to using the English languagc withIn the

curriculum, or the teaching of the native language as a subject of

instruction.

7A.2 ENGLISH LANGUAGE USE AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

During the winter and spring data collections, teachers indicated for

each studLat whether they provided "Special Instruction in English." This

was defined as an "Instructional program, such as ESL, that utilized

materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP

students." If any of a student's teachers answered yes and went on to

indicate how many hours such services were provided, then that student's

services were designated D rather than E or F. Data collection in the fall

was somewhat different in that it did not adequately determine whether a

special program in English was provided and, therefore, the major clusters

D, E, and F could not be distinguished for the fall data.
1

Because of a desire to increase clarity and theoretical focus, the

questions asked regarding special approaches to using the English language

were also changed after the first data collection. In the fall the teachers

were asked for each of the subjects whether they used "controlled English"
2

to any extent. In later data collection periods, the term "controlled

1It was anticipated that information regarding special instruction in English
would be gathered in the fall. However, because of tmplementation difficulties,
these data could not be reliably gathered as planned. Rased on the fall
experience, the study forms and implementation procedures were revised so that
full and reliable information regarding instructional language use could be
efficiently collected from teachers. The revisions were implemented successfully
during winter and spring data collections.

2"Controlled English" was defined as "a program of English language use designed
especially for LM-LEP students in which there is a deliberate simplification of
vocabulary and syntax. It is marked by the systematic, planned introduction and
explanation of new words and grammatical constructions."

2 3 t
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English" was replaced by the term "simplified English" and the question was

changed so that the teacher responded as to whether the type of English used

was primarily regular English or simplified English. 1

Based on the responses of the student's teachers, a rating of present or

absent was made for each student for "Use of Simplified English for Academic

Instruction" and "Use of Simplified English for English Instruction."2

Finally, whether the student received native language arts instruction was

determined based on whether the reported number of hours for these subjects

was veater than zero.

The distinction between major cluster E and major cluster F was based on

the presence (cluliter E) or absence (cluster F) of at least one of three

special services: Use of Simplified English in Academic Instruction, Use of

Simplified English in English Instruction, or Instruction in Native Language

Arts.

1For each subject it u'le asked, "When English is used fur instruction, either
alone or in combination with another language, is the type of English used
primarily regular English or simplified English?" The definitions of both terms
were printed on the form: "Regular English approximates the types of English
ordinarily used with a native English speaker of this age. Simplified English
refers to the deliberate simplification of vocabulary and sentence structure so
that the English used is more easily comprehended by a language-minority,
limited-English-proficient child."

2The presence or absence of Simplified English in Academic Instruction was
determined as follows: For the fall data collection period, of the total amount
of time English was used in Meth, Sciencc, Social Studies, and Ethnic Heritage,
if controlled English was available a majority of that time, then simplified
English was determined to be present. The same procedures were used to determine
the presence or absence of Simplified English in English Instruction except that
rather than the academic subjects the focus was on the various varieties of
English language arts instruction.
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7A.3 DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST AND THIRD GRADERS ACROSS CLUSTERS

The five variables used to determine major cluster groups were also the

variables used, in various combinations, to assign students to the 32

clusters. iable 7.3 presents the distribution for first-grade LM-LEP

students during the fall, winter, and spring of the first yecr af the

Longitudinal Study while Table 7.4 presents this same informacion for

third-grade LM-LEP students.

The total number of students assigned to service clusters increaaed from

the fall to the winter, and again from the vinter to the spring. There were

two reasons for these incresses. First, approximately 350 students were

added to the study during the winter data collection period. These were

either LM-LEP students who enrolled in the studied schools after the fall

data collection period or students for whom parental peemission was not

obtained until after the fall data collection. Second, the refinements in

the instruments and procedures enabled the field staff to reduce thL number

of students for whom there was incomplete or inconsistent data.

The number of LM-LEP students in the major cluster A was similar for the

first grade across all three data points. For the third grade the

percentage was both much smaller and obviously decreasing: from 5.6 percent

in the fall to 1.5 percent in the spring. As might be expected in a cluster

that heavily utilizes a student's native language, very few students were in

clusters A3 or A4, in which native language arts were not taught.

The distribution of students in cluster B was similar to that in cluster

A. In both the first and the third grade, relatively few students were

assigned to the ",5 through B8 clusters, in which the native language was not

taught. Within the cluster B, the use of simplified English appeared to be

very common. For example, using the first grade winter data, simplified

English predominated in both academic instruction and in ruglish language

arts instruction for 40 percent of the students receiving cluster B services

(in clusters Bl and B5). For 16 percent (in the 32 and B6 clusters),

simplified English predominated only in academic instruction, while in

another 11 percent simplified English predominated only in English language

arts instruction.

2 3
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TABLE 7.3. Distribution of service clusters for firstsrane
UN-LEP students

Cluster

1=-L2t----:utits.
Winter Sprit.*

i a !Itv Ierciat_att_ar .Lr.ti.
Al 348 8.91 283 f . LT 260 6.32
£2 181 4.6 246 ;.2 312 7.5
£3 -- -- 54 1.4 13 .3

A4 1 -- 9 .2 2 --

Total As 530 13.5 592 14.9 587 14.1

81 460 11.7 445 11.2 324 7.8

32 52 1.3 180 4.5 235 5.7
13 266 6.8 110 2.8 42 1.0

114 418 10.6 :468 9.3 457 11.0
15 33 .8 13 .3 34 .8

36 2 -- 4 .1 40 1,0
67 27 .7 18 .s 16 . 4
88 41 1.0 15 . 4 6 .1

Total Bs 1,299 33.1 1,153 29.0 1,154 2/.8

CI 113 2.9 252 6.3 191 4.6
C2 6 .2 37 .9 51 1.2

C3 26 .7 60 1.5 71 1.7

C4 270 6.9 267 6.7 522 12.6
C5 102 2.6 36 .9 56 1.3

C6 1 -- 26 .7 5 .1

C7 7 .2 32 .a 1 --
C8 125 3.2 70 1.8 150 3.6

Total Cs 652 16.6 780 19.6 1,047 25.2

Dl/E1 162 4.1

02/11 61 1.6

D3/E1 58 1.5
D4/E2 370 9.4
D5/I3 224 5.7

DAM 5 .1

D7/E3 84 2.1
D8/F 485 12.3

Total DEF 1,44Q 36.9

DI 110 2.81 105 2.52

D2 9 .2 20 .5

D3 18 .5 39 .9

D4 216 5.4 263 6.3

DS 72 1.8 98 2.4

D6 40 1.0 30 .7

D7 20 .5 5 .1

D8 364 9.2 337 8.1

Total Do 849 21.4 897 21.6

El 39 1.0 22 .5

E2 154 3.9 136 3.3

E3 68 1.7 44 1.1

Total Is 261 6.6 202 4.9

F 339 8.5 266 6.4

TOTAL 3,930 100.02 3,974 100.02 4,153 100.02

DIMILOPICENT 4.81SOCIATZIS,
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TABLE 7.4. Distribution of service clusters for thIrd-eradg
LM-LEP students

Cluster Fall Winter Springas Percentage Fag.. Prceautell

AI 93 3.1% 35 1.2 42 1.3%
A2 70 2.4 52 1.8 5 .2
43 2 .1 2 .1
A4 -- -- 16 .5 --

Total As 165 5.6 105 3.6 47 1.5

81 226 7.6 256 8.7 190 5.9
82 8 .3 116 3.9 90 2.8
83 113 3.8 67 2.3 24 .7
84 304 10.2 94 3.2 214 6.6
85 42 1.4 29 1.0 22 .7
86 7 .2 8 .3 1 --
87 4 .1 9 .3 24 .7
88 42 1.4 50 1.7 63 1.9

Total Ss 746 25.1 629 21.3 628 19.4

CI 105 3.5 211 7.1 178 5.5
C2 36 1.2 101 5.4 75 2.3
C3 83 2.8 38 1.3 63 1.9
C4 162 5.5 334 11.3 380 11.7
C5 61 2.1 30 1.0 29 .9
C6 5 .2 3 .1 26 .8
C7 17 .6 15 .5 26 .8
C8 107 3.6 179 6.1 216 6.7

Total Cs 576 19.4 911 30.8 993 30.7

01/El 70 2.4
02/El 30 1.0
03/E1 65 2.2
04/E2 397 13.4
05/E3 192 6.5
06/E3 11 .4

07/E3 92 3.1

DS/F 628 21.1

Total DEF 1,485 50.0

DI 89 3.0% 65 2.0%
02 3 .1 3 .1
03 36 1.2 32 1.0
04 265 9.0 286 8.8
05 33 2.8 77 2.4
06 17 .4 34 1.1
07 42 1.4 37 1.1
08 255 8.6 297 9.2

Total Is 785 26.6 831 25.7

El 31 1.0 27 .3

E2 101 3.4 228 7.0

E3 65 2.2 85 2.6

Total Es 197 6.7 340 10.5

F 328 11.1 399 12.3

TOTAL 2,9,2 100.0% 2,955 100.0% 3,238 100.0%

DST/MOM:Ea ASSOCIATES, INC.
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The number of LM-LEP students receiving cluster C instructioc., (academic

Instruction emphasizing English but with some syst4matic instruction in the

native language) increased during the course of the year, from 652 for the

first grade (17 percent) to 1047 (25 percent), and from 576 third graders

(19 percent) to 993 (31 percent). Most of the students in cluster C

continued to receive instruction In their native language arts at the same

time they were receiving academic instruction primarily in English. Again

using the winter data collection as a reference point, the proportion of

students in the cluster C receiving native language arts instruction was 79

percent for the first graders and 75 percent for the third graders.

Compared to students in clusters A and B, many fewer of the students in

cluster C received instruction in simplified English. For example, using

the winter data, 43 percent of the first grade students received cluster C

instruc on (in the C4 and C8 clusters) were in situations in which

simplified English predominated neither in English language arts nor in

academic instruction. For the third grade students, the corresponding

figure was 56 percent.

Discussion of clusters D, E, and F is somewhat complicated because of

the inability of the fall procedures to distinguish clearly whether or not

special instruction in English was provided. In the fall there were

clusters designated as Dl/E1, which signifies that minimal or no use is made

of the native language and that simplified/controlled English is used in

both academic and English language arts instruction, but it is unknown

whether special instruction is received. Cluster D2/E1, cluster D3/E1 and

so on are similar blends of certainty /lad uncertainty.

Nonetheless, a number of trends can be noted. In cluster 3 (English

Language Instruction Primary vitt, Saecial Instruction in English), although

instruction is almost entirely in English, roughly half of LM-LEP students

stin received instruction in their native language. Again using the winter

data collection as a reference point, 62 percent of the first graders and 50

percent of the third graders received native language arts instruction.

DATZLOPKIENT AllSOCLLTZS. VC. 1
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Perhaps the most interesting finding in these two cables concerns the

use of simplified English within cluster D. Although these LM-LEP students

were receiving a special program of instruction in English, such as a

structured ESL curriculum, apparently only for approximately half or less of

these students did teachers report that they usually adjust their English

usage so as to be more easily comprehended by LM-LEP students. Orme again

using the winter data, 68 percent of the first-graders were in situations in

which neither in academic instruction nor in English instruction did

simplified English predominate. The corresponding figure for the third

grade was 50 percent.

The cluster E category was something of a residual category, because the

students were not receiving either significant instruction using the native

language or spacial English instruction, but did receive a service that

differentiated them from the cluster F in whizh no identifiable

instructional services were raceived. For the first graders classified as

cluster E based on the winter data, the most common service received was

instruction in native language arts, such as reading. This was true of 59

percent of the first grade students in cluster E and 51 percent of the third

grade students. Another group, 15 percent of the first graders and 16

perceat of the third graders, received both native language arts instruction

and a predominance of simplified English in acalemic or English language

arts instruction. The remaining 26 percent of the first graders and 32

percent nf the third graders in cluster E received a predominant amount of

simplified English in academic instruction or English language arts but did

not receive native language arts instruction.

Studen,s who were classified as cluster F received what amounted to

essentially a standard all-English first or third grade curriculum which had

none of the features the study's instruments were designed to detect.

During the winter data collection period 8 percent of the first graders and

11 percent of the third graders were so classified.

23C
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There were also a number of LM-LEP students during each data co. lection

period for whom forms were completed but who could not be assigned a service

cluster. In many cases this was because forms were not filled out

completely.
1

In other cases it was because the number of hours per week

reported was either too low (less than 10), or too high (mcre than 40).

Finally, in a very small number of cases clusters were not assigned because

students received more than 7.5 percent of their academic instruction in a

language that was neither English nor their native language. During the

spring data collection, for exar e, 7 first graders and 4 third graders

fell into this "unclassified" category.

7E B. CLUSTER SEQUENCES

Tables 7.3 and 7.4 present more or less snapshot pictures of the

services provided to LM-LEP students at three points during the 1984-85

academic year. WNat the tables are unable to indicate is the extent to

which services changed over the course of the year for individual students,

either because they transferred between programs or because the programs

themselves changed. What is needed is a way to explore the sequence of

services received both by individual students and by groups of students.

Perhaps the most straightforward way to approach the issue of sequences

is just to assign each student a three part code consisting of their fall,

winter, and spring clusters. However, this method produces an unmanageably

large set of sequences.
2

1A form was considered incomplete for the purpose of assigning a service
cluster, if, for example, it was indicated that math was taught, but items such
as "number of hours taught per week" or "percent native language use" were left
blank.

2The fall data provide 30 possibilities--29 plus missing or unclassifiable.
The winter and spring data each provide 33 possibilities--32 cluster coJes plus
missing or unclassifiable. Thus there are 30 times 33 times 32 possible
sequences--for a total of 32,670. Of course since there are only 9000 cases the
actual number would not be this high; nevertheless, it would be unmanageable.

7
DIVILOPICINT ABSOCUTIS. INC. I



7-13

11

In order to produce a workable set of sequences, a number of simplifying

steps were taken. First, it was decided to work only with the major cluster

distinctions which were derived from the two variables "Percent of Native

11
Language in Academic Instruction" and, for the winter and spring data,

"Special English Instruction." Thus for the fall, there are 4 categories of

I/
services: A, B, C, and DEF. For the winter and spring there are five basic

categories: A, B, C, D, and EF.
1

Second, it was decided to focus primarily on the transition in services

between the t)eginning of the year and the end of the year, the fall-spring

sequence. However, if data were missing or incomplete for either of these

points, then the winter data would be used in place of the missing data

point. Proceeding in this manner, studenta for whom there were good data

from at least tlito data collection periods were assigned to one of the 20

possible combinations.2

7B.1 DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE CLUSTER COMBINATIONS

Table 7.5 presents the resulting combinations for the firs: and third-

grade LM-LEP students. Some interesting patterns are readily observable.

Most of those who started the year receiving cluster A services ended the

year receiving other types of services, most commonly cluster B services.

I/

lIn the fall, D cannot be distinguished from E and F because information
concerning "Special English Instruction" is not available. Also, using only
"Special English Instruction" and "Percent of Academic Instruction in the Native
Language" it is not possible to make the E-F distinction which relies on
"Inst.uction in Simplified English" and/or "Native Language Arts Instruction."
It is felt that for the purpose of establishing sequences the minimal services
offered to LM-LEP students in an E cluster are best Prouped with the lack of

11
services denoted by an F cluster.

2Adequate data were available from both the fall and the spring for 2837 first
graders and 2459 third graders. By substituting winter data for missing fall or
spring data, it was possible to assign another 1279 first graders and 839 third
graders to service cluster combinations.

23:
DZVILOPICINT ASSOCIATZ15. INC.



7 14

TABLE 7.5. Distribution of cluster combinations

Based on LM-LEP students

First Grade Third Grade

Cluster combination

Fre-

(money

Percentage
of
all

clusters

Percentage
witbin

Initial
cluster

Fre-
auency,

Percentage
of
all

clusters

Percentage
within
initial
clusterInitial cluster Final cluster

A 225 52 412 32 1.2 182

A II 255 6 46 73 2 41

A C 28 1 5 43 1 24

A D 36 1 7 22 1 12

A EF 7 0 1 7 0 4

551 (132) 1002 (177) (52) 100%

B A 139 3 102 8 0 12

II 3 775 lo 57 419 13 55

3 C 376 9 28 239 7 31

B D 53 1 4 51 2 7

B EF 6 0 0 46 1 6

(1349) (322) 1002 (763) (232) 1002

C A 1 0 02 0 0 02

C 3 96 2 14 91 3 13

C C 354 9 50 430 12 56

C D 209 5 29 156 5 22

C EF 51 1 7 61 2 9

-1711) 1172) 1002 -771) (222) 1002

DEF A 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2

DU a 107 3 7 56 2 3

DEF C 364 7 20 377 11 23

DU D 654 16 41 612 19 37

DEF EF 438 11 29 597 18 36

(1505) (37%) 1002 (1642) (502) 1002

Total 4116 1002 3290 1002

4 0
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For them, the use of native language in the classroom was reduced somewhat.

A much smaller number experienced over the course of the year a more drastic

reduction in the amount of native language they received.

Of those who started the year in cluster B (with native language use

between 37.5 percent and 87.5 percent) most continued to receive cluster B

services throughout the year. One hundred and thirty nine of the first

graders and eight of the third graders moved from cluster B to the cluster

A, indicatiL. an increase in native language use. Quite possibly this

change is more a statistical artifact than a substantial change in ser-

vices--their academic instruction wavered around 87.5 percent, somewhat less

in the fall, somewhat more in the spring. However, for those who began the

year as a B, it was much more common for the amount of native language use

to go down, shifting them into the C category.

Like those in cluster B, most of the LM-LEP students who began the year

receiving cluster C services ended tile year receiving the same basic type of

services. In some cases the data indicated an increase in native language

in academic instruction, but in many more cases there was a decrease to

cluster D and cluster EF, indicating that for them the use of the native

language had become minimal.

Those who began the year receiving clusters D, E, or F also seemed to

end the year receiving similar services. The largest number ended the year

in cluster D receiving Special Instruction in English with minimal academic

instruction in the native language. Almost as many ended the year

classified as receiving cluster E or cluster F services, that is, minor

services or none at ail. A particularly interesting group, however, are

those who moved to clusters C, B, or A. To some extent the shift to cluster

C services can be explained by a borderline shift. Their teachers

occasionally used their native language in academic instruction; in the fall

it was a little below 7.5 percent, in the spring a little above. However,

it is also possible, and certainly even more plausible for those who shifted

from DEF to B or A, that the change occurred when the child was transferred

from one program to another subsequent to the fall data collection. A

2 4
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typical scenario might be that at the beginning of the year the child was

assigned to an all-English-medium classroom, but after testing and

observation, it was decicie%; to transfer the child to a program which

employed the native language.

7C C. CORRELATES OF MAJOR CLUSTER SEQUENCES

Along with understanding which cluster combinations occurred in the

LM-LEP student population, it is importa t to gain an understanding of the

extent to which various types of students were served by the various

combinations of service clusters. Variables of interest in this regard are

the native language background of the students, the degree of English

proficiency the students exhibited at the beginning of the school year, and

the level of development of cognitive abilities (as measured by the Raven

Progressive Matrices test). Insofar as a number of the cluster combinations

imply basically the same educational experiences, it will be helpful in the

following discussion if they are grouped into 9 major cluster sequences.

Table 7.6 indicates the manner in which the 20 service cluster combinations

are aggregated.

The four cluster combinations, A/A, A/B, B/A, and B/B, all of which

indicate a substantial use of the native language in academic instruction

are placed together in the first cluster sequence, "Continued Emphasis on

Native Language." The second cluster sequence, "High or Moderate to Low

Native Language Use," encompasses cluster combinations A/C and B/C and is

marked by a transition during the year from the high or relative high use of

the native language to low use of the native language in academic

instruction.

The third cluster sequence, "High or Moderate to Minimal Native Language

Use," combines the cluster combinations A/D, A/EF, B/D, and B/DEF. As shown

in Table 7.6, these quick transitions to all-English-medium instruction

occurred relatively infrequently in our sample.

DIVT.LOPICINT ANIOCIALTZS. INC.I
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TABLE 7.6. Cluster sequences corresponding to cluster combinations

Cluster Sequence Includes Cluster Combinations

1. Continued emphasis on
native language A/A, A/B, B/A, B/B

2. High or moderate to low
native language use A/C, B/C

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language

4. Low use to low or moderate use

5. Low use to minimal use

6. Marked increase in native
language use

7. No use to low use of native
language

8. No use of native language
but with special instruction
in English

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English

A/D, B/D, A/EF, B/EF

C/C, C/B

C/D, C/EF

C/A, DEF/A, DEF/B

DEF/C

DEF/D

DEF/EF

242
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The fourth cluster sequence, "Low Use to Low or Moderate Use of the

Native Language," combines the relatively common sequence C/C, with the much

less common sequence C/B. The rationale is that in most cases the shift

from C to B is merely a short shift from just below the cutoff point of 37.5

percent to just above it. The educational experience is basically the same.

The fifth cluster sequence, "Low Use to Minimal Use," combines the

relatively uncommon C/D and C/EF combinations. In both, the students' year

began with a low level and ended with a minimal level of academic

instruction in the native language.

The sixth cluster sequence, "Marked Increase in Native Language Use,"

combines the combinations C/A, DEF/A, and DEF/B, all of -Mich indicate a

jump of at least 30 percent in use of the native language from the beginning

to the end of the year. As information from none of the schools suggested

that such increases were programmatically based, it is believed that in most

cases the jump was due to transferring either between programs or between

schools.

The seventh cluster sequence, "NO Use of Native Language to Low Use" is

made up only of the relatively common DEF/C sequence. While it implies, as

the sixth cluster sequence does, an increase in native language use, the

change in most cases is believed to be quite small, from just below the 7.5

percent cut-off to just above it.

In both cluster sequences 8 and 9 there is continued minimal use of the

native language. What differentiates them is that the former includes

special instruction in English, while the latter does not.

7C.1 NATIVE LANGUAGE AND CLUSTER SEQUENCES

In Tables 7.7 and 7.8 the nine cluster sequences are related to the

native language of th2 students. The tables indicate that Spanish language

first graders were more likely than other students to be in the first

cluster 6equence in which the high or moderate use of the native language

continued through the year. Correspondingly, they were less likely to be in

cluster sequences 8 or 9 in which essentially no academic use of the native

language was indicated throughout the yesell
t.)
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TABLE 7.7. Distribution of cluster sequences within
Lative language groups: First grade
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequinces

1. Continued emphasis on
native language

2. High or moderate to low
native language use

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language

4. Low use to low or moderate
use

5. Low use to minimal use

6. Marked increase in native
language use

7. No use to low use of native
language

8. No use of native language
but with special
instruction in English

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English

Total
No. of cases

Percentage of Total
TotalSpanish Chinese Other

38% 21% 11 34%

10 27 6 10

3 1 2

11 12 9 11

6 8 6 6

3 5 3

7 6 10 7

14 10 33 16

9 15 19 11

100% 100% 100% 100%
3492 136 488 4116

2 4 Ti
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TABLE 7.8. Distribution of cluster
native language groups:

Based on LM-LEP students

sequences within
Third grade

Cluster Sequences
Percentage of Total

TotalSpanish Chinese Other

1. Continued emphasis on
native language 17% 14% 11% 16%

2. High or moderate to low
native language use 9 13 1 8

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 4 1 0 4

4. TAW use to low or moderate
use 15 27 9 15

5. Low c4e to minimal use 7 2 7 7

6. Marked increase in native
language use 2 0 0 2

7. No use to low use of native 11 0 16 11

8. No use of native language
but with special
instruction in English 18 21 26 19

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English 16 21 30 18

Total 100% 100% 100% 10C%

No. of cases 2773 140 374 3287

+1

24
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The data in Table 7.7 also indicate that almost half (482) of the first

grade Chinese language students initially received instruction that included

at least a moderately Mgh level of native language use; but for o.er half

of these students the amount of native language use decreased mark dly

during the year. The table further shows that the percentage of ainese

language students in cluster sequences 1, 2, and 3 was very close to the

percentage af Spanish language students in these sequences. This indicates

that proportionately almost as many Chinese language first graders as

Spanish language first graders began the y2ar receiving a high or moderate

amount of academic instruction using the native language. However, for the

Chinese language students, continued emphasis on the native language over

the course of the school year was found much less frequently than for the

Spanish language students.

LMLEP first graders whose native language was other than Chinese or

Spanish were much less likely to be in cluster sequences 1, 2 or 3; only 18

percent began the year with high or moderate native language use, compared

with 51 percent of the Spanish language students and 48 percent of the

Chinese language students. The majority of the first graders with other

nativl languages were in cluster sequences 8 and 9, indicating no

significant academic use of the nat4.ve language during the first grade.

A comparison of Tables 7.7 and 7.8 sh_ws that acrjss all three language

groups a lower proportion of grade 3 studtnts than grade 1 students were in

cluster sequences 1, 2, and 3. A correspondingly higher proportion of grade

3 students were in cluster sequences 8 and 9. Thus, far fewer third grade

students than first graders began the year with academic instruction using

high or moderate levels of their native language, and many more went through

the year without any appreciable amount of academic instruction using their

native language.

7C.2 CLUSTER SEQUENCES AND ORAL ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

Another way of approaching the questions of who the students are in each

of the cluster sequences is to explore the extent to which proficiency in

the English language is related to cluster sequence. Tables 7.9 and 7.10

present by cluster sequence the scores of the first and third graders on the

DZVZLOPICINT ASSOCIATZII. INC.
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TABLE 7.9. Means and standard deviations of total Student Oral
Proficiency Ratings in English, within clu_ter sequence:
Cohort A, Grade 1
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequence Mean dr-
--

5.5

5.4

N
....

1,278

354

1. Continued emphasis
on native lsoguage

2. H,gh or moderate to low
!ative :Anguage use

3. Big% or moderate to minimal

12.o

14.4

1.,be of native language 13.8 6.3 97

4. Low use to low or moderate
use 14.9 5.8 402

5. Low use to minimal use 16.4 5.5 240

6. Marked increase in native
language 14.8 5.8 106

7. No use to low use of native
language 16.5 5.6 279

8. No use of native language
but special instruction
in English 15.2 5.4 569

9. No use of native languac.1
and no special instr in

in English 19.3 4.7 384

Total 14.7 5.8 3,709

247
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TABLE 7.10. Means and standard deviations of total Student Oral
Proficiency RatIngs in English, within cluster sequence:
Cohort B, Grade 3
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean

1. Continued emphasis
on native language 13.7 5.2 498

2. High or moderate to low
native language use 15.3 5.8 257

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 16.7 4.8 1

4. Low use to low or moderate
use 16.0 5.0 447

5 Low use to minimal use 17.1 4.1 185

6. Marked increase in native
language 13.1 5.4 55

7. No use to low use of native
language 18.1 4.7 357

8. No use of rative Language
but with special instruction
in English 17.3 5.0 553

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English 19.7 4.0 538

Total 16.7 5.2 3,000

11
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Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR) instrument discussed in Chapter 4.

For both the first and the third graders, the students in the first cluster

sequence had markedly lower scores. Thus, the highest level of native

language instruction was occurring with students rated by their teachers as

iaving the least English competence.

In both grades, also, the group with the highest ratings in English

competence were -n the ninth cluster sequence. Apparently, to a great

extent, they were not receiving services because they did not need them. It

should be remembered that students entered the study as LM-LEP students if

in the fall of 1984 they were classified by their school as being LM-LEP,

not necessarily because they began LM-LEP services in the fall of 1984.

Many students had already received a year or more of LM-LEP services, in

preschool, kindergarten, or in grades 1 and 2, and were already on their way

towards being reclassified as no longer a LM-LEP student.

With the exception of the above two groups, the differences among

cluster sequences in mean scores were not great. On the whole, students in

sequences that used the native language scored a bit lower than students in

sequeoces that did not. The scores of the students in the 6th cluster

sequence are interesting in this context. They were students who began the

year with little or no native language instruction and then moved into

programs with moderate or high amounts of native language instruction. In

terms of their mean SOPR total they are much closer, in both the first and

third grades, to cluster 1 than to cluster 9. This finding supports the

supposition that these students were reassigned because of the low level of

their English language skills.

7C.3 CLUSTER SEQUENCES AND COGNITIVE ABILITY

Lastly, the relation of cluster sequence to cognitive reasoning ability,

as measured by the Raven Progressive Matrices test, is worth considering.

Table 7.11 presents the findings for the first grade group. Overall the

differences in the mean are quite small. The largest difference is between

the students in the first cluster wequence, who are taught primarily in the

native language, and the students in :he fifth cluster group who made the

transition during the year from low native. language use to minimal use.

11.) A .-

DWILLOPiaNT ANSOCIATZS. INC. I



7-25

One way to explain this difference is that even by the first grade many of

the students se.o are quick learners have already left the highnative

languageuse classrooms in many schools, or, in the case of the cluster

sequence 5 students, left these classrooms during the first year.

The third grade findings, presented in Table 7.12, support and add to

this line of argument. The lowest scores were achieved by students

cluster sequence 6, who markedly increased the amount of native language

instruction they received during the year. These were students who because

of their poor English language skills, or possibly because of their

generally poor academic performance, were transferred to classrooms in which

native language use was common. Next to these, the lowest group score was

obtained by the students in cluster sequence 1. It is noteworthy that the

difference between the scores of students in cluster sequence 1 and the

highest scoring group was appreciably greater at the third grade level (a

difference of 3.5) than at the first grade level (a difference of 1.2).

Quite possibly the result came about because of the selection processes

discussed in Chapter 5. It may be that over the course of several years the

students with high cognitive abilities have been transferred out of the

native language classroom and students with low cognitive abilities have

been transferred in.

250
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TABLE 7.11. Means and standard deviations of Raven scores within
cluster sequence: Cohort A, Grade 1

Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean Cr"

1. Continued emphasis
on native language 17.8 5.6 1,327

2. High or moderate to low
native language use 18.7 5.9 389

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 18.7 6.3 99

4. Low use to low or moderate
use 18.3 6.1 430

5. Low use to minimal use 19.1 6.2 249

6. Marked increase in native
language 19.0 6.0 96

7. No use to low use of native
language 18.0 5.8 278

8. No use of native language
hut with special instruction
in English 19.0 5.8 599

9. No use af native language
and no special instruction
in English 18.4 5.7 415

Total 18.4 5.8 3,882
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TABLE 7.12. Means and standard deviations of Raven scores within
cluster sequence: Cohort B, Grade 3
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean cr-

1. Continued emphasis
on native language 23.6 8.9 469

2. High or moderate to low
native language use 25.6 9.1 223

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 24.6 8.0 84

4. Loweuse to low or moderate
use 25.3 9.2 383

5. Low use to minimal use 26.2 9.7 150

6. Marked increase in native
language 21.7 8.6 35

7. No use to low use of native
language 24.6 8.8 305

8. No use of native language
but with special instruction
in English 25.4 9.2 474

9. No use of native language
and no spec al instruction
in English 27.1 9.3 432

Total 25.3 9.2 2,555

c)r.:4
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7D D. SUMMARY

This chapter has presented a number of ways of classifying instructional

services as a preliminary step towards comparing the efficacy of various

instructional services in preparing LM-LEP students to succeed in mainstream

all-English-medium classrooms. A service cluster was defined as a set of

services provided to a particular student at a particular point in time.

Six major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters were defined in

terms of five key instructional variables. More important than the service

received at any point in time are the services received over the academic

year, or over a series of academic years. The first year major service

cluLters were linked to produce 20 cluster combinations that represented for

each student the instructional services provided both in the early and later

parts of the year.

Examination of the combinations showed that, for the most part, students

who began the year receiving acadraic instruction using the native language

continued through the year receiving this type of instruction, though often

the extent of native language use was less by year's end. Also, the overall

extent of native language use was less among third-grade LM-LEP students

than among first graders.

Because many of the cluster combinations indicated similar educational

experiences, they were combined into nine cluster sequences which represented

nine educationally distinct school year experiences for LM-LEP students.

The distribution of these cluster sequences by student's native language

indicated that overall, Spanish language and Chinese language LM-LEP

students were more likely to be in programs which used the native language

in instruction than were students from other language backgrounds.

An examination of the oral English proficiency of atudent: in different

cluster sequences gave evidence of a relationship between instructional

services and English competencies. Those receiving instruction heavily

using the native language had as a group the lowest ratings on the oral

English proficiency measure, while those LM-LEP students not receiving

skrvices were rated as the most proficient.r

DZVILOPMZNT AS8OCIATZ8. INC. I



I0599D

7-29

Finally, students in the nine cluster sequences were compared ou the

basis of their scores on a measure of cognitive ability, the Raven

Progressive Matrices test. Perhaps the most notable finding was that the

mean scores of those in cluster sequence 1, "Continued Emphasis on Native

Language," was considerably lower among third grade LM-LEP students,

relative to third grade LM-LEP students ir other cluster sequences, than it

was among first grade LM-LEP students relative to first grade LM-LEP

students In other cluster sequences.

25-;
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Chapter 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE1

In iis chapter we discuss the two sets of variables that deal directly

with academic performance as an outcome measure. The first is the Stanford

Achievement Test and the second is the teachers' ratings of students' aca-

demic performance in various aspects of English, math, and the student's

native language. Both of these are intended to function as outcome measures

and as predictors. They will be included among the variables to be used as

predictors of the effects of treatment yet to come, and outcome measures

quantifying the effects of treatment to which the student has already been

subjected.

8A A. ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS

As discussed in Chapter 2, the vocabulary, reading comprehension, and

mathematics subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) were selected as

the principal measures of academic achievement. This section of the report

presents some preliminary data resulting from the administration of the SAT

during the first year of the study.
2

It will be recalled that the

lAbbreviations and special terms used in this study ara defined in the glossary,
in Appendix A.

2At one of our sites, Dade County, there was (by prior arrangement) no fall test-
ing, and for the spring testing the school district authorities arranged to pro-
vide us with computer tapes containing the results for students in the study, from
the routine administration of the Stanford Achievement Test in Dade County schools
every spring. We received the tape too late to include Dade County results in
the present report; the tape contains valid test scores on 495 of the 503 Dade
County students in the study, or 98.4 percent. Nor has data been included on the
math test, for those few students to whom the Spanish translation of that test
was administered in the fall. It was discovered that the translation of four of
the items did not produce items exactly equivalent to the original ones. Since

there were only 133 students who took the Spanish test and since these 133 cases
would not provide an adequate base for an equipercentile equating, which would be
needed to make the Concepts of Number and Mathematics Applications scores compara-
ble to those from the standard English version, it was decided to exclude scores
on these two subtests from the analysis, but to retain the Computation scores
(which did not require equating). These "Spanish math" computation scores and

the rtde County results will be incorporated in the test data in the second year
report. 2'J
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TABLE 8.1a. Means and standard deviations for SA1 Primary 1 Form P (Spring '85):
Cohort A. Grade 1. Ad usted scores

Native
Language

ENGLISH MATHEMATICS
TOTAL

(1 + 11)Vocab.

Reading
Comprehansioa

English
Total

Concepts
of Numbur Computation Applications

Comput.

4. Applic.

Math
Total

A. 1.14-LBP

1. Spanish 18.4 21.7 40.4 20.2 14.3 13.3 27.7 48.1 89.2

5.6 8.1 12.2 6.1 5.0 4.4 8.2 13.4 22.9

2252 2245 2056 3172 1259 1059 1032 2936 1972

2. Other 19.4 24.2 43.4 21.5 14.' 14.4 29.2 51.2 95.4

Romance a- 4.4 8.2 10.7 5.7 4.7 4.7 8.3 12.6 20.5

Language N 85 85 81 91 90 93 90 88 78

3. Other 21.9 26.5 48.4 23.2 13.7 15.4 29.0 52.3 1u1.5

European 6.8 9.4 14.6 5.5 5.1 4.1 8.2 13.3 28.3

8 8 8 27 27 27 27 27

4. Nativ
Americun a"

O o o o o o o o 0

5. Other 20.4 27.6 48.8 23.2 16.8 16.1 33.2 57.0 106.1

Latin
Alphabet

5.3

59

8.7
61

12.5

56

6.0
72

4.0
82

3.9
65

7.0

65

12.3

64

21.8

55

6. Chinese
C

18.7

5.1

28.0

8.0

47.8

11.0

23.9

5.6

17.3

4.1

15.9
4.0

33.0
7.4

57.5
12.6

105.4

22.9

II 88 114 86 143 127 89 88 88 65

7. Other 18.7 25.9 44.7 21.6 15.3 14.1 29.4 51.1 95.7

s" 4.9 8.4 11.8 5.8 4.8 4.2 7.9 12.8 22.3

214 214 212 221 223 220 219 218 20G

8. Unknown 70 70 66 73 75 74 74 70 61

L14-LEP TOTAL
cr"

18.6

5.6

22.6

8.4

41.5
12.4

20.5

6.1

14.5
5.0

13.5

4.4

28.1
8.2

48.8
13.4

91.0
23.2

2776 2797 2565 3799 3883 3627 3595 3491 2447

B. EP/L1S
.5-

22.4

6.1

22.3

9.0

48.7

13.3
22.8
6.1

14.9
5.3

15.4

4.2

30.4
8.6

53.5
13.9

102.2
25.2

672 652 617 715 691 667 657 643 555

C. cfR4.
er

22.4

6.2

27.8
9.1

50.7
13.5

21.9
5.7

14.2
5.0

14.9
4.1

29.1
8.2

51.2
12.9

102.2

24.7

1119 404 383 402 393 390 3% 3114 368

2 5
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TABLE 8.16. Means end etandard
Cohort B, Grade

deviations
3, Ad usted scores

for SAT Primary 2 Form E (Fall '84) and SAT Primary 3 Form F (Spring '85):

Native
ENGLISH MATHEMATICS

Reading English Concepts Comput. Math TOTALLanguage

Vocab. Comprehension Total of Number Computation Applications + Applic. Total (It + M)

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fal,, Spring Fall Spring Fail Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

A. LM-LEP

1. Spanish 14.9 13.8 20.6 26.7 35.8 40.6 20.1 17.5 26.5 26.4 20.2 17.3 46.9 44.0 67.3 61.8 103.9 103.1
4- 4.5 5.1 8.3 10.0 11.r, 13.4 5.9 5.9 7.3 8.9 5.9 7.3 11.4 14.3 16.0 18.8 23.8 29.0
N 2256 2259 2301 2324 2173 2154 2490 2648 2551 2736 2485 2338 2455 2298 2403 2220 2084 2025

2. Other 18.4 16.4 22.5 29.0 41.0 45.0 21.7 20.3 27.0 27.5 20.7 17.7 47.7 45.6 69.9 65.7 112.0 111.0
Romance el- 7.8 6.9 9.0 12.7 15.3 17.8 7.4 6.7 6.4 7.6 8.6 8.5 14.0 14.8 20.3 20.6 34.2 36.2
Language N 39 71 41 72 39 71 39 72 40 73 39 70 39 70 38 69 37 69

3. Other X 18.8 13.4 26.1 28.6 45.9 42.5 20.3 20.0 30.9 29.7 21.4 20.6 51.6 51.0 71.9 72.2 117.8 115.2
European d- 5.4 6.3 9.2 12.4 12.7 18.1 5.7 6.7 8.5 9.8 7.3 8.6 15.0 16.6 20.1 20.4 29.9 36.3

N 17 19 18 19 17 18 17 22 19 21 17 20 17 20 17 20 17 17

4. Native 1 19.0 15.4 23.6 31.7 42.6 43.3 22.5 15.8 28.9 26.2 24.6 15.2 53.5 40.5 76.: 56.3 118.6 107.8
American cr 2.8 4.6 7.6 12.0 9.5 15.2 5.0 5.7 7.5 9.7 6.2 5.9 13.2 12.8 17.7 16.6 25.5 23.3

N 11 11 11 11 11 10 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 10

5. Other 16.3 16.2 25.2 34.1 41.9 50.3 23.7 23.5 31.4 31.7 22.9 22.5 54.3 54.1 78.2 77.5 120.4 127.8
Latin 6- 5.9 6.1 8.0 11.1 12.1 16.0 6.5 5.9 6.4 9.5 6.8 8.7 11.8 16.9 17.3 21.9 26.2 36.3
Alphabet N 50 51 48 51 4P 51 50 51 51 51 51 50 51 50 50 50 48 50

6. Chinese j 15.0 14.9 24.3 32.6 40.1 47.1 24.0 24.7 31.2 33.7 22.4 25.6 53.7 60.0 77.7 85.6 120.1 133.1
or 4.6 6.9 7.5 11.2 10.5 16.2 5.7 5.5 6.1 7.1 6.2 7.8 10.4 12.5 15.2 16.5 20.8 29.2
N 140 176 150 176 139 175 165 210 167 209 167 175 166 174 164 174 137 173

7. Other 1 15.6 14.4 24.1 31.4 40.1 45.9 22.0 21.7 28.7 31.2 20.9 20.9 49.7 52.3 71.9 74.2 112.0 120.4
Cr 4.9 4.8 8.1 10.0 10.9 14.:: 6.0 6.2 6.9 8.2 6.1 7.7 11.1 14.2 16.2 18.9 24.7 30.5

148 188 157 187 148 186 158 193 170 190 157 184 157 183 156 183 147 182

8. Unknown N 69 41 63 40 52 40 138 41 128 42 133 40 133 40 133 39 44 39

LMr-LEP TOTAL I 15.2 14.0 21.2 27.6 36.7 41.8 20.5 18.4 27.1 27.2 20.6 18.2 47.8 45.8 68.5 64.6 106.0 107.3
6 4.7 5.3 8.4 10.4 11.3 14.1 6.0 6.2 7,3 9.0 6.1 7.7 11.6 14.9 16.4 19.9 24.4 30.1

2730 2816 2795 2880 2627 2705 3068 3248 3137 3333 3060 2889 3029 2846 2972 2760 2525 2565

B. EP/LIS . 21.3 19.4 28.8 16.4 50.4 55.9 24.0 21.5 28.6 28.0 24.6 22.2 53.2 50.6 77.5 72.3 128.1 129,0
4r- 6.0 6.5 8.4 12.3 13.0 17.4 5.7 6.0 7.1 8.8 5.9 8.1 11.5 15.2 16.1 19.8 26.5 34.1

657 704 670 712 629 689 679 710 686 710 692 696 679 679 665 665 616 649

C. EP/Comp 1 22.1 20.0 28.3 37.4 50.2 57.6 13.3 20.8 27.1 27.3 23.3 21.5 50.4 49.0 73.8 70.3 123.9 128.3
6- 5.5 6.4 8.0 11.8 12.0 16.7 5.9 6.1 7.7 9.3 6.3 8.5 12.8 15.7 17.8 20.5 27.6 34.7

359 411 370 410 354 396 371 419 372 417 366 412 365 402 364 396 348 385
'3 - .
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TAILS 8.2a. Maass sad standard

Cohort A. Grad.

deviations

1, Rishts sco.es

-... ..,

for SAT Primary 1 Tort w (Spring '8!

Native
ENGLISH MATR1MAT ICS

loading Concepts Computation MathLanguage
Vocab. Comprebeasioa of Number + Aplic. Total

A. LM-LEw

1. Spanzah 1 18.0 19.8 19.7 27.0 47.1
dr- 6.2 9.6 6.5 8.7 14.1

N 2252 220 3172 3032 2936

2. Other 1 18.8 22.2 20.5 28.4 49.5

&Demote Cr 5.4 10.2 6.8 8.9 13.7

Laaguages N 85 85 91 90 88

3. Other 1 21.6 26.2 22.9 28.9 51.7

luropea.- 0' 7.1 9.6 5.7 8.2 13.4

N 8 a 27 27 27

4. Native

American
1
d-
s o o o o 0

5. Other 1 20.1 25.! 22.9 33.0 56.5

Latin cr 5.4 14.3 6.2 7.3 12.7

Alphabeit n 59 61 72 65 64

6. Chines* 1 18.5 26.3 23.5 324 56.5
el- 5.3 99 5.9 6.3 13.5

N 88 114 143 88 d8

7. Other 1 18.6 24.6 21.4 29.1 50.6

D.- 5.1 9.8 5.9 8.1 13.1

N 214 214 221 219 218

8. Unknown N 70 70 73 74 70

LM-LEP Total 1 18.2 20.8 20.0 27.5 47.8
1- 6.1 10.0 6.5 8.7 14.1

n 2776 2797 3799 3595 3491

B. EP/LIS 1 22.2 25.0 22.4 29.9 52.7
6- 6.4 10.1 6.4 9.0 14.5

N 672 652 715 657 643

C. EP/Comp. 1 22.2 26.5 21.5 28.6 50.4

G- 6.4 10.3 6.0 8.6 13.5

N 389 404 402 390 384

26
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TABLE 8.2b. Means and
Cohort B,

standard deviations for SAT Primary
Grade 3. Riahts scores

2 Fora E (Fall '84) and SAT Primary 3 FormF (Wing '85):

Native
ENGLISH MATHEMATICS

Language
Imad1m8 Ceakepts Math

Vocab. Comprehension of Nuwber Comvutation Apolications Total

fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spriag fall Spring

A. LM-LEP

1. Spanish i 14.8 13.6 20.0 25.3 1.9 17.4 26.1 25.9 20.1 17.0 66.6 61.1

4^ 4.7 5.2 8.8 10.7 6.1 6.0 7.8 9.3 8.1 7.5 16.4 19.4

X 2256 2259 2307 2321. 2490 2648 2333 2736 2485 2228 2403 2220

2. Other / 18.2 16.4 22.4 28./ 21.6 20.2 26.8 27.2 20.6 17.5 69.7 65.2

&mance 4' 7.9 6.9 9.1 12.8 7.4 6.8 8.8 7.8 8.8 8.6 20.5 20.9

Languase N 39 71 41 72 39 72 40 73 39 70 38 69

3. Other 1 18.7 13.2 24.8 27.6 19.8 19.5 30.4 29.1 21.0 19.8 70.5 70.8

Europium 6- 5.6 '6.16 10.5 12.9 606 7.8 9.4 10.6 7.7 9.0 22.3 21.9
9 17 19 18 19 17 22 19 21 17 20 17 20

4. Native 1 19.0 15.4 22.9 30.9 22.5 15.8 28.9 25.4 24.5 15.2 75.9 55.5

American 0- 2.6 4.6 8.9 12.1 5.0 5.7 7.3 10.4 8.2 5.9 17.7 17.0

X 11 11 11 11 11 11 Il 11 11 12 11 11

5. Other 1 16.7 16.2 24.6 32.9 23.6 23.5 31.2 31.4 22.8 22.4 77.9 77.0

Lat.n ,1- 6.0 6.1 8.7 12.0 1 6.7 6.0 8.7 10.1 8.9 8.8 17.1 22.6

Alphab. 9 50 51 48 51 i 50 51 51 51 51 50 SO 50

..,

6. Chinese i 15.0 14.8 23.5 31.4 23.9 24.6 30.8 33.5 22.3 25.6 77.0 85.3

67 4.6 6.9 8.2 11.8 5.8 5.8 6.6 7.7 6.4 7.9 15.8 16.7

X 140 176 150 176 165 210 167 209 187 175 164 . 174

7. Other 1 15.2 14.4 23.3 30.2 21.9 21.7 28.4 20.9 20.8 20.7 71.5 73.7

cr 5.2 4.9 9.1 11.2 6.0 6.2 7.5 4.5 6.2 7.9 16.5 19.3

N 148 188 137 187 158 193 170 190 157 184 156 183

8. Unknown N 69 41 63 i0 138 41 133 42 129 40 133 39

14M-LEP Total 1 14.9 13.9 20.6 26.3 20.4 18.3 26.7 26.8 20.4 17.9 67.9 63.9
1- 4.9 5.4 8.9 11.1 6.2 6.4 7.8 9.4 6.3 7.9 16.9 20.4

9 2730 2816 2795 2880 3068 324P 3146 3333 3060 2889 2972 2766

B. EP/LIS 2 21.3 19.3 28.4 35.3

......

23.9 21.4_ 28.3. 27.5 24.4_ 22.r 77.0 71.6

6.1 6.5 8.9 13.1 5.9 6.1 7.6 9.3 6.1 8.3 16.6 20.3

N 657 704 670 712 679 710 686 710 692 696 665 665

C. EP/Comp. i 21.9 19.8 27.9 37.4 23.1 20.7 26.6 26.9 23.1 21.2 72.9 69.6

1- 5.7 6.6 8.5 12.4 6.1 6.1 8.3 9.8 6.5 8.6 18.6 40.9

N 359 411 370 410 371 419 372 417 366 412 364 396
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third-grade cohort, Cohort B, was teeted twice during the first year (the

Primary 2 battery in the fall ana .rimary 3 in the spring), and that the

first-grade cohort, Cohort A, was tested once (in the spring, with the

Primary 1 battery).

8A.1 SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS AND RELATED DATA

Basic distributional data on the SAT subtests are shown in Appendix E

for adjusted scores
1

. Examination of these distributions
2

shows that

the scores on all tests, in both grades, are spread out well, covering a

wide range, and that they are not conspicuou,ly bunched at either end. This

is true not only for the LM-LEP students but also for the two English-

proficient groups. These data provide evidence that the levels of the SAT

chosen for this study are appropriate. Means and standard deviations for

adjusted SAT scores, for all groups, are summarized in Table 8.1a (for

Cohort A), and 8.1b (for Cohort B). (Tables 8.2a and 8.2b provide

corresponding data for rights scores.)

Table E.3 shows the test publisher's percentins (bised on a national

sample, not a LH-LEP sanple) corresponding to the mean rights score and to

points one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the

mean.
3

Th13 table, which shows how the three groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS and

EP/Comp) compare with the national percentile norms for rights scores on the

SAT, indicates that the LM-LEP students scored systematically lower than the

other two groups. The disparity was much greater in the English tests

(vocabulary and reading comprehension) than in math. The :nly math section

1All data reported on the SAT in this and subsequent chapters, except where
otherwise explicitly stated, use "adjusted scores" rather than "rights scores".
The distinction between these two types of scores, and our reasons for preferring
the former, are described in Chapter 2, Section 2H.1. Appendix 3 contains some
technical data about the SAT, including data on the relationship between the
"rights" and "adjusted" scores.

2Appendix table E.1 shows the distributions of adjusted scores
for Cohort A (grade 1) in the spring of 1985, for all three basic groups (LH-LEP,
EP/LIS, and EP/Comp). Tables E.2 shows the corresponding data for Cohort B
(grade 3).

3In a normal distribution one standard deviation above the mean is the 84th
percentile and one standard deviation below is the 16th percentile.

263
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on which the LM-LEP students did about as well as the English-proficient

groups was computation; this is the set of items which, as indicated in

Table 8.3, makes virtually no demands on the student with respect to

knowledge of English.

As for the magnitude of the LM-LEP students' departure from national

norms, their mean Vocabulary scores were at the 22nd, 7th, and 14th

percentiles (Grade 1, Grade 3 fall, and Grade 3 spring respectively). The

corresponding figures for Reading Comprehension were 25th, 15th, and 21st

percentiles; for the Math Total they were at the 27th, 30th and 35th

percentiles. As for the three paLts of the Math test, the three Concepts

of Number percentiles corresponding to the means were 22nd, 28th and 32nd.

For Computation and Applications combined, separate norms are not available

for the battery given in grade 1; for the combination, the mean is at the

28th percentile. Separate Computation and Applications norms are available

for the batteries used in grade 3; the Fall and Spring Computation means are

at the 44th and 37th percentiles respectively; the corresponding

Applications percentiles are 25th and 29th.

If the percentiles for the Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and Math

Total means are aver-led (for grade 1, grade 3 yell, and grade 3 Spring),

the resulting average of the nine national percentiles for the nine means is

only 22. The averages of the corresponding nine percentiles one standard

deviation above the mean (which is 84 in an unselected, normally distributed

population) and one standard deviation below (which is 16 in the same normal

population) are only 46 and 6 respectively. Thus the LM-LEP students'

scores in this first year of the study are very low in comparison with

national norms.

As Tables 8.1a and 8.1b (and also Tables 8.2a and 8.2b) show, the LM-LEP

students scored substantially lower than either of the English-proficient

groups (EP/LIS and EP/Comp) on the two English tests. The LM-LEP means are

at the llth to 24th percentiles, while the percentiles corresponding to

EP/LIS and EP/Comp means are in the 30's and 40's. (Thus the EP/LIS and

EP/Comp groups, too, are well below national norms. This confirms that the

use of a comparison group from the same schools as the LM-LEP children is

264-
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definitely better than the alternative--depending solely on the national

norms to serve the comparison group function--would have been.) Column 6 of

Table 8.2c provides the relevant summary data.

As for the math test, the three parts have to be considered separately

because they make different demands on ability to comprehend English.

Furthermore, the demands made by the Primary 3 math test (given to grade 3)

differ from those made by Primary 1 (given to grade 1). Table 8.3 summarizes

the English requirements of the math test not only for the three batteries

already given but for two additional batteries (Intermediat, 1 and

Intermediate 2) scheduled to be given to Cohort B at the end ot Year 2 and

Year 3 respectively. The parts of the table that appiy to the tests given

in Year 1 are enclosed in boxes.

The results, which are summarized in Columns 7-11 of Table 8.2c, are in

line with what would be suggested by Table 8.3. In grade 1 (Cohort A) the

LM-LEP students were almost on a par with the two English-proficient groups

in Computation plus Applications, and slightly lower in Concepts of Number.

The Cohort B students, who, it will be recalled from Chapter 4, are expected

to be on the average a little lower than Cohort A in academic ability, were

Ltill holding their own in Computation in comparison with the two English-

proficient groups. However, they were substantially lower in both Concepts

of Number and Applications. These are the two math tests which, as

indicated by Table 8.3, require some knowledge of spoken English, and in the

case of the Applications test also require a reeling knowledge of English.

Overall, the differences between the LM-LEP group and the two English-

proficient groups were considerably smaller for math than for English, as

can be seen from an examination of columns 6 and 7 of Table 8.2c.

In additIon to showing overall data for the three basic groups (LM-LEP,

EP/LIS, and EP/comp), Tables 8.1a and 8.1b also break the LM-LEP data down

by nativi language category, as do Tables 8.2a and 8.2b. If we look at

these data, we see that the language groups differed substantially in their

mean scores on Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension. Many of the

differennes were almost certainly due to differences among the various

ethnic groups with respect to the degree to which the parents, and the

children, perceive pressure to learn English. A related factor may be that

2GE
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TABLE 8.2c. SAT percentiles corresponding
to SAT math moan *comes

and mean of SATiercentiles
corresponding to means of

English scorea' 'c

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Data

Collection SAT Engliph Math

Cohort, Grade Period Batter/ SLIM scores°
TiaTITSM

Total

A 1 Spring '85 Primary LM-LEP 24 27

1 gr/Lls 37 35

EP/Comp 40 31

a 3 Fall '84 Primary LM-LEP 11 30

2 EP/LIS 30 45

EP/Comp 30 38

II 3 Spring '85 Primary LM-LRP 18 35

3 EP/LIS 36 45

RP/Comp 40 42

(8) (9) (10) (11)

Math eubtests

Concepts Comput. Applic. Comput.

of no. +applic.

-un- lig' ITEr- %tie

22 28

33 35

28 31

28 44 25

43 5V *4

39 43 38

32 37 29

47 40 42

44 38 40

4Rights score.

bThe tvo English scores arm
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension. The peucentilee corresponding to the Vocabulary

mean and the Residing Comprehension mean have been aversged to give the mean percentiles in columm 6.

cThle table le based on the Tabie E.3 data (In Appendlx E).
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TABLE 8.3. Degree to which SAT math tests require ability to comprehend English*

SAT Demands on ability to comprehend

SAT
Math Spoken Written

Battery Gi-en in Year I to: Scheduled .o be given to: Test English, English

Primary 1 Cohort A. Grade 1, Spring '85 Computation Almost none None

Concepts of No. Considerable Almost none

Applications Considerable Almost none

Primary 2 "ohort B. Grade 3, Fall '84 Cohort A, Grade 2, Spring '86 Computation Almost none None

Concepts of No. Some Almost none

Applications Some Very little

Primary 3 Cohort B, Grade 3, Spring '85 Cohort B. Grade 3, Spring '87 Computation Almost none None

Concepts of Mo. Some Almost none

Applications Some Considerable

Intermediate I
Cohort B, Grade 4. Spring '86 Computation Almost none Slight

Concepts of No. Some Considerable

Applications Some Considerable

Intermediate 2
Cohort B, Grade 5, Spring '87 Computation Almost none Slight

Concepts of No. Some Considerable

Applications Some Considerable

*The parts of this table that apply to the tests given in Year I are enclosed in boxes.

2'-
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members of some ethnic groups are more likely to live in enclaves where

everyone speaks the native language.

Looked at from another viewpoint, although many of the mean differences

among language groups are statistically significant there were very large

overlaps among the groups, ar can be seen from the sizable standard

deviations (shown in Tables 8.1a and 8.1b, or 8.2a and 8.2b). Thus some of

the mean differences that are statistically significant are nevertheless

numerically too small to suggest that the basic conclusions of the study

will necessarily differ by language group.

Another approach to the relation of SAT scores and language is to

investigate the relation to SAT scores of how well English and the native

language are spoken. Table 8.4 presents some data of that sort. The table

shows means and standard deviations on selected SAT tests (and the Raven)

for groups that are samewhat hamogeneous with respect to their English SOPR

and native language SOPR scores, for each of which the range of possible

scores (5 to 25) has been divided into three equal intervals. The SAT tests

selected for inclusion in this table were the two English tests (Vocabulary

and Reading Comprehension), Math Total, and because it could be expected to

show the least relation to SOPR scores, Computation. The Computation test

lived up to expectation. In general, scores on the other tests were mut"-

more closely related to scores on the English SOPR than to the native

language SOPR. In fact, some tendency towards a negative relation _between

native language SOPR and SAT Vocabulary (for students falling in the same

class interval on English SOPR) was manifest. The reason for this negative

relationship is not entirely clear at this point.

8A.2 CORRELATIONAL DATA

Sections of two large correlation tables which appear in Appendix E

(Tables E.4a for Cohort A and E.4b for Cohort B) have been extracted and put

in this chapter for the convenience of the reader, at the points where those

sections are discussed. These tables contain the Raven total, all SAT

scores, all English SOPR scores, teacher ratings on selected academic skills

variables (five in English and three in math) and three composites relating

t, the student's home and family.

DIIVILOPIONT ASSOCIATZR.



Table 8.4. Adjusted score means and standard deviations on selected tests, for groups classified on SOU scores

Cohort A. Spring '85 Cohort 8. Fall '84 Cohort 8. Spr108 '85 Cohort Cohort

Grade 1 Grade, 3 Grade 3

SOPS
To a scores

SAT Primary 1 Form F SAT Primary 2 Form F SAT Primary 3 Form F
11LO=1. =1MMI1 I
Grade 1 Grade 1

Native II g. Math Rdg. Math Ids. Meth --tviirr- Row

language English Vocah.222: Comma. Total Vocab.alLICoomput.ltotal Vocala.I.M471771MMir MN SPIA I

19-25 19-25 i 19.8 25.1 16.0 54.3 16.2 24.6 28.5 73.5 15.1 30.7 28.6 68.6 19.4 26.2 1

a-- 4.9 8.4 4.7 12.3 4.5 7.7 6.6 14.8 5.2 10.2 8.5 18.7 5.8 8.9 2

N 531 534 682 625 840 865 913 889 798 827 916 799 810 810 3

12-18 i 17.9 21.4 14.9 49.4 13.6 19.1 26.8 66.4 12.2 24.7 26.4 61.8 18.7 25.0

io- 5.1 7.5 4.7 12.2 3.7 7.3 7.1 14.7 3.9 8.3 8.7 18.4 5.6 9.1 5

N 461 463 713 627 699 699 767 132 612 633 793 614 895 144

5-11 i 15.8 19.6 13.9 45.2 12.5 13.6 25.1 60.4 11.2 20.1 26.4 59.7 17.6 24.0 7

or- 4.4 7.3 5.0 13.4 3.8 5.1 8.0 16.6 4.0 6.4 9.3 18.2 5.6 9.7 8

N 443 446 783 692 223 249 341 288 214 220 319 :15 1 MO 355

12-18 19-25 i 21.4 25.2 14.8 52.0 18.3 24.7 26.4 69.9 17.0 31.0 27.0 65.6 18.5 25.7 10

w- 5.2 8.7 4.6 12.4 5.5 8.0 7.4 11.5 6.5 11.5 8.8 20.1 5.6 9.2 11

N 100 101 115 108 138 142 144 141 130 131 135 123 126 135 12

12-18 1 17.7 20.4 13.1 45.6 14.6 17.6 25.5 63.6 13.1 23.4 24.1 54.7 17.4 21.7 13

ar 5.9 7.5 5.0 12.6 4.5 7.6 7.6 16.8 4.8 8.7 9.5 18.5 5.3 7.9 14

N 152 151 216 199 125 123 134 124 109 109 130 101 248 134 15

5-11 i 18.3 19.8 13.4 45.6 13.5 133 21.5 52.8 10.9 19.7 22.0 47.2 16.3 19.9 16

cr 6.8 7.1 4.9 13.7 3.2 5.7 8.6 15.9 3.4 6.7 10.2 19.1 5.6 6.6 17

N 128 127 180 157 48 SO 76 59 39 37 64 42 220 69 18

5-11 19-25 i 23.6 26.8 14.9 52.7 19.7 26.4 27.8 72.8 18.9 33.9 27.5 69.5 19.2 24.9 19

0- 5.6 8.6 4.7 12.3 5.8 7.2 6.5 15.6 6.3 10.7 8.4 18.5 5.5 8.9 20

N 133 133 138 135 81 84 82 81 74 73 76 73 145 79 21

12-18 i 17.4 18.9 11.1 37.7 16.2 19.2 27.4 67.4 14.7 24.1 23.6 56.3 15.7 24.3 22

e- 6.3 6.2 4.8 12.2 5.0 8.1 6.6 14.8 5.8 8.9 8.0 18.4 5.3 8.4 23

N 37 37 42 39 49 50 47 46 47 49 49 47 50 49 24

5-11 i 17.2 19.7 10.8 39.2 13.5 14.5 23.2 56.0 11.0 20.4 24.5 53.5 14.7 21.1 25

6- 6.9 7.8 5.3 14.8 3.7 5.0 7.9 15.6 2.9 6.2 9.1 18.8 5.3 7.4 26

N 58 63 97 89 32 34 35 34 26 31 33 26 116 36 27

----..... ---.4-.-

*These dal., are discussed in Chapter
4, Section C, where they are also shown in Table 4.17.

2 0
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8A.2.a SAT Intercorrelations, Cross-correlations, and Correlations with Raven

Tables 8.5a (Cohort A) and 8.5b (Cohort B) (extracted from Tableu E.4a

and E.4b) show the intercorrelations among the various SAT scores, and their

correlation with the Raven. The Raven had modest correlations with all the

SAT variables. Its highest correla;Aon, in both cohorts, was with the Meth

Total (.47 in Cohort A, .46 in Cohort B fall testing, .48 in Cohort B spring

testing). Its correlations with the individual math scores were also higher

than with the individual English scores. The corlelations are in line with

expectation, and may be regarded as evidence supporting the choice of both

the SAT and the Raven as mainstays of the study. The kinds of correlational

relationships expected between Raven and SAT are discussed at some length in

Chapter 4, Section D; the discussion will not be repeated here.

Table 8.6 shows the cross-correlations between the fall '84 SAT and the

spring '85 SAT (for Cohort B). In most cases the highest correlation for

any variable was with its matching variable in the other battery. (The

exceptions occurred with a composite score in which the directly

corresponding score is included.) The cross-correlation for English total

was .76; for math total, .75. The lowest of the nine cross-correlations,

.56, was for vocabulary.

8A.2.b Correlations Between SOPR Scales and SAT Scores

Table 8.7a, extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b, shows the cross-

correlations between English SOPR ratings and SAT scores. Most of the

correlations between SOPR total and SAT scores were in the .20's for Cohort

A and in the .30's and .40's for Cohort B. The chief exception was Computa-

tion, for which the three correlations (Cohort A, Cohort B fall, and Cohort

B spring) with SOPR total were .15, .17, and .15 respectively. The grade 3

(Cohort B) correlations of the English scores with SOPR were systematically

higher than the math correlations with it; the highest correlation, .465,

was for English total (spring 1985, Cohort B).

27
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TABLE 8.5a. Intercorcelations among SAT scores and Raven: Cohort A, Grade 1*

Basod on LN-LEP students

Row
I

4,

(2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Stanford Achievement Test - Primary 1, - Spr.'85

E SCLI811 NATE Total

4,
0

Ay k

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Raven CPM

SAT-Primary 1 -- Spring '85
English

Vocabulary
Rdg.Comprehension
English Total

Math
Concepts of No.
Comput.*ion
Applications
Comput.+Applic.

Math Total
English + Math

Total

(ORRELATION
.242 .351 .350 .438

.524 .815 .486
.921 .568

.622

COEFFICIENTS
.359 .430 .443 .469 .455

.317 .513 .461 .502 .723

.423 .540 .540 .595 .833

.434 .603 .578 .635 .898

.618 .736 .760 .916 .855

.565 .902 .833 .707

.866 .864 .815

.957 .855

.910

*Correlations in this table have been extracted from Table 1.4s.
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TABLE 8.5b. Intercorrefations among SAT scores ant Raven: Cdhort B. Grade 3*

Based on LM-LEP students

TEST

Ra-en SPM

SAT
English
Vocabulary
Rdg.Comp.

English Total

. Math
Cch.cepts of Mo.

Computation
Applications

Comput.+Appli,

Math Total
English Math

Total

Stanford Achievement Test - Primary 2 - Pall' ianford Achievement 3at - Primary 3 - Spr.'115

MATE atI

CORRALATION cosfrIct ENT8
.202 .346 .338 .452 .350 .386 .22 .462 .463 .146 .33/ .322 .482 .352 .432 .4/5 .479

.461 .766 .380 .170 .463 .354 .387 .613

.924 .523 .350 .516 .493 .536 .786

.543 .327 .574 .510 .S56 .8"

.572 .709 .732 .881 .836

.307 Aid AR .703
.849 .854 .834

.968 .880

.922

.461

.527 .716 .390 .118 .407 .318 .361 .598

.945 .536 .434 .642 .593 .614 .840

.548 .390 .633 .563 .595 .853

.597 .689 .715 .853 .809

.597 .909 .889 .746

.877 .875 .863

.915 .895

.921

*Correlations in this table have been extracted fru. Table E.4b.

274



8-lb

TABLE 8.6. Correlatious batmen fall '84 and spring '83 SAT scores:
Cohort 11. Grade 3*

SAT
Primary 2
Tall '84:
Wacore

Sased on LN-LIP students

Stanford Achievement Tait - Primary 3 - Spr.

English

C ORRELATI ON COEPPICIENTS

locabulary .561 .471 .566 .325 .151 .:338 .266 .3C2 .400

i41.comp. .440 .727 .708 .495 .372 .339 .313 .544 .682

English Total .561 .730 .758 .499 .335 .331 .487 .523 .693

Mach
Concepts of So. .337 .493 .503 .677 .300 .374 .398 .662 .666

Computatien .138 .351 .314 .337 .628 .493 .632 .643 .364

Applications .451 .508 .550 .395 .433 .382 .562 .609 .652

Comput.+Applic. .-,? .489 .488 .649 .618 .615 .690 .722 .697

Math Total .524 .527 .703 .616 .641 .702 .748 .732

English + Math
total .500 .687 .702 .698 .364 .682 .692 .740 .808

*Correlacioss in this table have bean e.Aracted from Table E.4b.

275
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Table 8.7b is essentially parallel
1

to Table 8.7a, except that it is

for the native language SOPR not the English SOPR. For both grade 1 and

grade correlations of the native language SOPR with the English subtest

scores (particularly with Vocabulary) are significantly negative. The grade

1 correlations with Reading are also negative, but only very slightly

(though negative correlation, with Speaking is statistically

significant). In grade 3 the correlations with Reading are not

significantly different from zero, but the correlations with Vocabulary are

again definitely negative. The correlations with the Math scores are quite

close to zero for the grade 1 cohort and also for grade in the fall, but

by the spring they are a little higher.

8A.2.c Correlations of SAT with the Three Home-end-nail Variables

Table 8.8a shows the cross-correlations between the SAT variables ard

three home-and-family variables:

1. Parents' use of English in the home.

This is a "Ive-point scale from 0 to 4 in which a value of 4
means the parents speak nothing but English and 0 means the
parents speak no Engli,h.

2. Parents' education.

This is a weighted average of the number of years 02
schooling the parents have had, with a scale value of 14
representing 14 or more years and with the more educated parent
having triple weight.

3. Socioeconomic status.

This 14 a weighted sum o2 parents' education (with the -

parents equallf weighted) and status of parent's occupation (on a
five-point scale). If both parents are ft.eloyed the higher-status
occupation is the one used (See Appendix B for further details).

1Table 8.7b, unlike Table 8.7a, shows means and standard deviations in addition
to the zorrelation coClicients. The means and standard deviations for the Table
8.7a variables can be found in Tables E.4a and E.4b, from which 0 Table 8.7a
correlations were extracted.

2
DZVZLOPICENT ASSOCIATX8. INC.



8-18

TA31.1 8.7s. Correlations betweeninglish SOPA ratings and SAT scores

lased on LM-LEP students*

SAT

lottery.
Tom ispd

.8 I When
N Administered SAT Score

A 1 155C Primary 1
Form F.
Spring '85

3 1434 Primary 2
Form I,

Fall '84

3 1434 Primary 3
Form F
Spring '85

English SOPR

COIRELATI ONS
English

Vocabulary .267 .236 .269 .277 .258 .227 .265

Idg.Comprehansion .255 .255 .249 .266 .233 .202 .2:7

Inglish Total .296 .282 .292 .308 .280 .246 .283
Math

Concept., of No. .209 .204 .205 .216 .191 .176 .201

Computation .154 .171 .147 .153 .142 .125 .141

Applications .274 .265 .270 .272 .262 .216 .250

Comput.+Applic. .237 .243 .230 .235 .223 .199 .222

Math Total
nglisb + Math

.240 .241 .234 .241 .223 .202 .227

Total .295 .288 .290 .302 .277 .247 .281

English
Vocabulary .396 .329 .400 .384 .386 .359 .372

ldg.Comprehansion .421 .419 .469 .451 .450 .414 .446

English Total .512 .446 .512 .492 .493 .455 .484

Math
Concepts of No. .312 .282 .309 .296 .289 .279 .289

Computation .176 .175 .170 .155 .161 .154 .168

Applications .388 .345 .386 .363 .365 .361 .362

Comput.+Applic. .317 .293 .312 .290 .295 .289 .298

Math Total .336 .308 .332 .312 .313 .305 .318

English +Math
Total .461 .412 .459 .436 .437 .414 .436

English
Vocabulary .376 .327 .376 .370 .354 .324 .365

lAg.Comprehension .431 .373 .432 .420 .410 .240 .414

English Total .465 .402 .466 .454 .441 .407 .448
Math

Concepts of No. .261 .230 .261 .259 .231 .238 .252
Computation .142 .127 .141 .135 .131 .120 .146

Applications .257 .230 .256 .246 .230 .237 .248
Comput.+Applic. .219 .195 .218 .209 .198 .195 .216

Math Total .247 .219 .246 .238 .222 .221 .242
English + Math

Total .377 .330 .377 .367 .350 .334 .366

Orr. it OAS LW.. talus nave 041412 extracteo rom alums 11.114. 1111161.

2,"
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TULE 8.7b. Correlations batmen native languag. SOPR ratings and SAT scores

Based on LM-LIP students

=111111,

if SaT

/
battery,
Form, and

S' 14Ir____t N Admin.-

SAT

Score

CT'

A 1 1827 Primary 1 English

CORRELATIONS

Form F Vocabulary -.187 -.164 -.188 -.168 -.186 -.174 -.182 18.66 5.67
Spring '35 Idg.Comp. -.051 -.017 -.058 -.038 -.054 -.064 -.064 22.39 8.27

English Total -.121 -.088 -.126 -.103 -.122 -.123 -.128 41.05 12.27
Math

Concepts of No. .077 .085 .073 .086 .078 .026 .084 20.85 5.93
Computation .123 .122 .120 .132 .116 .086 .118 14.71 4.94

Applications -.005 .012 -.009 .015 -.009 -.038 -.002 13.67 4.30
Comput. + Applic. .072 .081 .068 .088 .065 .032 .071 28.38 8.13
Math Total .079 .084 .075 .093 .075 .031 .081 49.23 13.24

Eng1sh + Math
Total -.019 .004 -.024 -.002 -.022 -.048 -.021 90.28 23.05

g 3 1514 Primary 2 English
Form I Vocabulary -.192 -.186 -.189 -.192 -.189 -.187 -.148 15.40 4.78
Fall '84 Rdg.Comp. .032 .011 .036 .023 .024 .038 .049 22.33 8.21

English Total -.059 -.071 -.055 -.066 -.063 -.052 -.027 37.73 11.16
Math

Concapts of No. .101 .073 .106 .099 .097 .098 .106 21.11 5.94
Computation .121 .111 .120 .118 .112 .093 .133 27.94 6.90
Applications .011 .000 .014 .012 .010 .014 .016 21.08 6.04
Comput. + -pplic. .081 .068 .082 .080 .074 .065 .091 49.02 11.21
Math Total .094 .075 .096 .092 .088 .082 .103 70.13 16.05

English + Math
Total .035 .017 .039 .031 .029 .030 .056 107.86 24.10

B 3 1514 Primary 3 English
Form F Vocabulary -.129 -.128 -.126 -.122 -.122 -.134 -.101 14.13 5.28
Spring '85 Idg.Comp. .003 -.018 .008 -.001 .003 .000 .029 27.83 10.21

English Total -.047 -.062 -.042 -.048 -.044 -.052 -.017 41.95 13.75
Math

Concepts of No. .097 .075 .099 .101 .100 .090 .086 18.82 6.23
Computation .155 .135 .156 .166 .150 .153 .123 28.02 8.83
Applications .099 .066 .104 .100 .100 .095 .102 18.57 7.43
Craput. + Applic. .144 .115 .148 .151 .142 .141 .126 46.59 14.58
Math Total .139 .110 .142 .145 .138 .134 .122 65.41 19.49

English + Math
Total .069 .044 .074 .073 .070 .064 .072 107.36 29.67

MEANS and SDa
A 1 Mean 20.11 4.12 15.98 3.95 3.97 4.15 3.92

5.66 1.12 4.63 1.25_ 1,22 1,19 1.25_ __

3 3 Mean 21.08 4.32 16.76 4.20 _4.18 4.29- 4.08
(7. 4.99 1.00 4.10 1.07 1.07 1.08 1.10

010..11=
Ole 011111111.
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TABLE 8.8a. Correlation of three home-and-family variables with SAT scores

Based on LM-LEP students*

Cohort A, Grade 1

Correlation with

..,
SAT, Sprint '85

SAY score /
a$

'English
Vocabulary .158 .191 .215

hug.Comp. .091 .126 .150

English Total .134 .172 .200

Math
Concepts of No. -.008 .080 .082

Computation -.mu .037 .068

Applications .046 .113 .142

Comput.+Applic. -.017 .082 .115

alith Total -.014 .086 .107

English + Math
Total .064 .142 .170

Cohan. A, Grade 3

SAT& Fall
Correlation with
'8i ji SAT& Spring '85

/ / 7 7 -it

4..

.. ;". co 4..4.* 4, *
4 44 41,

.11 0

.260 .239 .271 .231 .196 .208

.114 .165 201 .140 .138 .184

.195 .223 .262 .194 .179 .216

.002 .067 .081 .016 .070 .100

-.095 -.007 -.004 -.049 -.019 -.028
.070 .114 .119 .006 .083 .086

-.021 .058 .063 -.026 .032 .029

-.014 .065 .073 -.014 .046 .054

.081 .148 .174 .082 .115 .138

*Correlations In this table have been extracted from Tables 8.4a and E.4b.
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TABLE 8.8b. Cross-correlations of SAT summary scores with SES, three reading-matter-in-the-home variables, and time

in the United States*

Based on LM-LEP students

Variable

S.A.T. Summary Scores

4.1=
Fall 1984 Spring 1985

Math Tot. IWILL Math Tot. Mean S.D.

A 1 1011 1. Socioeconomic status
2. No. of years in dnited States
3. Reading matter in the home

a. In English
b. la another language
c. All

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

.251 .142 .215

.077 -.002 .041

.200 .029 .125

-.062 .004 -.032

.106 .024 .071

14.91
5.68

.99

.56

1.55

5.35

1.76

.87

.80

1.17

Mean
S.D.

43.24 51.02 94.26

13.07 13.29 23.97

P 3 699 1. Socioeconomic status
2. No. of years in United States
3. Reading matter in the home

a. In English
b. In another language
c. Al

CORRELATION

.254 .077 .172

.192 .040 .118

.248 .091 .178

-.084 .049 -.008

.121 .097 .122

COEFFICIENTS

.219 .056 .141

.125 -.085 .00)

.234 .081 .164

-.053 .027 -.009

.131 .075 .111

14.13

6.77

.99

.61

1.59

5.23
2.57

.87

.82

1.22

Mean
S.D.

39 95 71.90 111.84

11.78 16. 24.82

44.75 68.34 113.09

14.86 19.39 30.69

*Correlations in this table are based on the same cases as those in Table 4.18.
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The most striking finding in the Table 8.8a data is that Vocabulary

consistently had a higher correlation with each of the three home-and-family

variables than did any other SAT score. The explanation of the relation to

parents' use of English in the home is of course obvious, as is parental

education; and since the latter is a component of socioeconomic status,

that, too can be expected to be correlated vial SAT Vocabulary.
1

Table 8.8b shows the cross-correlations of SAT summary variables with

socioeconomic status, length of time in the U.S. and three additional

home-and-family variables--specifically the three variables relating to the

presence of reading materials in the home discussed in Chapter 4, Section

D. The subsamples on which the two tables (8.8a and 8.8b) are based are not

11identical.
2

Socioeconomic status is included in both tables, to provide a

link, and thus a baeis for comparison. Tnspection of Table 8.8b reveals a

definite relationship between the presence of English reading matter /
(newspapers or magazines) in the home and total English score on the SAT.

It must be borne in mind, however, that this relationship is not necessarily 1/

a causative one; it may merely reflect the fact that both the presence of

English reading matter in the home and level of the English score are

attributable at least in part to same third variable to which both are

related. We investigated the possibility that the explanation of the

correlation lay in the fact that both the child's SAT English score and the

likelihood of English reading matter in the home would tend to increase the

longer the family lived in the United States. That possible explanation has

been eliminated, however; the partial correlations between SAT English and

1The intercorrelations of the three variables are shows in Tables E.4a and E.4b.

2The subsamples for the Table 8.8b data differ from those for Table 8.8a because
the data in the two tables are extracted from different pairs of listwise
correlation matrices. Table 8.8a is extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b, while
Table 8.8b is extracted from the same listwise matrix as Table 4.18.

2
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English reading matter in the home, with length -f time in the United States

partialed out,
1
are about as high as the correspo_ ing zero-order

correlation, as can be seen from a comparison of columns 6 ard 8 in Table

8.8c.

8B B. TEACHERS' RATINGS OF STUDENT PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH,

MATH, AND NATIVE LANGUAGE

On the Student Evaluation Form the academic subject teacher who spent

the most time with a student (usually the student's homeroom teacher) was

asked at the end of the school year to nate each student's proficiency in

seven aspects of English, three of math, and three aspects of native

language, on a five-point scale. The various proficiencies to be rated are

listed below and 4n Table 8.9; the footnote of the table shows the Zive-point

scale. These ratings are intended primarily as a supplement to the SAT

scores. Some preliminary data involving the ratings are presented in the

rragraphs that follow. The specific areas for which rating were obtained

are:

For English

1. Pronunciation
2. Oral communication
3. Vo abulary
4. Spelling

5. Mechardcs of reading
6. Reading comprehension
7. Writing

For Math

1. Concepc of numbers
2. Computation
3. Word probl_ms

1"Partialing out" a variable (C) from
(A and B) means determining what the
be if that portion of them dependent
tion between variables A and B, with
notation tABC.

a correlation between two other variables
correlation between variables A and B would
on C were first removed. The partial correla-
C nartialed out, is represented by the

283
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TABLE 8.8c. Correlations between SAT English Total and English reading matter in the home,

without and with time in the U.S. partialed out; also related correlations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Correlation*
between Correlation*

SAF battery,
form,

administered Variable home

SAT English and
English reading

tter in the

with time Partial

U.S. correlation

and when ma
13

(r12)
and r

23/ (r12.3)

A 1 Primary 1 :011 1. SAT English Total .200 .077 .192

Form F 2. English reading setter .136

Spring'85 in the home
3. Time in U.S.

8 3 Primary 2 699 1. SAT Ensile', Total .248 .192 .225

Form E 2. English reading m, .ter .154

Fall'84 in the home
3. Time in U.S.

8 3 Primary .1 699 1. SAT English Total .231; .125 .219

Form F 2. English reading matter .154

Spring'85 in the home
3. Time in U.S.

*These correlations have been xtracted fro., the same listwise correlation matrices as Table 8.8b.
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TAILS 8.9. Student skills to be rated on S -point scale* (on Student Ivaluation Form)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Students to be rated Students

Skills area in comparison with to be rated If and only if Skilleto be rated

1. Rcalish Average native All students la. Pronunciation
Itnglish-speaking lb. Oral communication
student of ame age lc. Vocabulary

ld. Spelling
le. Mechanics of reading
If. Reading comprehension
lg. Writing

2. Math

3. Native
language

Average student of All students
same age

Average fully fluent
child of same age

Students who.:..

native language

is not English

2a. Concept of numbers

2b. Computation (accuracy)
2c. WOrd problems

Teacher is pro- 3a. Speaking
Relent in child's 3b. Understanding
native language lc. Reading

*The 5-point scale for each of the 13 Uwe shown in columc 5 is as follows:

1. Much pc), kir

2. Somewhat ivrer
3. About the ems
4. Somewhat bet er
5. Much bettor
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For Native Language

1. Speaking
2. Understanding spoken language
3. Reading

8B.1 DISTRIBUTIONAL DATA

Table 8.10 shows the distributions of the LM-LEP students' ratings,

along with the means and standard deviations. Most of the means were low.

The principal exceptions were two math ratings (Concepts of Number and

Computation), corresponding to SAT math tests that require relatively little

English, and two native language ?roficiency ratings--(1) Speaking, and (2)

Understanding Speech--which TP Le about 3.0 or slightly above.

8B.2 CORRELATIONAL DATA

8B.2.a Intercorrelations Among Student Evalwation Form Proficiency Scales, and

Correlations with SAT Variables

Table 8.11 (extracted partly from Tables 9.4a and 9.4b respectively, in

the next chapter, and partly from Tables E.4a and E.4b) shows the

intercorrelations among various proficiency ratings for LM-LEP students, and

also intercorrelations among the mean ratings in English, math, and native

3anguage pro'iciency.

Table 8.12 (extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b) show the correlations

between selected Student Evaluation Form ratings and SAT scores. As in the

case of the SOPA (see Chapter 4, Section C), we expected the correlatiIn of

ratings with SAT test scores to tell us more about the ratings than about

the SAT. This expectation turned out to be correct. Again, as in the case

of the SOPR, there was to tendency at all for the highest correlation of a

particular SAT test to be with the corresponding rating scale. This

supports the earlier assertion that most raters did not successfully

accomplish the fine-tuning of ratings called for by separately named ratings

DZYZLOPMZNT A.8110CLILT18. INC. 1
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TABLE 8.10. Distributions, means, and standard deviations for end -of -yaar ratings by taachere

Based on LM-LEP students

Form 9
Item Skill Area

English
1 Ela Pronunciation

Oral commun.
Vocabulary
Spelling
Mechanics of rdg.

adg. comprehension

8 Writing

Math
Cla Concept of nos.

Computation
Word problems

Native language

D5a Speaking
Understand speech
Reading

English
3 Bla Pronunciation

Oral commun.
Vocabulary
Spelling

a Mechanics of rdg.
adg. comprehension

8 Writing

Math
Cla Concept of nos.

Computation
Word problems

Native language
Dla Speaking

Understand speech
Reading

Law
1

22.4
24.5

27.9
20.8
19.2
20.5

20.1

6.5

7.1

13.5

5.1

3.5

15.7

15.0

17.3
20.2
20.2
16.3
18.4
23.3

5.6
6.8
0.5

2.9
2.4

9.9

Percentage distributions of ratings by teachers

2 3 4

High
5

38.9 29.3 5.5 3.7

59.0 27.0 5.4 4.0

39.7 23.3 5.0 3.8

23.8 20.8 5.0 3.4

24.1 23.4 6.0 4.2

24.3 21.2 5.2 4.0

21.8 24.9 5.9 4.0

16.7 52.0 13.3 9.2

lb.7 50.3 12.8 8.9

22.5 39.2 8.5 6.5

14.3 53.7 13.5 10.1

9.5 58.6 13.5 11.7

19.3 36.0 12.1 9.9

41.7 33.2 6.6 3.5

40.7 31.2 6.9 3.9

43.7 25.6 6.5 3.9

31.7 28.0 8.3 4.8

36.0 29.0 7.6 4.5

37.6 0.7 7.3 4.4

33.6 25.7 7.4 4.2

19.7 51.2 14.7 8.6

22.2 46.5 15.3 9.0

32.9 33.9 10.5 6.0

15.t 55.0 14.1 8.8

12.8 56.0 15.2 9.7

22.9 40.2 14.0 7.4

Don't Not yet
know ;aught*. Total

.2 -- 100.0

.2 -- 100.0

.2 -- 100.0

.6 25.5 100.0

.3 22.8 100.0

.3 24.5 100.0

.4 22.8 100.0

1.7 .6 100.0

1.7 .6 100.0

/.2 7.6 100.0

3.3 - 100.0

3.1 - 100.0

7.0 - 100.0

. 1 100.0

. 0 100.0

.0 - 100.0

. 0 6.9 100.0

. 1 6.5 100.0

.1 6.5 100.0

. 1 5.8 100.0

.2 .0 100.0

.2 .0 100.0

.4 .8 100.0

3.9

3.9

5.6

100.0
100.0
100.0

Total

4501
4501
4473
4457
4482
4484
4498

4568

4562
4556

3404

3405
3396

3523

3524
3507

3519
3520
3526
3521

3540
3543
3539

2516
2517
2515

Data baud
on ratin s 1-5

2.29 1.00 4492

2.25 1.01 4493
2.17 1.02 4463

2.27 1.08 3292

2.38 1.10 3447

2.31 1.10 3370

2.37 1.11 3455

3.02 .97 4464

2.97 .99 4458

2.69 1.06 4107

3.09 .95 3293

3.21 .91 3298

2.80 1.18 3157

2.42 .94 3521

2.39 .98 3523

2.30 .99 3506

2.42 1.08 1275

2.44 1.02 3287

2.38 1.03 3292

2.32 1.07 3314

3.01 .96 3532

2.98 1.00 3534

2.58 1.07 3499

3.11 .88 2418

3.18 .87 2419

2.85 1.05 2373

*Dash indicates option is not available.
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TABLE 8.11. Intercorrelatiuns among Student Evaluation Form Proficiency Scales

Based on LM-LIP students*

End-of-year ratings by teachers,
on Student tva.sation Porn

cr

A 1 English skills
Pronunciation
Oral communication
Vocabulary
Mechanics of reading
Reading comprehe6sion

Math skills
Concept of nos.
Computation (accuracy)
Word problems

Mean ratings
English
Meth
Native language

I 3 English skills
Pronunciation

Oral communication
Vocabulary
Machanics of reading
leaning comprehension

Math skills
Conpt of nos.
Computation (accuracy)
Word problams

Mean ratings
nnelinh
Math

Native language

1
*Columns 1-8 extracted from Tables 8-48 and It-46; Columns 9-11 extracted from Table *-4a and 9-46.

.886 .855 .741 .74F .500 .501 .571
.880 .754 .766 .516 .507 .590

.80* .810 .523 .522 .613
.916 .578 .583 .643

.562 .566 .634

.942 .799

.829

.629 .357

.516

885 857 758 739 .436 .422 .515
.884 .784 .776 .483 .468 .553

.803 .816 .513 .495 .582
.895 .550 .547 .628

.577 .567 .668

.912 .816

.827

.623 .356

.506
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TABLE 8.12. Correlation of salected Student Evaluation Form ratings
with SAT scores

lased on LM-LEP tudents*

..11:1119A-

SAT
Battery.
Form. and
Wben

SAT Scorn

Endof-year ratings by teachers

English Skills
J

Math Skills

1 Primary EngliAh
1 Vacabulary .323 .326 .368 .399 .414 .242 .237 .271

Form F Itg.Comprehension .360 .356 .435 .550 .541 .349 .349 .385

Spring English Total .393 .392 .464 .557 .558 .348 .346 .386

'85 Math
Concepts of No. .300 .301 .369 .432 .427 .436 .443 .428

Computation .163 .190 .224 .300 .299 .424 .440 .404

Applications .281 .281 .329 .382 .387 .382 .387 .392

Comput.+Applic. .246 .263 .308 .382 .384 .457 .469 .450

Math Total .286 .296 .355 .429 .428 .477 .488 .469

English + Math
Total .374 .379 .451 .543 .543 .458 .463 .474

B 3 Primary English
2 Vocabulary .388 .386 .398 .381 .397 .205 .217 .272

Form E Ids:Comp. .411 .440 .461 .543 .547 .320 .318 .381

Fall English Total .465 .485 .506 .558 .568 .320 .324 .393

'84 Math
Concepts of No. .297 .310 .312 .380 .401 .392 .409 .383
Computation .176 .198 .226 .312 .321 .418 .441 .390
Applications .332 .344 .349 .394 .400 .360 .378 .387

Comput.+,..pplic. .287 .307 .327 .404 .412 .450 .474 .447

Math Total .310 .329 .343 .422 .435 .458 .482 .453

English + Math
Total .422 .444 .463 .540 .553 .453 .470 .484

8 3 Primary Ingliah
3 Vocabulary .343 .367 .368 .361 .380 .213 .21y .239

Form F Rda.Comp. .434 .452 .480 .555 .570 .364 .368 .432

Spring English Total .454 .476 .498 .551 .569 .352 .354 .412

'85 Math
Concepts of No. .285 .299 .310 .405 .400 .430 .452 .426

Computation .193 .214 .'50 .330 .326 .469 .478 .423.

Applications .337 .360 .389 .468 .480 .471 .461 .474
Comput.+Applic. .290 .316 .352 .441 .445 .526 .526 .500
Math Total .308 .331 .362 .459 :46W .530 .537-.509

English+ Math
Total .412 .437 .467 .555 .564 .508 .514 .523

*Correlations in this table have been extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b.

289
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The average English rating, and the average math rating from the Student

Evaluation Form will probably prove more useful than the separately named

ratings within math and English. Table 8.13, which summarizes the correla-

tions of these average ratings with SAT English Total and SAT Math, provides

evidence to this effect. The correlations between corresponding infra, i.e.

math rating and SAT Math Total are marked with an astee.sk; they were

gratifyingly high, ranging from .480 :o .573.

8B.2.b Correlations Between Student Evaluation Form Ratings and SOPR Ratings

Table 8.14 shows the correlations between English SOPA scales and some

Student Evaluation Form rating scales selected because they were supposed to

apply to the sane oral communication skills as the SOPR scales. No tendency

whatever is discernible for the correlations between like-named SOPA and

Student Evaluation Form scales to be higher than the correlations between

nonmatching scales from the two instruments.

Table 8.15 provides some complementary data, showing correlations of

selected native language SOPR scales and English SOPR scales with Student

Evaluation Form ratings on native language skills. The Student Evaluation

Form ratings on understanding and speaking the native language were

substantially correlated with the native language SOPA ratings --as of course

they should have been. And not surprisingly, their corresponding

correlations with the English SOPA were not only low but negative;

correlations with the Raven were dlso low. Strong evidence is lacking that

Student Evaluation Form ratings on speaking the native language and

understanding it are worth treating separately, rather than being

incorporated in a native language skills average. Apparently the two

abilities are so highly correlated that the raters did not find much

separation feasible when using the Student Evaluation Form.

4.)

DWIPLOP112141T A11800,11.174, INC. I



8-31

TABLE 8.13. Correlations of SAT subtotal scores (English and math) with
average English and average math ratings on
Student Evaluation Form

Based on LM -LEP students

Correlation with
Student Eval. Form

SAT SAT SAT mean rating on: No. of
Cohort Grade Battery Form Score English Math Ckses

A 1 Primary 1 F English total .529* .370
(spring '85) Math total .392 .491*

3 Primary 2 E Eng1f.sh total 573* .356
(fall '84) Math total .420 .480*

3 Primary 3 F English total .566* .385
(spring '85) Math total .437 .!,42*

2030

1406

1406

*
An asterisk is used to mark the correlations between corresponding variables.
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TABLE 8.14. Correlations of Student Evaluation ratings on
selected English language skills with
English SOPR scores

Based on LM -LEP students

Cohort Grade N

English
SOPR
Scale

Correlation with
Student Evaluation Form

rating on:
Oral

Pronunciation communic. Vocab.

A

B

1

3

1550

1434

A.

B-E.

B.

C.

D.

E.

A-E.

A.

B-E.

B.

C.

D.

E.

A-E.

Comprehension
Speaking (composite)
Fluency
Vocabulary
Pronunciation
Grammar
Total

Comprehension
Speaking (composite)
Fluency
Vocabelary
Pronunciation
Grammar
Total

.343

.412

.398

.391
387*

.397

.405

.389

.461

.447

.435

.422*

.430

.459

.381

.437

.431

.422

.392

.423

.433

.396

.456

.444

.442

.401

.426

.456

.376

.423

.412

.410
*

.379

.414

.421

.392

.442

.427

.429*

.380

.426

.444

NOTE: Correlations in this table have been extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b.

*
An asterisk is used to mark the correlations between corresponding SOPR and
Student Evaluation Yorm ratings.

0150D
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TABLE 8.15. Correlations of Student Evaluation Form (SEF) ratings
on selected native language skills with SOPR scores
and with Raven total

Based on LM -LEP students

SEF, Native language skills

Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3
Under- Under -

Speaking standing Speaking standing

1. Native language SOPR
a. Comprehension (Scale A)
b. Speech (Scales B-E)
c. Total (Scales A-E)

2. English SOPR
a. Comprehension (Scale A)
b. Speech (Scales B-E)
c. Total (Scales A-E)

3. Raven total

4. Student Evaluation Form (SEF)
end-of-year ratings on
native language skills
a. Speaktng
b. Understanding

MEAN
S.D.

No. of cases

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

.404 .385* .230 .264*

.434* .385 .287* .297

.436 .392 .282 .297

-.140 - 'AO -.073 -.058
-.104 -.122 -.079 -.072
-.113 -.132 -.080 -.071

.148 .123 .098 .068

.899 .910
.899 .910

3.11 3,24 3.08 3.14
.99 .94 .86 .85

1393 912

*
Au asterisk is used to mark the correlations between corresponding SOPR and
Student Evaluation Form ratings.

0150D
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8C C. SUMMARY

This chapter is concerned with preliminary data on the Stanford

Achievement Test, and on the academic proficiency ratings provided by

homeroom teachers who completed Student Evaluation Forms. Basic

distributional data on the Stanford are shown in Appendix E. In the chapter

itself, means, standard deviations, and a substantial amount of

correlational data are presented.

The Student Evaluation Form contains 13 academic proficiency rating

scales--7 for English, 3 for math, and 3 for the student's native language.

Most of the mean ratings assigned by the students' teachers are low, with

the principal exceptions being in two areas of math (concept of numbers and

computation) that require little English. From the correlations among the

ratings we deduce that the academic proficiency mean ratings in the three

major areas--English, math, lira native language--will be useful variables,

both as predictors in certain contexts and as outcome measures in other

contexts.

The distributional date for the Stanford Achievement Test suggest that

it is workfng well. Evidence that the tests used are appropriate for a

LM-LEP sample lie in the fact that there wat a wide range of scores on each

test, but without undue bunching at either end. The correlational data,

particularly the patter: of correlations with the Raven, support this

conclusion.

Average scores for the LM-LEP group, with the exception of Computation

mete well below the averages for the two English-proficient groups

: and EP/Comp). Almost certainly a contributory factor to the LM-LEP

students relatively strong performance on the Computation Test is that it

is the test that makes the least demands on ability to understand written or

spoken English.

DIVILOPMINT ASIOCIATZI. LNO.



0150D

8-35

Although the two English-proficient groups scored better than the LM-IEP

students on most of the tests, all three groups tended to be below the

national norms.

Among the variables for which correlations with SAT scores were obtained

were three home-and-family variables: (1) parents' use of English in the

home, (2) parents' education and (3) socioeconomic status. The correlations

can at most be characterized as modest, but it is perhaps noteworthy that

all three of the home-and-family variables had a higher correlation with SAT

Vocabulary than with any of the other SAT tests. In general the

correlations of the SAT scores with other variables were just about what

would be expected if the SAT were functioning as we hoped it would--in other

words, if it were providing useful measures of the extent to Which LM-LEP

students were learning to read English and weee mastering both the English

language and mathematics well enough to be prepared to enter an all-English

classroom.
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11

Chapter 9. OTHER OUTCOMEHL

11

In the previous chapter, outcome variables relating to students'

academic performance were discussed. In the present chapter,consideration

is given to other outcome measures, some of which, like the SAT tests in

year 1 and year 2, also function in certain contexts as predictor variables.

A. STUDENTS' BEMAVIOR

11

9A.1 THE RATING SCALE

11
On the Student Evaluation Form students' main teachers were asked, at

the end of the year, to rate individual students on each of nine aspects of

11

classroom behavior and interpersonal relations in school, on a three-point

scale. The nine aspects are listed in Table 9.1; the footnote of the table

show the three-point scale. The items in this part of the Student

Evaluation Form are intended primarily as outcome measures, although in some

11

contexts and for some analyses they may function instead as predictors.

This is the opposite of the part of the Student Evaluation Form that was

discussed in the preceding chapter--the ratings of subject-matter skills.

!I
Those ratings are intended primarily as predictors, and to a lesser extent

as outcome measures.

11

lAbbreviations and nther special terms used in this study are defined in the
glossary, in Appendix A.
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TABLE 9.1. Nine aspects of student's behavior in school to be rated on 3-point scale*
(on Student Evaluation Toro)

(1)

Area teacher is
requested to rate

A. The manner in which the child
interacts with others (in all
the classes the rating teacher
grades)

(2)

Students
to be
rated

All students

(3)

If and only if

(4)

Behavior
to be
rated

Aa. Gets along well with students
from same ethnic group

Ab. Gets along well with other

students

Ac. Gets along well with teachers
and other adults

B. Student's typical behavior
when:

I. Being taught English reading

and other English language
arts

2. Being taught mathematics

, 3. Being instructed using the
child's native language

All students

All students

Students %hose native
language is not English

-

-

Teagher is proficient
in child's native
language

Bla. Participates in class actively
Blb. Listens to teacher and concentrates

on assigned work

82a. Participates in class actively
82b. Listens to teacher and concentrates

on assigned work

83a. Participates in class actively
B3b. Listens to teacher and concentrate

on assigned work

*The 3-point eating scale for each of the nine items shown in column 4 was:

1. Seldom or never
2. Sometimes
3. Almost always

A fourth response, °Don't know,* was also available. Cases for which this response was marked are treated as if the item were omitted.
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9A.2 RESULTS

9A.2.a Distributions of Retinas

Table 9.2 shows the distribution of ratings on the various classruom

behavior and interpersonal relations scales on the Student Evaluation Form,

separately for each of the three groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, end EP/Comp) within

each cohort. Table 9.3 summarizes the correspondiag means and standard

deviations. On the whole, the students were rated quite favorably. The

classroom behavior means for LM-LEP students (on a scale from 1 to 3) are in

the 2.5 to 2.6 range and some of the interpersonal relations means are quite

close to 3. These ratings may reflect actual classroom behavior or they may

be a reflection of the well-known reluctance of raters to use the bottom end

of a rating scale.

There was a tendency for the LM-LEP students' classroom behavior to be rated

more favorably when they were being taught in their native language than

when they were being taught English. This is apparent from Table 9.3,

although it was not evident in Table 9.2. In Table 9.2, the data for the

relevant items (items B3a and B3b, which represent the ctudent's behavior

during instruction using the native language) include a high proportion of

cases in the "no answer" category: about 26 percent of the grade 1 students

and about 30 percent of the grade 3 students. These large percentages are

attributable to the fact that the ratings could only be made by teachers who

provided instruction to the students through use of the native language.

Consequently the percentages in the "Almost always" catclory are far lower

than they would ve if they were based only on students for whom ratings were

available. Although there was some tendency for the LM-LEP students to

receive lower ratings in classroom behavior than the two EP groups, this

tendency was quite slight (even though several of the differences are

"statistically significant").

II9A.2.b Relation of Classroom Behavior to Other Variables

Table 9.4a (for Cohort A) and Table 9.4b (for Cohort B) show the

intercorrelations among the classroom behavior ratings, interperssnal

relationship ratings, teacher ratings of the stndents' subject-matter

300
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TAILS 9.2. Percentage distributiona of end-of-year Student Evaluation Form ratings by teachers, on .1t.terpermonal relations and classroom behavILT

PEKCIIIITACE DISTUSUTION
umbort A. Crade 1

Clasemom behavior
Usia

en lash Matb JEat.Lang.

lar-V7i la
Interpersonal

Response ---12.19.042-ns
Item*

Almost always
Sometimes
Seldom or never

Don't know
Nu answer

TOTAL

BP/LIS Almost always
Sometime.
Stbbmater never

Don't know
No answer

TO1AL

EP/Comp Almost alwayo

Sovotimes
Seldom or never

DOD'. know
No 4BASVOC

TOTAL

OP 1111711101 111, IkcMS1S
-Cohort B. urade 3

4
uleastoom bihaviot

Leterpeirsomal Using
Telationi L1436 MVO Mat.Lana.

BAIL Et IZb. UA

82.3 77.9 85.4 51.5 53.6 60.1 62.1 45.5 45.4 81.3 76.2 85.9 58.7 63.3 62.3 66.6 43.8 45.0
14.1 14.4 11.0 10.4 2'i.1 30.6 29.0 20.1 20.3 15.6 17.4 11.6 31.2 28.1 29.9 27.0 19.1 18.2
1.6 1.8 1.4 9.0 8.0 7.5 7.4) 5.0 4.8 1.5 1.6 1.2 7.7 5.9 6.9 3.2 3.1 2.9

.4 4.3 .6 4.7 4.7 .5 .6 3.2 3.2 .4 3.2 .4 .7 .7 .2 .2 4.0 4.1
1.6 1.6 1.5 4.4 4.6 1.3 1.3 26.2 26.3 1.2 1.6 1.0 1 7 1.9 .8 1.0 29.9 29.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 x05.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4632 3562

77.5 75.8 81.4 65.7 60.6 62.4 59.6 77.3 74.3 82.3 69.5 67.5 71.3 70.0
17.7 18.8 14.3 27.9 31.1 30.2 31.5 16.5 19.2 12.8 22.3 24.3 21.5 22.7
2.2 2.5 1.2 4.0 5.3 4.1 5.4 2.A 2.6 2.1 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.8

1.0 1.0 1.1 .1 .0 .0 .0 2.8 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.6
1.7 1.9 1.9 2.3 2.9 3.4 3.5 1.5 1.7 .7 2.2 2.2 .8 .8

10.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1uz.0 Iwo 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 834 717

73.6 71.4 74.8 65.0 59.1 61.6 58.4 78.1 ;4.5 78.8 63.7 62.7 63.1 62.0
19.3 21.0 18.6 27.0 20.6 28.9 29.1 17.4 20.8 17.6 29.4 29.0 30.0 29.8
3.9 3.9 3.0 4.8 9.1 6.4 9.3 3.4 3.2 2.4 4.9 6.0 5.6 6.0

.2 .0 .0 .2 .2 .5 .5 .4 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3.0 2.7 3.6 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.7 .6 1.3 1.3 1.9 2.4 1.3 2.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 440 466

*The letter codes for tha items are those shown in column 4 of Table 9-1.
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TABLE 9.3. Means and standard deviations correspording to Table 9.2 distributions

Areas rated Item*

Cohort A. Grade 1 Cohort B. Gvade 3

675;7.TR:WEFILtS11P/Com LH-LEP

Interpersonal relations

Gets along with:
La. Students from own Mean** 2.823 2.773 2.721 2.810 2.787 2.755

ethnic group S.D.** .423 .469 .531 .430 .457 .505
4541 812 426 3508 686 461

Ab. Other students Mean" 2.808 2.754 2.694 2.784 2.745 2.723
S.D." .440 .48? .541 .451 .495 .516

4360 810 428 3392 690 459

Ac. Adults Mean" 2.858 2.826 1.745 2.859 2.825 2.774
S.D.** .388 .414 .502 .380 .433 .473

Classroom behavior
when being taught:

N 4534 809 424 3512 697 460

1. English Bla. Participates actively Mean" 2.467 2.633 2.622 2.523 2.687 2.600
S.D." .669 .560 .578 .638 .545 .584

4211 814 426 3476 684 457

Blb. Listens. concentrates Mean" 2.502 2.572 2.516 2.590 2.670 2.580
S.D." .654 .595 .662 .603 .546 .606

4201 810 426 3467 684 455

2. Math 82a. Participates actively Mean** 2.535 2.603 2.570 2.560 2.699 2.583
S.D.** .634 .569 .614 .620 .537 .597

4546 am 426 3528 692 460

82b. Listens. concentrates Mean" 2.561 2.561 2.507 2.621 2.686 2.572
S.D." .624 .599 .666 .584 .542 .607

4545 805 426 3519 692 456

3. In native 113a. Participates actively Mean" 2.574 2.615
language S.D.** .621 .576

3270 2354

113b. Listens, concentrates Mean** 2.577 2.638
S.D." .616 .564

3265 2352

*For exact wording of item, see Table 9-1, column 4.

**The 3-point rating scale for each of the nine items, as indicated in the footnote of Table 9-1, was:

1. Seldom or never
2. Sometime
3. Almost always,.111
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TABLE 9.4a. Correlations among student Evaluation Form ratings and other variables: Cohort A, Grade 1

Based on LM-LIP students

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM Ratings
:MEd&

Classroom behavior during: SAT Spring '85 NativeInterpersonal
Use of /lean skills_rt!s. Primary 1 Fora F lang.relations kilialk. -bar Ilat...lanu. native Eng math SDI% Raven Possible

/a lik As laa lilk Ili ilk Ma Ilk la& 111Lb imam. brisk,. Mu Ill lat. tat. istal- _OIL !Ina 611 IC -unce-
CORRELAT ION COEFFICIENTS

1

Interpersonal
relations

. Aa** .914 .730 .283 .416 .312 .421 .230 .343 .146 .201 .120 .114 .147 .153 .214 .204 .123 .107 2.843 .397 2030 1-3
Ab** .738 .288 .419 .322 .421 .225 .336 .154 .190 .100 .130 .157 .167 .221 .215 .126 JIG 2.828 .417 2030 1-3

i
Ac** .287 .432 .312 .439 .258 .381 .129 .176 .081 .119 .136 .147 .186 .185 .093 .127 2.877 .367 2030 1-3

g

1 g

Classroom
behavior durirg:

1,4 Eng. Bla**

B1B**
.690 .748 .517 .578 .406 .395 .392 .290 .159 .270 .258 .304 .311 .154 .169 2.534 .635 2030 1-3

.576 .774 .455 .643 .356 .411 .259 .183 .286 .280 .341 .344 .181 .215 2.554 .633 2030 1-3a
, Math 1120* .693 .712 .539 .298 .447 .338 .149 .212 .213 .322 .298 .229 .152 2.597 .607 2030 1-3

1
1126** .540 .763 .266 .443 .308 .174 .240 .245 .352 .331 .207 .187 2.615 .599 2030 1-3

Native .113041 .716 ,176 .33i .460 .118 .121 .136 .283 .235 .360 .190 2.616 .596 1399 1-31
4/1

lang. 113b** .163 .338 .433 .172 .169 .193 .307 .279 .301 .226 2.602 .599 1399 1-3
use

I Mean Eng .629 .357 .368 .524 .529 .392 .506 -.0u9 .266 2.432 .948 2030
.259 .366 .370 .491 .477 .174 .319 2.974 .919 2030

1-5
skills Math .516 1-5
ratings Native lang.

.102 .119 .127 .210 .188 .437 .157 3.052 .986 1442 1-5

SAT Vocab.

Spring Rdg.

'85 Eng. Tot.
Prim.1 Math Tot.
Form F Total (Eng. + Math)

Native SOPR
lang. Total

Raven CPM

.512 .807 .513 .724 -.156 .238 18.940 5.596 2030 0-38
.920 .592 .829 -.015 .341 73.102 8.462 2030 0-40

.640 .899 -.082 .342 42.042 12.306 2030 0-78
.912 .127 .457 49.797 13.138 2030 0-79

.030 .443 91.839 23.045 200 0-151

.085 19.899 5.686 1545 5-25

18.626 5.788 200 0-36

:)4 *The 15 variables for which N=7"-^ constitute a "listwise" set. For the remaining four variables, all canes were within the listwise set, but tho
. variables were handlud on a paitaise basis.

**Coded as in column 4 of Table 9-1. 30E
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TABLE 9.40. Correlations among Student Evaluatioo Form ratings and other variables: Cohort b. Crode 3

Based on Lli-LEP students

Interpersonal

-_1212Lkaa_

STUDdET EVALUATION FORM Ratings

Claesroom behavior durinag SAT - Foll '84 SAT - Spring '85 Native
Ia. of Mean .killa rigs. Primary 2 - Form I Pr4marlf 3 - Form F language

WI& -Dab- HasAini. Native Eng Math Eng Math 80PR Raven Possible

Lit Ilk Ili 114 Ila Ilk EL44 Nast UAL USA: 2.414 121 WALL !ad.: Ifts 12L TILII21 Total SPM Mean SD !! Mr--
CORRELATION COEFFICIEWTS

I

Interpersonal
relations

As** .840 .729 .351 .489 .350 .447 .359 .443 .187 .242 .170 .040 .177 .144 .162 .174 .109 .204 .192 .224 .235 .211 .095 2.840 .393 1406 1-3
Ab** .676 .361 .454 .358 .444 .344 .429 .195 .221 .144 .009 .166 .123 .109 .129 .070 .191 .168 .174 .191 .186 .060 2.804 .424 140, 1-3
AC**

.9 Classroom
:31 behavior during:

Eng: 81a**

81b**

Math 112a**

BM**

Native 113a**

lang. 83b**

usa

'Mean Eng

kille Math
raring. Native Lang.

SAT Vocob.

Fall'84
Prim.1 Eng. Tot.

Form F Math Tot.
Total (Eng. + Math)

4AT Vocib.
daa.,113 edg.

prim.3 Eng. Tot.
Form F Math Tot.

TOtal.(Ing. + Math)

.361 .460

.636

.337

.761

.570

.446

.551

.784

.635

.324

.649

.472

.653

.518

.419

.515

.673

.522

.726

.694

.177

.D54

.298

.280

.276

.212

.201

.232

.408

.390

.425

.430

.369

.350

.623

.175

.266

.217

.251

.228

.332

.272

.358

.506

.054

.123

.089

.076

.062

.012

.021

.430

.245

.013

.153

.266

.228

.198

.198

.194

.203

.540

.350

.133

.484

.133

.244

.202

.175

.169

.146

.156

.573

.356

.102

.779

.926

.160

.313

.287

.307

.304

.284

.286

.420

.480

.187

.400

.550

.567

.167

.320

.283

.284

.279

.257

.262

.544
.483

.172

.626

.794

.840

.924

.110

.17A

.154

.118

.119

.075

.052

.398

.231

-.006

.577

.00

.572

.370

.510

.194

.115

.309

.255

.284

.251

.267

.561

.402

.115

.497

.730

.738

.536

.69.

.544

.185

.298

.287

.233

.255

.212

.214

.566

.385

.081

.589

.711

.764

.538

.710

.787

.946

.195

.346

.340

.349

.356

.319

.327

.437

.542

.268

.314

.544

.525

.754

.742

.372

.617

.597

.213

.364

.354

.335

.350

.309

.315

.548

.531

.214

.479

.684

.697

.740

.813

.609

.841

.854

.927

'' .193

.193

.224

.187

.198

.328

.287

-.083

088.297

-.222
.008

-.090
.064

.000

-.145
-.023
-.073

.123

.046

Native Lang. SDP11

Total

Raven SPM

.084

.182

.139

.149

.153

.135

.141

.234

T;

.209

.361

.349

.479

.478

.187

.346

.326

.493

.472

.093

*The 20 variables for which 11.1406 constitute "nowise" set. For thr remaining four variables. all cases %ere within the listwise set, but the
variables were handled on pairwise basin.

**Coded as in column 6 of Table 9-1.

2.885 .343 1406 1-3

2.604 .567 1406 1-3
2.649 .556 1406 1-3

2.627 .564 1406 1-3
2.669 .537 1406 143

2.645 .539 908 1-3
2.683 .515 908 1-3

2.488 .866 1406 1-5

22::2670 :::;
1-5
1-5

15.641 4.953 1406 0-35
22.954 8.239 1406 0-40
38.595 11.487 1406 0.75
70.489 16.277 1406 0-108
109.084 24.677 1406 0-183

14.378 5.523 1406 0-38
28.481 10.476 1406 0-80
42.859 14.253 1406 0-141
66.984 19.785 1406 0-114
109.843 30.519 1406 0-212

20.805 5.173 11110 5-25

26.398 9.277 1408 0-110
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skills, selected SAT scores, total score on the native language SOPR, and

the Raven score.

There were substantial intercorrelations among ratings of the various

classroom behaviors. The intercorrelations among the three "Participates in

class actively" variables and among the three "Listens to teacher and

concentrates on assigned work" variables tended to be a little higher,

particularly in grade 1, than the correlations between the two variables

within a subject-matter area
1

. In other words teachers apparently

perceived students' typical mode of behavior as more a function of students'

modus operandi than of the nature of the material being taught.

However, a somewhat different picture emerges when the correlations of

the six classroom behavior variables with the teachers' ratings of the

students' subject-matter skills and with the SAT scores are considered. The

mean skills rating for English had higher correlations with the two

classroom behaviors for English classes than with either of the other two

pairs of classroom behaviors. Likewise, the mean rating for math skills had

higher correlations with behavior in math classes than wIth behavior in

English classes or in classes using the student's native language. A

similar relationship -cplif-s to the mean rating in native language skills;

and it still applies when the rating that is correlated with classroom

behaviors is the total score from the native language SOPR (in the fall)

rather than the mean from the Student Evaluation Form (in the spring). Thus

there seems to be a definite tendency for a teacher's perception of the

student's skills in an area to correlate with Perception of the student's

behavior when being instructed in that area.

The same relationship holds at least partially when we replace

sLbjective ratings of skills with objective measures of those same skills.

1The differences, though quite small, are mostly statisticall, significant at the
.05 level. Some readers may wonder why these saall differences are worth talking
about, when certain ssall differences in means, mentioned in the previous
section, were discussed as probably being of no real significance. The reason is
that the means being compared werl based on ratings of different students, by
different teachers, whereas the differences IA correlations mentioned here
involve ratings of the same students, by the same teachers.
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Using SAT English language arts and mathematics scores instead of ratings by

teachers of performance in those areas, we find that for English the

relationship still holds. The SAT English total score (Vocabulary plus

Reading) had a higher correlation with classroom behavior in English classes

than in math classes or classes taught in the child's native language. This

was true not only for Cohort A (grade 1) but for both the fall and spring

SAT testing of Cohort B (grade 3). For SAT math, however, no clear-cut

relation of this sort emerged, in either cohort.

The interpretation of the pattern of relationships described above is by

no means clear. More attentive behavior in class may result in better

learning; or conversely stulents may be _Imre attentive and participate more

enthusiastically in subjects in which they are interested and doing well.

Or possibly the teachers' evaluations of students' classroom behavior either

color their evaluations of achievement levels attained or, if one views the

situation from the opposite direction, are colored more by their subjective

evaluations of achievement than by the achievement level actually attained,

as measured objectively. These varied possibilities serve as a reminder

that concomitance is not causation.

9A.2.c Relation of Interpersonal Relations Variables to Other Variables

The three top rows of Tables 9.4a and f.4b contain the correlations of

the three interpersonal relations variables with each other and with the

other variables in the matrices. The highest correlation involving these

three variables was the one between variables Aa ("Gets along well with

students from rAme ethnic r--up") and Ab ("Gets along well with other

students"). This correlation (r .914 in grade 1) carries the happy

message that at least insofar as the teachers perceive the situation, the

first-grade children were not practicing ethnic discrimination. 1

1The correlation drops substantially in grade 3 down to .840. However although
the difference between the grade 1 and grade 3 correlations is unquestionably
statistically significant (at the .00000005 level of significance), it seems, in
view of the fact that the means and standard deviations were about the same for
the two grades, and that the means were 'ery close to the maximum possible, that
the drop in correlation is more likely ch,e to some statistical aberration, such
as an idiosyncratic drop in reliability of one or both items, than to any
increase in ethnic bias.

DIVILOPKINT AASOCIATZS. INC.
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Table 9.5a, which presents the cross-tabulation between variables Aa and

Ab, separately for clusters A and B combined, cluster C, and clusters D, E,

and F combined, highlights this situation. Bias, if any, against members of

ethnic groups other than one's own would be inferable if there were a large

number of cases below the main diagonal. But there were very few such cases

in any cluster group, in either grade 1 or grade 3. It is also encouraging

to note as well that there is no basis for inferring bias on the part of

either of the English-proficient groups.

Table 9.5b shows the percentage of children in each group who were ra'ed

in the "Almost always" category on both variables Aa and Ab--in other words

children who were perceived to get along well not only with children from

their own ethnic group but also with other children. Most of these

percentages are in the vicinity of 80 percent.

The correlations of the three intel?ersonal relations variables with the

Raven and with achievement tests and ratings in academic skills areas were

generally low, as they should be. Vureover, even the correlations with the

classroom behavior ratings were only modest. Thus, it appears that in

filling out the Student Evaluation Forms most of the teachers made a

concerted effort to really think about the variable being rated, thus

holding in check the tendency towards "halo" in ratings. This should

augment the utility of the Student Evaluation Form in its dual role of

providing predictor variables and outcome variables.

9B B. EXIT FROM LM-LEP SERVICES AND FROM LM-LEP STATUS

"Exiting" from LM-LE? services is not a well-defined concept; nor is its

companion concept, exiting from LM-LEP status. Each atate, or in alma

states each school district, has its own standards and its own rules. In

some jurisdictions students who have "exited" from LM-LEP status, i.e.,

students formerly LM-LEP who have now been declared to be "English-

proficient" (EP), continue to receive services of some sort because it is

thought that they still need them; in other jurisdictions students who are

not receiving services are "English-proficient" by definition, irrespective

s I o
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TABLE 9.5a. Cross-tabulations of Student Evaluation Form items Aa and Ab.* oy grade,
group, and cluster

Group
Spring
'85

Clusters

ITEN As.

Gringtalr
WITH STUD
FROM SAME upl

Seldom
ETHNIC GRO

N O. OF CASES
Cohort A - Grade 1 Cohort B - Grade 3

Some- Almost
r never times alrays Total

urn t
know
sz. no

ens)**

(Don t
Soldoa Some- Almost know

Total
or never tines always

Item Ab. GETS ALONG WITH OTHER STUDENTS

or no
ans)**

LM-LEP

LN-LEP

A-B Seldom or never
Sometimes
Almost always

Total
(DK or no ans)*1

Seldom' or never

Sometimes
Almost always

Total
(DK or no ans)

2

4 119 12

1 35 861

19

135

897

22 156 873 1051 (104)

(12) (104)

8 82 8%%4..

30 461

10
98

491

18 112 469 599 (32)

(3) (32)

7

11 779

13 145 786

11

143

790

944 (34)

(5) (35)

1

1 l36 7

39 733

17

144
772

17 176 740 933 (67)

(6) (68)

LM-LEP D-F Seldoa or mrver
Sometimes
Almost always

Total
(DK or no ans)

26
1 202 10

18 -1040

26
213

1058

27 220 1050 1297 (28)

(45) (46)

6 1 15
4 204.. 9 217

42 -1130 1222

12 252 1190 1454 (54)

(27) (62)

EP/LIS

EP/Comp

Seldom or never
Sometimes
Almost always

Total
(DK or no ans)**4

Seldcm or newer
Sometime
Almost always

Total
(DK or no ans)*

3 140..._ 3

16 -622

21 156 625

18
146

638

902 (24)

(22) (3.)

5 110 2

27 527

13

117

554

18 137 529 684 (27;

(31) (33)

2 1

3

12 312

17

85

324

17 96 313 426 (12)

(14) (14)

4

2 76.._ 2

1 16 -144

16

80
361

15 96 346 457 (7)

(5) (9)

*See Table 9-1.

**Nuabers in parentheses in row or column marked by asterisk represent cases omitted from cross-tabwlation,
because rater marked "Don't know" option or omitted item. The count at the intersection of the double-asterisked
row and column is the total number of cases lacking valid answers.

31 1
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TABLE 9.5b. Children rated in the "almost always" category on
both items Aa and Ab of the S.udent Evaluation
Form

Item Aa. Gets along with students from same
ethnic group

Item Ab. Gets along with other students

Gam

LHrLEP
LM-LEP
Lbl-LEP

EP/LIS

EP/Comp

Total

Spring
85

Clusters

Cohort A - GrAde 1 Cohort B - Grade 3

Cases
in "almost
always"
category on
both items

Total
no.

of
cases

Cases
in "almost
always"
category on
both items

Total
no.

of

casesNo. No. 2

A-B

D-F

861 81.9

779 82.5
1040 80.2

622 77.6

312 73.2

1051
944

1297

802

426

4520

461 77.0

733 78.6

1180 81.2

527 77.0

344 75.3

599
933

1454

684

457

3614 80.0 3245 78.6 4127

3 (1
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of their degree of proficiency in English. Because of the wide variety of

definitions uf LM-LEP (e.g., anyone who is not considered English-proficient)

and the impracticality of imposing a uniform definition, we have had to use

the local definition of LM-LEP to define our population.

However, in collecting data each year we have gone considerably beyond

local definitions in an effort to clarify what is really happening. We

collect data during each data collection period not only on whether the

student is still officially LM-LEP, but also on a wealth of supplementary

information, including:

1. Whether the student is still receiving LM-LEP instructional services.

2. What procedures are followed in the school for deciding about such
matters as LM-LEP status, change of such status during the school
year or at the end of the year, transfer from one program to another,
etc. For this purpose an unstandardized "Programs and Procedures"
interview -8 conducted at each school in an effort to get detailed
information oc how students are evaluated for LM-LEP services, what
program options are available, length of services, curricula
employed, procedures for review of LM-LEP status, and procedures for
school year and end-of-year assignments.

In one sense exiting from the program, rather than being an outcome

measure, might be regarded aa part of the treatment. When the child is

exited he may find himself transferred from a somewhat sheltered

environment, in which instruction is offered in his native language, to a

traditional all-English clatsroom, in which he receives no special

services. Thus the outcome question becomes not just "Has the student been

exited?" but instead "Having been exited, is the student now carrying on

successfully in an all-English classroom?" That question represents the

real criterion.

As indicated above, we are collecting data on the various aspects of the

exit-and-post-exit situation. We shall have criterion data on the LM-LEP

students after they have exited, because we will continue to adninister the

Stanford Achievement Test to them, and to colhot evaluation ratings from

the teachers.

313
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Although we have collecteci data of the sort alluded tu above during the

winter and spring data collectinn periods of the first year, our Year 1 data

on these matters will not be complete until me have found out in our Year 2

data collection who was exited at the end of Year 1, and until we have

gotten some information on what happened to those exited students

afterwards. Therefore we are not including any empirical data on exiting

and post-exiting in the present report. But we plan to report fully on

these matters in the Year 2 report, which win cover the study's first two

years considered as a whole, and in the final report after all three years

of the Longitudinal Study have been completed.

9C C. SUMMARY

In this chapter two sets of "outcome variable-' other than academic

performance are discussed. The first set consists of the Student Evaluation

Form ratings by teachers on the student's classroom behavior and

interpersonal relationships. The second is the set of rather loosely

related constructs, (1) exit from LM-LEP instructional services, (2)

officially becoming an "English-proficient" (EP) student, and (3) success in

an all-English classroom.

The Student Evaluation Form rating scales, like the Stanford Achievement

Tests, can best be regarded as functioning both as predictor variables and

as outcome measures. Which role is played in a given analysis depends on

whether the ratings are given in the first, second, or i-hird year of the

study, and on what the purpose of the specific analysis is. The empirical

data presented suggest that on the whole the non-academic scales of the

Student Evaluation Form give promise of being useful outcome measures for an

area of outcomes not otherwise measured by any instrument in the study.

"Ekiting" from seLvices, it is pointed out, is not a clearly defined

concept with the same meaning everywhere--or even necessarily with its own

clear, unambiguous meaning at any particular site. Furthermore being

defined as "English-proficient" and no longer "LM-1....P" is uo clearer, at

3 1 .1
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many sites, man the "exit" concept. The two concepts, moreover, seem only

loosely related. Therefore, it is our intention to continue our efforts to

explore these fuzzy concepts in depth, in order that those of our analyses

that involve these concepts will be useful and will have a clear,

unambiguous meaning.

We propose that the coacept of "exiting" should have only a very limited

role as a criterion variable. Its main role should be as an indicator of

"treatment"--more specifically as a prelude to transfer to an all-English

classroom. Success in an all-English classroom, in which no special LK-LEP

services are provids,i, then becomes the ultimate criterion, at least for

those students who are put in such classrooms before the end of Year 3 of

the study.
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Chapter 10. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
1

10A A. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The number and diversity of special services provided to language-

minority limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students have increased

tremendously in the past twenty years. A constant flow of non-English-

speaking immigrants, passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968, and

legislative actions in many states and localitie3 have stimulated school

districts to increase the number of instructional services specifically

designed to meet the educational needs of LK-LEP children. As federal,

state, and local government involvement in this area has grown, so too has

the need for accurate information on the different kinds oi services being

provided to LM-LEP students and on how they affect these students'

performdnce in all-English-medium classrooms. To address this need for

accurate and pedagogically useful information, in 1982 the U.S. Department

of Education funded the "National Longitudinal Evaluation of the

Effectiveness of Services for Language-Minority Limited-EnglisL-Proficient

Students." The study consists of two phases: the Descriptive Study and the

Longitudinal Study.

The resllts of the descriptive phase of the study were published in

spring 1985 (Young et al.). Its findings were based on a national

probability sample of 19 states, and within them 191 public school districts.

This report presents the results of the data collection during the first

year of the three-year longitudinal phase. As in any longitudinal study,

the full meaning from the data must await analyses which encompass data

collected at different times. Thus, the present report necessarily must be

regarded as preliminary and .,Artial. ror the richness that comes with

longitudinal data it will be necessary to wait for the final report based on

data from all three years of the study.

lAbbreviations and special terms used in this study are defined in the glossary,
in Appendix A.
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10B B. PURPOSE AND DESIGN

The goal of the Longitudinal Study is to acquire an understanding of the

degree to which educational services provided to language-minority

limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students in grade levels 1 through 5 are

effective in assisting such students to function successfully in

all-English-medium classrooms. The major objectives of the study are:

to determine the degree to which services provided are effective
collectively in enabling LM-LEP students in grade levels 1 and 5 to
function successfully in ail-English-medium classrooms; and

to determine which instructional services and combinations of
sarvices are most effective under specific conditions.

Data collection for the Longitudinal Study began in the fall of 1984.

Tbe study's basic plan calls for a three-year study of two cohorts of

students, one cohort consisting of students in grade 1 in the fall of 1984

and the other consisting of students in grade 3 at that time. The students

are in a national sample of schools selected from the study's descriptive

phase. Included in each cohort are all of the LM-LEP students in the 86

schools in the sample, all of the English-proficient students who are

receiving special instructional services designed for LM-LEPs (the EP/LIS

group), and a sample of English proficient students who have never been

designated as LM-LEP nor received special, language-related instructional

services (the EP/Comp group). Table 10.1 summarizes the number of students

in each of these groups who were active in the study at some time during the

study's first year.

TABLE 10.1. Number of students in the study at any time during
1984-85 school year

Number of Students Ever in the Stud
Cohort Grade LM-LEP EP LIS EP Comp Total

A 1 5541 997 553 7091
B 3 4222 895 553 5670

Total 9763 1892 1106 12,761
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The study began and ended its first year with the participation of 86

schools located in 18 school dist. :ts. The districts are largely in major

cities, but included are acnic less urbanized areas in the Southwest. From

the start, school and distrIct personnel have been quite interested in the

study and have gLeatly facilitated its implementation.

The design of the study was developed out of two main conceptual

considerations. The firRt involved a child-centered approach to the

definition of the types of educational services received by LM-LEP

students. In this approach, services for instructional programs are

categorized into one of various major sets or clusters of services (we will

call them "se...vice clusters"). This orientatior is based on an assumption

that children in the sare class or instructional program can have quite

different instructioaal experiences because of differences in their

native-language and English-language proficiency. Thus, information on the

instructional experience of each stqdent is obtained and analyzed

separately, enabling children in rhe same classroom to be deLignated as in

different service clusters. This approach avoids the confusion which is

likely when popular but non-specific terms such as "bilingual program,"

"transitional bilingual program," "ESL program," or "mainstream program" are

used.

The design was also guided by a conceptual model for pr..4icting LM-LEP

student outcomer This model was based on the literatures on academic

achievement pertaining to monolingual students, language minority students,

and bilingual students. The literature review focused particularly on

research pertaining to: effective schools, effective teaching, second

language acquisition, and the academic achievement of language minority

students. From the literature review a set of major variables was

identified, and a conceptual model defining likely relationshii.R among these

variables was described. The study's data collection instruments , '4

preliminary analysis plans were then developed from the predictive model.
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10C C. OVERVIEW OF YEAR 1 DIFLEKEWTATION

During the first year of the study at least four visits were made to the

18 school districts. The first visit took place in the fall of 1984. Its

purpose was to familiarize school principals and staff with the study, to

compile rosters of the students in the study, to identify teachers and

support staff working with those students at each school, and, where

required, to send home parent permission forma. Following the initial

visit, three other visits were made to all 86 participating schools to

collect data. These visits were in the fall, winter, and spring.

The 'all data collectiJn visits :ook place between early October and

late Deflember, and required Rn average of two weeks per school district.

Winter site visits were conducted in late January and early February, with

data collection teams spending an average of one week at each site. The

spring site visits began in mid-April and were completed by early June;

approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

The primary tasks af the fall data collection were to confirm which

students were to participate in the study, to collect baseline measures, and

to collect initial descriptions of student instructional treatments. More

difficulties were encountered than expected in determining which students

were to participate in the study. Many schools do not complete the process

of designating which students are ;Ii-LEP until well into the school year;

frequently preliminary designctins are made which are altered on the basis

of further testing and classroom performance during the first two or three

months of school. As a result, fall data collection was completed on the

basis of the best information available through the schools. However,

additions and deletions to the study's stu4ent sample were made through the

end c' the winter data collection on the basis of school-based reclassifi-

cation decisions.

More specifically, the data collected in the fall included: ratings of

students' oral proficiency in English and their native language, information

about students' parental and home characteristics, and descriptions of the

instructional treatments each student received. In addition, measures
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of academic aptitude (using the Raven Progressive Matrices) and of academic

performance (using the Stanford Achievement Test) were obtained from third

grade students. During the winter visit, a second description of the

instruction being received by each student was obtained, as was the baseline

measure of academic artitude (Raven Progressive Matrices) for first

graders. The spring data collection included: a third description of each

student's instructional treatment, the administration of the Stanford

Achievement Tests to all categories of students in the study, and teacher

ratings of each student's academic performance in English and math.

Officials in some schools would not permit some of their students to be

tested because they believed testing a student who had little proficiency in

English would needlessly frustrate and potentially harm the child. Most

students, however, comi,eted all of the study's achievement tests, and there

were large enough numbers of students tested in all language proficiency and

service cluster categories to make the comparisons called for in th: study's

analytic plan. In addition, data were collected on the salient

characteristics and practices of each school in the study and on the

background and approach of each of the student's teachers.

In sum, all essential aspects of the first year of field operctions were

carried out in accordance with the study's plans, and the data from Year I

needed to implement the analytic plan were successfully obtained. There

were, of course, changes in detail, and in retrospect the burden on some

schools and teachers and on all the data collection staff, especially during

the fall site visit, was substantially greater than anticipated.

Nevertheless, and despite some taxing moments, all schools continued with

the study throughout the year, and all which continue to have study students

enrolled are fully participating in Year 2.

D. HIGHLIGHTS OF YEAR 1 FINDINGS

Data from the first year of field operptions have been analyzed to

provide descriptions of the students and schools in the study and the

services the students receive. These data have some value in their own

321:
...111M. DITZLOPIOCC. ASSOCIATZ8. INC.



10-6

right as interesting descriptors of students and services received by a

large and varied group of LM-LEP students. More importantly from the

perspective of the Longitudinal Study, they serve as baseline descriptors of

key variables on which the academic achivvement analyses in the second and

third year of the study will be based. Highlights of the Year 1 findings

are presented below.

10D.1 FAMILY AND HMS CHARACTERISTICS

Parents of LM-LEP students in the study were surveyed during the fall of

1984, and survey responses were obtained from the parents of 85 percent of

students. The results indicate that there are meaningful language group

differences on such factors as parental presence, socioeconomic status,

language use in the home, parent-child conversations about school, time

spent on homework and reading, cnd parental expectations concerning the

child's eventual educational achievement (see Table 10.2). These

differences emphasize the imrortance of not assuming similarities among

LM-LEP students from different language groups, and the potential importance

of parent and home variables as predictors of academic outcomes.

The data suggest that the Spanish language students in the Longitudinal

Study are more likely than other LM-LEP students to come from homes missing

a male guardian and from families of lower socioeconomic status. Spanish

language students were also reported to spend less time on homework and

other reading, and their parents had lower expectations about their eventual

academic achievement. All of these findings would appear to suggest that

Spanish language students in the study might have lower academic achievement

than other LM-LEP groups.

On most variables, Chinese language students in the study come from

homes whose characteristics would be thought to lead to greater academic

achievement. However, parents of Chinese language students reported using

less English in the home than other LM-LEP groups, and also reported less

frequent conversations about school. The pattern of results is thus quite

complex, so that in outcome analyse.% it will be important to consider these

variables while examining differences in outcomes related to different

instructional services.
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TABLE 10.2. Summary of selected family and hone characteristicsa

1) Percentage of
households with
female parent or

Cohort A
(Grade 1)

Cohort B
(Grade 3)

S nish Chinese Other Total Spanish Chinese Other Total

guardian, only 222 10% 14% 21% 21% 15% 16% 20%

2) Percentage of
households using
only a non-
English language
in the home 67% 86% 56% 66% 69% 88% 522 68%

3) Percv.ntage of

households where
students and
parents discuss
school almost
every day 8t. 57% 74% 84% 82% 42% 70% 79%

4) Mean hours per
week spent doing
homework 4.5 6.6 5.6 4.7 5.1 7.0 6.4 5.4

5) Mean hours per
week spent

reading 1.5 3.1 2.8 1.7 1.8 3.4 3.7 2.1

6) Mean socio-
economic statusb 13.9 14.7 17.0 14.3 13.5 14.4 1.9 13.8

7) Percentage of
households where
parents expect
their child to
go to college or
post-high school
vocational school 61% 80% 72Z 63% 60% 711 70% 61%

aPor the complete data on these variables, including the uumber of cases on
wh:ch the data are based, refer to Talaes 34, 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9.

bThe range of this composite was from 3 to 29. It was based on the mean educa-
tional level of the parents and the highest status occupation of thc parents who
worked outaide the home.
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10D.2 STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Data were gathered on three categories of students during the fall,

winter, and spring of the 1984-85 school year. The number of students in

each of the three categories (LM-LEP, EP/LIS and EP/Comp) at any point

during the study's first year were presented in Table 10.1.

Students with 45 different language backgrounds were included in the

study, and there were some systematic differences in characteristics among

students in the various language groups. For most analyses, students were

grouped into three language categories: Spanish, Chinese, and Other. The

percentage of the total number of students ever in the study in each of

these groups and selected characteristics about them are presented in Table

10.3, on the following page.

The length of tine students zesideL in the U.S. vatied across the three

Language groups. The Spanish language students have been in the U.S. longer

than either the Chinese or the other language students, with the Chinese

language students being in the U.S. the least time.

As might be expected, the length of time students were in the U.S. was

related to oral proficiency ratinss of the students in English and their

native language. Generally, students who had lived in the U.S. longer were

rated higher in English language oral proficiency and slightly lower in oral

proficiency in their native language.

Students in the Spanish and Chinese language groups were less likely to

be rated as fluent (or as a native speaker) in terms of their oral English

skills than the other students. With respect to their native language, most

students in each of the groups were rated as at least fluent. There were,

however, many fewer Chinese students rated as having low proficiency in

their native language than in the S?aninh or other language groups.
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TABLE 10.3. Summary of selected characteristics of LM-LEP stradents

1) Percent of total
LM-LEP students

2) Percent of stu-

dents in mainland

Cohort A
(1st Grade)

Cohort B
(3rd Grade)

Spanish Chinese Other Total Pa nigh Chinese Other Total

84.3% 4.0% 11.7% 100% 83.8% 5.4% 10.8% 100%

U.S. 3 years or
less 18.3% 36.3% 30.5% 20.4% 20.1% 46.5% 33.3% 22.9%

3) Mean number years
in mainland U.S. 5.39 4.20 4.67 5.25 6.49 4.24 4.99 6.20

4) Mean oral pro-
ficiency in
Englisha 14.1 14.7 16.5 14.4 16.6 15.6 18.2 16.7

5) Mean oral profi-
ciency in native
languagea 2).7 22.3 19.3 20.7 21.5 21.9 20.4 21.4

6) Mean total
English score
on Stanford
Achievement
Tests (Spring
185)b

40.4 47.8 45.6 41.5 40.6 47.5 46.0 41.8

7) Mean total
math score on
Stanford
Achievement
Tests (Spring
'85)b 48.1 57.5 51.6 48.8 61.8 85.6 71.6 64.6

aCral proficiency ratings were carried out by teachers using the SOPR. The pos-
sible ratings range from 5-25. Five proficiency levels represented by the total
score ranges can be generally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or no
oral proficiency; 10-14, Limited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional oral pro-
ficiency; 20-24, Fluent oral proficiency; 25, Native speaker oral proficiency.

bOata for the two cohorts are not directly comparable, since different levels
of the test were used.
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The age of the students, however, did not vary substantially by language

group, and overall the students were at essentially the age one would expect

for their g-Lade.

10D.3 ACADEMIC APTITUDE

The Raven Progressive Matrices Test was ocorporated into the testing

plan in order to provide a contiol variable which would constitute a measure

of the child's academic ability and which, unlike most such measures, would

not be operationally dependent on a knowledge of the English language. The

analyses of Year 1 data indicate that the Raven is performing as r:pected,

and thus was a good choice as the study's measure of academic aptitude.

Table 10.4 provides the mean Raven scores for each of the three groups

of students (LM -LEP, EP/LIS, EP/Comp) for each of the two cohorts. As

shown, the differences between the mean of tte LM -LEP group and the means of

the two English-proficient groups (though statistically significtnt) were

comparatively small in both grades. The grade 3 difference, however, was a

bit larger than the grade 1 difference. This is not surprising; the grade 3

cohort (Cohort E) does not include in its LM-LEP group any of the students

-iho learned enough English before reaching grade 3 to have been exited from

the program. Since ability to learn a foreign language (English, in this

TABLE 10.4. Summary of Raven scores

Cohort A Cohort
(Grade 1) (Grade 3)

LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp

Mean* 18.25 19.54 19.18 25.29 28.26 27.10
SD 5.80 5.71 5.68 9.16 8.97 8.92
Number 4670 759 444 2994 620 403

*
The maximum possible score is 36 for the CPM (Grade 1) and 60 for the SPM
(Grade 3).
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case) is correlated with academic ability, the systematic absence from

Cohort B of part of this relatively rapid-learning segment of the LM-LEP

population would tend to depress the mean score.

The Raven's correlations with other variables turned out much as

expected (and hoped for). Correlations with SAT scores were moderate;

correlations with students' age (in grade 1) and with parents' education

were slight; and correlations with time in the United States and parents'

use of English in the home were essentially zero. This latter finding (the

zero correlations of the Raven with time in the U.S. and with parents' use

of English) is crucial in justifytng the use of the Raven to provide an

effective control on academic aptitude, operationally independent of

11 knowledge of English. Further support is provided b7 a comparison betwmen

the correlations based on LM-LEP students and the corresponding correlations

based on English-proficient studelits. The latter are generally higher, the

difference being more pronounced for the English tests than the math tests.

All this is entirely compatible with the hypothesis that though the limited

Znglish proficiency of the 114-LEP students depresses their SAT scores,

particula-ly on the English tests, it does not affect their Raven scores.

11

10D.4 SCHOOL CHARACMISTICS

Data on a series of school level variables which may have an impact on

the academic achievement of 111-LEP students were collected and analyzed.

The variables which are described fall into seven basic categories: (1)

general characteristics of the school; (2) academic climate; (3) school

language environment; (4) teacher training relevant to LM-LEP students; (5)

principals' 4nvolvement in school affairs; (6) attitudes of the non-language-

minority community; and (7) policies and practices relating to entry and

exit from 114-LEP services.

The results indicate that there is considerable diversity among schools

on variables within each of these categories. Although the data are

presented at the school level, the relevant data will later be transferred

onto individual student records, and will then be available for use as

control and predictor variables in outcome analyses.
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10D.5 TRACHER CHARACTERISTICS

Data on the number and characteristics of teachers and classroom

instructional aides were related to each of their students and analyzed at

the student level. As shown in Table 10.5, there were systematic

differences among the three student language groups in terms of the number

and background of their instructional staff. The Chinese language students,

for example, were more often taught by only ono teacher, but were wire

likmly than the other students to have their teachers assisted by classroom

aides or volunteers. Also, teachers of the Chinese students were less

likely to have taken college courses related to instruction of LH-LEP

students.

The teachers in the study in general were found to be proficient in the

use of English; in all but two districts at least 90 percent of teachers

were rated as fluent speakers, close to or at a native speaker level of

proficiency in oral English. Overall, about a quartcr of the students' main

teachers at each grade had backgrounds in English but not in the student's

native language; about 70 percent had backgrounds both in Englirih and in the

student's native language.

10D.6 INSTRUCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Detailed information was collected about the nature of the instruction

each student received. This included the amount of time spent in various

academic subjects, the languages used for instruction, classroom

organization, and the characteristics of the materials used.

As show in Tables 10.6 and 10.7, there war .. important differences in

the kind and amount of instruction received by LM -LEP students of aiiferent

language backgrounds. nr example, Spanish language students were less

likely to receive instruction in English language arts, and more likely to

be receiving native language arts instruction than were other students.

They also received more instruction presented in their native language.

Consistent with these findings, they were also more likely to be using

native language materials.
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TABLE 10.5. LM-LEP students' academic toAchers: Mean number of
instructional staff, use of aides and volunteers by
main academic teachers nad bzckground characteristics of
main academic teachevia

Mean number of
instructional
staff

Percentage of stu-
dents whose main
academic teachers
report:

a)Use of aides

b)Use of volun-
teers

c)College course-
work related to
instruction of
LM-LEP students 64% 67% 37% 48%

Grade 1
Total Spanish Chinese Other

1.4 1.3 1.1 1.8

Grade 3
Total Spanish Chinese 0'

1.4 1.4 1.3 1.9

80% 81% 89% 56% 69% 68% 88% 63%

15% 14% 28Z 14% 12% 11% 402 11%

d)Recent inservice/
preservice re-
lated to in-
struction of
LH-LEP students 502 50% '62% ---48%

Studentt.' main

academic teacher's
mean language
backgroundb in:

a)English

b)Student's native
language

61% 65% 58% 41%

63% 67% 58% 41%

3.1 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.3

1.5 1.6 1.4 0.5 1.4 1.5 1.2 0.7

For the complete data on these variables, including the number of cases on
which the data are based, refer to Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.13, and 6.17

bThe rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the langdage. A value of one was assigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary cor secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individuals college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The
possible scores range.: from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).
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TABLE 10.6. Mean hours of instruction and percentage of English language use
for instruction in academic subjectsa

Regular Englishb

Grade 1 Grade 3
ftElugit_

wit

Chinese
E707--lr
wk

Other
Ewa-7r
wk

Spanish Chinese Other
hrs

wk A2a wk wk

Reading 2.1 95% 4.4 882 5.1 932 3.7 95% 3.8 90% 5.0 94%
Other 1.9 90 2.8 87 3.4 92 2.9 93 3.7 87 4.0 93
Regular English Total (4.0) -- (7.2) -- (8.5) -- (6.6) -- (7.5) -- (9.0) --

Special Englishb

Oral English 2.9 93 2.4 92 1.7 94 1.9 94 1.9 94 1.5 91
Reading and otherc 1.1 91 1.5 88 0.8 93 1.4 94 1.2 88 1.0 89
Special Fnglish Total (4.0) -- (3.9) -- (2.5) -- (3.3) -- (3.1) -- (2.5) --

Mathematics 4.4 61 4.0 71 4.1 86 4.5 78 3.9 80 4.3 87

Science 1.7 59 1.5 69 1.7 86 1.8 75 1.2 79 1.6 87

Social Studies 1.9 58 1.6 67 1.8 84 2.0 75 1.5 78 1.9 84

Ethnic Heritage 0.4 53 0.5 59 0.5 63 0.4 69 0.4 65 0.6 71

Native Language

Reading 4.0 0.9 1.2 2.7 1.3 0.7
Other 2.3 0.4 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.4
Native Larguage Total (6.3) (1.3) (2.2) (4.1) (2.0) (1.1)

Total 1(22.7) (20.0) (21.3) (22.7) (19.6) (21.0)

4The data are presented as follows: the number to the left of the slegh indicates
the mean number of hours per week of instruction in the subject. The number to
the right of the slash indicates the percentage of English language use for in-
struction. No data was obtained for percentage of English language use for in-
struction in native 1.anguage arts. For the number of cases on which these data are
based, refer to Tables 6.4 and 6.5.

b"
Regular: English" refers to tht English instruction provided to monolingual

English-speaking studeats and other students proficient in English. "Special
English" refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes materials
and methods especial1r designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

c
"Other" refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instrction.
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TABLE 10.7. Classroom organizations and materials used in
classrooms of LM-LEP students

Mean percentage use of
specific classroom
on;Anizations rer)rted by
students' main academic
teachers:

Grade 1 I Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

Whole class 35.8% 38.3% 33.8% 34.5% 35.02 39.42

Small group 34.8 33.0 34.3 33.4 31.5 29.2

Individual instruction 13.4 16. 13.4 13.1 13.5 14.9

Independent work 16.5 12.0 18.6 19.0 20.0 16.5

Percentage of students whose
main acadeudc teachers
report use of specific
types of materials:

Use of at least some
native language
materials 672 322 16% 58% 352 23%

Use of at least some
English language
materials 742 882 982 892 932 982
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In contrast, Chinese language students received, on the average,

somewhat less instruction in non-language arts academic subjects than other

students. Chinese language students had a higher mean number of hours of

instruction in regular English language arts than the Spanish language

students, but a lower mean for n'lber of hours lor special English 'anguage

arts instruction.

100.7 INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICE CLUSTERS

There are number of ways to classify iLstructional services. This study

has adopted a child-centered approach built on what prior research suggests

are five key variables:

Extent of native laaguage USG in non-language -,rts inFtruction;
Provision of special instruction in English;
Use of simplified English for non-language arts instrictioll;
Use of simplified English for instruction in English language arts;
and

Instruction in native language arts.

For the purposes of this study, a service cluster is de'Aned as a set of

services provided to a particular student at a particular point in time.

Six major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters were defined in

terms of five key instructionAl variables. More important than the services

received at any single time are the services received over the academic

fear, or over a series of academic years. Therefore, the major service

clusters representing instruction during the first year of the study were

lefed to produce 20 cluster combinations that represented for each student

the instructional services provided both in the early and later parts of the

year.

'Simplified English refers to the deliberate simplification of vocabulary and
sentence structure so that tbe English used is more easily comprehended by a
LK-LEP child.

3:3;
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Examination of the combinations showed that, for the most part, students

who began the year receiving academic instruction using the native language

continued through the year receiving this type of instruction, though often

the extent of native language use was less by year's end. Also, there was

less use of native language in instructing third-grade LM-LEP students than

first grauers.

Because many of the cluster combinations related to similar educational

experiences, they were combined into nine cluster sequences whi- I

represented nine educationally distinct school year experiences for LM-LEP

students. The distribution of these cluster sequences by student's native

language is shown in Table 10.8. The data indicate that overall, LM-LEP

students in the Spanish and the Chinese language groups were more likely to

be in programs which %sed the native language in instruction than were

students from other language backgrounds.

As also shown in Table 10.8, the data indicate there is a relationship

between instructional services and English language competencies. Those

students receiving instruction heavily using the native language had as a

group the lowest ratings on the oral English proficiency measure, while

those LM-LEP students not receiving services were rated as the most

proficient.

Students in the nine cluster sequences were also compared in terms of

their scores on a measure of cognitive ability, the Raven Progressive

Matrices test. Perhaps the most notable finding was that the mean scores of

those in cluster sequence 1, "Continued Emphasis on Native Language," were

considerably lower among third-grade LM-LEP students, relative to

third-grade LM-LEP students in other cluster sequences, than it was among

first-grade LM -LEP students relative to first-grade LM -LEP students in other

cluster sequences.
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Cluster Se snags

TABLE 10.8. Description and selected characteristics of cluster sequences

1. Continued euphasis on
native language

2. Nigh or moderate to low
native language use

3. Nigh or uoderate to
minimal use of native
language

4. Low use to low or
moderate use 112 122 92 14.9

5. LOW use to minimal use 62 82 62 16.4

6. Marked increase in nati
language 32 52 14.8

7. No use to lou use of
native language 72 62 102 16.5

S. No use of native language
but with special instruc
tion in English 142 102 332 15.2

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English 92 152 192 19.3

Co rt A
(Grade 1)

Language Group English
Oral
Prof.

84anish Chinese Other latingb

382 212 112 12.6

102 272 62 14.4

32 12 13.8

Cohort
(Grade 3)

Mean
Raven
Story=

Language Group Mean
Oral
Prof.

Rating?

Mean
Raven
ScorecSpanish Chinese Other

17.8 172 142 112 13.7 23.6

18.7 92 132 12 15.3 25.6

18.7 42 12 16.7 z4.6

18.3 152 272 92 16.0 25.3

19.1 72 22 72 17.1 26.2

19.0 22 -- 13.1 21.7

18.0 112 162 18.1 24.6

19.0 182 212 262 17.3 25.4

18.4 162 212 302 19.7 27.1

afar couplets data on these variables, including the number of cases on which the data are based, refer to Tables
7.7, 7.8, 7.9, 7.10, 7.11 and 7.12.

bOral proficiency ratings mere dons by teachers using the SOPR. The possible ratings range from 5-25. Five pro-
ficiency levels represented by the total score ranges can be geierally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or
no oral proficiency; 10-14, Liuited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional oral proficiency; 20-24, Fluent oral pro -
ciency; 25. Native speaker oral proficiency.

eThe maximum possible score is 36 for the CPM (Grade 1) and 60 for the SPM (Grade 3).

3 3 4
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10D.8 STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

It is premature to report data relating measures of stuctint academic

achievement to instructional services. The design of the study was based on

performing these types of analyses only at the end of Year 2 and Year 3.

Therefore, analyses for the first year have been limited to investigating

the distributional nature of the achievement measures and their

relationships to selected characteristics of the students participating in

the study. Two basic measures of academic achievement were selected for the

s_dy: the Stanford Achievement Test, and academic proficiency ratings

provided by homeroom teachers.

At the end of the school year, teachers completed 13 academic

proficiency rating scales--7 for English, 3 for math, and 3 for the

student's native language--for each student. Most of the mean ratings

assigned by the students' teachers were low, with the principal exccptions

being in two areas of math (concept of numbers and computation) that require

little English. From the correlations among the ratings we deduce that the

academic proficiency mean ratings in the three major areas--English, math,

and native language--will be useful variables, both as predictors in certain

contexts and as outcome measures in ether contexts.

The distributional data for the Stanford Achievement Test suggest that

it is working well. Evidence that the tests used are appropriate for a

LM-LEP sample lie in the fact that there was a wide range ot scores on each

test, but without undue bunching at either end. The correlational data,

particularly the pattern of correlations with the Raven, support the

conclusion that the Stanford Achievement Test was an appropriate choice for

the stmly.

Average scores for the LM-LEP group, with the exception of Computation

scores, were well below the averages for the two English-proficient groups

(EP/LIS and EP/Comp). Almost certainly a contributory factor to the LM-LEP

students' relatively strong performance on the Computation Test is that it

is the test that makes the least demands on ability to understand written cr

spoken English.
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Although the two English-proficient groups scored better than the

LM-LEPs on most of the tests, all three groups tended to be below the

national norms.

Among the variables for which correlations with SAT scores were obtained

were three home-and-family variables: (1) parent's use of English in the

home, (2) parent's education, and (3) socioeconomic status. The

correlations can at most be characterized as modest, but it is perhaps

noteworthy that all three of the home-and eamily variables had a higher

correlation with SAT Vocabulary than with any of the other SAT tests. In

general the correlations of the SAT scores with other variables were just

about what would expected if the SAT were functioning as we hoped it

would--in other words, if it were providing useful measures of the extent to

which LM-LEP students were learning to read English and were mastering both

the English language and mathematics well enough to be prepared to enter an

all-English classroom.

10E E. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

10E.1 rKPLICATIONS FOR THE ANALYTIC PLAN

In Chapter 2 it was indicated that the principal control variables we

plan to use in evaluating the effectiveness of instructional services for

LM-LEP students will be the fall 1984 scores on the Stanford ..,tnievement

Test (available for Cohort 11 only), the Raven, the english SOPR, and certain

home-and-family background information variables (e.g. socioeconomdc status,

extent of parent's use of English in the home, parents' education, etc.).

The intercorrelations among these variables are shown in Table 10.9a (for

Cohort A) and 10.9b (for Cohort 1).
1

These tables also include the spring

1The correlations in these two tables have been extracted from Tables E.4a and
E.4b.
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1985 Stanford Achievement Test data, to permit comparison of the various

control variables with an early outccme measure.

The patterns of intercorrelations suggest that the Raven and the English

SOPR will complement each other nicely in providing controls on aspects of

initial abilities that will affect subsequent achievement. The nature of

the content of the Raven, a test of reasoning ability, suggests that it will

provide a useful measure of general intellectual ability, or what is often

referred to as academic aptitude, independent of what language or languages

the child knows. The nature of the SOPR, on the other hand, suggests that

it will provide an indication of exactly that ability that the Raven Iva

been so carefully designed to exclude--namaly knowledge of English. Thus

these two instruments, the Raven and the English SOPR, considered jointly

should provide excellent controls on the factors that need to be controlled,

even when, as in the case of Cohort A, there is no SAT baseline to

supplement them.

In the preceding paragraph we have outlined what logic would suggest

about the roles of the Raven and the English SOPR as eiotential control

variables. And when we look at the relevant correlatiorts in Tables 10.9a

and 10.9b we find that the empirical data support these expectations. The

Raven had substantial correlations with the spring 1985 SAT scores; likewise

the correlations of the SOPR with the SAT Vocabulary and Reading

Comprehension tests and also with those math tests that involve a

substantial requirement for comprehension of English (either spoken or

written) were sizable; but the correlations between the Raven and SOPR were

very low. This is the ideal situation for a set of control variables (or

predictor variables). They combine most effectively when the

intercorrelations among them are low in comparison with their correlations

with the criterlon variable (e.g., SAT).

The empirical data also suggest, though they do not prove, that the

English SOPR may be preempting, or absorbing, much of the n3levant variance

that the home-and-family background variables could be expected to provide.

Note, for instance, that in both cohorts SES is correlated with SOPR to at

least the same extent as the highest correlation between SES and a Stanford
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DIVICLOPICENT ASSOCIATZS.



TABLE 10.9a. Intercorrulatlons among biome prospective control varlablee: Cohort A Grade 1*

Based on LM-LEP students

Stanford Achv.Test - Primary 1 - Spr.'85

ENGLISH NATO JTot4iI

Englis
SOPR

Charocteristica
of home and

parents

Raven CM

SAT-Primary 1 -- Spring '85

english

Vocabulary
Rdg.Comprehension

3q;11x1k Total

Math
Concepts of No.
Computation
Applications
Math Total

English + Math
Total

English SOPR
Total

Comprehension
Speaking -- total

Parents' ilex of English

Parente' education (Composite B)
Socioeconomic etatus

.242 .351

.524

.350

.815

.921

CORRELATION

.438 .359 .430 .469

.4E6 .317 .513 .502

.586 .423 .540 .595

.622 .434 .603 .635

.618 .736 .916
.565 .833

.864

.455

.723

.833

.898

.855

.707

.815

.910

COEFFICIENTS

.134 .145 .128 .004

.267 .236 .269 .159

.255 .255 .249 .091

.296 .282 .292 .134

.209 .204 .205 -.008

.154 .171 .147 -.068

.274 .265 .270 .046

.240 .241 .234 -.014

.295 .288 .290 .064

.927 .996 .304

.888 .257

.308

.119

.191

.126

.172

.080

.037

.113

.086

.142

.195

.169

.197

.340

.174

.215

.150

.200

.082

.068

.142

.107

.170

.254

.238

.252

.392

.851

*Correlatione In this table have been extracted from Table E.44i.
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TABLE 10.9b. lntercorrelations among some predictive control variables: Cohort B. Grade 3*

Based on LM-LEP students

Stanford Achv.Test - Primary 2 - Fall '84 II Stanford Achv.T.,It - Primary 3 - Spr.'85 English Characteristics
of home and

parents
ENGL1S 1

z 1

MATH
7 7

1 Total ENGLIS111 MATH
JiTotalti

SOPR
7

Raven SP0 .202 .346 .338 .452 .350 .3C5 .462 .463 .186 .337 .322 .4b2 .352 .432 .479 .461 .138 .123 .137 -.052 .007 .028

SAT-Primary 2 - Fall '84

English
Vocabulary .461 .766 .380 .170 .463 .387 .613 .561 .471 .566 .325 .151 .338 .302 .460 .396 .329 .400 .260 .239 .271
Rdg. Comp. .924 .523 .350 .516 .536 .786 .440 .727 .708 .495 .372 .559 .544 .682 .471 .419 .469 .114 .165 .201
English Total .543 .327 .574 .556 .834 .561 .730 .758 .499 .335 .551 .523 .693 .512 .446 .512 .195 .223 .262

Math

Concepts of No. .572 .709 .880 .836 .357 .495 .505 .677 .500 .574 .662 .666 .312 .282 .309 .002 .067 .081
Computation .507 .830 .703 .138 .351 .314 .537 .628 .493 .643 .564 .176 .175 .170 -.095-.007-.004
Applications .854 .834 .450 .508 .550 .595 .433 .582 .609 .652 .388 .345 .386 .070 .114 .119
Math Total .922 .360 .524 .527 .703 .616 .641 .748 .732 .336 .308 .332 -.014 .065 .073

English + Math
Total .500 .687 .702 .698 .564 .682 .740 .808 .461 .412 .459 .082 .148 .174

SAT-Primary 3 - Spr.'85
English

Vocabulary .527 .776 .390 .178 .407 .361 .598 .376 .327 .376 .231 .198 .208
Rdg.Comp. .945 .536 .434 .642 .614 .840 .431 .373 .432 .140 .138 .184
English Total .548 .390 .633 .595 .853 .465 .402 .466 .194 .179 .216

Math
Concepts of No. .597 .689 .853 .809 .261 .230 .261 .016 .070 .100
Computation .597 .889 .746 .142 .127 .141 -.049-.019-.028
Applications .875 .863 .257 .230 .256 .006 .083 .086
Math Total .927 .247 .219 .246 -.014 .046 .054

English 1- Math

Total .377 .330 .377 .082 .115 .138

English SOPR
Total
Comprel'Insion .897 .993 .226 .216 .275

Speaking - Total .839 .176 .165 .216
.232 .223 .281

Parents' use,of English
Parents' education(Composite B) .383 .418

Socioeconomic status .862

*Correlations in this table have been extracted from Table 8.4b.
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Achievement test scale, while the SOPR's correlation with the SAT scales is

considerably higher.
1

This finding suggests that in many analyses SOPR

and Raven combined may provide almost as effective a control as the SOPR-and-

Raven-and-SES combination. And when other control variables (such as SAT

pretest in Cohort B) join Raven and SOPR, the potential contribution of SES

may be virtually wiped out.
2

As for the other two home-and-family variables shown in Table 10.9. and

10.9b, parents' education and use of English in the home, the empirical data

fnr the former are quite similar to those for socioeconomic status. This is

1A word of caution is in order concerning comparisons of correlations not based
on identical cases. As shown in Table 8.4. and E.4b, only about 86 to 88 percent
of the cases with complete data on the Ravri, SAT, SOPR, and Student Evaluation
Form also had data on parents' education and parents' use of English. Also, only
about 55 percent of that smaller group had data on SES. Thus any interpretattons
based on comparison of correlations involving any of the three home-and-family
variables with other correlations, and especially any comparison of correlations
involving SES with correlations not involving that variable, must be regarded ts
only tentative.

2Readers familiar with the fact that traditionally SES has been found to be
0.orrelated with achievement may wonder why its potential role in the present
study ray be so minimal. We surmise that this is to a lisrge extent a direct
consequence of the special nature of the group. In mainstream America there is a
tendency for more able members of the population to also be better educated, and
to raise their socioeconomic status. There is also a parallel tendency for
parents at a higher socioeconomic level to provide their children with
environmental advantages that parents at a lower socioeconomic level cannot
afford or habitually do not provide. Some of these advantages are of a sort that
may help the children to do better in school. But in a group such as the
subjects of this study, children who come from a foreign-language background and
who therefore have only a very limited knowledge of English, the parents may have
come from countries where even those with high levels of native ability have
little or no access to education and little or no opportunity to improve their
status in life (except, perhaps, by emdgrating). Furthermore, in those sectors
of the immigrant population that consist largely ot refugets, the disruption in
the lives of those who were in the middle or upper class in their native land is
quite likely to result in their finding themselves at & much lower level in the
United Statta--at least in their early years here. All these considerations can
be expecte6 to Join to make socioeconomic status a less useful predictor variable
or cantrol variable for the families of LH-LEP children--and particularly for the
refugee famllies--than it customarily has been found to be for a more general
population ot Amaticans. (See also footnote 1 above.)
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hardly surprising since parents' education is one of the two components of

the SES composite used in this report (occupational status being the

other). Furthermore, as has already been pointed out, education is neither

as common nor as widely and freely available in many of the countries from

which recent refugees cane as it is in the United States. As for parents'

use of English in the home, it apparently has some slight effect on the

children's performance in English, particularly on the SAT vocabulary test,

but the SOPR is a better predictor. However, at least in Cohort B the

correlation of SOPR with parents' use of English is somewhat lower than its

correlation with the SAT Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension scores,

leaving the possibility intact that parents' use of English in the hose may

make at least a minor contribution to -deir children's performance on

English tests in school, beyond what would be predicted from the evaluations

by teachers using the English SOPR.

In summary, the intercorrelations suggest that though students' test

performance shows some relationship to the three home-and-family variables

discussed in this section, the contribution of these three variables is

almost entimly incorporated in the Raven-and-SOPR combination. Thus the

Raven and SOPR combination seems to provide a better prediction _If school

achievement, and thus will probably play a much larger role aa control

variables in the dal.. -nRlyses to oczermine the effectiveness of various

patterns of instructional services than will the home-and-family

variables.
1

10E.2 CONCLUSION

Overall, the rcJults of the first year of data collection indicate the

study design is working well. Schools and school personnel continue to be

quite supportive, and the size and characteristics of the data base are

consistent with the analytic plans.

1Notning in the foregoing discussion is intended to depreciate the important
role of parents in affecting their children's achievesents. What is intended is
to suggest that these parental effects have already shown themselves in the
children's Raven scores, in those aspects of the children's use of English that
affect the way tealhers will rate them on the SOPR, and in other aspects of the
children's performance in school.
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Of course, not all has been entirely smooth and not all the data are

precisely as we would have wished. As me knew it would be, student mobility

has been and will continue to be a problem and a concern. Our projected

overall attrition rate of up to 20 percent per year seems to have been

reasonaldy accurate; but we would prefer to have been ple&santly

surprisel. Also, is perfectly logical, but from a research perspective

unfortunate, there were systematic differences among :ypes of students

receiving different types of services. Our data indicate that students with

lower academic aptitude and lower levels of English language oral

proficiency were more likely to be receiving services including the use of

the native language. Although our analytic approach will control for these

differences, comparisons between service groups will necessarily be more

cc lex than if there had been rtndom aasignment to groups.

All things considered, however, the number and diversity of students in

our study and the diversity of instructional approaches they receive sustain

our initial optimism about the contributions this study can make to

improving the education of LH-LEP students.

0467D
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Appendix A: GLOSSARY

Part 1. ABBREVIATIONS AND SPECIAL TERMS

Term Meaning

Academic instruction

Adjusted score

Used in discussion of instructional services to
refer to math, science, social studies, and ethnic
heritage instruction as distinct from instruction in
language arts or other subjects.

A test score corrected for omitted items by adding
to the number of items answered correctly a value
equal to the quotient obtained when the number of
items omitted is dtvided by the number of options
per item.

Chinese language students LM -LEP students whose native language is Chinese.

Cluster

Cluster combination

A set of LM-LEP instructional services received by a
student at a given time and defined in terns of the
following five characteristics:

(1) Percentage of use of the child's native
language, in instruction in subjects other
than language arts.

(2) Whether special instruction in English is
provided.

(3) Whether simplified English is used more than
regular English in instruction in math,
science, social studies and ethnic heritage.

(4) Whether simplified English is used more than
regular English in teaching English language
arts.

(5) Whether instruction in native language arts
is provided.

There are 32 clusters.

The combination of major clusters which describes
the LM -LEP instructional services received by a
student over a given period of time (e.g., a year,
two years, or three years).

There are 20 such combinations for Year 1.

351

DZYZLOPICINT AIISOCIATRA.



A-2

Term Meaning

Cluster sequence

Cohort A

Cohort B

CPM

The categories of LM-LEP instructional services
obtained by combining cluster combinations that
represent ess-ntially the same instructional
cervices in tt same order.

There are 9 cluster sequences for Year 1.

The students in the study who were in grade 1 in the
fall of 1984. Cohort A includes three categories of
students: LM -LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp.

The students in the study who were in grade 3 in the
fall of 1984. Cohort B includes three categories of
students: LM -LEP, EP/L/S, and EP/Comp.

Raven Coloured Progressive Matrices
(This was the level of the Raven Progressive
Matrices Test used in grade 1.)

DK Don't Know
(Response to questionnaire item)

EP English-proficient

EP/Comp* English-.2roficient students: agarison group
(The comparison group is a sample of students who
were never classified as LM-LEP and were not
receiving LM-LEP instructional services.)

EP/LIS* English roficient students receiving LM -LEP
instructional services

ESL English as a Second Language

LEP Limited-English-proficient
(This term is sometimes used to mean LM -LEP.)

LM Language minority

LM -LEP* Language-minority limited-English-proficient

Major cluster The six major categories into which the 32 clusters
are classified.

"Other language students" LM -LEP students whose native language is neither
Spanish nor Chinese.

*
This category of students in the study consists of students who met the defini-
tion as of fall 1984.
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Term Meaning

Raven Progressive Matrices Test
Different levels Ire used in grades 1 and 3--
the CPM level in grade 1 and the SPM level in
grade 3.

Rights score A test score equal to the number of items answeted
correctly.

SAT Stanford Achievement Test

S.D. Standard deviation

SEF Student Evaluation Form
This is the form used by teachers at the end of
the year to rate students in the study, with
respect to their proficiency in various aspects
of English, math, and native language.

Services When this term is used in the report, it refers to
instructional services for LM-LEP students.

Service cluster When this term is used it refers either to the
"cluster" as defined above, or to the "major
cluster."

SES Socioeconomic status

SOLCH

SOPR

Student Oral Language Observation Matrix
This is a rating scale developed under the
auspices of the California Department of Education.

Student Oral Proficiency Rating
This is a slight modification of the SOLOM, for
use in the present study. There are two forms of
the SOPg --one for English and one for the

student's native language. As in the SOLON,
students are rated in five aspects of spoken
language: (1) comprehension, (2) fluency, (3)
vocabulary, (4) pronunciation, and (5) grammar.

Spanish language students LM-LEP students whose native language is Spanish.

SPM Raven Standard Progressive Matrices
(This was the level of the Raven Progressive
Matrices used in grade 3.)

353
DMLOPIIIINT ASSOCIATZS, INC.



0751)D

A-4

Part 2. STATISTICAL NOTATION

Frequency

Mean

Number of cases

Number of items in test

Number of choices per multiple-choice item

S.D. Standard deviation

Correlation between variables j rnd k
(Unless otherwise specified it is the Pearson product-
moment coeffiLient.)

rii Reliability of variable i

Mean of variab1,2 X

Standard deviation of sample
(This is the standard deviation obtained using N as
the divisor.)

sx Value of s for variable X

Estimate of population standard deviation
(This is the standard deviation obtained using N-1,
or number of degrees of freedom, as the divisor.)

Cic Value ofa-for variable X

Rights score (i.e., number of test items answered correctly)

0 Number of test items omitted

A Number of test items attempted

Adjusted score (i.e., score zdjusted for omitted items)
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Appendix B: DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED COMPOSITE SCORES ARM OTHER VAR/ABLES

1. SOCIOECONOMIC INDEX

This composite is a weighted sum of two componentsoccupational status

of parents and parents' educationwhich are described in Sections 2 and 3

respectively of this appendix. The raw values on occupational status are

weighted 3 and the parents' education is weighted 1. This results in an

"effective weight" of Approximately 5 ar status and 4 for education. Table

8.1 shows the relevant data.

82 2. OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF PARENTS

Occupational status of parents is rated on a fivepoint scale, shown in

Table 8.2.

83 3. PARENTS' EDUCATION --A

This is an unweighted average of number of years of schooling for the

father and the mother, with a scale value of 14 representing 14 or more

years. if data are missing for one parent, the value used is the number of

years for the other parent.

This composite ("parents' education composite A") is described in

Chapter 3, Section E, and is used in Tables 3.10 and 3.11. It is the

composite used in determining socioeconomic status; it differs slightly from

parents' education composite B (see Sectfon 4 below), which is used in

certain tables in ChapterA 4 and 8.
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TABLE 3.1. Descriptive data for socioeconomic status and
its component variables

Based on LM-LEPatudents in Cohorts A and B
N 4145

Parents' education: Composite A

Occupational status

Socioeconomic index

7.962

2.040

er- Range

3.532 0-14

.936 1-5

14.081 ',292 3-29

Weights ia SES
Raw Approx.

effective
vt.**

wt.*

(w)

1 5

3 4

IMP

*
The raw weight is the weight actualiy applied in computation.

**
Th effective weight kwes--, where k is a constant.

for these data, k was set at 1.42, to give approximately integral'values for
the effective weight.

rt)
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TABLE 1.2. Occupational status codes
110

Zating Professionals

Doctors, lawyers,
dantists, engi-
neers, judges,

architectsIschool
supsrintendents,
assists, psy-
Cheogists, pro-
fessors

Proprietors,
Managers, and

Business Persons

Owners or managers
large businesses

(10 or more es-
ploywes), regional
or divisional
managers of large
financial or indus-
trial enterprises

Commercial
Workers

Clerks, Etc.
Manual

Workers
Protective and Farm
Service Workers workers

Owners or managers
of large farms
(equiv. of 10 or
more full-time em-
ployees)

Teachers, regis-
tered nurses,

undertakers, news-
paper reporters,

4 social workers,
chiropractors,
artists, authors,

accountants,
dietitians, air-
line pilots,
musicians.

Owners or managers
of moderate-sized
businesses (3-9
splays's), assis-
tant managers,
department mana-
gers, etc. of large
businesses, store
buyers.

Stock brokers,
rual estate and
Insurance sales-
persons, whole-
sale salespersons

Military, police, Owners or managers
and fire Senior of medium-sized
officers (lieu- farms (3-9 es-
tenants and above) ployets)

Foresters, reli-
gious workers,
rt:2:1raphers,
recreation workers
dance teachers,

3 sports officials,
athletes, sur-
veyors, medical
technicians,
flight attendants,
draftsmen

6111=

2

Owners or mknagers
of small business-
es, minor officials

. of businesses,
floor managers,
contractors

Auto salespersons,
bank tellers,

executive secre-
taries

Factory foreman,
electricians,
plusbers, car-
penters, watch-
makers, machinists,
steel workers,
welders, jewelers,
masons

OM.

Military, police,
and fire middle
officers (ser,
gents, corporate),
auto mechanics

Owners or managers
of meall farms

Typists, file
clerks, reception-
ists, telephone
Jpsrators,
cashiers, library
assistants,
sales clerks

Apprentices to
carpenters,
plumbers, and
electricians,
telephone lineman,
bakers, painters

Military, police,
and fire persons,
practical nurses,
bartenders,
waitresses, night
watchmen, truck
drivers, butchers,
cooks, barbers,
hairdressers,
teachers' aides,
cab drivers

Tenant farmers,
full-time farm
workers, ranch
hands

1

Sewing machine Janitors, nurses' Migrant farm
operators, aides, messengers, workers
laborers, asseMsly gas station atten -
line workers dants, gardeners,
maids
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4. PARENTS' EDUCATION--B1

This is a weighted average of the number of years of schooling the

p.-ents have had, with a scale value of 14 representing 14 or more years and

with the more ee-icated parent having triple weight. If data are missing for

one parent the value used is the number of years for the other parent.

This composite is used in Tables 4.16, 8.8a, 10.1a, 10.1b, E.4a, and

E.4b.

85 5. PARENTS' USE OF ENGLISH IL THE HONEA

This is a composite, used in Chapters 4, 8, and 10, of the responses to

two questions in the Parent Questionnaire: (1) What languages does the

mother speak at home? and (2) What languages does the father speak at home?

Responses to each question wete scored as follows:

2 points if only English was indicated
1 point if English ard another language were indicated
0 points if a non-English language, tAt no English, was indicated.

The composite score is obtained by adding the scores for mother's

languages and father's lanpuages. This gives a 5-point score scale, running

from 0 (no English) to 4 (all English). If data are missing for one parent,

the value for the other parent is doubled, so that 0, 1, or 2 becomes 0, 2,

or 4.

This composite is used in Tables 4.16, 8.8a, 10.1a, 10.1b, E.4a, and

E.4b.

1Although the correlations between composites 3 and 4 have not been obtained,
they are undoubtedly very high.

" fo
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16 6. PARENTS' USE OF ENGLISH IN THE HOME--B1

This variable, which differs slightly from the one described in section

5 above, is described in Chapter 3, Section E, and is used in Tables 3.10

and 3.11.

37 7. READING MATTER IN THE HOME

The three composite variables on reading matter in the home refer to

only two kinds of reading matter: newspapers and magazines. The composites

are based on responses to four questions in the Parent Questionnaire, which

ask which of the following types of reading matter are received regularly:

a. English language newspapers
b. English language magazines
c. Newspapers in a language other than English
d. Magazines in a language other than English

Reading matter composite 1. Non-English materials

Responses to questions c and d above are each scored 1 (Yes) or 0

(No). The score is the sum of the response scores fcr the two items.

Reading matter composite 2. English materials

Same as composite 1 (above) except that items a and b are used

instead of c and d.

Reading matter composite 3. Total

This is the sum of composites 1 and 2 (above).

1A1though the correlations between composites 5 and 6 have not been obtained,
they are undoubtedly very high.
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DIRECTIONS: For each of the 5 categories below at the left mark an "X" across the box that best describes the student's abilities.

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 9 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 5

A. Comprehension Cann°. landllelliaild "In
simple conversation.

liamweal ditiloaly MOWN what
is said. Can comprehend only
"social conmmatiem" steam
ihawlY arldwial Whoa/ w011ahala

Undeestands most el what is said
al slower-lhanmormal speed with
L. maim&

Understands
al normal spier Ih=libli
occimicmil agleam my be
alarnashY

Undo:Mande everyday Gomm-
sation and normal Mamma
dimumMmis *Mold aloft

B. Fluency Speech is so hailing end kag-
imam as lo make emanation
virtually impossible.

Usually natant ollam kmad inlo
silence by langueas Imilatione.

Speech in evemyday communice-
Um mtd dimmom diewimam is
freemen* disrupted by the .

Oullenrs semah kw Ow comol
mannar al manuals.

Speech in everyday communion.
lion end Memo= dleousalon is
cry ilmintowillt mcmdemW

while Me Nudged searches
kw Me ammd manner id
oarsman.

Speech In everyday extmemation
ma M diamtam dacimamm is
fluent and ellohlee=hast-
Mg Mal ol a mike

C. VOCilbulory Vocabulary limitallons ea so
smarm as to maim amwmmlion
virtually impossible.

Misuse ot weals mtd my Waled
vocabulary make comprehension
Was hilliaut

&primly maw me wmac
conversation mmmmOtal
becalm el Imamate waskilmy.

Occasionally uses inappropnam
Nom m mall maiMma aMm
bimmmwd Mmamiaa wadmeay.

use - ' vocaoutaly ono moms
approximates Mal ol a native
'paler.

D. Pmmum*Mion
Pronunciadon (emblems so
severe as a make speech
vinually unintelligible.

Very hard to understand because
eh promeiciallkm problem. Mud
femme* moue in maw lo be
undweloca

Pronunciation problems
necessitale concentration on
Molpd MI Me blamer mtd
maasionally kmMio
maluadaralwaliat

Mways Malligiblm *sough one is
ameekasol il &Male mew
and occasional inappropriew
Manaion palms.

Pronunclehon and intonation
*pummel* a native speaker's.

E. Ekaawnar
EOM!'" in grimes' end word
eider so seven as a make
WNW' virtually unialsakitallt.

Grammar end weed older errors
make comprehension Mika*
Must oftm whew mlemMd
what I. sada boa palms.

Makes frequent wars ol grammar
and word order which occasion-
ally obamme meaning.

ClocasionMly malawwitimmica
or word order sears which do not
obscure meaning.

GlownewMah usage mid word
order approximate a Mita
wakes.

This form is an adaptation of the Student Oral Language Obseevation Matrix (SOLOM) developed by the San Joe* (California) Unified School District.

The above chart is a reproduction of the five rating scales used in both the English SOPR and the native

cc

language SOPR. As indicated by the "levels," students are rated 1-5 on each scale. Total score on each of the

two SOPRs is the sum of the ratings for scales A, B, C, D, and E.
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Appendix C: STUDY MKPLEKENTATION rm YEAR ONE

Cl 1. tNTRODUCTION

This Appendix supplements the discussion contained in Chapter 2 of the

report. Included is a brief discussion of how the student sample was

obtained, how field operations were organized and staffed, and how the ma.;lr

data collection instruments were administered during the study's first year.

During the first year of the study, site visits were made to each

participating school district. The first visit took place in the tall of

1984. Its purpose was 6o familiarize principals with the study, to compile

rosters of the study students, to identify teachers and support staff

working with study students at each school, and, where required, to send

home parent permission forms.

Following the initial visit, the 18 participating districts were visited

for data collection in the fall, winter, and spring. The fall data

collection visits by the team leaders and onsite data collectors took place

between early October and late December. The fall data collection required

an average of two weeks per school district or site. The winter site visits

were conducted in late January and early February with data collection teams

spending an average of one week per & hool district. The spring round of

site visits to all 18 participating districts began in mid-April, and were

completed by early June; approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

A total of 18 data collection instruments were used in Year 1 of the

study. They included measures of academic achievement and aptitude, teacher

ratings of student language and academic performance, individualized

instructional data, and teacher, principal, school and district information.
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C2 2. OBTAINING THE STUDENT SAMPLE

C2.8 DEFINITION OF LM -LEP AND EP STUDENTS

In the fall of 1984, language-minority limited-English-proficient

(LH-LEP) and English proficient (EP) studencs in the first and third grades

at each study school were selected. For the study, a LH-LEP student is

defined as a child from a language minority group who has been identified by

local school or district staff to be unable to benefit from academic

instruction provided solely in English.

A great deal of variation was found in the procedures used by schools

and school districts to identify LK-LEP students. Some had very specific

criteria detailing how such students should be identified, while others had

no set procedures, relying mainly on school administrators or teachers to

designate LM-LEP status.
1

In most districts, the testing and other procedures for determining

which students were to be classified as LH-LEP had not been completed by the

district prior to the first fall visit by the study team. When this

occurred, it was necessary to recheck each student's status during the

second fall visit and reclassify, as appropriate, those students whom the

school or district had recategorized.

It should be noted that those LM-LEP students who were classified as

learning disabled and who were taught in self-contained classes for the

learning disabled were excluded from the study sample. However, prior

lIn school districts where there were no set procedures, it often took
considerably longer to reach agreement stout which students should be included in
the study because there were often disagreements among school or district staff
as to which students should be designated LK-LEP.
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to the fall selection of students, several districts had not completed the

classification of students as learning disabled; hence, it WR8 necessary to

subsequently verify that selected study studewa had not been classified as

learning disabled and placed in self-contained learning-dtsabled classrooms.

Those who had been so placed were dropped from the sample.

Two types of English-proficient (EP) students were selected for

inclusion in the study. Both groups are students designated as English-

proficient according to criteria used by the individual school or school

district.

The first type of EP students selected for the study were students

receiving LH-LEP services in first and third grade. They were designated as

EP/LIS. These students receive services for several different reasons. For

some, it is the only instructional program offered or parents have requested

the services. For others, school administrators and/or teachers have placed

the student in the program to serve as role models.

The second set of EP students included in the study sample were the

EP/Comp group. They are native English speakers, never classified as

LM-LEP, and not receiving special LM-LEP services. During the fall of 1984

ten students from each study schools' first and third grades were selected

to be part of the study sample.

C2.b PARENT PERKISSION

Written parent permission for data collection on individual students was

required in seven school districts: Boston Public Schools, Chicago Public

Schools, Cleveland Public Schools, Dade County Public Schools, New York

Community School District 19, New York Community School District 20, and the

St. Paul Public Schools. ln these school districts, request forms were sent

to the homes of potential study sample students (i.e., all first and third

grade LH-LEP students, all first and third grade EP/LIS students, and a

random sample of thirty first and thirty third grade EP/Comp students
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at each study school in the district). The letters sent to all EP parents

and guardians were in English. Those sent to LM-LEP students' parents and

guardians were in English and, where possible, in the students' native

languages.
1

The response rate to the parent permission requests differed greatly

among districts, and among different schools in any one given district. In

many schools the response rate was over 90 percent, with nearly all parents

granting permission. Qn the other hand, in a few schools, fewer than 40

percent of the parents returned the forms, despite follow-up by study field

staff and school employees. In those schools where the response rate was

low, a second wave of parent permission request forms was sent out during

the winter data collection visits. Any student whose parents returned a

form granting permission was added to the student sample. Where required,

students were included in the study sample ona if the parent or guardian

returned a completed permission form.

C2.c MID-YEAR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE STUDENT SAMPLE

In the first year of the study, as necessary and in keeping with its

goals, adjustments to the student sample were made. Accommodations entailed

augmenting the sample by including LM-LEP students who transferred into a

study school, and adding new EP students to maintain the the EP/Comp sample

at ten per grade where EP/Comp students left the school. In schools where

readjustments were made in a student's status after data collection had

begun (e.g. LM-LEP to EP or vice versa) students were reclassified as

appropriate.

1Parent permission forms were prepared in fourteen languages: Albanian, Arabic,
Cambodian (Khmer), Chinese, Greek, Hindi, Italian,Korean, Portuguese, Romanian,
Spanish, Tagalog, Urdu, and Vietnamese. If the student's native language was
other than one of these fourteen, only an English verison of the form was sent
home.
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C3 3. STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION OF DATA COLLECTION

The overall supervision of the Year 1 data collection effort was the

responsibility of the Project Director and the Field Coordinator. To permit

more direct supervision of onsite activities and to facilitate close

communication with the participating sites, nine field team leaders- took

responsibility for each of the 18 school districts participating in the

study. Each team leader oversaw the data collection activities in one to

three of the school districts. They handled all communications with the

district and loc21 snhool officials, as well as located, hired, and

supervised local professional and paraprofessional data collectors in the

completion of the district and school questionnaires and administration of

tte Stanford Achievement Tests.

The criteria for selecting the professional data collectors were that:

1) they be experienced in gathering survey data; 2) they have experience

working with elementary school children; 3) they be familiar with special

services for LM-LEP students; and, 4) where possible, they be proficient in

the native language(s) of the LM-LEP students at the site. Up to nine local

professionals per site were employed during the fall. Their primary

responsibility was to assist the team leader throughout the data collection

process in upciating the student and teacher rosters and in gathering the

teacher and support staff data.

Paraprofessionals were generally aides or clerical staff at the study

schools. They were employed mainly to assist in the collection of student

background information from school records, and to help send out and keep

track of parent questionnaires.

1The team leaders are senior-level, full-time Developraent Associates employees
or consultants with extensive experience conducting educational research with
LM-LEP students in public elementary schools.
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C4 4. ROSTERS, TESTS, QUESTIONNAIRES AND OTHER INSTRUMENTS

C4.a STUDENT AND STAFF ROSTERS

Two primary casks of team leaders during the first fall 1984 site visit

were to verify which students were to participate in the study and to

identify teachers, aides, and other instructional and support staff members

who were working with sample students during the 1984-85 school yesr. To

carry out the first task of verifying study students, team leaders were

provided with student roster forms. For the first fall visit, the rosters

only had nf.ne digit identification numbers printed down the left hand

margin. Data collectors wrote in the student's name, birthdate, sex, native

language, and parental permission status. The rosters were completed on

information from school and district records.

By the second fall site visit, the information on the rosters was

computerized and data collection teams were provi'sd with pre-printed copies

for each study school. Each roster contained the student's study

identification number, birthdate, sex, and native language. In addition,

there was space to rovide the student's district (local) identification

number, the name of the student's main (homeroom) teacher, and the

teacher's identification number. Space was also provided for special

comments about the student. The primary tasks for the data collectors

during the fall visit were generally to verify that all the informatf

provided on the rosters was correct and to fill in any aissing data

required. Additional identification numbers were also provided on the

roster so that names and other identifying informat..on for new students not

originally included could be added.

For the winter site visits, data collectors were provided with

computerized rosters essentially idtntical to those used in the fall. In

addition to the pre-printed information on the fall rosters, the winter

rosters had pre-printed district (local) identification numbers, names of

main teachers, and teacher identification numbers. Rosters were arre-zed by

grade and by se-ole status (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, EP-Comp). Within each roster,

students we-e listed alphabetically by last name. As in the fall, the main

tasks during the winter sit, visit were to verify that all the information

1.1
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on the rosters was correct and that all of the listed students were till in

the school. If any student had /aft the school, the data collector was

directed, if possible, to identify the school to which the student had

trangferred.

The rosters for the spring wen., identical to those provided for the

winter. However, to facilitate data collection, students were grouped by

main (homeroom) teacher, rather than by grade as tad been done previously.

Again it was the task of the data collectors to verify that all of the

informaLion on the rosters was correct, to note any changes in the main

teachers of sample students, and to identify schools to which study students

had transferred.

To carry out the task of identifying instructional staff members working

with study students, team leaders were provided with a rosver form for

listing instructional staff members working with first and third grade

students.

For the study, instructional staff are considered to be teac:lers whg,

provide instruction in English or in the native language in content subject

areas including English reading, English language arts, native language

reading, native language arts, mathematics, social studies, ethaic heritage,

and science. Teacher aides or other paraprofessionals, not under the direct

supervision of a teacher, providing direct instruction in content subject

areas are also considered to be instructional staff.

For the second fall site visit, the roster information was computerized,

and pre-printed instructional staff rosters were provided to the data

collection teams at each study school. The rosters had a list of each staff

members' identificat on number and name. The primary task for the data

collecters during the fall visit was to verify that the listed staff me5ibers

actually taught students in the study's sample. Space was also provided on

the roster to add the names of any new staff members to the school not

included on the original :oster and who had begun to work with students in

the study's sample.
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Foe the winter and spring site visits, the data collectors were

responsible for verifyinc that the listed instructional staff members were

still at the school, for adding the names of new inctructional staff members

working with sample students, and for completing other necessary infc _nation

required to complete the roster.

C4.b INSTRUMENTS FOR COLLICTTNG INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL DATA

Both the Student/Teacher Data Form and the Instructional Language Record

were administered in the fall, winter, and spring. The Student/

Teacher Data Form vas a self-administered questionnaire. Its main purpose

was to identify instructors who should complete the Instructional Language

'.cord and the number of hours of native language instruction received by

study stadents. Its secondary purpose was to vo.rify student grade ,,nd

langasge background.

Once the main study teachers had completed the Student/Teacher Data

Form, the data collectors r:viewed them to identify other instructional

staff who rhould complete the Instructional Language Record, the only atudy

instrument designed as a rtructured interview. To complete this instrument,

field staff arranged to meet with academic subject are* teachers who taught

study sample students English, mathematics, science, social studies, and

ethnic heritage. These meetings were held eithe.: individually or in small

groups. Typ4cally, thEr required at least a half-hour 2erit

During the meeting the data collectot explained the Instructional

Language Recora and then selectei one atudy student from the teacher's class

roster. That student's name was umitten on the interview guide ane then the

teacher was asked about t"itat student's coarse of instruction. Onco the

nature and amount of the individual student's instruction had been

documented, the teachmr then identified czher study students who were

receiving exactly the same instruation. The names of these students were

eatered on the same interview isuide. For each student or group of students

21==1
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in the study sample not receiving the same instruction as the first

student(s) described, another Instructional Language Record was completed.

The process was repeated until all the variations in instructional programs

of students in the study taught by an7 one teacher had been detailed.

C4.c ?ARENT VESTIONNAIRE

Parent and guardian data for L(-LEP students only were collected during

Year 1 using the Parent Questionnaire. The data collection which began in

the fall of 1984 is described below.

The language minority group to which each student belonged was

determined from the student roster. For each student, a packet was prepared

containing one copy of the Parent Questtonnaire in English and one in the

students' nativr. language
1

. These packets were distributed to the

students' homeroom teachers with instructious that the students take the

packet home at end of that school day and give it to their parents or

guardians. The teachers were asked to urge their students to bring the form

back the next day.
2

A few days after the packets were distributed, field staff blnt back to

each homeroom and colleeted those lestionnaires that had been completed and

returned. There was no formal follow-up other Zhan that informally done by

teachers and other school staff.

1The Parent Questionnaire waE tr nslated into the following 14 languages:
Albanian, Arabic, Camboni .11mer), Chinese, Greek, HindL, Italian, Korean,
Portuguese, Ronan:tan, Six I, Tagalog, Urdu, and Vietnamese. If the student's
native language wail not one of these, only the Enrlish version of the
questionnaire was sent home.

2Were appropriate and on testcher recommendation, whole classrooms were offered
a reward 7or 1002 return of uompleted Parent Questionnaires (e.g., an ice cream
cone for each student in the class).
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During the Vnter and spring data collections, field staff again checked

with homeroom teachers and collected any additional completed Parent

Questionnaires which had been returned. For those parents or guardians who

had not returned a form, a second Parent Questionnaire packet was sent home

with the student. Again, there was generally no additional follow-up by

field staff.

C4.d OTHER DATA COLLECTION FORKS

Policy and school background information were collected using several

measures. The data collection instruments used were: the District Policy

Questionnaire, the Programs and Procedurea interview, the Principal

Questionnaire, the Instructional Staff Quest'innaire.

Through the District Policy Questionnnaire information related to the

following issues was collected: entry/exit, placement of studelits

exiting from special services for LM -LEP students, parental involvement, the

use of the students native language for instruction, the credentialling and

English proficiency requirements of the instructional staff members who

provide services to LM -LEP students, the administration of standardized

achievement tests to LM-LEP students, the integration of LM -LEP students

with EP students, the use of pull-out for the delivery of special services

for LM -LEP students, the follow-up of former LM -LEP students after exit from

special services, and the provision of pre- and in-service education

epecially designed for teachers of LM -LEP students.

A Programs and Procedures interview WAS conducted with the person in the

school most knowledgeable about services provided to LM -LEP students. This

interview concerned the types of services provided, entry and exit

procedures and zriteria for such services, and other factors (availability

of staff, etc.) affecting the provision of services. This interview was

conducted during thy spring data collection.

The principals of each school were asked to complete a questionnaire

during the spring site visit. Throuah the Principal Questionnrire data on

the principal's basic academic preparation), educational philosophy, and

mennonceNT ASSOCIATIS. INC. I
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attitudes toward the use of a language other than English in the academic

situation were collected.

Basic information about instructional staff were gathered through the

Instructional iff Questionnnaire. This questionnaire was completed during

the fall visit by all the teachers of study students. As with the principal

questionnaire, information was gathered on the staff members' br3ic anademic

preparation, educational philosophy, instructional prv:tices, and use of a

language other than English for instructing LM-LEP students.

Classroom observations were carried out in the first year in 11 schools

within four of the 18 study sites. The schools at these sites served

primarily Spanish-speaking students and were selected to include a range of

service cluster types. A total of 109 teachers were observed while

providing instruction to students in English language arty. The

observations were carried out to obtain further informatioA on student and

teacher language use during English language arts instruction and on the

classroom learning envirenment. The observers were individuals with

el:mentary school teaching experience who were fluent in the students'

native language. They were trained in a two-day training session that

involved observation of videotaped classroom instruction and observation in

actual classrooms.

In each school where observations were done, all teachers who taught at

least two hours of English language arts to five or more study students wete

observed during a thirty-minute English language arts lesson. The

observations were scheduled so that the lessons observed iuvolved

presentation of new instructional material or of new activities. Sixteen of

the 109 teachers were observed by a second observed on a different day for

the same subject area. These duplicate observations were coriucted to

provide reliahility data.
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C4.e DOCUMENT REVIEW FORMS

The School Summary Form was used to collect basic informatiln about each

study school. The data collected through this instrument included

neighborhood socioeconomic status, school enrollment, native language groups

represented in each school, pre and iuservice teacher training provided,

relative academic standing of LMLEP students as compared to EP stndents in

the school, and school grading scales.

The Student Background Questionnnaire (parts A through C) was designed

to be completed through data on individual students which was available from

school and district records. Part A focused on student data related to

ethnicity, history of receipt of specia_ instructional services, the

language of instruction, student learning disabilities, free lunch,

absenteeism rates, and receipt of migrant education services. These data

were gathered from students' cumulative records and were collected on site

during the fall of 1984. Part B was ukted to verify student information

collected in the fall. It was completed on site during the spring of 1985.

Part C was used to collect CTBS Espanol math, and Spanish reading

achievement test data in those districts where these measures were

administered. The data were obtained through central district office

records or from individual student records at the schools. These data were

collected in eight of the eighteen districts in the study. Where possible,

1984 results on oral proficiency tests such as the Language Assessment

Scales and Language Assessment Battery were also obtained. These data which

will be compared with the SOPR ratings were gathered in five of the study

districts.

C4.f TNE RAVEN PROGRESSIVE MATRICES

The rationale for using the Raven Progressive Matrices is provided in

Chlpter 2. The intent here is to provide basic information related to the

procedures used in implementing the measure.

0 r--
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Test administrators with background in elementary education (either

through teaching, research, or graduate study) and with actual experience

working with elementary grade level children were identified and hired at

each site. They were trained on site by one of three regional trainers.

The lead trainer, who had extensive prior experience in working with the

Raven, developed the training package and was rlsponsible for instructing

the two additional trainers.

The test administrators were instructed in a one day session in the

procedures for administering the Raven. Part of the training required that

each trainee administer the measure to an actual group of students or that

he or she participate in a mock testing session under the direct supervision

of the trainer. The test administrators were trained to give the test in

pantomime while providing verbal instructions in English or in the

children's native language.
1

The pantomime instruct' L3 were given using a specially designed display

board, with movable piec_s, representing an enlarged replica of the first

example in the test booklet. The verbal explanation was presented in simple

English or in a student's native language or both, as appropriate.

Once trained, each test administrator contacted the principals of the

schools for which they were responsible. With them they arranged the

testing procedures i.e., defined who was to be tested, identified where the

testing would occur, established the number of students to be tested at one

time, confirmed whether students would be released individually or in a

grocT once they completed the test.

On the average, each testing session required approximately 30 minutes

for first graders and about 45 minutes for third graders. Both first and

thiri graders marked their response, using the answer sheets developed for

the study.

1The rationah for usins both pantomimed and verbal instructions was based on
the on a judgment that the use of botb would help to make the students feel more
comfortable with the situation, as well as provide the most complete information
for making the test directions understood.
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C4.g MI STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST (SAT) SUETESTS

The SAT tests were administered where possible by the students' own

teachers, or other school staff members with whom the students were

familiar. Those who did the testing were provided with an instructional

package and were trained by the team leader. In those cases where teachers

or other school staff members were not available, the SATs vere administered

by the field staff who were also trained in the testing procedures.
1

Arrangements were made with school principals for a classroom or other

room in the school (e.g., gymnasium, cafeteria) where students could be

brought together in groups of no more than 25 for the test administration.

When students missed particular zubtests or the entire set of subtests

due to absence, the data collector made follow-up contacts with the school

to determine when the student returned to school to arrange a time and place

for a make-up session. If any student missed a subtest or subtests, or was

excused from the testing, teachers were required to record this information

on a special log.

Principals mid teachers were encouraged to test all LM-LEP students;

however, students whose English was either nonexistent or so limited that it

was believed that they would not understand how to take portions of the test

were exempted from the particular parts of the SAT with which it was felt

they could not cope. If teachers believed the students to be particularly

limited in English, and thus excluded them from taking the reading subtests,

they were strongly encouraged to have students take the math subtests

because elese, it was believed, could be handled effectively by studqnts who

could not read English. The teacher ultimately made the decision as tv who

would or would not be tested.

'First graders were tested with the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 1, Form F,
in the spring. Third graders were assessed in the fall and spring. In the fall
the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 2, Form E was used; in the spring, the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 3, Form F was used.
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C4.h THE STUDENT ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY RATING (SOPR) FORM

4405B

LM-LEP students were rated for English and native language proficiency

using tht, Student Oral Language Proficiency Rating form (SOPR). EP students

receiving services for LM-LEP students and EP/Comp students were not rated

because it was assumed they were proficient in English. SOPR ratings were

obtained on each student in the fall, or during the winter data collection

period if the student had not been added to the study sample until after the

fall site visits.

Students were rated for oral proficiency in English by teachers who

taught the students in English and who themselves were proficient English

speakers. Main teachers, aides or other school staff members working with

students and fluent in the student's native language rated the student's

native language oral proficiency. If there were no staff members in the

school who both worked with the students and who were fluent in their native

languages, no native oral language proficiency ratings were obtained. All

teachers asked to rate a student on the SOPR were proviied training in the

use of the SOPR.

In the training sersion raters were instructed to judge a student's oral

proficiency on the basis of their familiarity with the student's language

usage in the past; that is, raters were not to interview or otherwise make

a special effort to elicit oral speech either in English or in the native

language when ratinp the student. The rating form itself consisted of a

single page on whicb there was a twenty-five box matrix. The matrix was

formed of five rows, each of which contained five categories. On this

matrix, raters indicated their judgment of the student's pronunciation,

fluency (use of correct intonation and sentence rhythm), grammatical usage,

vocabulary, and general ablility to comprehend oral language. For each

area, the student was rated according to five levels of approximation of

oral language proficiency to that of a native speaker of the language of the

same age and grade, with a five being equivalent to the oral language

proficiency of a native speaker dnd a one being equivalent to no oral

proficiency in the language being rated.
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1. Range of Scores D-1
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3. The 24-Item Overlap between CPM and SPM D-3
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5. Reliability Estimates D-6
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Appendix D: TECHNICAL APPENDIX ON RAVEN PROGRESSIVE MATRICES TEST

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Raven Progressive Matrices was adminis-

tered to all students in the study because a measure of academic ability

operationally independent of knowledge of the English language was needed.

D1 1. RANGE OF SCORES

As shown in Table 4.13, which presents distributions of adjusted scores

on the Raven total, the scores have a very wide range, not only for th%

English-proficient groups but also for the LM-LEP students, extending rom 1

(a below-chance score) to 36 (a perfect score), in Cohort A; the Cohort B

range is from 3 (a below-chance score) to 51 (out of a possible 60). The

fact that the range runs from very low to very high, but without a

conspicuous hunching of students at either extreme, helps confirm that the

Raven CPM is appropriate for our grade I sample and that the LPM is

appropriate for grade 3.

D2 2. COMPARING ADJUSTED SCORES AND RIGHTS SCORES

The ranges are identical for the adjusted scores and the rights Boons.

This raises the question of whether the adjustment process really makes a

difference. The best way to answer this questioa is to look at the distribu-

tions of number of omitted items (Table D.1). In each cohort approximately

2 percent of the students (certainly not a negligible proportion) omitted

enough items to have their scores raised at least a point by the adjustment

process; and some of the students had their score raised by as much as 5

points (in grade 1) or 8 points (in grade 3)--which amounted to almost a

standard deviation each. Thus for about 98 percent of the students their

adjusted score equals their number right; for the other 2 percent using the
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TABLE D.I. Distribution of number of 1tema omitted in Raven, fur each group in each cohort

No.of
items

Wiwi

60

59

NO. OF CASES NO, OF CASKS No.of
its.*

omitted

NO, OF CASES NO. OF CASES

Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B. Grade 3 Cohort A, Grade I Cohort 11, Grade 3

liELLE ZULU Erigsse Lk lif fir.lill tri_qme
I

1&_LIE

1

ithis se/Eiii w_Ler mats KLUB'.

29

28 1 --

58 -- 27 -- -- -- I

57 -- 26 -- -- --

56 25 1
__ __

SS -- 24 I -- I -- I

54 23 --

53 -- -- 22 -- -- -- --

52 -- 21 _ _ -_ I

51 1 20 3 -- --

SO -- 19 2 1

49 18 _ - __ --

4d 1 17 -- 3 1

47 -- 16 1 -- --

46 15 -- -- --

45 __ 14 4 -_ -- I

44 1 13 7 1 -- 2 --

43 -- -- 12 25 1 4 1

42 -- -- -- 11 1 1 1 --

41 -- 10 2 -- 2

40 -- 9 1 . - 2 -- I

39 8 1 i 2 --

38 -- 7 4 -- _. 7

37 6 8 3 1 -- --

36 1 5 5 -- 1 11

35 4 5 1 -- 7 -- 1

34 -- 1 -- -- 3 16 2 1 8 2 3

33 2 83 10 6 !.5 8 4

32 1 368 59 41 '1 48 35

31 0 4136 652 391 25, .. 555 353

30 __

4670 759 444 2994 620 403

Neon .277 .194 .223 .334 .305 .593

S.D. 1.427 1.227 1.027 2.014 2.182 4.022
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adjustment procedure gives a more accurate representation of what the

student's score would be if he(she) had followed instructions to answer

every item. We feel that this is ample justification for using the adjusted

score in the data analysis. Tables D.2a and D.2b provide further evidence

in support of use of the adjusted scores. As shown in these tables the

correlations of number of items omitted with adjusted scores, though

negative, are numerically very low. The significance of this lies in the

fact that the closer the correlation between number of items omitted and

adjusted score (or rights score) is to +1 or -1, the less difference it

makes whether the score adjustment procedure is used. It is worth men-

tioning, however, that apparently the 2 percent whose score changed, and

even the much smaller proportion whose scores changed substantially are not

sufficient to have much effect on the correlation between adju-_ed score and

rights score; the correlation, based on 5,873 LM-LEP cases, was .9993(!) for

grade 1; for 3rada 3 the corresponding correlation, based on 4,017 cases,

was .9994. Perhaps the best interpretation of these extremely high

correlations lies in concluding that the correlation coefficient is not a

sensitive enough statistic to reflect large departures from equivalence for

small numbers of cases. That might, in some contexts, be regarded as a

deficiency of the correlation statistic itself, but it is not a deficiency

of the adjusted score formula.

D3 3. TEE 24-ITE1 OVERLAP BETWEEN CPM AND SPM

Every item in a test of academic aptitude should become easier as

the child advances from grade to grade. For instance if the same items are

given to grade 1 and grade 3, the grade 3 children should tend to score

higher. The fact that 24 of the 36 items in the SPM (given to grade 3) are

identical to 24 of the 60 items in the CPM (given to 11,rade 1) with the

trivial exception that in the CPM the items are in colored ink while in the

SPM they are in black and white enables us to confirm that the Raven meets

this requirement. Table D.3 shows the Cohort A and Cohort B distributions

of the 24 overlapping items, for LM-LEF stude^ts, along with means and

standard deviations. The increase in means from grade 1 to grade 3 is

3F2
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TABLE D.2a. Inter-.orrelations among Raven CPM part scores (adjusted),
Raven total (adjusted), and number omitted

LM-LEPs, Cohort A, Grade 1

N 4670

CORRELATIONS

Sets A+B
Set AB

Total

No. omitted

Ad usted scores No.

omitted Mean S.D.A+B AB TotalMINI

.659 .938

.880
-.140
-.103

-.136

--

12.305

5.943

18.248

.277

3.667
2.683

5.798

1.427

TABLE D.2b. Intercorrelations among Raven SPM part scores (adjusted),
Raven total (adjusted), and number omitted

LM-LEPs, Cohort B, Grade 3

N 2994

CORRELATIONS
Ad usted scores No.

A+B C+D+E Total omitted Mean S.D.

Sets A+B
Sets C+D+E

Total

No. omitted

.670 .874
.946

-.086
-.032

-.058

15.415

9.873

25.289

.334

3.983
6.002

9.162

2.014

3 8 3
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TABLE D.3. Distribution of Raven adjusted scores on scales A+B
(RPM Grade 1 and SPM Grade 3)

Raven
A+B

CPM - Grade 1
---r-r"

SPM - Grade 3-r----2-
24 6 .1 25 .8
23 16 .3 49 1.6
22 24 .5 130 4.3
21 52 1.1 144 4.8
20 75 1.6 184 6.1
19 86 1.8 193 6.4
18 141 3.0 216 7.2
17 195 4.2 234 7.8
16 283 6.1 289 9.7
15 305 6.5 274 9.2
14 444 9.5 280 9.4
13 485 10.4 240 8.0
12 507 10.9 227 7.6
11 577 12.4 187 6.2
10 500 10.7 138 4.6
9 349 7.5 73 2.4
8 254 5.4 48 1.6
7 151 3.2 25 .8
6 95 2.0 13 .4
5 50 1.1 12 .4
4 38 .8 6 .2
3 20 .4 4 .1
2 11 .2 2 .1
1 6 .1 0 .0
0 0 .0 1 .0

Total 4670 100.0 29?4 100.0

1E 12.30 15.42
3.67 3.98

. II 0140D

I
384
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85/100 of the grade 1 standard deviation. This is a substantial difference,

quite large enough to be meaningful. Furthermore, since Cohort B (the grade

3 group) does not include any of the children who did well enough to be

exited from services before reaching grade 3, if Cohort A were "purified" by

eliminating such cases so that the Cohort A and Cohort B cases were more

nearly equivalent the difference between the two distributions would be

larger.

D4 4. INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG PARTS AND TOTAL

The Coloured Progressive Matricev (CPM), given to Cohort A (grade 1),

consists of three 12-item scales--Scales A, AB, and B--in ascending order of

difficulty. The Standard Progressive Matrices (SPM), given to Cohort B

(grade 3) consists of five 12-item scales--Scales A, B, C, D, and E--also in

ascending order of difficulty. Scales A and B provide the 24 items that are

common to the two levels of the Raven (see section 3 above). Table D.2a

shows the intercorrelations among parts and total for LM-LEP students in

Cohort A; Table D.2b shows the corresponding data for Cohort B. The

correlation of scales A+8 with the rest of the test is .66 for Cohort A

LM-LEP students and .67 for Cohort B.

D5 5. RELIABILITY ESTIMATES

The correlation of scales A+B with the rest of the test can be used

as the basis in estimating the Raven's reliability for LM-LEP students.

If these correlations are considered to be the correlations between

unequal "halves" with unequal standard deviations, Angoff's formula No.

16 (Angoff, 1953) can be applied to provide an estimate of the

1The tables also show the correlations of these variables with number of items
omitted.

DIVILOPIENNT ASSOCIATNII. /NC.
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reliability of the total test. This estimate, at least in tie case of the

SPM (given to Cohort B), should be regarded as a lower-bound estimate of

test reliability, in view of the marked difference in difficulty between the

parts, which is deliberate and systematic. The two reliability estimates

are .80 (for UM, Cohort A) and .81 (for SPM, Cohort 8).

MINNINIIWAI.11113MIWIMMIMMOili=11.11111MMII,41.. 01=M4111=11.1111.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Page

1. Score Distributions and Related Data E-1

2. Correlational Data
(Correlations of SAT with Other Variables). E-1

3. Comparing Adjusted Scores and Rights Scores E-5

4. Test Reliability E-5

387

DZVILOPICINT ASSOCIATZS. INC.



Appendix E: TECHNICAL APPENDIX ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

As discussed in Chapter 2, selected tests from appropriate levels of the

Stanford Achievement Test are being given each year to all students in the

stLdy (and twice in the first year, to students In Cohort B).

El 1. SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS AND RELATED DATA

Table E.1 shows the distributions of adjusted scores for Cohort A (grade

1) in the spring of 1985 for all three basic groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and

EP/Comp). Table E.2 shows similar data for Cohort B (grade 3). Tible E.3

shows the test publishers's percentiles (based on a national sample for the

grade, not a LM-LEP sample) corresponding to the mean rights score, and to

points one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the

mean. These data are provided not only for LM-LEP students but also for the

other two groups, EP/LIS and EP/Comp.

E2 2. CORRELATIONAL DATA (Correlations of SAT with Other Fatiables)

Tables E.4a (for Cohort A, 28 variables) and E.4b (for Cohort B, 37

variables) are correlation tables based on LM-LEP stueents. These tables

contain the Raven total, all SAT scores (adjusted), all English SOPR scores,

teacher ratings on selected academic skills variables (five in English and

three in math) and the following three composites related to the students'

homes and families:

1. Pareats' use of English in the home

2. Parents' education

3. Socioeconomic status

383
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TABLE E.1. Distribution of adjusted scores on Stanford Achievement

Cohort A, Grade 1 - Primary 1 battery, Form F

Test: Spring 1985

NUMBER OF CASES
NO OF CASES

SCORE

Reading ath

otalT_ 1
SCORE

English Math
Vocabulary_ Concepts Computation Applications Total

A B C B C *

.11112112gABC ABC ABC ABC ABC ABC--->

79 - 38 1 1 - 60 33 27 73 11 7

78 1 - 37 5 1 3 68 23 22 60 10 7

77 5 1 1 36 7 6 2 70 25 19 67 11 9

76 3 9 - 35 9 8 5 78 17 15 70 8 7

75 21 8 2 34 6 8 5 56 I/ 12 6 5 5/ 8 C
74 10 9 2 33 14 13 6 58 20 12 36 20 2 54 8 3

73 21 10 1 32 19 16 11 64 16 12 68 17 10 45 4 5

72 33 15 6 31 27 16 11 69 14 17 92 34 8 60 11 5

71 44 16 6 30 24 21 7 58 14 7 116 35 16 49 2 5

70 57 15 3 29 39 28 16 62 21 18 128 34 14 56 9

69 33 19 6 28 53 30 10 61 12 3 134 38 26 36 4 1

68 54 21 13 27 55 37 23 77 20 8 146 46 22 36 5 7

67 36 17 6 26 68 32 25 65 11 18 164 41 22 24 6 4

66 71 15 8 25 88 37 26 85 20 6 168 38 29 35 - 3

65 69 20 16 24 79 36 24 94 21 10 len 39 23 23 3

23 121 39 20 80 24 9 187 33 25 8 4 5 17 2

63 85 14 10 22 145 40 26 96 20 10 210 40 24 190 44 21 43 26 8 23 2

62 93 13 14 21 168 36 24 112 24 15 211 43 19 229 68 23 110 48 15 13 5

61 76 17 8 20 155 40 20 149 30 7 233 34 19 284 53 27 135 40 26 11
60 64 15 10 19 191 37 21 12d 27 16 219 16 13 310 60 23 129 71 27 10
59 76 22 5 18 209 30 22 124 27 15 232 29 20 311 48 25 250 46 33 12 -

58 70 15 7 17 224 31 15 146 28 14 203 32 16 255 SO 30 274 72 32 4 1

57 99 14 8 16 190 34 9 155 34 13 189 27 18 259 37 20 274 53 40 1 1

56 79 12 16 15 A86 28 15 166 24 15 187 24 24 281 45 32 265 44 29
55 86 14 11 14 169 15 9 162 18 14 163 f7 6 239 33 28 302 53 33

54 91 6 12 13 158 19 13 133 ls 8 162 13 13 212 38 19 258 46 32 3

53 64 25 14 12 152 18 3 104 11 5 107 9 7 187 26 15 260 38 28 1

52 79 14 7 11 78 6 b 58 5 4 89 13 7 201 28 24 240 31 19
51 76 18 6 10 5643 3052 62 8 2 164 28 26 227 28 23
so 95 14 10 9 41 3 8 14- 51 5 3 162 18 20 215 22 12
49 84 11 5 17 2 1 11 30 4 1 163 26 14 172 19 14
48 85 13 10 7 15 - 1 1 11 - - 129 26 15 133 8 4
47 100 15 9 6 6 - 8 - 1 122 22 15 134 9 2

46 103 12 7 5 1 1 - 72 16 7 61 6 4
45 98 13 11 2 2

44 84 13 5 3 2 - - 42 10 4 8 1 1

43 88 11 11 2 - - 91 2 4 - 1

42 84 12 9 1 1 -
41 71 14 11

40 43 46 25 89 9 6

39 60 29 27 65 6 6 2776 672 389 2797 652 404 3799 715 402 3883 391 393 3627 667 390 1491 643 384

*CODE FOR CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS
A IM-LEP
B EP/LIS
C EP/Comp

3 89
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TABLE E.2. Distribution of adjusted scores on Stanford Achievement Test: Spring 1985

Cohort II, Grade 3 - Piimary 3 battery, Form F

SCORE
a

NO. OF CASES
English Kith
ReadinA Commit., Tots
A B C A BCABC

NUMBER
OF 79 40 5 12

CASES 78 35 18 8

Math 77 42 15 7
SCORE
*-->

76 49
4/

12
12

3

4A B C 75

74 52 14 3

114 73 52 15 9
113 - - 72 53 12 5
112 3 1 - 71 41 9 8

111 2 2 - 70 43 8 6
11U 3 2 2 69 46 15 13
109 7 3 1 58 52 10 4

108 - - 67 42 10 9
107 4 2 2 66 44 7 9
106 8 1 4 65 45 14 5
105 6 4 2 64 49 11 8
194 8 4 4 63 44 6 4

103 10 6 6 62 55 7 5
1u2 10 6 2 61 60 10 8
101 14 11 2 60 - 2 56 5
100 14 11 5 59 1 2 2 38

;
2

99 13 9 3 58 - 4 6 39 15 2

98 11 5 3 57 8 9 4 40 4 6
97 27 9 5 56 5 15 4 5092
96 19 17 1 55 10 13 9 34 6 5
95 24 5 7 54 16 14 9 37 8 5
94 20 9 1 53 13 14 7 41 8 7
93 21 12 11 52 16 10 17 40 7 4
92 33 7 2 51 17 19 7 42 9 4
91 19 8 8 50 14 17 10 50 10 4
90 27 15 7 49 25 20 4 42 5 5
89 3085 48 22 28 11 42 10 /

88 38 10 5 47 26 17 12 41 9 4

87 48 14 5 46 30 16 13 42 4 1

86 41 8 10 45 38 15 14 37 2 6
85 30 12 5 31 19 16 42 10 5

84 34 11 43 32 25 9 42 6 5
83 49 9 4 42 42 11 7 31 8 4 38 4 2

U2 36 22 7 41 43 14 15 $7 15 10 28 3 2

81 33 13 8 40 32 24 19 In 21 13 29 5 2

80 44 8 8 39 46 17 17 11/-1) 24 36 g 3

SCOREI >

38

37

36

35
734

33

32

31

30

28

27

26

25

23
22
21
20
iv
18

17
16
15

14

13
12

11

10

T5
6

1
4
3
2
1

N

*CODE FOR CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS
A LM-LEP
B EP/L1S
C EP/Comp

NUMBER OF CASES
English Math

Vocab. ReadinA coi_tsuct_ABCABCCout. Applic. TotalABC
1

1 1 1

2 2 2

7 5 3

ABC
52

58

63

70

27

26

22

14

10

15
13

9

129 27 18

156 28 12

157 30 16

136 33 20

ABC
6

11

18

20

- 3

8 1

11 6

27 8

ABC
27

25

30

18

4 5

3 2

4 1

1 3

2 5 3 67 15 4 133 31 iv 40 22 14 20 1 -
2 10 3 82 11 7 13 7 4 119 33 13 38 18 17 23 6
5 12 6 77 23 9 24 11 6 134 32 15 45 27 10 28 3 1

7 13 10 79 11 8 45 14 11 127 45 14 48 26 17 23 2 2

7 14 10 101 11 4 45 21 6 121 22 16 71 23 14 14 3 4

14 15 13 96 22 iu 57 38 13 114 26 22 59 22 16 12 1 3

19 17 8 91 17 10 83 31 17 104 29 6 76 24 11 17 1

20 17 9 77 19 11 93 39 15 119 24 12 65 24 20 8 3

21 24 13 108 13 7 115 38 27 118 19 16 78 18 13 9 1

27 33 18 92 11 6 120 44 35 120 22 17 85 25 16 9

39 24 17 93 II 8 129 41 24 84 24 12 88 36 13 11
37 33 16 112 15 10 1.i6 45 21 105 23 13 79 27 10 2

58 31 23 114 11 4 152 39 24 105 11 10 91 31 17 2 2

74 27 22 101 16 9 162 37 23 97 12 9 113 27 13 3 1

58 33 16 125 12 5 173 41 24 SO 14 6 115 24 22 2

95 44 23 134 7 5 164 W 72 69 15 122
-7
33 11 2

124 37 29 120 9 10 197 29 25 94 10 3 118 24 12

130 42 32 110 18 9 189 31 21 81 20 9 120 25 14

159 45 33 104 17 6 197 34 20 78 16 8 155 26 14

175 45 18 88 8 3 172 33 20 76 16 8 152 32 15

229 44 18 71 11 3 162 18 8 74 17 8 149 25 14
256 35 14 58 7 168 20 12 55 16 9 130 21 14 1

243 29 20 30 2 133 13 8 53 8 9 164 16 10
254 21 6 22 3 150 11 5 47 10 6 136 18 13
227 14 10 10 - 105 14 8 40 7 3 109 14 15 -

196 17 5 6 86---7 8 27 5 9 721 -72 -71
153 10 3 2 70 6 4 28 4 2 109 11 98456 44 5 4 19 2 1 67 8 6

47 1 - 14 1 2 10 - 3 56 4 3

29 1 - 11 - 1 6 - 1 22 2 3

14 - - 7 2 - 6 4

1 4 - - - 4 1 -
- - - - - -

2816 704 411 2880 712 410 3248 710 419 3333 710 417 2889 676 412 2766 665 396

39i 3JL



TABLE 8.1. SAT percentiles corresponding to mean RIGHTS acore(R) and to 1 S.D. above and below mean*

Data
Collection

Pertod
SAT

BatteLy Form Group

ENGLISH MATHEMATICS
Reading

Vocab.
-1---iiIi "eltii

Concepts
of No.

-1---iiii
Comput,

Comput.

AE211St 41

Math
Total

-1---fTriI me I me .A21.1!
1 -Tila

A 1 Spring'85 Primary F LM-LEP X +6- 24.3 50 30.8 50 26.5 54 -- -- 16.2 60 61.9 58
1 i 18.2 22 20.8 25 20.0 22 -- -- 27.5 28 47.8 27

i -0- 12.1 4 10.8 3 13.5 5 -- -- 18.8 9 33.7 8
EP/LIS X +cr 28.6 71 35.1 62 28.1 61 -- -- 38.9 74 67.2 72

1 22.2 39 25.0 35 22.4 14 -- -- 29.9 35 52.7 35
i -41- 15.8 13 14.9 10 16 0 10 -- -- 20.9 13 38.2 13

EP/Comp X +a- 28.6 71 36.8 71 27.5 60 -- -- 37.2 64 63.9 63
i 22.2 39 26.5 40 21.5 28 -- -- 28.6 31 50.4 31
i -cr 15.8 13 16.2 13 15.5 9 -- -- 20.0 11 36.9 12

6 3 Rall'84 Primary E LM-LEP i +a- 19.8 22 29.5 32 26.6 58 34.5 83 26.7 57 -- 84.8 61
2 i 14.9 7 20.6 15 20.4 28 26.7 44 20.4 25 -- 67.9 30

I -6- 10.0 1 11.7 4 14.2 8 18.9 16 14.1 6 -- 51.0 10
EP/LIS X +cr 27.4 64 37.3 80 29.8 77 35.9 90 30.5 79 -- 93.6 80

i 21.3 30 28.4 29 23.9 43 28.3 50 24.4 44 -- 77.0 45
I -0" 15.2 7 19.5 14 18.0 19 20.7 21 18.3 11 -- 60.4 19

EP/Comp X +dr 27.6 66 36.4 73 29.2 73 34.9 85 29.6 74 -- 91.5 75
it 21.9 32 27.9 28 23.1 39 26.6 43 23.1 38 -- 71.9 3R

-ar- 16.2 10 19.4 13 17.0 16 18.3 15 16.6 12 .... 54.3 13

6 3 Spring'85 Primary F LM-LEP X +0- 19.3 34 37.4 44 24.7 62 36.2 74 25.8 56 -- 84.3 65
3 i 13.9 14 26.3 21 18.3 32 26.8 37 17.9 29 -- 63.9 35

i -er 8.5 2 15.2 6 11.9 12 17.4 14 10.0 8 -- 43.5 12
EP/LIS i + dr" 25.8 63 48.4 72 27.5 76 36.8 77 30.3 74 _.. ?1.9 78

i 19.3 14 35.3 39 21.4 47 27.5 40 22.0 42 -- 71.6 45
i -es- 12.8 11 22.2 14 15.3 22 18.2 15 13.7 16 -- 51.3 19

EP/Comp X 4.6. 26.4 66 49.8 76 26.8 73 36.7 76 2t.8 72 _.. 90.5 75
i 19.8 36 37.4 44 20.7 44 26.9 38 21.2 40 .... 69.6 42
X -a- 113.2 12 25.0 18 14.6 20 17.1 13 12.6 13 -- 48.7 17

*Numbers of cases on which the means are based are shown on Tables 8.2a sad 8.2b.
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3, COMPARING ADJUSTED SCORES AND RIGHTS SCORES

The results when adjusted scores are correlated with rights scores on

the SAT tests are somewhat similar to the corresponding results for the

Raven (which are discussed in Appendix D, Section D.2). The correlations

are very high, as shown in Table E.5, though not generally as high as the

comparable ones for the Rave!.. One reason they are lower is probably that

the SAT items have fewer options than the Raven items, and therefore in

calculating adjusted scores a given number of omitted items results in a

larger score adjustment.

We indicated in Appendix D that there was justification far using

adjusted scores for the Raven. The same arguments apply to the SAT, but to

an even greater extent, since some of the SAT correlations between rights

and adjusted scores are suastantially lower.

4. TEST RELIABILITY

The pullished KR-20 and parallel-forms reliability coefficients based on

national samples are reproduced in :able E.6a (column 6) and Table E.6b

(column 6). Column 7 of Table E.6b contains an improved parallel-forms

estimate, correcting for the fact that the two forms have unequal standard

deviations (Angoff, 1953; Formula 6). All these reliability coefficients

are for Rights, scores, o: course, since those are the scores that were used

in the standardization and in the equating of forms.

394
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TABLE 11.4a. Covrelations among Stanford Achievement Test scores and other variables: Cohort A. LN-LEPs Grade 1

Stanford Achievement Test - Primary 1 - Spr.'85

MATH Total
English SOP

1

2

3

4

5
6

8

9

10

11
12
13
14

15

16
17

18
19
20
21
22

23
24

25

26
27

28

&wan CPI4

SAT-Priam 1 -- String '85
English

Vocabulary
Rds.Comprehansion
English Total

Math
Concepts of No.
Computatioo
Applications
Comput.+Applic.

Math Total
English + Vath

Total

English sopa
Total
Comprehension
Spooking -- total
flueacy
Vocabulary
Pronunciation
Grammer

End-of-year ratings by teachers,
on Studmac.Ivaluacion Form

English skills
Pronunciation
Oral communication
Vocabulary

Mechanics of readin
leadine comprehension

Math
Concept of Nos.
Computation (accuracy)
Word problems

Pat.nts' use of English
'treats' education(Composits 5)
Socioecon.neic status

.350 .438 .359 .430

.515 .486 .317 .3

.921 .506 .423 .540

.622 .434 .603

.615 .736
.565

COEFFICIENTS
.443 .469 .455 .134 .145

.461 .502 .723 .267 .236

.540 .595 .333 .255 .255

.578 .615 .898 .296 .252

.760 .916 .555 .209 .204

.902 .833 .707 .154 .171

.666 .864 .515 .274 .265
.957 .555 .237 .243

.910 .240 .241

.295 .258

.927

41CORRELATION
.242 .351

.524

.128

.269

.249

.292

.205

.47

.270

.230

.234

.290

.996

.838

.126

.277

.266

.305

.216

.153

.272

.235

.241

.302

.951

.874

.949

.12i .118

.258 .227

.238 .209
250 .246

.191 .176

.142 .125

.262 .236

.223 .199

.223 .202

.277 .247

.961 .936

.860 .514

.964 .945

.909 .843
.873

.122

.265

.237

.283

.201

.141

.260

.212

.127

.281

.954

.841

.961

.572
.901

.896

-771713-Witioles for 'mien N1550 constituirriTritw-='se set.
For the remaining 3 variables, all cases were within the 25-variable
Itemise set, but the 3 variabled were handled on opal:wise basis.
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TABLE 8.44. (Continued)

(18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28)

Ind.-of-year ratings by teachers Characteristics
of hoer and

parents!English Skills
J

Hach

4.

S.D.

Row

.202 .194 .243 .276 .272 .307 .311 .301 .004 .119 .174 18.719 5.719 1350 0-36 1

.323 .326 .368 .399 .414 .242 .237 .271 .158 .191 .215 19.064 5.605 1350 0-38 2

.360 .356 .435 .550 .541 .349 .349 .385 .091 .126 .150 23.882 8.349 1550 0-40 3

.393 .392 .464 .337 .55e .348 .346 .386 .134 .172 .200 42.946 12.255 1550 0 -/8

.300 .301 .369 .432 .427 .436 .443 .428 -.008 .080 .082 21.236 5.805 1550 0-34 5

.163 .190 .224 .300 .299 .424 .440 .404 -.068 .037 .068 14.645 4.872 135G 0-22 6

.281 .281 .329 .382 .387 .332 .387 .3C: .046 .113 .142 13.89, 4.213 1540 0-23 7

.246 .263 .308..382 .384 .457 .469 .430 -.017 .082 .113 28.743 8.043 1550 3-45

.286 .296 .355 .429 .428 .477 .488 .469 -.014 .086 .107 49.978 13.015 1350 0-79 9

.374 .379 .451 .343 .543 .458 .463 .474 .064 .142 .170 92.924 22.850 1350 -137 10

.405 .433 .421 .352 .377 .202 .197 .240 .304 .195 .254 16.506 5.696 1550 3-25 11

.343 .381 .376 .339 .355 .197 .191 .118 .257 .169 .238 3.490 1.174 1350 1-5 12

.4 .437 .423 .259 .374 .199 .144 .240 .308 .197 .232 13.016 4.628 1550 4-20 13

.398 .431 .412 .354 .364 .196 .190 .230 .30Z .188 .244 3.139 1.213 1350 1-5 14

.391 .422 .410 .348 .361 .188 .180 .232 .210 .204 .262 3.23A 1.216 1350 1-5 15

.387 .392 .379 .319 .333 .179 .183 .223 .282 .174 .213 3.390 1.201 1550 1-5 16

.397 .423 .414 .351 .371 .196 .189 .233 .282 .186 .243 3.231 1.214 1550 1-5 17

.886 .855 .741 .746 .506 .501 .371 .207 .164 .167 2.564 .961 1350 1-5 18

..0,80 .734 .766 .516 .507 .590 .217 .176 .201 2.537 .976 1330 1-5 19

.204 .810 .523 .522 .613 .220 .134 .184 2.437 .984 1350 1-5 20

.916 .578 .583 .643 . .172 .152 .176 2.346 1.049 1550 1-5 21

.562 .566 .634 .168 .144 .190 2.465 1.054 1550 1-5 22

.942 .799 .032 .062 .059 3.128 .919 1550 1-5 23

.829 420 .047 .052 3.080 .931 1550 1-5 24

.054 .077 .086 2.766 1.030 1550 1-5 13

.340 .392 .843 1.060 1347 0-4 26

.851 7.858 3.904 1332 0-14 27

14.931 5.224 741 3-29 28
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TAIL/ 1.4b. Correlations among Stanford Achiarement Test scores and other variables -- Cohort 8, L4-7.1,11. Greg* 3

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (1) (9) (10 (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (.') (18) (19)

Stamford Achievvempt Test-Primary 2.1fal3.'84 Stanford Achievemeat Ton - primary 3 - Spr. '8
-

1 SGLISEI MATE = 1S4LI1EI MATE IIM

1

3

5

6

7

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

2G

21

22

23

24

25

25

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Raven spm

SAT-Primary 2- Fall'84
English

Vocabulary
Idg.Conp.
English Total

Math
Concepts af No.
Computation
Applications
Comput.+Appllc.
Math Total

English 4 Math
Total

SAT -Primanr3 -Spr.'85
English

vocabulary

idg.Comp.
English Tata'

Math
Concepts of No.
Computation
Applicarions
Comput.4.App1ic.

Math Total
English 4. Math

Total

English SOPE
Total
C4eprehension

Speaking - Total
Fluency
Vocabular7
Pronunciation

%Ingmar
2nd -of -yr.ratings hy

teachers on Student
Evaluation Fon

English skill.,

Pronunciation
Oral communit.
vocabulary
Mech.of loading
Rdg.Comp.

Math
Concept of Mos.
Comput.(accur,)

Word problems

Parents' use of Eng.
Parents' education
(Composits 8)
Socioeconosic status

.11444. CO III LTION
.133 .452 .350 .386

.766 .380 .170 .463
.924 .523 .350 .516

.4.) .327 .374

.572 .709

.507

.422

.354

.493

.510

.732

.886
.849

.462

.387

.536

.556

.880

.830

.854

.968

.463

.613

.786

.834

.836

.703

.834

.880

.922

.186

.561

.440

.f61

.357

.138

.450

.327

.360

.500

.337

.471

.727

.730

.495

.351

.501

.489

.524

.687

.527

202 .346

.461

.322

.566

.708

.758

.505

.314

.550

.488

.527

.702

.776

.945

.482

.325

.495

.499

.677

.537

.595

.649

.703

.698

.390

.536

.548

.352

.131

.372

.315

.500

.628

.433

.618

.616

.564

.178

.434

.390

.597

.02

.338

.559

.551

.574

.493

.182

.615

.641

.612

.407

.642

.633

.689

.597

.415

.286

.513

.487

.598

.632

.562

.690

.702

.692

.318

.593

.563

.715

.909

.877

.479

.302

.544

.323

.662

.643

.609

.722

.748

.740

.361

.614

.595

.853

.889

.875

.975

.461

.460

.682

.693

.666

.564

.652

.697

.732

.808

.598

.840

.85:

.809

.746

.863

.895

.927

+The 34 variables for which 11434 constitute a "listwise" set.
tor the remaining 3 variablss. all casts were within tho
14-variablo listorise set, but tho 3 variables wore haadled on a
pairviae basis. ,

1

1
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MALI 3.4b. (Continued)

INE.MMir

(20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (26) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37)

Ens1ish $O ?
Ica-of-year ratinss by teachers

gns1ish $ki1. Math

1

/
Characteristics
of bona and

parents

.1.' .123 .137 .139 .118 .127 .132 .166 .153 .177 .252 .237 .303 .310 .297 -.052 .007 .028

.396 .329 .400 .384 .386 .359 .372 .388 .386 .398 .381 .397 .205 .217 .272 .260 .239 .271

.471 .419 .469 .451 .450 .414 .446 .411 .440 .461 .543 .547 .320 .318 .381 .114 .165 .201

.512 .446 .512 .492 .93 .455 .484 .465 .485 .506 .558 .568 .320 .324 .393 .195 .223 .262

312 .282 .309 .296 .289 .279 .289 .297 110 .312 .380 .401 .392 .409 .383 .002 .067 .081

.176 .175 .170 .155 .161 .154 .168 .176 .198 .226 .312 .321 .418 .441 .390 -.095 -.007 -.004

.388 .345 .386 .363 .365 .361 .362 .332 .344 .349 .394 .400 .360 .378 .387 .070 .114 .119

.317 .293 .312 .290 .295 .289 .298 .287 .307 .327 .404 .412 .450 .474 .447 -.021 .058 .063

.336 .338 .332 .312 .313 .305 .318 .310 .329 .343 .422 .435 .458 .482 .453 -.014 .065 .073

.461 .412 .459 .436 .437 .414 .436 .422 .444 .463 .540 .553 .453 .470 .484 .082 .148 .174

.376 .327 .376 .370 .354 .324 .365 .343 .367 .368 .361 .380 .213 .210 .239 .231 .198 .208

.431 .373 .432 .420 .410 .380 .414 .434 .452 .440 .555 .570 .364 .368 .432 .140 .138 .184

.465 .4412 .466 .454 .441 .407 .448 .454 .476 .498 .551 .569 .352 .354 .412 .19: .179 .216

.261 .230 .261 .259 .231 .238 .252 .285 .299 .310 .405 .400 .430 .452 .426 .016 .070 .100

.142 127 .141 .135 .131 .120 .146 .193 .214 .250 .330 .326 .469 .478 .423 -.049 -.019 -.028

.257 .250 .256 .246 .230 .237 .248 .337 .360 .189 .468 .480 .471 .461 .474 .006 .083 .086

.219 ..75 .218 .209 .:'9 .195 .216 .290 .316 .352 .441 .445 .526 .526 .500 -.026 .032 .029

.247 .219 :246 .238 .222 .221 .242 .308 .331 .362 .459 .460 .530 .537 .509 -.014 .046 .054

.377 .330 .377 .367 .350 .334 .366 .412 .437 .467 .555 .564 .5118 .514 .523 .082 .115 .138

.897 .993 .940 .938 .919 .934 .459 .456 .444 .431 .424 .195 .191 .278 .226 .216 .275

.839 .812 .791 .761 .787 .389 .396 .392 .393 .391 .187 .191 .256 .176 .165 .216

.942 .945 .930 .941 .461 .456 .442 .426 .418 .190 .185 .275 .232 .223 .281

.866 .829 .842 .447 .444 .427 .412 .404 .194 .195 .278 .229 .216 .270

%827 .859 .435 .442 .429 .410 .398 .185 .174 .262 .224 .205 .258

.838 .422 .401 .380 .375 .363 .152 .148 .230 .189 .200 .265

.430 .426 .426 .405 .406 .182 .178 .262 .228 .216 .266

.885 .857 .758 .739 .436 .422 .515 .209 .238 .256

.884 .784 .776 .483 .468 .553 .213 .262 .286

.803 .816 .513 .495 .582 3 .258 .290

.895 .550 .547 .628 .127 .137 .208

577 .567 .668 .124 .202 .223

.912 .816 -.058 .053 .047

.827 -.038 .052 .072

.017 .107 .130

.381 .418

.862

26.310 9.210 1434

15.597 4.815 1434

22.954 8.200 1434

38.551 11.308 1434

21.453 5.921 1434

28.210 6.904 1434

21.135 6.064 1434

49.344 11.264 1434
70.797 16.112 1434

109.348 24.239 1434

1 14.310
5.444 1434

28.540 10.472 1434
42.850 14.121 1434

19.363 6.237 1434
28.530 8.759 1434
19.045 7.618 1434
47.575 14.643 1434
66.958 19.596 1434

09.808 30.209 1434

17.974 4.513 1434

3.809 .978 1434

14.165 3.661 1434
3.482 .990 1434
3.531 .982 1434

3.656 .980 1434
3.496 .943 1434

0-60

0-35
0-40
0-75

0-34
0-38
0-36
0-74
0-108

0-183

0-38
0-60
0-98

0-34
0-42
0-38
0 -,0

0-114

0-212

5-25
1-5

4-20
1-5
1-5

1-5

1-5

3

5

6

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

2.501 .894 1434 1-5 27

2.478 .934 1434 1-3 28

..393 .931 1434 1-5 29

2.522 .958 1434 1-5 30

2.440 .976 1434 1-5 31

3.064 .915 1434 1-5 32

3.026 .968 1434 1-5 33

2.653 1.033 1434 1-5 34

.700 1.015 1264 0-4 95

7.412 3.568 1257 0-14 36

3.250_ 711 129 _37_

39!
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TABLE E.5. Correlations between rights scores and adjusted scores
on Stanford Achievement Test variables

Stanford SAT sAT SAT
Achievement Primar- 1 Primary 2 Primary 3
Test Spring 85 Fail '84 Spring '85

Cohort A Cohor: B Cohort B
Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 3
r N r N r N

English

Vocabulary .977 3837 .986 3746 .992 3931
Reading Comprehension .966 3853 .989 3835 .980 4002

Math

Concepts of Number .989 4916 .995 4118 .995 4377
Computation .988 4967 .993 4204 .993 4460
Applications .990 4684 .996 4118 0994 3997
Comput. + Applic. .992 4642

Total .994 4518 .997 4101 .996 3827

DrIZLOPICENT AssOCIalls. INO.
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We have applied thn correction-for-range formula to get an approximation

of the corresponding reliability for our LM -LEP sample. The formula is:

,2
r
BB

= 1 - 'A (1
rAA)

s
B

where r
BB

is the reliability of Form B and r is the reliabihty of
AA

Form A. It should be understood that in this situation the corrected values

are only approximations. Normally the correction-for-range formula gives

very accurate estimates, but it is normally applied when the population for

one of the two groups is just a narrower segment of the population

corresponding to the other group. Either the original population for which

the source reliability coefficient exists or the new population for which a

reliability coefficient is to be estimated by the correction-for-range

formula may be the narrower segment, since tLe formula works in either

direction. But when the new population is of an entirely different

character from the original one, e.g., LM-LEP rather than mostly native

English-speaking, it is not at all clear hcw well the correction formula

works. Therefore the reader is urged to regard the reliability estimates

for the LM-LEP population, which are shown in column 11 of Table E.6a and

E.6b, with considerable caution.

The corrected reliabilities discussed above (i.e., the estimates for the

LM-LEP sample) are for Rights scores, since that is what the original

reliabilities are for. It seems likely, however, in view of the fact that

the correlations between rights and adjusted scores are so high, that the

reliabilities of the adjusted scores will be very close to those of the

corresponding rights scores--possibly higher, certainly not much lower.

0172D

11111g1IMIII,
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TABLE E.6a. Correcting KR-20 reliability of SAT Rights scores (R scores) fur range

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (It)

SAT
level
and form

Test

No.of
awns

( n)

Data based on test publisher's
national ataaardiaation sample*

Data based on 1M-LEP students
in present study

UN-LEP

r
RR

(obtained by

correcting
for range)

Grade N I cr-
R

r **
IR

Grade N i
C V

-

Primary 1 Vocabulary 38 1.8 4608 24.6 6.4 .83 1.8 3837 19.31 6.42 .831
Form F Reading Comp. 40 1.8 4680 27.8 9.9 .94 1.8 3853 22.08 10.26 ***

Concepts of No. 34 1.8 4674 23.9 5.7 .84 1.8 4916 20.49 6.49 .877
Compur + Applic. 45 1.8 4668 31.0 8.4 .90 1.8 4642 27.84 8.81 .909
Math Total 79 1.8 4628 54.9 13.3 .93 1.8 4518 48.73 14.23 .919

Primary 2 Vocabulary 35 3.1 5890 24.8 5.8 .83 3.3 3746 16.72 5.93 .837
Form E Reading Comp. 40 3.1 5906 30.7 8.0 .92 3.3 3835 22.65 9.48 ***

Concepts of No. 34 3.1 5908 24.5 6.2 .86 3.3 4118 21.20 6.29 .864
Computation 38 3.1 5911 27.0 7.4 .50 3.3 4204 26.92 7.82 .910
Math Applic. 36 3.1 5893 25.2 6.2 .84 3.3 4118 21.30 6.46 .853
Math Total 108 3.1 5853 76.8 17.7 .95 3.3 4001 69.88 17.33 .948

Primary 3 Vocabulary 38 3.8 2729 23.1 7.0 .86 3.8 3931 15.48 6.28 .826
Form F Reading Comp. 60 3.8 2751 39.1 13.1 .95 3.8 4002 28.90 12.34 ***

Concepts of No. 34 3.8 2732 22.1 6.5 .87 3.8 4377 19.01 6.44 .868
Computation 42 3.8 2745 27.6 9.2 .92 3.8 4461i 76.95 9.46 .924
Math Applic. 38 3.8 2)42 24.2 8.5 .92 3.8 3997 18.97 8.24 .915
Math Total 114 3.8 2715 74.1 21.7 .96 3.8 3827 65.86 20.66 .956

*The data in columns 2-6 are from the Stanford Achievement Test Technical Data Report (Gardner et al., 1985).

**KR-20 reliability.

***Not obtained, bccause for a test of this sort KR-20 tends to give a spuriously high reliability coefficient.

401



TABLE E.6b. Correcting parallal forms reliability of SIT Rights @cora. (R scoras) for rang.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 0) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

LM-LEP

Data based on tut publisher's Data based on LM-LEP stu- r
RI

No.of

itams

equating-of-forms sampla* dant@ in present study (obtained by

correcting
RAT Tast

Level
Form E Form F col. 7 rill

(n ) i OT i 617 1E7** IRO** N
i for range)

Form Form 7 Form

Primary 1 Grads 2.1 7 Grads 1, Sprint F

I,

Vocabulary 38 27.8 5.9 26.8 5.5 .77 .763 3837 19.31 6.42 .826

Reading Comp. 40 32.3 8.0 32.8 6.5 .86 .864 3653 22.08 10.26 .90)

Concapts of No. 34 26.2 5.3 25.7 5.4 .77 .772 4916 20.49 6.49 .842

Comput + Applic. 45 33.1 7.2 32.6 7.7 .84 .845 4642 27.84 8.81 .882

Math Total 79 59.3 11.8 58.3 12.2 .88 .882 4518 48.73 14.23 .913

Form Form g Form

Primary 2 Grads 3.1 g Grads 3, Fall r
1

Vocabulary 35 23.8 5.9 23.7 5.9 .81 .810 3746 16.72 5.93 .812

Reading Comp. 40 30.1 7.9 30.6 7.7 .77 .773 3635 22.65 9.48 .842

Concapts of No. 34 24.3 6.0 24.4 6.1 .86 .659 4118 21.20 6.29 .872

Computation 38 27.0 7.4 27.2 7.0 .84 .844 4204 26.92 7.82 .860

Math Applic. 36 25.1 5.9 26.4 5.7 .79 .793 4118 21.30 6.46 .827

Math Total 108 76.5 17.0 78.1 16.5 .92 .921 4001 69.88 17.33 .924

Form Form 7 Form

Primary 3 Grads 4.1 F Grads 3, Spring F

Vocabulary 38 24.4 6.7 23.9 7.4 .80 .49 3931 15.48 6.28 .735

Raading Comp. :0 39.7 12.? 36.2 13.7 .81 .818 4002 26.90 12.34 .776

Concepts of No. 34 22.4 o.8 21.9 6.7 .86 .659 4377 19.01 6.44 .847

Computation 42 25.9 9.3 26.3 9.2 .85 .849 4460 26.95 9.0 .657

Math Applic. 38 24.4 8.6 24.3 8.8 .88 .681 3997 18.97 8.24 .864

Math Total 114 72.8 22.4 72.5 22.4 .93 .930 3827 65.66 20.66 .918

-------.

*Tha data in columns 2-6 ara from the Stanford Achlavament Test Tachnical Data Report (Gardner at al., 1985).
Information about tha grads. on which tha data ara based was provided by Psychological Corporation lin an
oral communication).

.

**Paranal forms rallability of Rights acoraa for unapacifiad for's. Corralation batwaan Forms E and F.

***Parallal forms rallability of indicated form, adjustad for differanca betwean Form E and Form 7 standard
daviationa (Angoff, 1953, Formula 6). This in thaory la mon precise than tha column 6 valua, although in
the prasent instanca moat of tha diffarances turn out to be nagligible, falling within tha rounding-error
range.

I
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APPENDIX F

TECHNICAL ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERS

Oscar Cardenas, ED.
Director

Bilingual Education Division
Texas Education Agency

Harold Chu, Ph.D.
Director

Center for Bilingual/

Multicultural Teacher Preparation
George Mason University

Thomas D. Cook, Ph.D.
Professor

Department of Psychology
Northwestern University

Esther J. Eisenhower, Ph.D.
Program Coordinator

Department of Instructional Services
Fairfax County Public Schools

Ruddie Irizarry, Ph.D.
San Francisco Foundation

San Francisco, CA
(deceased)

Robert L. Linn, Ph.D.
Professor

Department of Educational Psychology
University of Illinois - Champaign-Urbana

Andrew C. Porter, Ph.D.
Associate Dean for Program Development

Michigan State University

Peter Rossi, Ph.D.
Professor

Depattment of Sociology
University of Massachusetts-Amherst
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