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| SUMMARY OF THE-™LIT'S BE A¥IGOS" PROJECT EVALUATION

rooe

The Program"

By the end of the thlrd ooeratlonal veaxr, the three comoonents__»
of the B111ngual Drog am were serving 1, 813 students--937 in the Model A

- Bilingual School, 277 in the Model B Blllngual School programs, and 599

" in ARRIBA: programe. 'Of these students 1,005 were judged to be ‘Spanish-

speaking, 172 were Jjudged to be aoeakers of both Spanish and English,
and 527 were Judged to be speakers of English. (Data are lacking for
the remaining few students). The English-speaking pupils were virtually

. all participants in the Model A and Model B schools._ ARRIBA students °

were- nearly all Soaulsh—soeaklng

The Model A program operated in the Potter- Thomas School pre-

,klndergarten to thrd grade, with teams of Engllsh— and Spanlsh—speaklng

teachers working with the pupils. In the earlier‘*grade levels instruc-
tion was predomihantly in the mother tongue. As pupils matured, 1ncreased
contact with the second language was built 1nto the program.

Three schools——Mlller Ludlow and Bethune-—had flrst and ‘second

,grade classes which comprlsed the "Model B component. ‘The- course of study
-was similar to that in Model A but the staffing pattern was different.

English~ and Spanish- speaking teachers worked with classes of pupils
dominant in the teacher's mother tonque.: Itinerant second-language

_spec1allsts worked with the pup1ls in theix’ speclaltles——Enqllsh as a

Second Language ‘and Spanlsh as a Second Lenguage.

Elght schools-ntwo elementary, two jUnlor hlgh, and four senlor
hlgh schools—-comprlsed the. ARRIBA program. This served primarily Latino

" pupils who could benefit from, or wanted instruction 1n,-the1r mother

~t0ngue. At all levels courses were offered in Spanish as a First Lan-

. guage, English as a Second Language, Social $tudies in Spanish, and Science

in Spanish. ' The nontent of the courses varied with grade level and was
.(whetre possible) similar to the English- language.program studied in the
Philadelphia schools. At the elementary and junior high schools pupils
sexved by the program took all courses offered for tHelr grade levels.

At the high school level puplls could select courses from among those
offered by the program. In cae high, school,. Kensington, some commercial .
courses in Spanish were added to the ARRIBA ' comoonent during the’ 197] -1972
year. C : '

Program Costs -

Table /0.1 shows grant funds' expenditures_per pupil and for

each of the project components in the Let's Be Amigos project. Evaluation

.- and audit: .co5Sts were excluded since expendltures for these services would

"not be required if the nrogram were not funded under ESEA Title VII, The

direct expenditures at program sites were those expenditures which c0uld
be clearly assigned. “to various program components --mostly for: superv1sxon

. and ‘faculty- who. taught and implemented the materials which had been devel-

.ERv

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

oped for:the program.  The prorated costs are those project exoenses wh1ch
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TABLE 0.1

Expenditure of Grant Funds for Various Components of the
Program for Services to Children. (Excluding the
Costs of Evaluation and Audit)

Direct .- Prorated
Expenditures Costs of
at Program Centralized
Program - , Sites Activities Total*
Model A (937 pupils) o :
Total $163,861.43 $ 57,417.79 $221,279.22
Cost per pupil - 174.88 . 61.28 236.16
Model B (277 pupils) ‘ ) :
Total . . 39,830.30 16,974.10 56,804.40
Cost per pupil 143.7¢% 61.28 205.07
ARRIBA (599 pupils) .
Total B 172,841.95 - 36,705.72 209,547.67
Cost per pupil 288.55 61.28 349,83
Entire Program (1813 pupils)
Total 376,533.68 111,097.61 487,631.29
Cost per pupil 207.69 61.28 268,97

*Excluding evaluation and audit costs.

could not easily bé¢ assigned to specific components. They included text
purchases, curriculum-development activities, project management, and
public relations activities. The variation in per~pupil cost among the
threé components is due primarily to the variation in proportion of
teaching staff which was paid out of School District operating funds.

The 1970-1971 Evaluation reported that the overall cost from
‘Title VII funds was $353.37 per pupil. This cost included about: $13.00
per pupil for evaluation making the net cost per pupil about $340. During
the 1971-1972 year, the operational cost from Title VII (exclusive of
evaluation) was $269. This is a reduction of 21%. This cost reduction
was brought. about by vertical expansion of the Model A and Model B programs,
and increase in the number of pupils served in the ARRIBA component,
expansion which was paid for grimarilz_with School District operating funds.
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Summaxy of This Report

Major Findings

The major findings of the “welve studies which constitute the
1971-1972 evaluation report show that the program was operating within
the guidelines proposed for it, and, vith some exceptions, achieving its
major aims. '

Process Evaluation Studies

Study 1 showed that groups made up of students from different
grade levels in the Model A program were established to accomodate pupils
entering in the second grades without prioxr bilingual experience. It also:
reported that the Model B component, at the three schools in which it
was operational, was in closer conformity to the guidelines than it had
been in past years. The ARRIBA program expanded, with increased service
at the high school level as the major change: teaching staff and pupil
participants increased at the high school level, and one school dewveloped
" a selection of Spanish~language commercial subjects.

" Study 2 reported that principals, teachers, and parents were
supportive of the program. Eighty percent of parents asked that their
children be continued in the project. Principals' and teachers' concerns
centered on supervision and the availability of curriculum materials.

Study 3 examined curriculum development and curriculum distri-
bution in the ARRIBA component. Findings were that progress in curriculum
preparation was continuing to be made. Suggestions for improving the
distribution of materials were gathered.: ] .

Study 4 followed up ARRIBA elementary students who were trans-
ferred to regular English-~language classes. Results showed that older
Spanish-speaking pupils need several years of bilingual education before
they.are ready to participate fully in regular English-language classes.

Product Evaluation Studies

Study 5, log of Pupil Performance in Models A and B, showed
that pupils in the lower grades (prekindergarten, kindergarten, first
grade) tended to meet project objectives by midyear. This suggests that
these objectives could be upgraded to include more complex skills than
they do now. In the upper grade levels pupils at midyear did not attain
objectives, and there was little growth from midyear to year end. This
suggests that teachers did not emphasize unmastered skills specified in
the objectives during the latter half of the year. In Model B, there was
generally more midyear-to-year-end growth than in Model A, suggesting
that the problem may lie in Model A component management.

Study 6, examining prekindergarten pupils’ mastery of reading
and number-readiness skills, suggested that there was a pool of pupils
with an adequate mastery of skills for an all-day kindergarten similar
in size to the group in the program this year. The study also showed
that reading-~readiness skill items were mastered by more pupils than



were number-readiness skill items.

Study 7 examined pupil performance on the Philadelphia Readiness
Test. During the first vear of operation, results were very good, with
both groups exceeding the criteria of the proaram and Latino pupils tested
in Spanish scoring hicher than pupils in anv other school. 1In the second
operational year, Latino pupil performance had fallen below the objective-
specified base lines. 1In 1971-1972 punil verformance on the Philadelphia
Readiness Test rose close to the very high levels observed during the first
operational year of the program.

Study 8 reported pupils' performance on standardized tests. The
performance of second-grade Anglo pupils in the program was superior at a
statistically significant level to that of a base=-line group of similar
pupils on three of the four subtests of the Stanford Primary Battery II
that were administered--Paragraph Meaning, Spelling,- and Word Study
Skills. Performances of Anglo pupils on the Word Meaning subtest were

- examined separately, for each of the Model School components. It was
fQund'that gains on the test were greater in Model A than in Model B.
The gains in Model B over the base line were less than one menth of grade-
equlvalent score.

Thlrd—grade Model A Anglos were examlned on the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills. Comparison with the base line showed a statistically significant
improvement in the Vocabulary subtest, marginally significant gains in
Arithmetic and Language Skills, and a gain, not statistically significant
in Reading. The composite score showed an overall advance of 2.5 months
of grade-equivalent score.

Examination of second-and thlId ~grade Latinos on the Spanish reading
test Test De Destrezas Bisicas En Lectura, showed strong, statlstlcally
significant gains over preprogram base lines--13 percentile points in the second
grade, and 17 percentile points in the third grade. Models A and B were about
equally effective in teaching the reading skills. In the third grade, there
was a trend (not statistically significant by the method of analv51s used)
for pupils who were in the bilingual program longer to earn higher scores than
newly admitted pupils in the same grade level.

Testing of third-grade Latino pupils, most of whom had received
English reading instruction for about one year, showed that they read English
at about the level of English-speaking pupils in a national sample at the
end of first grade.

Study 9 discusses performance on criterion-referent reading tests
of first-grade pupils in their first language, second-grade Latinos in their
second language (English), and third-grade Ariglos in their second language
(Spanish) . Results showed that at most levels of the program fewer pupils
could call words at leve]s specified in the objectives than had been anticipated
‘'in the proposal.

Study 10 examined Model A and B second- and third-grade pupil
performance on project-developed criterion-referent arithmetic tests. Results
showed that pupil performance was similiar to that expected, with substantial
numbers of pupils performing highér vhan project planners had anticipated in
writing the objectives. There were also a few pupils who were below minimum
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levels of performance specified by the project planners.

Study 11 examined performance of junior nigh school ARRIBA pupils
on standardized tests--the Inter-American Reading-Test in Spanish and the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills in:'English. Seventh- and eighth-grade
pupil performance on the Inter-American test showed significant gains over
performance of similar pupils enrolled in the same grade levels prior to the
initiation of the ARRIBA component in the schools.

Administration of various levels of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
showed that rone of the levels in the battery is likely to be a suitable tool
for evaluating emerging English skills of pupil participants.

Study 12 replicated the finding of the 1970-1971 report that the high
school level of the ARRIBA program is effective in reducing the number of high
school dropouts. This study also attempted to replicate the 1970-1971 finding
that attendance of program participants at the upper elementary grade levels
was improved significantly by participation in the ARRIBA program. Results
showed that there was a trend for attendance to Lke improved, but it was not
large enough to be statistically significant.

Evaluation reports of the two previous years showed that grades
and behavior ratings earned in the ARRIBA rrogram were significantly above
those of pupils before. the program. This result was not chosen for replication
in 1971-1972 because of the high probability that the outcome would remain
the same.

Previous years' evaluations in the Model Schools have shown that
Model A pupils master writing at the levels anticipated by project staff and
that teachers rate pupils' classroom behavior in the normal ranges, but that
teachers of each ethnic group report more "adaptive" classroom behavior in
their rooms from pupils who share the language dominance of the teacher. The
first year's evaluation alsoc showed. that pupils in the Bilingual Program had
greater mastery of their first and second languages than had control pupils.

Diseussion and Conclusions

- Overall, this evaluation suggested that all three components of the
program are conceptually sound. The major area needihg attention appears to
be program management, especially coordination of materials development,
instruction, and supervision with one another and with project goals.

The relative merits of Model A and Model B did not emerge clearlv.
Rather, pupil performance varied in different areas and skills, with the
" variation as much attributable to difference in teachers and supervision as to
the properties of the program itself.

The evolution of the evaluation of the program from predominantly -
criterion-referent, formative approaches to increasinglyv summative approaches
shows that, although the program has not met all the exXpectations of the persons
who wrote its proposals, it has improved performances beyond those of base,
line groups in most critical areas. '

ERIC ' ]
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STUDY 1. GENERAL PFROCESES EVALUATION OF THE THIRD YEAR OF
PRCGRAM

3

HE RILINGUAL

During the first two years of the Let's Be Amicgos Program,
process evaluation consisted of examining, on a one-by-one basis, the
successes of program management in implementing the enabling objectives
and supportive procedures specified in the proposals of the project.
Conclusions reached were that the program was operated in a manner con-
sistent with the objectives specified in the proposals, with a few excep-
tions: changes were deliberately made in the materials used for instruc-
tion in second-grade classes; there were problems in implementing Model
B programs; and curriculum development was slower than anticipated,
especially in the ARRIRA program, preventing implementation of some planned
evaluation.

A number of changes have been made in the approsch to process
evaluation in 1971~1972. Some areas, such as curriculum development and
use of new curricular materials in the ARRIBA program, have been handled

‘in separate studies because of their critical importence, as have questions

of importance to project management that were never written as process
objectives or management goals.

Other areas, not warranting special data-collection procedures
and analyses, are discussed in this study. Rather than focusing on each
enabling objective and supportive procedure, this third year's report
focuses 'on the areas where discrepancies-—either improvements over
the original plans or instances whexre improvements were needed--existed.

_ It should be noted that most monitoring data, results of the
curriculum-development process, and detailed information regarding the
population served were presented in the 1972-1973 Continuation Proposal.

Procedures
Program

Model A. The Model A program continued to operate at the Potter-

"Thomas School site, where it encompassed prekindergarten throuch third-

grade classes, the last of these being new during the third operational

year. -

The Model A program plan was to team~teach, with Anglo teachers
and Latino teachers (nearly all of whom had at least a working knowledge
of both languages) teaching pairs of classes. Pupils in each pair of
classes met in linguistically mixed or homogeneous groups, with most

. instruction in homogeneous, mother-tongue groups in the earlier grades,
~and greater amounts of second-language contact in homogeneous and

ethnically mixed groups in the later grades.

During the typical school day, pupils moved between teachers
in the team, assuring that each child had some experiences in his mother



tongue and his second Ténruacc, and : @ ethnically homogeneous and ethni=
cally diverse groups. The curriculur specified materials to belused,
global pupil-performance coals *o be obtained, aqd‘mlcroobjec,lves describ~-
ing tasks that pupils should have been able to perform.

As the wnupils progressed through the crades, their contact with
the second languace was: to increase from ter percent of the school day
at the beginning of the prekindergarten, kindercarten, and first grade.
The prekindergarten and regular kindergarter levels of the proaram met
for a half-day of school; the remaindsr were full day programs.

- Beginning in second operaticnal year, a special, all-day kinder-
garten program was develored, ir which pupils began reading preprimer -
materials in their mother "“ongue. This plan was maintaired in 1971-1972,
and alumni of the 1970-1971 all-day kindergarten were enrolled in a
special, enriched first~grade curriculum.

Model B. This program sought to bring a bilingual school experience
to smaller groups of English- and Spanish-speaking pupils within a school
which was not reorganized as a bilingual program. At each site, at least
two classes in one grade level~--one class consisting of Spanish~dominant
children and one consisting of English-dominant children--participated in
the program. (lasses received second-lanquage instruction (English as a
Second Language or Spanish as a Second Landguage) from itinerant speciali-
in those subject areas. The classroom teachers had to be native speakers
of the language in which they instructed the students. BAnaglo teachers of
Anglo children did not need to be bilindgual; Latino teachers of Latin»
children needed to have some use of English; and teachers of both F- ‘1ish
and Spanish as second languades needed to be bilingual. The two ¢ sses
were supposed to conduct joint activities where possible.

The instructional objectives of the Model B program were identical
with those of the Model A program.

ARRIBA. The ARRIBA program continued during the third operational year
to offer grade-level-appropriate instruction using the Spanish language,
in Science, Mathematics, Social Studies, and Spanish as a First Language.
English as a Second Language also was prov1ded for students at all 51tes,
as in prev1ous years.

Pupils in grades three to twelve were served, with the actual
instructional format articulated to meet the demands of each instructional
-level. 1In the elementary school the program was orerated in self-contained

classrooms. In the junior hlgn school, where pupils move from class to
class for each subject, students- were in Bilingual Program classes’ for
part of the day and received instruction with Anglo classmates for the
remainder. In the senior high school students had individual rosters,
permitting the selection of courses from among those offered by the ARRIEA

components.
.
Evaluation
This report is based on three sources: (a) monitoring data
Q : - ) 2
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gathered by procram sunervisors: (b) follow-up of :hesze data throuch dis-
cussions with the rroiect director; and (c) information mathered informally
during numerouvs visits *o schools by the evailuation staff. Uhere data

have been gathered tc answer svecific proiect-develooment problems, they
have been vrepared as separate studies.

-Results and Discussion

Model A. During 1371-1972, this prouram served 937 children in grades
from prekindergarten to three. As was remorted in the Continuation Pro-
pvosal for 1972-1973, monitorinc and classroom observation showed that the
teaching procedures used in the procram were consistent with the methods

-and processes described in the enabling objectives and supportive proce-

dures described in the pvrovosal. There were, however, important modifi-
cations in the Model A program procedures which did not fit neatly into
the objective framework. :

The first of these was an accommodation within the program to
meet the needs of pupils in the second and third grades transferred to
the Potter-Thomas School without prior Bilingual Profram experience. In
the past, such children would have been assigned to a nonprogram class at
the pupils' grade level at the school site. As the number of transfer
pupils grew, it became clear that this could not be continued. As a
result, a mixed~grade pool of pupils was formed in a large room accommo-
dating four classes and a smaller adjacent room, to be taught by three
Latino and two Anglo teachers. The classes taught by these five teachers
were three third-grade classes, one second-grade class, and cne mixed
second-/third-grade class. Like the instructional pattern in the early
grades and the other second grades, pupils were divided into linguisti-

‘cally homogeneous groups and moved among the teachers. But, in contrast

to that pattern, children were grouped, not on the basis of their grade
level, but on the teachers' judgments of pupil competence in the various

.curricular areas. This permitted the accommodation of pupils with varying

amounts of experience in Spanish (whether ‘as a first language or a second
language) in groups of pupils with similar levels of skill. All of the
competency-based instructional groups covered a similar range of materials
so that it remained possible to evaluate the pupils according to their
grade level as stipulated in the objectives and microobjectives. As a
result, major revisions of the program objectives were not required by

the changed organization of instructional groups.

The second area in which change occurred was the teaching of
reading. During the second operational year, reading instruction of

.Anglo puplls was diffuse, with phonics-based instructional materials

introduced in some Anglo classes and the project-staff-selected Bank
Street text introduced in others. During the 1971-1972 school year, a
uniform procedure was reinstated for reading instruction in the Anglo
group. Except for the all-day-kindergarten, where the Chandler Pre-
primer reading series was used, the main reading text was the Bank Street
series, wWith the Lippincott readers used as a supplement. The use of
Lippinco%t as a supplement had not been specified by the program; however,
the Bank Street series provided reading material for use only to the end
of the third grade. Because a decision had been made to use Lippincott
readers in *the fourth grade in 1972-1973, when the procram would reach
that grade level, the use of Lippincott as a supplement assured a smooth
transition from one reading series to the other.

RIC
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, The third area of rmodifircaticn of Model A processes was staff
development. The procram nronosals specified that staff development would
consist of prograrms and discussions with a variety of experts in the
bilingual field, Hispano-American culture, and the curricular areas rele-
vant to the Bilingual Program. During the course of the 1971-1972 school
year only one svch speaker was presented, and that at a workshop for school
system people includincg those not a part of the Bilincual Program. Accord-
ing to supervisors, staff development during the year consisted primarily
of meetings held to address specific problems: curriculum development
and planning; coordination of team roles; development activities; and
problems observed during the monitoring process. These meetlngs were
held in alternate weeks throughout the school year. In addition, super-
visors reported that separate Bilingual Progran staff-development time
was provided during most faculty meetings. The program SUpervisors were
responsible for rlannirg and chairing these supervisory meetings.

Model B. During 1971-1972, the Model B component served 277 child-
ren in grades oné and two. Although similar to the plan described in the
original 1970-1971 Continuation Proposal, it still encompassed a variety
of teaching strategies and structures designed to permit the fitting of
bilingual education into exlstlng school structures.

At the McKinley site, it was impossible for prOJect staff to
come to agreement with the principal regarding the nature of bilingual
education. The staff felt that Spanish, when it was the pupils' mother
tongue, should be used ior most of the instructional day in the early
phases of the program; the principal felt that English and Enaglish as a
Second Language ought to predominate. In October it was decided by mutual
agreement of the principal and projsct staff to withdraw the program from
that school.

At other sites, the structure of the program was modified to

vaccommodate local needs and resource limitations. At Bethune School, one

team consisting of a first-grade Anglo class ana a first-grade Latino
class was operated. Each was taught in all swubject areas other than
Second Language by a teacher who wis a native speaker of the pupils'’
mother tongue. A Second Language specialist taught the Latino group
English 25 a Second Language and the Anglo group Spanish as a Second
Languace. (During the remainder of the day, the specialist taught ESL
to other children at the school.) Latine and Anglo classes reportedly
held joint activities for half-hour se: sions twice a week, but no record
of observation of these activities appeared in the monitoring reports.

At Miller School, one class ccnsisting of Latinos, mixed first

- and second graders, was operated. This was a self-contained class taught

Q

by a Latino teachexr. An FSL specialist assigred to the school worked with
the teachexr providing English instruction for half the school day. This
ESL specialist often worked by drawing out small groups of children with
similar levels of skills,

At Ludlow the Model B program operated in four classes, Anglo
and Latino first-grade groups and Anglo and Latino second-grade groups.

RIC
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Each class was taught by a native speaker of the purils' mother tongue.

A Second Language specialist provided instruction in ESL and SSL for

these classes. According to supervisors, the Anclo and I."tino croups held
joint activities "once in a while, not regularly." Examination of the
monitoring forms shows that no joint activities were observed.

In the course of data gathering for other parts of this report,
it was noted that the Anglo-Latino distinction does not apply consistently
to the Ludlow class grcups. Elsewhere in the Model School programs, the
children were assigned t¢ language aroups on the basis of their lan-
guage. Thus, pupils who grew up in households where Spanish was the main
language were designated as Spanish-speakinc (Spanish-surnamed children
whose parents consistently used Enclish in the home were, of course,
treated as Anglos for mest instructional purposes.)

In the Ludlow Model B preodram, however, it was found that the
so-called Anglo groups contained children who came from Soanish-speaking
families but knew enough English to get by in classes where English was
used. This pattern is likely- to have made Model B "Anglos" appear
better in Spanish and poorer in English than a true Anglo group.

It should also be noted that at those schools where Anglo groups
were operational, the instruction of these groups in English was not
under direct project control. Rather, the English-landuage teacher pro-
vided instruction (in all areas but SSL) which was consistent with practices
elsewhere in the school, but not with those of the Bilingual Program.

In addition to modifications in the organizational structure
of the classes, the Model B program began serving as an experimental
center for the tryout of new materials produced by the Miami Curriculum
Development Center. As tryout centers, first-grade classes used materials
in five areas: Language Arts (Spanish as a First Language), Spanish as
a Second Language, Fine Arts, Social Studies, and Science/Math. First
copies of these materials appear to have .a substantial overlap with stated
objectives and mixed objectives of the Bilingual Program. Therefore, no
revisions in the objectives were made. Hard data describing teacher
reactions to the materials and some assessments of student performance
were collected by the Miami Curriculum Development Center. Results were
to be, but have not yet been, shared with the project evaluator. Informal
discussion with teachers and supervisors suggested that they felt the
materials were satisfactory but too brief to constitute the major course
of study in the areas written into them. Instead, they have been used in
the main as a supplement to teacher-planned activities.

Staff development in the Model B program was similar to that
of Mcdel A, in that it focused on. problems at each school site, discovered

in the supervision process or brought to the supervisors by the teachers.:

ARRIBA. The major change in this program was an expansion of the

_services provided to high school students. During the first operational

year, ARRIBA served pupils in two elementary schools (Ludlow and Waring),
two junior high schools (Stoddart-Fleisher and Penn Treaty), and two
senior high schools (Edison and Kensington). In the second operational
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year two senior hich schools, William Penn and Reniamir Franklin, were
added to the prooram, with one palr of teachers sharine time between the
schools.

During 1971-1972, the teaching force at these two high schools
was expanded, so that each now has two bilingual faculty members. This
school year also saw the beginning of development of a program of secre-
tarial studies at Xensington High School. The courses offered were
Clerical Practice and Typing. These classes were conducted in Spanish
and aimed at producing skills in Spanish. (The students could also,
elect courses teaching these skills in English). According to the
supervisor of the program, the typing course was conducted entirely in
Spanish but the Clerical Practice course of study included use of a
text in the Endlish language. '

At one senior high school (Penn), there was a disagreement with
the principal regarding the amount of English contact studants had. A
compromise was worked out in which students who had good facility in the
English language were encouraged to take more subjects in that language.

- Staff development for the ARRIBA program was more formal than
it had been in past years. According to information provided by the
program supervisor, staff meetings were held on alternate weeks. Checks
with the Curriculum Development Coordinator's office showed that they
were held less often. According to the Coordinator's record there were
only five during the year, (in October, November, December, January, and
April). Major activities during these staff meetings followed two themes: ¥
(a) development of awareness of the problems of Puerto Ricans and other
Spanish-speaking in the mainland schools, and (b) exploration of curri-
culum coordination skills. .According to information provided by program
supervisors, films were shown, materials were examined, and discussion
groups were held. Videotapes of teachexrs in their classrooms were made
and discussed in order to upgrade teaching skills. Dr. Krogh, project
coordinator for curriculum development, coordinated most of these meet-
ings.

Other Program Processes. A workshop in Puerto Rican History and
Culture was held jocintly with the Social Studies Department of the School
District (Dr. French, Director) in May, 1972, in which high school teachers
from all across the city participated. The program included an overview
of the history of Puerto Rico, presented by Dr. Carrion, Professor of
History at the University of Puerto Rico and former Undersecretary of
State for Latin American Affairs.  The program was sponsored by the B'nai
Brith Anti-Defamation League, with whom prcject staff are developing high -
school social studies materials about Puerto Ricans. About 40 teachers
attended this conference.

A Summer Teacher-Training Institute was held in 1971 to train
Spanish-speaking persons as teachers, and provide them with emergency
certificates. Twenty teachers, all native speakers of Spanish or from

Spanish-speaking families! were enrolled and completed the proaram. All

Q
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but two taught in the Philadelphia schools during the 1971-1¢72 school
year.

Conclusions

This study suggests that the major modifications in the Bilin-

‘gual Program have come about larcgely in response to chances in the environ-
. ment in which the program operates. Those of Model A were due to shifts

in the population of pupils being served, those of Model B were due to
the need to fit the program into existing school structures, and those of
ARRIBA were in response to student interest in commercial subjects and

an increased demand for the program. Changes in these respects are to

be anticipated as parts of the evolution of the program.

Admittedly, the program management has to focus on some complex
problers which affect fundamental program processes. However, those
problems were explored separately from this process evaluation and can
be found in Studies 2 and 3.
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Study 2. PERCEPTIONS OF PRINC TEACHERS, AND PARENTZ? REGARDING
L B

PROGRAM

During the first year of the Let's Be Amicos p+voject's overation,
principals were surveyed in order to assess their evaluations of program
components operating in their schools. In the second operational vear,
surveys of parents and oupils served by the project were added to the survey
of the principals.

For the third operational year, it was felt that two of the survevs
should be replicated. The pnrincipal's survey needed replication hecause it
assessed current status of the project. The parents' survey was replicated
because the previous survey was not anonymous, i.e., parents were asked to
indicate the name of their child in the program and questionnaires were

-returned to classroom teachers. It was felt that these features might bias-

results in favor of the program.

Overall results last year were generally complimentary to the
program: most principals were satisfied with program operatlon, the only con-
sistent problem being in the area- ‘of supervision of teachers; nearly all
parent and most pupil reactions.indicated a high degree of satisfaction.
The principals' reports that thef¥e were problems in supervision suggested that
teachers be polled in order to f£ind out the kinds of supervision they were
receiving. A questionnaire was then added for teachers to indicate- their own
feelings about supervision. -The teacher questionnaire also provided opportunity

for the project administration to gather data about curriculum materials being

used and curriculum materials that teachers wanted but did not have.

Procedures -

Principals’ Sﬁrvey

This survey was a replication of the data-gathering process used
during the second year of operation.

Instrument. The principals' questionnaire appeared on page 219 of-
the Second Year Evaluation Report (Offenberg, 1972): It asked principals to
give their overall impressions of the program and asked for specific information
about pupil, parent, and teacher reactions to the program, about supervision,
and aboput the performance of teachers in the program. The instrument provided
opportunity for the responding principal to quallfy or comment on the ratings
he gave.

Method. A copy of the instrument was mailed in March to principals
in whose school a program component was operational. Telephone follow-up
assured that each principal returned a questionnaire. All were mailed to the
project evaluator. The cover lettér assured that individual respondents would
not be identified in any reports or to other project persénnel.

Q -



Subjects. All princivals whose schools were served by the project
were included in the study.

Analysis. The principal's ratings were tabulated and percentages
' computed. Responses to opern-ended questions were tabulated.

Teachers' Survey

_ Instrument. The teachers' guestionnaire, shown in Appendix 2.1, had
two parts} The first part was designed to survey the materials teachers were
using and the materials that teachers wished to have. This part of the
guestionnaire required that the teacher be identified. The second part of
the questionnaire, which was designed to assess the strengths and weakness
in the supervision process, was anonymous.

Method. All teachers who attended a staff meeting in February, 1972,
were given copies of the questionnaire to complete. Teachers who were not in
attendance were mailed questionnaires. The guestionnaires were accompanied by
envelopes which the respondents could use to return separately the signed and
the anonymous questionnaire sections.

Subjects. All teachers working in any of the three instructional
components of the program were surveyed.

{j . Analysis. Results were tabulated and percentages computed where

L appropriate.

Parents' .Survey ’ -

o ;

. This~survey.wés a modification of one conducted in 1970-1971, the
second year “of prggram'operation. The content of the survey was similar to
that of the previaus survey, but the data-collection procedure was modified
to increase the anonymity of “the respondents.

.o Instruments. The questionnaire was prepared in two versions--one

.Engiish,fdne Spanish. They are shown in Appendix 2.2. The items in both are
nearly identical, the variations beiny permitted to assure that both versions.
included idiomatic statements in their respective languages. The questionnaire
was designed to tap in a very simple way the parents' perceptions of the program,
whether they had contact with the project through parent activities. The
modification in the questionnaire was a revision of two items which not only
asked parents to indicate their knowledge of the program aims, but also permitted
them to indicate their satisfaction with their children's progress toward

those aims. ' ’ '

Method. Each teacher in the program was supplied with enough
questionnaires, cover letters, and stamped return envelopes for his pupils.
During the third week of March, follow-up showed that all teachers had distrib-
uted the materials to their classes and provided appropriate instructions:
parents were to complete the questionnaire, using the language of their pre-
ference, and mail it to the program-evaluation staff. The cover letter and the

teachers both made it clear that parents and pupils were not to identify them~
selves.
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Subjects. Teachers were asked to see that all pupils who were
in attendance during the two or three days following the distribution of
the guestionnaires received them, however, they were not asked to keep a
specific record. It was not therefore not possible to know exactly how many
pupils received questionnaires. The percentage of gquestionnaires returned,

-based on the number of pupils on roll in the program, was comnuted and

appears in the Results section of this report.

Analysis. Results were tabulated by program and school level
(elementary, junior high, senior high school). Numbers and percentages of
each of the responses to the questions were tabulated, as was the percentage of
the pupil population for whom guertionnaires were returned.

Results .

Principals' Survey

'All 11 principals of schools with bilingual programs funded through
Title VII .responded to the questionnaire.

The first question on this instrument asked principals to indicate
their overall level of satisfaction with the bilingual program components
operating in their schools. Two principals reported they were "very satisfied,"
eight stated that they were "somewhat satisfied," and one stated that he was
"somewhat dissatisfied."” No one was '"very dissatisfied." Of the two principals
who were "very satisfied," one, the principal of an ARRIBA junior high school,
said that there was need for more -interaction of program teachers with non-
Spanish-speaking children. Five of the eight "somewhat satisfied" principals
commented. -Two {one of a Model B school and one of an ARRIBA program school)
felt that more supervision was needed from the central staff. Two others (one
of a Model B school and one of an ARRIBA school) felt that the program for

English-speaking pupils needed improvement. Another principal felt a need for

more emphasis on speaking and reading English (ARRIBA). The one principal
who was "somewhat dissatisfied" focused on curriculum materials. He felt that
there were inadequate materials in social studies, Spanish as a First Language,
and mathematics. He also said that English-as-a-Second-Language materials,
while good, were in insufficient quantities {ARRIBA).
i

- Question 2 asked principals about expanding the program in their
schools. Seven of the 11 respondents wanted expansion, three felt the program
in their school should be kept the same size, and one felt the scope of the
program should be reduced. No one indicated that the program should be stopped
in their school. Three of the principals requesting expansion of the program
commented on their answers. Two cited the increasing size of the Spanish-
speaking population in their schools (Model B and ARRIBA). .One also noted
that an on-site supervisor was desirable (ARRIBA). One principal indicated that
addition of another bilingual teacher to his staff in order to provide smaller
classes for "intensive assistance in.language development" would be disirable
(ARRIBA). The principal who wished to have the program reduced stated that he
felt the classes for English-speaking pupils should be dropped, but the program
for Spanish-speaking should be expanded (Model B).

-
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Question 3 asked orincipals who wished to have the program expanded
whether more teachers with the background and the training of the summer
institutes would be good additions to the staffs (see appendix 2.3 for infor-
mation about summer institute). All seven principals desiring expansion answered
affirmatively. The principal who asked that the program be reduced through the
dropping of the English language component of Model B also indicated he would
like additional institute-trained Spanish-speaking personnel. Two principals
commented on their answers (other than to indicate how many teachers would
be required). One stated that he wished the teachers had better fluency in
English, and one said that he wished the teachers were more qriented to the
local school system, classroom management, instructional techniques, school
organization, and curriculum-development procedures. .

Question 4 asked principals to rate the supervision received by
teachers at the schools. One high school principal failed to answer the
guestion, stating that the terminology needed clarification. One principal
thought it was excellent (Model A); four (three ARRIBA and one Model B) thought
it was good; and five thought it was fair (three schools having ARRIBA components
and one school with both ARRIBA and Model B). None felt that it was poor.

Four principals, all rating the supervision as "fair," wrote comments. Two
felt that the amount of supervision was insufficient, one principal asking for
concentrated blocks of time rather than "the hello-and-goodbye technique"
(Model B); the other pointed to the ‘great need for -assistance of most of his
teachers (ARRIBA). One principal (ARRIBA) said that supervision needed to be
more structured and content oriented. One principal (ARRIBA) indicated that
his school needed an on-site supervisor recognized by students as part of the
regular school administration.

_ Question 5 asked principals to suggest areas where the summer
institute's training of teachers could be improved. Two principals omitted
this question. Of the remainder, six made suggestions. Two emphasized
bilingualis$m, Stating that the training ought to produce a greater commitment
to all children and provide equal emphasis for English and Spanish. Develop-
‘ment of activities and materials for students, teaching of reading, involvement
of principals as participants and group teachers, and managing classrooms were
emphasized by the other principals.

Question 6 asked principals to indicate whether there was increased
understanding of the program goals this year (as compared to last vear) by
narents, students, and-factlty. Seven of the nine principals who responded
about parent understanding indicated that there had been gains. Nine of eleven
respondents felt there had been gains in students' understanding. Ten of eleven
respondents felt there had been gains on the part of faculty.

E

One principal (ARRIBA) commented that there had been an increase in
the number of parents coming to the school. Another (ARRIBA) who indicated
that there had been gains for all groups felt that more dissemination of
information was still possible. A third principal felt that goals of the pro-
gram should be distributed at the beginning of the year, and that the evaluative
program should be designed in relationship to these goals. A fourth principal
who felt that there were no gains for any groups wrote, "Some of the teachers
have no idea of the goals and objectives of the program. Also, they are unsure
of the timetable for the introduction of Spanish and English."

Q
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Question 7 asked principals =0 note other factors about the program
which they wished to bring to the evaluator's attention. Three principals
asked for greater articulation with the school staff and/or administration.

One principal felt that a teacher at his school was anxious to put the-Bilingual
Program into an autonomous department which was contrary to school .philosophv.
One principal indicated that there was a need for a diversity of curriculum
"materials. The last principal indicated that the teachers were cooperative,
mature, and dependable, but they needed appropriate textbooks.

The last section of the principals' questionnaire called for ratings
of staff. The results overall showed that principals' views of teacher per-
formance were favorable. As can be seen in Table 2.1, 91% of the ratings were
excellent or good. The three-areas where principals saw the most teachers
as being fair or poor were relations with fellow teachers, preparation and
organization of class materials, and class'contrbl. Even in those categories,

the number of teachers rated fair or poor never exceeded 14% of the teaching
staff.

Table 2.1 Summary of Principals' Rating of Teacher Performance, All
' Teachers.!.Groups and Components Combined.

Item : ‘ Excellent =Good Fair - ; Poor
T, ] N % N % N % N %

1. Rapport Withrstudents in .
his/her class. 36 58 | 22 35 1 2 3 5

2. Relationship with . ‘ ; ' ‘ |

admin%§trative personnel. 34 55 26 42 1 1 2 1 2
3. Knowigﬁge of the subject ' :
taught.. . .} 26 41 (36 56 | 1 2 1 2
. i
“ 4. Ability to relate to E l i
fellow teachers. 24 3 31 48 | 8 12 i1 2 .
; - 2L = L1 <
s | |
“ 5. Preparation.and ... ¢ ]
\ organization ofteaching ‘ !
materials ‘and lessons. 30 47 127 42 6 9 P12
. ' ; ‘ . : | '
6. Class control. o 28 45 26 42 ‘ 4 6 ‘ 4 b6
Total (N - 378) 178 47 1168 44 (21 & i1 3
i i I
s
& 12
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Teachers' Survey

Part I of the teachers' questionnaire (which -focused on supervision)
was returned by 53 of the 63 teachers in the program (87%). The questionnaire
asked teachers to provide information on their backgrounds and job roles as
well as their perceptions of the supervisory process. Results are shown in
Tables 2.2 through 2.4. Results for the first two questions (Table 2.2 and
2.3) were tlassified by thesethnic background of teachers. Among Spanish-
speaking teachers, a substantlal number of whom were teaching in the program
for the first time during 1971-1972, responses were further divided into

teachers who were new, and teachers who had at least one year's prior experience.
- N

Results overall were similar for all three groups. Roughly half
of the respondents reported that supervisors helped them with materials.
About a quarter of the teachers stated that they received help in other school-
related areas, especially teaching methods. Spanish-speaking teachers reported
receiving this kind of help more than twice as often as English-speaking
teachers. Slightly less than one quarter of the teachers responded that help
was given providing information or orientation-abou; the school or the program.

Attention must also be drawn to the 15% of the respondents (21% of
them in the "New Spanish-speaking" category) who felt that little or no help
had been received from supervisors. This result suggested that at least
some teachers, especially inexperienced ones, may need additional attention
from the supervisory staff.

The kinds of help desired, appearing in Table 2.3, parallel, to
some extent, the kinds of help that the teachers reported the supervisors
gave. The first four categories all focus on the distribution and use -of
teaching materials, with a general request for information about thei: appearing
on 23% of the returned questionnaires (and on 47% of those of the new Spanish-
speaking teachers). More specific curriculum-material requests appeared on
from 2% to 9% of the remaining questionnaires. (The percentages cannot be
added because some teachers appeared in more than one of the four categories).
Other types of help discussed appeéred relatively infrequently. They are
shown on the remainder of the table. The last line of the table is a count
of the number of teachers who wrote "None" or left the item blank, presumab ly
indicating that there were no kinds of help they wanted but were not receiving.
As can be seen, roughly one-third of the teachers (36%) were in this category,
but the.three respondént groups varied markedly: only half as many new spanish-—
speaklng teachers left the item blank as had English-speaking and experienced
Spanish-speaking teachers.

. S

Only a small number (15) of the teachers used the last open-ended
item to bring salient facts to the attention of the project administration.
Their comments, organized by program component in Table 2.4, speak for themselves.

The secohd part of the teachers' survey asked teachers for the materials
they had been using and the materials they wanted. This was designed primarily
for project. management, and was reported to the project director in March,

1972. The results’ were summarized in the 1972-1973 Continuation Proposal for
the project. Since the survey, other materials were distributed and used by
tie project staff. As a result, the following count has been updated to
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Table 2.2 Teachers' Responses to the Item, "List the ways the super-
visors in the program have been helpful to vyou," as a function
of teacher ethnic group and experience in the program.

Teachers Responding

Type of Help Eng.-Speak. Tenr.l Span.-5peak. Tchr. 2 Total
Received New & Experienced New & Experienced '
- - —--f o (9=18) b (v=ly) o wsl9y o oy (W=S53)

N i { N 2T N % ; N %

1. Provided or helped
with books, materials,
etc. 6~' 40 10 53 |10 53 26 49

2. Provided personal
or teaching methods
in school related
area. 2 13 6 31 6 31 | 4 26

3. Provided orientation :
and information. 3 20 3,16 6 31 12 22

4. Provided information
about school rules,

discipline. : .0 9 2 11 1 5 3 ]
5. Miscellaneous help

provided. 1 7 1 5 1 S5 3 ]
6 . "NQne ’ n" 1] i}l no way’ "

or critical of help _ ) '

received. 2 13 2 11 4 21 - 8 15
7. No rasponse to 2 13 4 21 1 5 7 13

question.

las only two responding English speaking teachers were without prior
experience in the program, results for all English-speaking teachers are
combined. All English-speaking teachers are part of Model A or B components.

’New teachers worked in the program during the year 1971-1972 for the
first time. Virtually all new teachers had no prior experience in the
Philadelphia schools. ' '
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Table 2.3 Teachers' Responses to the Item, "List tne kinds of help you
would like to receive from the supervisor of the program."

Teachers Responding

Type of English-Speaking Spanish-Sveaking {  Total

Help | New g Experienced New & Experienced i

Desired ; (N=15) I {N=19) {(N=19) . N=53

N % N % N % { N %
i ' i

Information about
materials. P 7 2 11 9 47 12 23
What material is
available. 4 26 3 16 0 0 7 13
How to use materials. 2 13 3 16 {0 o0 5 9
Follow-up on requisition :
for materials. 1 7 0 0O {0 0 1 2
Provide copies of objectives'
early in the year. 3 20 5 26 0 0 8 15
Improve supervision, »
criticism; more follow-up. o . 0 2 11 3 16 5 9
Revise curricudum. 0 0 1 5 2 11 3 .6
Develop second-language
instruction 3 20 0 0 1. 5 4 8
Improve staff
development. 1 7 2 11 1 5 4 8
Help with community !
activities. 0 0 1 5 1 5 2 4
Miscellaneous. L3 o P2 11 |6 32 11 20
None or no response. .7 47 ‘ 8 42 4 21 19 © 36
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Table 2

.4 Responses to the Questionraire Item, "Use the space below to

0r1nq to the attention of the project staff aﬁytnlnq else you
wish.

Model A

Model B

ARRIBA

Would like opportunity to offer some ideas about the program and how
I think we can improve it in some ways.

would like permission to observe classes locally andé outside of
Philadelphia.

would like to secure buses and tickets for student tripé to events,
museums, etc. '

Would like special help for some students in classroom.
There are too many surveys, and not enough solutions to problems.

Would like more curriculum materials relevant to Puerto Ricans on
the mainland, not just material about Puerto Rico's,culture.

Would like workbooks and.gxercises for.books now in, use (in the junior
high school level).

Would like more uniformity of materials in similar courses at various
sites in the program (at the high school level) .

Coordinate rostering (at the junior high school level) to benefit
pupils who need only half of their classes in Bilingual Program.

Make appropriate classrooms for specialties (science, .etc.) available
to bilinguallteachers at ‘the high‘school level.

Hold discussion groups of teachers throughout the program who teach
the same subject areas.

Develop a special student center, with 1nformatlon on Puerto Rico,
a library, etc. :

Arrange demonstration classes with publishers to find out about new
materials (like the workshop last spring for science kits).

Tﬁird- and fourth-grade ARRIBA teachers would like to have .an established
curriculum for their grade level, and would work without pay to develop
it. :

s
6

. Would like closer contact (of projecr staff) with teachers.
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include not only the information appearing on the questionnaires, but also
information gathered in visiting classrooms.

The latest findings (May, 1972) show that 43 materials were
completed and readied for distribution; of these, sixteen (39%) were
actually in use. As a result of these findings, a separate assessment of
curriculum distribution in the ARRIBA component was prepared. It appears
as part of Study 3.

Parents' Survey

As of May, 1972, there were 1,813 students served by the bilingual
program. It was estimated that when the parent questionnaires were sent
out in March, there were about 1,700 pupils being served by the program. Of
these, 538 (about 32%) returned gquestionnaires to the evaluation staff. As
shown in Table 2,5, the amount of return varied by grade level with the lowest
rate of returns from the high schools (14%). Among those parents who indicated
the school and grade (permitting program identification) were approximately
29% of the Model A parents, 36% of the Model B parents, and 20% of the ARRIBA
parents.

Table 2.5, also shows language-usage patterns. Results from Models
A and B showed that, although about équal numbers of English- and Spanish-
speaking pupils were enrolled in the components, Spanish-speaking prrents
were more likely to respond than were the English-speaking. ‘As anticipated,
v1rtually all ARRIBA program parents reported that tney were Spanish-speaking
- . . .0F blllngual.

Questions 4 through B8 on the table assessed parent perceptions of
the program in terms of their having basic information and their having favor-
able or unfavorable reactions to its operation. Results were very uniform
for all the components of the project. Most parents responding (89% program
wide) were aware that English was being taught in the program, and most (93%)
were aware that Spanish was being studied in the program. Of those respondents
who were aware of the use of each language, over 90% felt that their children
were making satisfactory progress in the languages, and reported that they
liked their children to study two languages and wished to have them continue
to do so.

" Questions 9 through 11 asked parents whether they had had contact
with project teachers or other project personnel. Results showed that about
half the responding parents in each component had contact with their child's
English-speaking teacher, Spanish-speaking teacher, and/or the project staff o
through a meeting at the school, ¥

Table 2.6 shows the responses of Model A and B parents who are
English-speaking {who said they speak to their child only in English on
Question 1) ~r Spanish-speaking (who reported that they speak to their child
in Spanisi and English). Spanish-speaking parents were more likely to respond
than were English-speaking parents. The 160 Spanish-speaking Model A respondents

ERIC
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were about 32% of the group; the 101 English-speaking Model A parents were
about 24% of the group; the 74 Spanish-speaking Model B parents were 50%
of the Model B group, the 17 English-speaking parents who responded were
about 15% of those involved in that program.

. Results for the parents who responded to- the questionnaires in the
two ethnic groups were guite similar in their liking of program. Over 90%
liked their child to be learning two languages, and most (at least 80%) of
each responding group wanted ~ their children to continue doing so. There

.were some interesting differences in other areas betweer the twd ethnic

groups. While the great majority of Model A and Model B Latino parents were
aware of the study of both English and Spanish in school, a surprising number
of Anglo parents seemed confused. Seventeen percent of the responding English-
speaking parents of Model A, and 20% of the (admittedly small} group of
English-speaking parents of Model B, seemed to think their children were EQE
studying English. In addition, 13% of the Anglo parents of Model A seemed
unaware that their children were studying Spanish. A second interesting point
is the relationship between the ethnic group of parents and the ethnic group
of the teachers tha%t parents have visited. While a majority of both Spanish-
speaking and English-speaking parents reported visiting their child's English-
speaking teacher, the English speaking parents said they visited the English-
speaking teacher twice as often as they visited the Spanish-speaking teacher.
There were no clear-cut differences between the groups regarding the freguency

"with which Spanish- and English-speaking parents visited the school for other

meetings.

In addition to the choice-response items, parents wege invited to
make comments regarding the effectiveness of the program. Programwide comments
are shown in Table 2.7. As can be seen, the Latino parents made comments
twice as often as Anglo parents., Overall, the comments were highly complimentary
to the program, with the number with expressions of agreement with the program
exceeding all other categories combined. t should be noted, however, that
among those Anglos who commented, about one in ten expressed disagreement with
the program procedures or goals, but among Latino parents less than one in 50
expressed such disagreement.

Discussion

The outcomes of this assessment of principals’, teachers', and parents’
views of the program largely confirm the findings of last year's studies, that
there is general satisfaction with the program, but room for improvement.

School personnel, especially principals, continue to feel that improvement
is needed in supervision and in areas tied to courses of study (statement of
program objectives and materials distribution).

The number ©of returns on the parent guestionnaire was approximately

that predicted by the School District's Office of Adminsitrative and Survey

Research for a mail questicnnaire without any follow-up (the method used in
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Table 2.7 Parents' Responses to the Item, "Please write any suggestions
you have for the bilingual program."

Percentage of Responses
Anglo ‘ ‘Latino
Response ' .
(N=118) (N=420)
Express agreement with or
praise of program. ' 21% 51%
Express disagreement with
program. 3% 1%
Suggest minor improvements
in the program (e.g., more
homework, more conversational
Spanish, etc). 5% 11%
Request more bilingual )
personnel, administrators, etc. 0% _ 3%.
Miscellaneous reactions. 4% 1%
No response. ' 67% ' 34%
Total : 100% 100%

the study). The relatively low rate of return of questionnaires from the
high school level was also predicted by them because high school students
are less likely than younger pupils to take the guestionnaires home. This
does not necessarily indicate limited parenf interest.

The rate of return of questionnaires and the generally favorable
reactions to the program recorded on them suggest that most parents are
pleased with theilr children's experience with the project and do not (even.
with the great effort made to collect anonymous data) bring up critical
points. )

The results of questions about language usage in the home shows
that the program components did, in fact, reach their target groups.
Model A and B reached children of both Spanish and English speaking
households, the ARRIBA program reached children c¢f Spanish-speaking house-~
holds.
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The marked difference in the frequency with which Anglo and
Latino parents reported having visited the teachers of the two ethnic
backgrounds suggests that, while Spanish-speaking parents feel that both

 Spanish and English are important, the Anglo parents may either (a) feel
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very uncomfortable with the Spanish teachers or (b) feel that their child's
study of Spanish is less important than hls'study of English. The relatively
low return rate of questionnaires from the Angloc parents probably indicates
that the second of these alternatives is the correct one. >

The rather surprising fact that some parents, espeéiallv Anglos
in Model A, think their child is not studying English, suggests that the
effort to do the important job of communicating the goals of the program
to parents might need improvement in the coming vear. ’

Results of the survey of teachers showing that the project-developed
curriculum materials were being used only partically is also cause for con-
cern. Discussion with the project director when this finding became available
has led to some follow-up (see Studv 3) which will be useful in remediating
the situation next vear.

[N
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Appendix 2.1 Instrument Used To Survey
The Bilingual Program Teachers
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELRHIA
Teacners Survey
Title VII Bilingual Program
Let's Be Amigos
PART I

Date : . ' : .

l. Check the program in which you are teaching:
EJ Elementary School Model A (Potter Thomas)
O Flementary School Model B (Miller, Ludlow, Bethune) lst and 2nd grade
] Elementary Schooil ARRIBA (Ludlow, Waring) 3, 4, 5 and 6 grade o
- Junior High School ARRIBA (Stoddart, Penn Treaty) -

4 0 senior High School, ARRIBA (Edison, Kensington, Franklin, Penn)

, 2. .Check the one which applies to your teaching assignment.
i . ] 1 teach primarily in Spanish.
> [ I teach primarily in English.

sCd I teach both in English and Spanish.

3. Check the one which applies to you.
[ My mother tongue is English.
(O My mother tongue is Spanish.

4. Check here[lJif this is your first year teaching in the bilingual programs.

5. Please list the ways in which supervisors of the program have been helpful
to you.

6. Please list the additional kinds of help you woula llke to receive from the
Supervisors of the ‘program

{

)

7. Use the space below to bring to the attention of the project staff anything
else you wish.

28




PART

Teacher Name

School

1. In column A list each subject
you teach.

N

{1

Grade .z2) Taugaz

In column B write down the
materials, text-books, etc,
which you are using, or plan
to use for each subject you
wrote in column A. Put the
texts on the line beside the
subject for which it is used.
If you do not use any materials
in a subject, write "None".

B

2. List by title and author any instructional materials which would be useful to

you but which you do not now have.

3. Are there any special projects in which you or your pupils are involved?

‘Please list themn.

Prepared by the Office of Research
and Bvaluation '
January, 1972
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Appendix 2.2 Questionnaire Sent To Parents of
Bilingual Program Participants
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THE SCKOOL DiSTRICT OF FHILADELPHIA
) * : BOARL OP EDUCATION

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

PARKWAY AT TWENTY-FIRST STRERT
PHILADILPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19103

MATTHEW W. COSTANZO BLEANOR L. SANDSTROM
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLI DIRECTOR OF PORRIGN LAMCUAGES
1."EZRA STAPLES 448-3334, 3335

ASSOCIATR SUPRRINTANDANT
INITRUCTIONAL STRYICES

March 3, 1972

Dear parents: ,

We would appreciate your filling out the enclosed
questionnaire concerning the Bilingual Program in which
your child is enrolled.

You can ‘mail the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope
to Mr. Robert Offenberg, Office of Research and Evaluation.
You do rot have to use a stamp nor do you have to sign YOU'
name or your child's name.

This questionnaire should be mailed not leter than
April 3.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

AV

e
Qﬁa‘%/’ |
ELEANOR L. SANDSTROM

- Director of
Foreign Languages Office

ELS:rg

Encl.
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THE SCHDOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA
BCALRD OF EDUCATION
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

PARKWAY AT TWENTY-FIRST STREET
PRIZADELPHIA, PENNSYLYANIA 19103

i - MATTHEW W, COSTANZO -

FLEANOR L. SANDSTROM
S : SUPERINTENDENY OF ACHOOLS

DIRRCTOR OF PONRIGN LANGUAGRS

1. EZRA STAPLES : ' o7 448-3334, 3335

ASSOCIATE SUPERRINTENDENT
INSTRUCTIONAL $8RVICES

1 de marzo de 1972

Estimados pgdres:

Se les agradecerf tengan la bondad de llenar el cuestionario
que acompaﬁa e 8sta, en relacibén cin el Frograma Bilingle en que
su hijo esté matriculado en la escuela. Puede enviarlo por co.reoc
usando el sobre que se le incluye dirigido al Sr. Robert Offenbery
"de la Oficina de Investigacién y Evaluacién. No necesita ponerle
sello. Tampoco tiene que firmarlo ni escribir el nombre de su hijo.

El cuestionario debe enviarse antes del dfa 3 de abril.

Muchas gracias por su cooperacidn y por su atencidn.

S).ncera.mem;;r29

- ' /Directora
‘ Progrema Bilingle

ELS:

“Enecl.

32




TEZ SCHOOL JiSTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA

Office of Foreign Languages
Cifice of Research and Evaluaticn
LET'S BE AMIGOS

PARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE ~ BILINGUAL PROGRAMS

chool

lass

At home, I speak to my child:
| always in Spanish.
(Check One) - _____§ometimes in Spanish, sometimes in Englisﬁ.
always in English.
At home, my child speaks to me:
always in épanish.
sometimes ip Spanish, sometimes in Enélish.
always in English. |
~ At home, Ex_ggilg_speéks to others in the family:
always in Spanish.
sometimes in Spanish, sometimes in English.
always in English.
Is your child studying English in Ecﬁool?

NO

YES. If’E::L are you satisfied with the
progress he is making in BEnglish?

NO
YES
Is your child studying Spanish in school?
NO
YES. £ {ES, are you satisfied with tne
pcogress ne iz making in aﬂan*sﬁ

NO
YES

33



the SUHUOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA
Office of Foreign Languages
0ffice of Research and Evaluation

CUESTIONARIO PARA LOS PADRES SOBRE EL PROGRAMA BILINGUE

Escuela

Clase

1. En el hogar, yo hablo a mi hijo{a}:
siempre en espafiol.

(Marque una) . algunas veces en espafiol, algunas
veces en inglés.

siempre en inglés.
2. En el hogar, mi hijo me habla:
siempre en espafol.

algunas veces en espaﬁol, algunas
veces en inglés. .

siempre en inglés.
3. En el hogar, mi hijo les habla a otros miembros de la familia:
s iempre en espaﬁol.

a\gunas veces en espaﬁol algunas
veces en. inglés.
siempre en inglés.
y, LAprendg su hijo ing]é; en la escuela? |
No.

ST. Si usted ha marcado STl lestd usted
satisfecho con el progreso que hace
su htjo en lngles?

No.
st.

i

5. lAprende su hijo espafiol en la escuela?

ST. Si usted ha marcado. lest8 usted
satisfechc con ei progreso que hace
st hijo en espafiol?

NO.
34 ST,




Does ybur cnild like learning Spanish and English ir school?

o
»

NO

YES

7. Do you like your child to be learning Spanish and Engiish?

NO

YES

8. Do you want your child to study two languages next year? (Spanish and English)

NO

YES

9. Have you visited your child's Spanish-speaking teacher this year?

NO

YES

' 10. Have you visited your child's English~speaking teacher this year?

NO

YES

11. Have you ever attended a meeting about your child's scheool program?

NO

YES

..2. Please write any suggestions you have for the bilingual progranm.

35




67_ iie gusta a su hijo aprender éspaﬁo} e ingiés en la escuela? -
| NO .
ST.
7. IDesea usted que su hijo aprenda espafiol e -inglés?
No.
ST.
8. (lDesea usted‘que su hijo estudie Bos lenguas el afio que viene?
No.
ST.
9. (lHa visitado usted al maestro hispaho de su hijo este afo?
No.
ST.
10. (¢Ha visitado usted los otros maestros de su hijo este aﬁp?
No.
ST,
11. lHa asistido usted a alguna reunidn del programa de ia escuela de su hijo?
No. |
ST.

12. Tenga la bondad de escribir cua\quser sugerencia o recomendacién que usted
tenga soore el programa b:Tnngue

36
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Appendix 2.3 . Outcome of
1971 Bilingual Training Institute

Appendix 2.3 Outcomes of 1971 Bilingual Training Institute

During the summer of 1971 a training institute was held to prepare
Spanish-speaking residents of the Philadelphia community to teach in the
public schools. Thirty participants enrolled in the institute, two of whom
failed to complete the program. Of the 28 who finished, 18 went on to teach
in the Bilingual Program (one of whom resigned at midyear) and 10 taught in
other city schools which required Spanish-speaking teachers.

The summer institute was funded by the Title V of the Educational
Professional Development Act. Personnel who completed the program earned
12 college credits and were awarded emergency certification by the State of
Pennsylvania, and accepted a commitment to continue their studies on a part-
time basis. ‘
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STUDY 3. CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT, DISTRIBRUTION, AND TRYOUT IN THE
ARRIBA PROGRAM

‘One of the most critical needs of the. project has been currlculum
matcrlals for older Spanish-speaking pupils, puwils in the upper elemen-
tary, junior high, and senior high school levels of the ARRIBA component.

Objective 1.5 stated that programs for these levels would be
reviewed and where necessary new materials would be developed. The
continuation proposal for the third overational year stated that developed
materials would be tried out and a study of pupil performance on them
would be conducted.

Durina the school year it was necessary to modify these goals
because distribution of materials was inconsistent and often done too late
for the planned systematic tryout. The need for this study became most
evident at midyear, when it was found that only a small portion of the
curriculum materials which had been prepared were actually in use.

The evaluation staff and the project director then agreed to a
a three-pronged evaluation in the curriculum area in order to gather data
which would provide a clear assessment of the then current state of affairs
and mitigate implementation problems:

1. A study of the teacher's view of the curriculum-distributiqn
process was made in order to facilitate a systematic assessment of pupil
pexformance next year.

2. Examination of newly developed curricular materials was
undertaken to assess their quality.

3. A study ci teachers' reactions to completed curriculum mater-
ials was undertaken to assess (a) the elements which went into teacher
decisions whether to try a curriculum set or not, and (b) the teachers'
views of ways the materials which hed been tried could be improved.

Procedures

Program

Teams of two to four teachers who understand, read, write, and
speak both Spanish and Engligh fluently work undexr the direction of the
curriculum coordinator. They adapt {(into Spanish) curriculum materials
in use throughout the school sysﬁem’or prepare new instructional materials
for the program when needed. During the summer months teachers work on
a full-tire basis. During the school year, the curriculum coordinator

~supervises both the curriculum-development activities of teachers who

prepare curriculum materials on a part-time basis and teach classes and
the activivies of the full-time curriculum development staff.

In addition to teacher-writers, the services of two media special-
ists and an illustrator have been used in the development process.

As materials are developed, they are to be made available to
the teachers through the supervisor of the ARRIBA component, who is respon-
sible for locating need for materials and planning a way of seeing uxat

“they are delivered to the schools.
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Evaluation

Each of the three problems explored in this paper requ1red a
different evaluation approach.

Assessment of Teachers' Views of the Curriculum Development and Distri-
bution Process. :

This part of the study was conducted through the use of struc-
tured interviews. Teachers were visited at their schools by a bilingual
member of the research staff. The teachers were asked to cite their im-
pressions and problems in obtaining and using curricular materials deve-
loped for the program. Wwhen each teacher's commenting was completed,
she was asked tha specific questions shown on the interview format in
Appendix 3.1, if she had not already provided an answer to them. After
the interview, a summary of each teacher's comments was recorded on the
interview sheet. It was orginally planned that a cross section of all
ARRIBA teachers would bé interviewed, but time pressures and highly con-
sistent initial findings resulted in cutting this down to 12 teachers
at six schools.

Curriculum-Development Coordinator's Review of New Materials

During the second year of operation, a curriculum-development
checklist was prepared for assessing the degree to which developed materials
met the curriculum coordinator's criteria for successful units. The
current study applied the same methods to materials completed in the
1971-1972 fiscal year: the coordinator of curriculum development prepared
a brief description of each set of materials prepared for the ARRIBA program,
then rated them on each of the items on the curriculum development check-
list.

Abstracts of the descriptions of the materials and the results
of the checklist ratings were included in this part of the study.

Teacher's Evaluation of Materials Distributed.

The last part of the study was a second set of structured inter-
views. They were conducted in March and April of 1972, and were designed
to assess (a) what went into a teacher's decisioh whether to use a set of
materials, and (b) once a set of materials was tried, how successful the
materials were in the classroom. The procedure was like that used to
assess teacher views of curriculum development.: A bilingual interviewer
visited each teacher.  He invited tie teacher to discuss the materials
freely, and then if the teacher had not commented on them, he asked about
specific points of the structured i:iterview format. Two different inter-
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view structures were used. The one shown in Appendix 3.2 was used for
all but one set of materials. The interview format shown in Appendix

3.3 was used for evaluating junior high school "Engiish as a Second
Language" materials. A digest of the teachers' remarks was prepared from
both interviews.

Results and Discussion

Teacher Views of Curriculum Development and Distribution Processes

It was orginally planned that a sample of two or three teachers

.would be interviewed at cach site in. the ARRIBA prograrm in order to
determine the amount of knowledge teachers had about the curriculum's
development and to uncover ways in which the distribution process could
be improved for the coming year. The information gathered in the first
interviews of 12 teachers who taught at six schools in the ARRIBA compo-
nent suggested that further interviewing would not produce new insights.
As a result, the attempt to interview each teacher was discontinued.and
only four more teachers were seen to obtain data about specific curricu-
lum materials that had been developed. These teachers were asked about
curriculum development and distribution in an abbreviated interview.

The first questions about curriculum development and distribution
(Items 3 and 4 on the interview format shown in Appendix 3.1) were designed
to ascertain the actual ways in which teachers were obtaining curriculum
materials. Teachers were asked how they obtained the curriculum materials
that they were using. Responses to these questions showed that teachers
in the ARRIBA program did not have a clear idea of whare curriculum mat-
erials originate and how they can get materials most efficiently.

Nine of the 16 teachers interviewed were not aware of the exis-
tence and function of either the Curriculum Materials Center (at 219 North
Broad Street) or the Media Center at the Potter-Thomas School. Three
teachers clearly knew the function of these centers and the curriculum=-
development coordinator, and four knew the curriculum-development coordi-
nator; however, six teachers thought that the major responsibility of
the coordinator was the supervision of teachers.

Five of the 16 teachers reported that they requested materials
from theixr superviseor but never received them. Five said they did not
make any request, because they did not know what was available. Four
teachers made requests and got the materials that they needed. The other
two teachers apparently received all materials without initiating any
requests. Six of the teachers said that they were to call the project
director if they needed any materials. Only a third of the teachers
making requests for materials asked their supervisor, the person who was
the official channel for requests to obtain materials.

The interviews with teachers also suggested that materials
distribution occurred too late in the school year. Regardless of whether
.materials were obtained through reguest initiated by the teachers or
provided by the projeét staff without prior request, nine of the 16
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teachers felt that materials were not delivered in time for their use to
best advantage (most being delivered in November). Twelve teachers re-
ported that too few copies of at least some materials were received for
their needs.

Item 5 asked tcachers how curriculum-materials distribution
could be improved next vear. Item & asked how the teaching of the
materials could he organized so that a fair assessment of pupil perfor-
mance in the appropriate areas could be made., (Responses to these two
questions have been integrated hera.) All interviewed teachers stated
that thev would like to have a list of all curriculum materials avail-
able, and directions for obtaining them, before the school year began.
When questiohed about how the books should be distributed, all respon-
dents stated that they felt that the project staff should deliver mat-
erials to the schools because other non-project teachers are not required
to go to curriculum centers or depots to obtain the materials. Some
also said (incorrectly) that the curriculum centers were open.only
during the hours when school is in session.

Three-fourths of the respondents felt that before the school
year began, a meeting should be held at which teachers could have contact
with the coordinator of the curriculum center and subject specialists
from outside the program.

When teachers were asked specifically about how the teaching
~ could be organized to permit a test of pupil mastery of the content of
nroject~developed curriculum units, the interviewer noted that teachers
became more serious. Fourteen of the 16 teachers felt that a complete
course outline and a primary text should be provided for each subject
during the school year. These outlines should provide an indication of
the testing schedule and the content of each examination. The remaining
two teachers stated that they needed to know at least the content and
date of the examinations. Teachers mentioned department heads, the
central project administrative staff, and guidelines used in Puerto
Rican schools as possible resources for developing these outlines.

When asked for any additional comments, all 12 teachers who
were involved in the complete interview commented that there was, in
their opinion, a need for improving contact and feedback with the central
project administration and also a need for someone whose job was to
physically distribute books and materials.

These data suggest that instruction in the ARRIBA component is
loosely organized because the teachers, who do the instructing, were not
clear about {(a) the goals of the courses of study that they were teaching
in each subject, (b) materials that they were to use, (c) the way to get
materials, and (d) what to expect in terms of pupil performance.

It is not clear, at this point, how this situation developed.
However, discussion with supervisors and the curriculum coordinator suggest
that their roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined. It also
appears that no one has a clear-cut responsibility and there is no '
definite procedure for the physical delivery of materials once they are
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requested. The data suggest that during the summer of 1972, courses of
study should ke delineated and a be*ter materials-distribution system
- should be developed.

Curriculum Coordinator's Review of Newly Developed Materials

Information provided by the coordinator of curriculum development
showed that there were seven new sets of curricular materials completed
by the project staff for the ARRIBA component. Two of these, Reference
List of Materials for Teaching English as a Second Language (for use at
all grade levels) and Brief Chronology of Puerto Rican History (for use
in the junior high schools) were designed for use of teachers, not pupils.
They were excluded from formal evaluation because there wexe no stated
criteria against which to evaluate them. The coordinator of curriculum
development reviewed the remaining five against criteria developed during
the second year of program operation. Of these five, three were new sets
of Spanlsh language science materlals for the junior nigh schools: Astro-
nomia (two booklets) , Bloloqla (one booklet),. and Las Maguinas' Simples
(six hhooklets). English for Puerto Rican Studentq, a major revision of
the "Inglish as a Second Language" materials developed last year was
also completed for use in high school classes in English as a Second
Language. The last set of materials was a revision of the Muckley
"Spanish as a First Language” units developed last year. They are now
multimedia packets, partly tape-recorded, with accompanying teachers' guides.
The titles of the five units are Recien Llegado, Paseando En Puerto
Rico, Gigantes Borincanos, Una Carta, and Un Compromiso rormal.

Table 3.1 shows the summary of the ratings made for the coorcina-
tor c¢f curriculum development on the criteria established last year foxr
curriculum-unit evaluation. As shown in the table, all five sets of
materials were rated appropriate for the intended grade levels and student
backurounds, had sufficient variety of activities, and made provision
for pupils with different learning rates. Where it was relevant, the
materials were found approrriate for students' previous knowledge in the
subject area and were sequentially organized. As was the case last vear,
elements of curriculum design intended to enhance project accountability
and uniformity of teaching procedures were likely ¢o be the weak points
in the products: four of the five lacked clear objectives and clear
statements of intended pupil-performance outcomes, and two sets of
materials lacked indication of pupil-evaluation procedures. Three of
the same materials lacked a teacher guide; four did not indicate how
necessary equipment could be obtained; and two did not include specifica-
tions of or ways to obtain, necessary aids oi materials.

Taken together, these resilts suggest that, in the curriculum
coordinator's view, the conceptualization of the curriculum materials for
the ARRIBA component has been good, but the mechanisms for testing them
and using them efficiently in the ciassroom are still not highly developed
as they should be.
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Table 3.1 Summary of supervisor's ratings, on project-developed criteria,
of materials completed this year for five curricular units.*

Number of Units Rated.
Criterion Yes No Not Applicable

1. Appropriate for intended 5 0] 0
grade levels.

2. Appropriate for students'

5 0 0
cultural background,
interest level, and
experiential field.
3. BAppropriate for students’ 2 0 3
previous knowledge in the
subject matter or field.
4. Specific objectives 1 4 0
clearly stated.
5. Seguential organization - 4 0 : 1
and structure.
6. Observable performance 1 4 0
outcomes stated. N
7. Reasonable variety of 5 0] ~ 0
learning activities.
8. Evaluation procedures - 3 .2 ' 0
included. '
9. Provision for individual 5. 0 , 0
rate of learning included.
10. Teacher guide includinq 2 3 0
suggested classroom pro-
cedures.
11. Availability of equipment. 1 4 0]
12. BAids, materials needed 1 2 2

to teach unit specified,
and where obtainable.

* .

It should be noted that these materials were distributed systema-
tically. Evaluation of them by teachers was undertaken. These teacher
reactions appear in the next section of this paper.
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Teacher Evaluation of Secondary—gevél Curriculum Units Distributed in
1971-1972. o

Regardless of how "good" a set of curriculum materials is from
the point of view of pupil performance, it is necessary that curricular
materials meet the test of teacher acceptance . before they can be regarded
as successful. To this end, interviews were corducted with teachers who
tested packages of materials which became available for general distri-~
bution this year. Durinz the 1971-1972 school vear, six sets of Spanish-
language materiale in th¢ areas of Spanish as a First Language, social
studies, and science became available for trial. In addition, a vear
long oral-aural language course for beginning ESL pupils was completed
and tried. After the teachers had an opportunity to begin to use these
materials (March, 1972) the interviews were conducted, and the following.
condensations of the teachers' reactions were made.

Spanish as a First Language (Muckley) multi-media packets
{Recién Llegado, Paseando en Puerto Rico, Gigantes Borincanas, Un Compromiso
Formal, Una Carta) for Junior and Senior High School Pupils. _Six teachers
received nackets of these materials from the Curriculum Center. Five of
the teachers reported that they were using them at the time of the inter-
view (March, 1972) in their "Spanish as a First Language” classes. One
teacher stated that she was planning to begin to to use the materials in
the spring, but had not yet done so because the tape-~recorded dialogues
which would accompany the written text were not received until January.

Of the five teachers who had received the materials packages,
three had used the entire set: one used it exactly as published, and two
reported making some adaptations. %“he remaining teachers said that they
used only parts of the curriculum package: one did not use some parts
because she felt there was an insufficient number of exercises, and one:
said that she had found more interesting activities which could be sub-
stituted for parts of the materials.

All responding teachers agreed that a major strength of these
materials was their relevance to the experience of the target group--
migrants from Puerto Rico. Cited were appropriateness of the material
for the pupils who could identify with characters in the stories, high
pupil motivation because of the wide variety of activities (taped dialogues,
songs, etc.), and value for developing discussions because they compared
the lives of Puerto Ricans on the island and on the mainland.

One teacher (at a junior high school) felt that the materials
were too simple for most of her pupils, and that they could be made more
challenging, especially in terms of vocabulary. Three teachers stated
that there was no clear sequence to the materials, that they lacked conti-
nuity. One of these three teachers felt that the lack of continuity was
especially a problem in the grammar work built into the units. One
teachexr felt that instructions to the teacher should be removed from the
pupil copies of the materials. One teacher felt that the taped dialogues
should be written out, and the pupils should be given copies. One teacher
said that the exercises were too easy and failed to reinforce the grammer
points raised in the text. One teacher said that she did not understand
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the purpose (teaching obijectives) for which the materials had been prepared.

Puerto Rican History, for the upper elementary and junior high
school levels. Two teachers were using these materials. One teacher at
the upper elementary level used these materials as the primary source
for teaching social studies. A second teacher, at the junior high school
level, used them as a supplement. Both teachers reported using the
entire text in the sequence that it appears in the materials.

Roth teachers felt the materials were strong presentations, with
a great amount of information abcut Puerto Rican history. One teacher:
felt that the chronological presentation was an advantage.

The teacher at the elementary level felt the vocabulary was too
hard for the children in his class. He felt that the authors' explanations

‘of some topics did not agree with those of other sources. He also felt

that a package of supplementary pictures, maps, films, or slides would

be useful. The junior high school teachkar felt that the materials could
be improved by including more discussion of important individuals in

the history of Puerto Rico, and by including more about contemporary
history. He noted that use of a Spanish~language newspaper, especially
the Sunday edition of El Mundo, partially filled this gap. Both teachers
noted typographical errors. -

Brief Chronology of Puerto Rican History for upper elementary
and juudior high school levelsvTEéacher'éhéuide). At the time of the
survey, one teacher at the junior high school level was using the Brief
Chronology as a supplement to the project-developed text, Puerto Rican :
History. The responding teacher stated that the material would be improved
if more attention were given to important personalities. Errors in spelling
were found.

Simple Machines (Introduction and Booklets 1-5) for the junior
high school. Three teachers received the Simple Machines science materials.
Two teachers reported that they used them; the third stated that he did
not teach science in the bilingual program, and that the shipment was an
error.

0f the two teachers who used the materials, one reported that
he used the entire package of six bocklets with his ninth-grade class,
the introduction and the first two booklets with his eighth-grade group,
and the introductioin alone with his seventh-grade class. The second
teacher reported that the entire package of booklets was used with all
his students in seventh, eighth and ninth grades. The first of these
teachers stated that the booklets served as the only resource; the .second

‘teacher said that the pupils used the booklets but his own preparatlon

was based on other resources.

Both teachers who tried the materials reacted favorably, one
stating that there were, in his op.nion, some weaknesses, but the materials
were the best that were available to him. Both teachers felt that the
materials were most suitable for ninth-grade pupils, and both agreed that
the plan of publishing the materials in separate booklets was an advantage
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because that would permit pupils to work at their own pace and to evaluate
themselves as they go. Both teachers felt that the texts were generally
free of errors and ambiguous or misleading statements.

The teachers felt that the materials could be strengthened by
the addition of more demonstrations »f concepts, especially if the pupils
could carry out or try these demonstrations themselves. At the same time
the teachers noted that, because they have no laboratory space and no
materials, the demonstrations which already appear in the text are hard
to carry out.

These bonklets were reviewed for content by the teachers and
a memper of the research staff who is a mechanical engineer. The latter's
review contradicted the opinion of the teachers that the materials were
error-free, noting that the authors were unclear in their attempts to
make a distinction between weight and mass. In his opinion further edit-
orial work was needed. Informal discussion between the research staff '
and the teachers =.ygested that the major problem--that there is no
convenient way to carry out demonstrations--could be remedied by prepara-
tion of small, lightweight, portable sets of levers and pulleys designed
to demonstrate the phenomena described in the course of study.

Mi Primero and Mi Segundo Libro de Astronomia for the junior
high school level. This material wWas being used by one teacher at the
junior high school level. Only the first book had been used (with seventh-
grade pupils) at the time when the interview was conducted. The -teacher
did not have enough copies to use it with the eighth and ninth grades
but felt it was suitable for those grade levels.

The teacher felt that the presentation of the materlals was
blmple enough for pupils in the seventh grade. Other favorable reactions
were that the pupils could work at their own pace or in groups, could
conduct self-evaluations, and had an opportunity to read, write, and
draw in the booklets. At the time of the interview, the teacher did not
have enough information to comment on weaknesses, other than to note.
that there were some typographical errors. :

Quimica, first unit of a series for the high school. According
to the coordinator of curriculum development, these materials were
intended to serve as the first part of a year-long program for the high
schools. They have not vet been used in the high schools, pbut one teacher
(the author of the series) tried this introductory chapter as an indepen-
dent unit on the junior high school level. This teacher stated that
" he used these materials as a review resource, the material having already
bgen presented from other sources. Because. the teacher who conducted
the field trial was the author, he refused to comment on his experience
with the materials, other than to say he felt that the year-long program
should be completed. Discussion with the coordinator of curriculum devel-
opment revealed that he and some of the high school science teachers felt
that the materials were too complex for the target group and needed to be
simplified before wider distribution could be recommended.




Erislish for Puexrto Rican Students for the junior high school
level. These materials were developed in the Bilingqual Program for pupils
at the junior high school level who were having their first formal instruc- -
tion in English. However, thev were distributed to both teachers in the
program (three junior high school teachers and one high school teacher)
and a few teachers (three elementary, two junior high, and one senior high}
who had classes of English as a Secund Language.

Of the ten teachers, five (two high school, two junior high,
and one elementary) teachers reported that they had no: used the material
in any systematic way. The other five reported using the materials con-
sistently with at least some pupils in their class, although all teachers
supplemented English for Pue_to Rican students with other materials.

Neither high school teacher reported more than a brief trial
of the materials: one sz.d that there was only one pupil at a beginning
English level; the other felt that the materials were too elementary for
her class.

One of the junior high school teachers conducted only a brief
trial of the materials. He said that his pupils became boreéd with the
large amount of repetition, but noted that his pupils did like the
dialogues. A second junior high school teacher said that the materials
were not suitable for her class, because the great amount of oral work
prevented the class from being divided into simultaneocusly working,
homogeneous groups. This teacher said that the materials would be useful
for pupils with no English if they were in a separate class. The three
remaining teachers at the junior high level reported that they could
use the materials in combination with other texts in heterogeneous classes.

7 At the elementary level, the classes which used English for
Puerto Rican Students were not part of the Bilingual Program, but were
homogeneous classes designed for new immigrants. Their teachers reported
that the materials were satisfactory (even for first—-grade pupils, although
they were not planned for use with this age level).

English for Puerto Rican Students has a unique set of symbols
designed to give the teacher cues as to how the dialogues shou.d be pre-
sented. A few of the responding teachers stated that the symbol system.
was annoying, but none said that the problem was serious enough to prevent
use of the materials. When asked about the organization of the material,
three teachers commented on its rigidity, i.e., that it prescribed too
much of the teacher's behavior. One of the three noted, however, that
this was a problem becaw e of the heterogeneity of the classes with which
she worked. Other teachers had no opinion or*felt that the highly ‘struc-
tured approach in these materials was an advantage.

All teachers felt that the presentations of pronunciation,
grammar structures, vocabulary, and comprehension were good for beginning
. pupils. The word games were singled out by one  teacher (at a junior high
school) for special praise. One teacher noted that the pronunciation
drills provided only minimum pairs. She felt that sentences and more
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complete utterances would be desirable additions.

One teacher noted that the pupils likea the use of Spanish
names and the content about Puerto Rico. Most teachers at the secondary
level indicated that the materials they used along with English for Puerto

Rican Students compensated for its lack of reading and writing activities.

Overall, the interviews with teachers suggested that the useful-
ness of these materials depended heavily on two factors: the pupils exposed
to the materials must be having their first contact with English instruc-
tion, and the class must be organized 'so the teacher can give a substan-
tial block of her time to the pupils using the materials.

Conclusions

Taken together, the findings of these studies indicate that,
while some criticism of each of the developed curriculum materials is
possible, the major problem has been in the area of materials distribu-
tion. The. suggestions gleaned from some of the teacher interviews
regarding the prescription of materials to be studied by the pupils,
pPreparation of course outlines, and imprrved supervision reflect major

needs in the project. They must be fuifilled if the investment in curricu-
lum development is to pay dividends.
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LET'S BE AMIGOS _

Title VII Bilingual Program
Research and Evaluation

Foreign Languages

Structured Interview of Teachers Using
Program Developed Units.
Part I Curriculum Distribution
l. Identification:

School

Teacher's Name

Grade Level taught

Interviewer

Date

3. Pind out which project developed materials the teacher is u51ng in eaah
subject that he teaches.

Subject \ Title Author

3. Find out from whom the teacher got the materials.

Note: (If the teacher does not mention supervisor, the school itself and the
curriculum center, ask specifically about them).

Ay

Note: (If it is not yet clear, find out whether the teacher knows about the
Curriculum pevelopment Center at 219 N. Broad, Rlchard Krough, and
the Materials Center at Potter—Thomas). : .




4.

get a fair trial?

Did the teacher request any materials? 1If so, what did they ask for,
whom did they ask, and did they get them? '

How can we improve the distribution of materials in general for next year?H f'>:

Next year we would like to examine pupil performance on some of the materials
which have been written for use in the project. How can we distribute
those materials, and what kind of support can we give, to assure that they

!
1

Anything else about curriculum materials distribution,that we should know?

March, 1972

/dsb
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Appendix 3.2 Structured Interview Format For Assessing
Curriculum Units Tried by Teachers: General Form
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LET'S BE AMIGOS
Title VIT Bilingual Program
Structured Interview of Teachers Using e

. Program Developed Units R
Part II Assessment of Units Examined and Tried e

Units or Set of Units Being Rewviewed:

i

l. PFind out whether the teacher (a} only examined the materials, (b) tried
' the materials, but did not use them completely, (¢) used the materials
completely.

2, Find out what went into that decision to try or not try the materials. _
Probe for (a) elements of program management or supervision, (b) characteristics.
of the materials themselves, (c) elements of the classroom situation.

3. PFind out with whom the materials were ﬁsed.

Grade level ) C o

Age

Children's educational background

4. Based upon the teacher's experience, find out what is good about the
materials. '

5. Based on the teacher's experience, find out what needs to be improved.

6. Find out whether these materials were used as a main text or as a
O supplement and why.

R -
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7.

: If these materials are going to be revised next year, could the teacher

think about any changes to improve them? Especially, ask for instances
of misinformation, ambiguity, etc.

If the teacher, after looking at the materials decided not to use them,
find out .:reasons.,

If teacher is not specific in answering question 147 find out if it was
either because of late delivery or because of properties of materials.,
If properties of materials, what were they?

what changes can the teacher suggest (either in the properties or dis=-

10,
tribution of these materials) that could make them more likely to be
used next year?

1ll. Is there anything else about these materlals that the staff for curri-
culum development -and distribution should know? :

March, 1972

/dsb
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Appendix 3.3 Spécial Structured Interview for English
for Puerto Rican Students Curriculum
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LET'S BE AMIGOS _ S

Title VII Bilingual Program
Research and Evaluation
Poreign lLanguages

H : ' Structured Intexview of Teachers: .
{ _ English for” Puerto Rican Students _ '

IdeAtification -~ Teacher
’

Grede levels taughf

Interviewer

Grade levels in which materials are actually in use:

a, If the materials are in use in only some grade levels, find out why
they are being used in some, but not in others:

b. If the materials are not in use in any grade levels, fznd out why
the teachers have not used them.

c. If the teacher has not already expressed an opinion, find out how the
materials relate to each of the following: '

(1) Amount of English pupils knew before the program began

(2) Age level of pupils

(3) Grade levels of (e.g., sixth grade, seventh grade) the pupils

(4) Presentation of materials in the book, especially the symbol system,
materlals or instructional aids needed




(5) Organization of the activities into a highly stiructured course of
study

(6) The adequacy of the content and/or presentation of:

(a) Pronunciation

(b) Grammatical Structures

{c) Vocabulary

{d) Comprehension of English Utterances

- 3. If the teacher has used the materials find out if they were used as a
supplement or as the main text.

.a. List any other materials the teacher used. Indicate which were used
most of the time, and which were used occasionally.

b. Ask the teacher why these other materials were useful (or better) than
English for Puerto Rican Students. '

4. Ask the teacher how the English for Puerto Rican pupils materials can be
improved, if they are re-edited or revised.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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STUDY 4. FOLLOW-UP OF ELEMENTARY~LEVEL "ARRIEA" PUPILS WHO MOVED INTO
REGULAR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE CLASSES

During the third year of program operation, a discrepancy was
uncovered Lietween project policy and the intentions of some school personnel
in the ARRIBA program. While central project administration felt that
most pupils at the elementary grade levels needed to remain in the ARRIBA
program for several years before they were ready to do well in reqular
‘English-speaking classrooms, some local school personnel felt that many
puplils were ready to enter English-speaking classes after only a year in
the ARRIBA program. :

This study was undertaken to begin to assess the relative validity
of the opinions expressed by the two groups within the project. As it
was not included in the original evaluation plan, the study must be con-
sidered an informal assessment. For convenience, it was corifined to two
grade levels--pupils who were in the fifth and sixth grades in 1970-1971
and those who were now enrolled in the sixth and seventh grades.

Procedures
Subjects
At the end of the 1970-1971 school vear, 21 pupils were enrolled
in the fifth grade and 21 pupils were enrolled in the sixth grade of the
ARRIBA program. These pupils were followed up for this study.

Procedure and Instrument

A structured interview format was developed. It is shown in
Appendix-4.1. Current teachers of the pupils who had moved to regular
Philadelphia classes were interviewed by a member of tne research staff.
Most interviews were by phone, although if it was convenient a face-to-
face meeting was arranged. The procedure was to ask the teacher to
"discuss generally the performance of each pupil. The interviewer then
continued with the specific items of the interview schedule if the teacher
had not already prqvided clear informaticn about the m»upil in each area.
The interviews were conducted in February and March, 1972.

Analysis

Results were tabulated and, where appropriate, percentages were
computed. Frequently, the tabulation is based on a synthesis of the
interviewees' responses to several questions. These synthises were made
by the interviewer.

Results
Results of the interviews with teachers who had Spanish-speaking
pupils in their classes are summarized on Table 4.l.0f the 42 pupils who

were .in the project pupil file during 1970-1671, 13 could not be located
durimg 1971-1972. The remaining 29 pupils were either in the Arriba
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program, in recgular classes, or had been transferred out of the pPhiladelphia
school system.

Table 4.1 Current Instruction of Pupils in ARKIBA 5th and 6th
Grades During Fiscal 1970-1971. (All pupils had
received one or two years of instruction in the
Bilingual Program.)

] .
Grade Level,| Pupils Still] Pupils in | Pupils Transferred| No. Total
1970-1971 i in ARRIBA Reg. Philai to other School ! Info,

g . Classes | Systems (Inc. P.R.)
!N 5 ' N s | N IN 5 1IN 8
: : { '
o 5 P05 24 111 52 1 0 0 5 241 21 100
H . _'} b — ——
6 . 6 2. 1 2 10 5 24 8 38|21 100
e - . R . RSN S —t
Total Pupilsé 11 ég i 13 32 5 17 -—- —-=129 100
Located ; :
H
L : . 1o . . )

Of the 29 pupils for whom data was obtainable, 38% continued
in ARRIBA, 45% were in regular classes, and 17% (all of them sixth-grade
pupils) either moved to Puerto Rico or entered parochial and other private
schools. - Follow-up was possible on 12 of the 16 pupils in regular classes

of the Philadelphia school system (11 children) and the local parochial'
school system (one child). '

) Table 4.2'shows the project-evaluation staff's judgment of
descriptions the teachers gave of pupils who came from the bilingual
program to their classes. The classification was made on the basis of
teachers answers to three questions: (a) "How well i$§ this-child doing !
in comparison to &ther children in the class?" (b) "Is the child's

Table 4.2 Teachers' General Impressions of the Pupils' Overall Perfor-
" mance: Pupils in Regalar Classes of the Schools

! Doihg Very Doing Satisfac- Evidencing
! Well toxy Work Serious Problens Total
1
! - _ : .
N | 1 6 5 12
i ) .
. 5 50 w2 100
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English Pompetence adeﬂuatn for all subject areas?" and (¢} "Are there
any. subijects. whexn ‘the child appears to have specific problcmq°" 1f

the pupil's *caCner,rcportnd outstanding work, or no weaknesses, he

was classi ficd as doing very well. If the pupil was described as typical,
or doing satisfactory work with some weaknessas, he was put into the
gencrally satisfactory category. If the teacher reported many problems
or indicated that problems were, in her opinion, reflecting serious
deficiences, the pupil was classified as evidencing seriows problems.
The results suggest that about half the pupils were seen as doing very
well or doing satisfactory work, but 42% were seen as having clear
problems. Table 4.3 has a list of the problems mentloned for the satis-
factory and serious problems groups.

Table 4.3 Problems listed by teachers for pupils in their classes (N = 12
pupils), when compared to other pupils in their class.

* — - r— v —-—

Number of Pupils Mentioned
Excellent oxr ~ Evidencing Total
Problem Doing Satisfactory Severe Pxob-
: Work lems
(N =T7) (N = 5) : (N = 12)
General Linguistic
Problems
Hard time express—
ing himself or under-j . : . _
standing. 2 ' 1 , ) 3
Problems in Pronun- ‘ _
ciation 1 . - 1
Subject-Area Prob-
lems
All/Most Subject : .
Areas = . 3 2. ) ' 5
Language Arts/ g . :
Reading : 3 ) | 3. 6
Social Studies R § 1 : "2
Mathematics 2 1 _ ' 3
Emotional/Intelli-
gence Problems
Low I.Q0./Slow 1 1 , 2
Shy, Introverted, .
Lacking Confidence 2 o3 5
Miscellaneous (Family)
Makes him babysit,
resulting in much
rosence % - ! i 1
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These results, taxen as a whole, point to language-hasel prob-
lems. While only 25% of the children were reported havirg problem: in
self-expression or understanding, teachers seem to be saying that t.e
group is shy (41%) and having difficulties in reading and language arts
(50%) or in all suject areas {(41%). All of these can be symptoms arising
from problems with the English language that teachers do not recognize
as such.

Ten of the 12 teachers said they knew enough about the children
in their classes to respond o the question, "Do you feel pupils would
perform better in a bilingual class?" Five of the ten responding teachers ¥
felt that their pupils would do better in a bilingual class and gave
specific reasons: it would provide opportunity for the chiid Lc strenqthen
his English competence, and it might help because the pupil was behind
academically. The remaining five teachers felt that their pupils would
not be better off in bilinqual classes. Four stated that it would destroy
pupils' self-confidence and therefore slow, their academic progress. Two
of these felt that some bilingual staff would be helpful in aiding the
pupils in making the transition. One pupil was reported as performing
adequately in her present class.
The last guestion asked for general comments. The one noteworthy
comment was made by four of the 12 teachers (33%) who said that problems
they observed or reported were probably due to readjustment from one type
of class to another.

Discussion

The projéct management has long maintained that Spanish-dominant

" pupils need years of contact with bilingual programs before pupils are

ready to enter English~language classrooms on ah equal basis w*h Anglos.
They believe that brief, one- or two-year contact with English as a

Second Language or with Blllngual Education, while better than nothing,
can not provide adequate English skills for non-CEnglish-speaking pupils

to achieve well in classrooms geared for rative English speakers. The
data gathered in this study, while based 01 an informal method of
collection and few cases, provide some relevant information. The results
show that although at least half the teachars feel that pupils have
adequate mastery of English to survive in their classes; they observe
severe academic difficulties in (a) all subject areas or (b) language arts
and reading, subject areas which are primarily devendent upon knowledge
of Zanguage. Virtually all are seen as having some sort of handicap

sven though the base line for comparison is pupils in schools characterized
by generally low achievement. These findings suggest that thr.re may be
discrepancy between the .evels of the Englieh*languaqe competence which
teachers feel is necessary for a Latino pupil to be placed in an English
language classroom and the level of competence necessary for hlm to
succeed in that classroom.

“To the, exter : that the function of bilingual euucation is to
maximize pupil performaice. in all academic areas while he is learning to
work in English (and not to maximize English learning at ‘the expense of
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everything else) these results stggest that extended contact with the
Bilingual Program is desirable.

The results of the study, while clear, must be treated cautiously
because of the informality of the evaluation design. However, it is apparent
that enough evidence exists to warrent a more sophisticated, classically
designed study with adequate controls.

62



Appendix 4.1 Interview Format For Interviewing Anglo Teachers
Who Have Last Year's Program Participaents in Their Classes -
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Title Vil 5ilingue
Research and gvalvation
Foreign Languages

Interview for Teachers of Last Year's
ARRIBA 5th Graaers

Nam Teacnher
School Grade & Class

1.

why is this c¢hild now in an Znglish language classroom? Who made the

decision to have the child placed in a regular class?

Note: If the child is repeating a grade, participating in a bilingual program

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~of any sort, or if there is anything -else unusual about his present
assignmen#s jot down an explanation of what and why.

How well is this child doing in comparison to other pupilslin the class?
(Engiish speaking pupils if he is in a class with English speakers).

Are there any.subjects with wnhich the c¢hild appears.to be naving specific
problems?

Is this cnild's 2nglish competence adeguate for all his subjects? If not,
describe those aspects of his work where difficulties ar;ée.
. [ S
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e No you think thin child would pericre boetter 10 he woedve in a bLilahgual

Progran again

6. Any other comments or points

March, 1572 : }
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STUDY 5. LOG OF PUPIL PERFORMANCE I3 THE MIDEI A AND MCDEL B PROGRAM:S

Pupil—performante outcares in the Model A arnd Model B components
of the Let's be Amigos program have been specified in two ways. All
objectives were prepared in the form of comprehensive statements of pupil
performance, and most objectives were also described in terms of micro-
scopic bits of behavior, called microohjectives. This paper examines

" pupil performance on the microobjective level.

In past years, data on each microobjective and summaries for
the objectives as wholes were presented. As the program continued to
grow, the amount of information procuced as microobjective data became
ovérwhelming. To keep the microobjective study within reasonable limits
in the third year of program evaluation, it was decided that for those
parts of the program operational for at least one previous year, reporting
would be limited to summary data (although the testing was still of
individual microobjectives). More detailed presentatiorn, including micro-
objective-by-microobjective analysis of outcomes, would be presented for
the two new program levels of 1971-1972, the third grade and the special
first grade. This special first grade accommodates the needs of pupils
with prekindergarten and special -all-day kindergarten program experience.
The third grade was added as part of the planned upward cycling through
the grades.

In addition, for the first time, sufficient control of the
Model B Anglo program has been attained so that these pupils could be
tested in their second tongue with the log instrument.

~ The following objectives specified that pupils would be able
to carry out the indicated percentages of the microobjectives in the

various skill areas:

Prekindergarten

1.1 Communications skills in the first language for prekin-
dergarten (Spanish or English): 90%

1.2 Communication skills in the second language for prekin-
dergarten: Latino childrén in English, 90%; Anglo children in Spanish,
80%.

1.3 Number concepts in the prekindergarten: Some skills were
te be learned to . a 90% criterion level, others to at least a 60% level.

1.4 Natural and biological phenomena for the prekindergarten:
Sixty rercent of the children would show at least 80% mastery, for per-
formance of at least 48% overall.

Kindergarten

2.1 Communication skills in the first language in the kinder-
garten program (English or Spanish): 90%. '

O
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2.2 Communicaticn sxills In the second lancGuace in the kinder-
garten program: Latianc children in Zngilish, 90%; Anglo. children in Spanisa,
80%.

2.3 Number concepts in the kindergarten: 90%.
2.4 ©Xatural and biological phenomena in the kindergarten: 90%.

In addition to the reqular kindergartern, an all-davy kxindergarten
is operated in Model A. The opbjectives of this kindergarten program are
similar to those of the other kindergartens, but are enriched with additional,
more difficult microobjectives. In the Results section of this report
these enriched objectives are designated with asterisks. The criteria
are the same as for the parallel objectives in regular kindergarten classes.

First Grade

3.1 Communication skilis in the first grade in the mother
tongue (Engliish or Spanish): 90%.

3.2 Communication skills in the first qréde in the second lan-
‘guage: Anglo pupils will show a 90% mastery level; Latino pupils will
show an 80% masterv level. -

3.3 Number concepts in the first grade: 90%.
3.4 Natural and biological phenomena in the first grade: 80%.
3.7 Reading and-writing_in the mothér tongue: 90%.

In addition to the regular first grade, a special first-grade
class for alumni of the all-day kindergarten was operated. These children
were tested with an enriched set of micrqobjectives, indicated with aste-
risks in ‘the Results section of this report. The expected levels of
performance (criteria) are the same as the criteria for the regular first-
grade classes. :

Second,Grade

5.1 Reading in the second grade in the mother tongue (English
or Soanlsh\ 90%. :

5.2 Poetry in the first and second languages : 75%.
5.3 Writing in the'fiese language: 85%.

5.4 Spanish as a second language (Anaglos only): 80%.
5.5 English as a second lanéuage (Latinos only): 90%.

5.6 Social studies in the flrst language (English or Spanlsh)
90%.

5.7 Science in the first language: 90%.

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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5.8 Mathematics: 90%
Third Grade

6.1 Reading in the mother tongue (English or Epanish;}: 50%
L.evel 3, Part 1; B0O% Level 2; all pupils should be able to read Level 1.

The criterion established was not more than rfour errors in 10 consecutive
sentences.

6.2 Reading in the second lanouage: Anglos {(in Spanish),
Level 1 40%, Primer 100%; FLatinos (in Englisn), Level 3, Part 1 10%,
Level 2 50%, Level 1 100%. Criterion is not more than three errors in
five consecutive sentences.

©.6 Spanish as a second language: 75%.

6.7 English as a second lanquage: 75%

6.8 Social studies in first language: No criterion specified.

6.9 Social studies in second language: No criterion specified.

6.11 Arithmetic in -first language: No criterion specified.

6.12 Arithmetic in second language: No criterion specified.

Procedures
Program

Teachers in the Model School programs were to treat the micro-
objectives as a skeleton for their teaching which they fleskted out by
developing daily lessons and activities. Supervisors observed the class-
rooms and reviewed the teachers' plans. This served to assure that-

‘teachers were including materials designed to lead to the Model School

program cbjectives, and that good teaching practices were employed.

_ The general pattern was to teach concepts in the mother tongue.
A select subgroup of topics was then retaught in the second language.
Where appropriate, oral control of skills was developed before reading
and writing were introduced. All teaching was by faculty who were native

"'speakers of the target lanquage.

In Model A, teaching responsibilities were shared by the teachers
who formed teams. In Model B, seccnd-language skills were taught by
itinerant specialists. In Model A, and in Model B Latino classes, pupils ..
were under project control. In Model B Anglo classes, only "Spanish as
a Second Language“ instruction was under direct control of the project
staft. g
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Evaluation

Instrument. The log chockiists used for p
second crdde during 1971-1372 wer: gssentialiv the e as those used during
the previous year, with one: moalrlcation. Tach log congisted of a list
of grade-appropriate microckbjectives which students were asked to carry out.
Last year the students' Success was recorded on "Digitek" sheets for
machine processing. This year, responses. were recorded on the log sheets
themselves, and then were keypunched into cards.

ekindergarten through
m

.
Fe
ar

m

Two new logs were prevared for 1871-1972, one for the special
first-grade class added to the nrogram and one for the new third-grade
level. These logs are in Appendix 5.1, and can serve as models for the
logs of other grade levels as well. In the third grade log one unique
item tested reading. Rather than assessing individual unitary skills,
this item asked pupilis to read aloud from their reading text. Teachers
were asked to’ sklg ahead or backward in the text until a point was found
where the pupll could read with no.rmore than four mistakes in ten consecu-
tive sentences in the first language and threé mistakes in five sentences
in the second language. .

|
!

Subjects. A one-sixth sample (about five pupils) was drawn at
random from the Anglo and-batine groups of pupils in each team's classés.
All pupils were eligible to be drawn “(including theose who teachers claimed
were having extraordinary difficulties). However, if a pupil had been

. drawn with less than two months' experience in the program, he was replaced
| by another student. ‘ '

Method

Virtually all pupils were tested by teachers who were part of
the team with which they were working. A few pupils were tested by super-
" visors, when a teacher seemed to have difficulty in completing the task.
Mother-tongue and second-language cbjectives were tested separately,
by an adult who was a native speaker of the tarqot language. .

Pupils were tested individually. The testing was .carried out
twice--once 'in February and once in the last weeks of May and the first
week of June.

A bilingual member of the research staff conducted a validity
check, in which two pupils--one Anglo and one Latino--were drawn from -
each team's subjects and retested on five or six micrcobjectives. When
conducting the validity check, this member of the research staff did not
have any information regarding the performance of the pupil in the teacher's
testing. .

Analyses -

For those grade levels which have been part of the program in
previous vears, the mean percentage of the microobjectives correct was
computed: '

El{lC | | 65
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Mean Percentage Correct = 'EE Co

Mo . N

where ¥7C, is the sum of the number of correct responses

that the tested pupils made to objective O, Mg is the
numbexr of microobjectives in the objéctive, and N is the
number of pupils tested. '

Similax ahalysis‘was carried out for the objectives of the pro-
gram's grade levels that were onerational for the first time this year—--
special fi,st arade and third arade. In addition, a graphic display of
microobjective-by-microobjective performance was compiled for these two
new groups.

T™ro cbicctives, first- and second-language reading in the third
grade, were treated differently. The point in the reading series at which
the pupils could read at the criterion is craphed. Pupils were asked to
read tha passage which the teacher felt was the most difficult the pupil
had mastered. If the pupil had made fewer than the number of errors
indicated in the criterion, the teacher moved ahead three pages, and read
again. If the pupil had made too many errors, he moved back three pages.
The process was repeated as many as four times until the pupil reached
the criterion number of errors. If the criterion was not met in four
trials, the pupil was assigned a score of pages above or below the last
part of the text that was read in the last trial (dépendinq on whether
the reading level was hetter or poorer than that which had last been
attempted).

Results

Prekindergarten

-

, Results of the testing of Model A prekindergarten pupils are
summarized in Table 5.1. Except for the. areas of second language for
Anglo and Latino pupils (Objective 1.2) and number concepts for Latino'
pupils (Objective 1.3) performance of pupils wmeit or exceeded the year
criteria at the first observation period. By year end, pupil perfor-

~mance exceeded the levels specified in the objectives in all areas.

This suggests that review of the objectives and microobjectives of the
prekindergarten component is warranted. With the exception of the
second-language avea, the course of study for the prekindergarten compo-
nent might be enriched by introducing more complex skills.
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Table 5.1. Mean Percentage of Model A Pupils Succeeding on the Micro-
objectives of the Prekindergarten Level.

Anglo Latino
Objective : Midyear Year End Midyear Year End
N = 10 M =8 N =7 N =12

1.1 Communication Skills,
First languace »
(33 microohiectives) 94%* . 90% * 92%* 94%*
Criterion: 920% -

1.2 Communication Skills,
Second Language
(17 microobjectives) 48% 59% 75% 87%
Criterion: 80% Anglos, '
90% Latinos

1.3 ®umber concepts
(16 microobijectives) 8l%* 78%* 69% 88%*
Criterion: 75%*%*

1.4 Natural Phenonen L.
(21 microobijectives) 628% 733* . 85%% 92%*
Criterion: 48% :

*Performance at or above criterion.
**Nine microobjectives carried a criterion of 90%; seven had a criterion
of 60%. ‘ : ’

Regular Kindergarten

Results of sampling the regular kindergarter: class performance
of Model A pupils are shown in Table 5.2, where it can he seén that pupil
performance was close to expected levels of performarce at year end. With
the exception of Anglo pupil performance in number cc.cepts (Objective 2.3)
performance was above or close to expected values. This is despite the

“fact that some of the .ost promising pupils--talented alumni of the
previous year‘'s prekindergarten--have been excluded from this group since
the first year of program operation. There is, in fact, some evidence
that the kinderxgarten program could be enriched in some areas. Comparison
of thie midyear and year-end results shows only tiny amounts of growth in
communication skills in the first language (2.1l) and natural phenomena (2.4)
from the midyear observation to year end, suggesting that mastery of

‘microobjectives in these areas requires less than one full year's work.
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Table 5.2 Mean Perccntage of Model A -Pupils uucceedlng on the Klnderqarten
MlcroobjectJVLs :

ry

Anglo P Latino

Objective Midyear .’/Xeafmﬁnd © -Midyear . Year End
N = 10~~" N = 8 N = 20 N = 20"

«ﬂ&w’..

2.1 Communication Skills ..
. . e
First Languagg." . S N
(37 micwediiectives) 86 88 92%. 96*
fﬁfﬁ erlon 90% ' 2 o '

m..-'.ffna.nﬂ’"’“" st

2.2 Communication Skills,
Second Language (17 - . _ -
microobjectives) . o 65 . .81* 77 . 88
Criterion: 80% Anglos, :
90% Latinos

2.3 Nunber Concepts . - . .
" {14 microobjectives) 52 71 70 89
Criterion: 90% : : I :

2.4 Natural Phenomena _ . - :
(16 microobjectives) _ 80 - 85. . . 81 . 95%
Criterion: - 90% .. . : : L '

*Meets or exceeds the year-end criterion for the objective. '

>

All-Day Klndergarten

Early magtery of year—end objectlves ‘also characternued the

all- day klndergarten class in the Model A component Pupils enrclled in

this class met for a full instructional. day (in contrast to the ‘half day
YOf the regular program). These pupils were selected from among those

who completed the prekindergarten program The microcbjectives of this .-

level included some which ‘normally were part-of the. first- grade_curricu-

lum and-a greatly enrlched set of skills in the-secornd language. - The

results of the testlng, shown in Table 5. 3, show that despite this enrlth—n

ment, the all-day kindergarten program is too simple for pupils enrolled
.in it in three of the four subject areas. ) In communication skills in

the first and second languages (Objectives 2.1% and-2.2*) and number

concepts (2.3%), pupil performance exceeded the year-end criti:zion by

the middle of the school year. The fourth® objectlve, natural phenomena,

(2. 4), was not attained, and there was no clear ‘progress from midyear to

year end.: (Not too much should be made of the small varlatlons due to

the small numbers of puplls observed)
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Table 5.3  Mean Percentage of Model A Pupils 5ucceed1nq on the Objectlves

" ~ of the Special All-Day Klndergarten Program , e
T | ) .y
. ‘ : t4Anglo » f..y‘ ~ Latino . _
Objective - Midyear . Year End . Midyear - Year End

— v —

N =5 N =4 . N=5 ' N=6

2.1 Communication Sk11ls, .
" First Language ST
(55 microobjectivas) . :
Criterion: 90% ' 998 %% 99%** -~ 97ykx . 9B% **

2.2* Communication Skills
Second Language .
(27 microobjectives) -, /i _ : W
" Criterion: Anglos 80% 828 %% 9dg** . 9By ** | 93%%x*
- Latinos 90% =~ o ‘ '

2.3* Number Conceote“‘
- (14 microobjectives) e , el :
- Criterion:" 90% . . . - 93%%*  93%%% 945 %*% 90%B** -
2.4* Natural Phenomena
"~ (19 microobjectives) : , R D
-Critérion: 90% . 76% . . 19% - 86% ;74%
e G : SR ~
*Enriched objectlve' . D o e
**Meets’or exceeds the year crlterlon of the objectlve.

Regular First Grade

The flrst grade was the lowest qrade 1eve1 1n wh*ch classea
were conducted in both Modsl A and Model B programs;. “ This :act is reflec-
ted in Table 5.4, which shows the performance of the Anglo and Latlno

. groups in the two programs. The Anaglo pupils in the Ludlowiand Bethune
'Elementary Schools were tested on their. Sklll in SDanlsh as a Second '
Languaqe, but not in othexr subject: ‘areas, because thls was the%only
subject drea in;which- teacher were obllgated 1‘o follow program—spec¢f1c
courses ‘of ‘study. oo . . W S : " &

. 1 . L B : , - ‘ : -

l The NOdLl A flrst —~arade aroup was select, in that tuose puplls
'who were’ ‘most talented and who had experience in the all-day kindergarten
vere- enrolled in special’ rlrst grade. Only puo‘ls without this special
acnleVLment and background were in the regular flrst graae 1n Mooel A.
The Model B’ group was not - select ' ﬂ S - R

o . ) ‘ A_); - B -

. éﬁ% ‘11 performance was below the:- 1vvels ant1c1pated by tne )
_.program planncrs, with the exceprlon of communlcatnon skills (Ohjectlve
" 3.1) in. the first language (in all qroups) and Latino Model B pupll

”performances in number concepts’ (3:3)»and natu1a1 phenomnnav(o 4y, and o
readlng and* WVLtlng (3.7) .. Whlch were at or” .close to the:specified. lcveie,“i
ffof performance._ ‘The 1ess than antlclpated performance in thc r malnlng R

s
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Table 5.5. Mean Percentage of Model A Pupils Succeeding on the Micro-
objectives of the Special First Grade. '

Anglo 4 Latino
Midyear Year End Midyear Year End

Objective ! N=5 N=5 . N=5  N=25

3.1* Communciation Skills, First
Language (33 microobjectives) _
Criterion: 90% 92%% 97% " o8%* 95%%*

3.2* Poetry, First and Second
Languages (4 microobjectives)
No Criterion : 60% 60% 75% 65%-
3.3* Number Concepts in First and
Second Lanquages (13 micro- :
objectives) Criterion: 90% 80% 89% 95%* 88%

3.4% Science in First and Second
Languages (23 microobjectives)
Criterion: 80% . "50% "77%; 82%* 80%*

3.5* Social Studies, First and
Second Languages (32 micro- )
objectives) Criterion: 90% 88% 87% 90%* 90%*

3.6* Second Language (22 micro-
objectives) Criterion: - o
80% Anglos, 90% Latinos 83% 81% - 89% 98% *

*#Indica'es performance beyond anticipated level.
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objectives was coupled with a lack of :lear growth from midyear to vear
ond in some subject areas: second lanquage (3.2) for Model A Anglos,
Mocel A Tatinos, Model B Latinos; natural and bicloaical sciences (3.4}

for Model A Latinos; and rea>ding and writing {3.7) for Model A Anglos.

The general txrend in these results has Leen }or'Mode, I first-
grade put{l§ to have performed lecs well than those of Model B. This .
was proksbly due to the removal of some of the best prenared and talented
students from regular firet grades and their placement .n the special
first grade. The objectives were planne: and the criteria set prior
to the initiation >f.U.is special first grade.

Special First Grads

Table 5.5 shows the performance of this select group of students,
most of whom had participated in the special all-day kindergarten the
year before. The objectives of this program inciuded most of those for the
regular first grade, plus enriched activities with more second-language
content. BAs can be seen, the performance by year end was 4t nr very close
to the levels stated in the objectives. At some other lnvels, compari-
son of midyear and year-end results suggests that in some sukject areas
the microobjectives specified for these tlasses hay be too easy, as
the objectives were attained early in the year. First-lancuage communica-
tion skills (Objectiwve 3.1%), number concepts {(3.2*), social studies
(3.5%) and second-.anguage (3.6*) performance were at or close to the
criterion both at midyear and at year end. One objective, poetry (3.2%)
did not have a criterion. - '

Results were not always what would be expected. For example,
pupils did not show clear—.:ut superiority in their first language (as
compared to their pertormance in the second lanquage)'in number concepts
(Objective 3.3), but the performance of Latino »upils was virtually the
same in the two languages, and that of the Anglos superior in the second
language to that of the first.

In most other objectives, performance of the Anglos was better
in the first language than in the second, but that of the Latinos was
similar in both the mother tongue and the second language.

Because tue Special First grade program was tried during 1971~
1972 for the first time, m1croob3ect1ve~by—m3croobjectlve presentation
of the skills asscessed appears in Figurxe 5.1, to permit review by curriculum
developers. Table 5.6 summarizes the performance of pupils on those
objectives which had both first- ‘and second-language components.

‘While these results must be viewed cautiously (they are based

.on rglatively few cases) it appears. that at least for Latinos in this-

select group, skill in .the second languadge approaches that in the first.

L 076



Table 5.6. Year-‘nd Performence of Mcgdal A Special-First-Grade Pupils
in the Mother Tongue and Sccend Lanauage on Those Objectives
Whici Contained Mixtures of First- and Second-Language Skills.

Mother Tongue Second Languagz
Objective . No. of % No. of %
’ Microobjectives Success Microobjectives  Success

__Anglos (N=5)
Objective 3.2% .

Poetry 1 60 3 60

Objective 3.3* S ,

Number Concepts g 86 4 ' 97

Objective 3.4*

Science S 13 85 10 68

Objective 3.5*

Social Studies 28 91 5 - 64
_ Latinos (N=5)

Objective 3.2*% _ ' T

Poetry . 1 . 80 3 . 60

Objective 3.3*

Number Concepts -9 ' 91 4 » : 90

Objective 3.4* _

Science 13 : 89 . 10 . 88

Objective 3.5% . S : :

Social Studies 28 . - 91 L - ' 84

Second Grade

" The second-grade program also was operated in both Model A
and Model B. In this instance, no special.subgroups were delineated -
and the results shown in Table 5.7 are based oﬁ samples of all second-
grade pupils in the program. - (bata for the Anglo Mcdel B pupils at
mldyear does not appear due to administrative error; it is not char
whether the evaluators neglected to have the teacher carry out the test-
ing or the teacher failed to return the tests to the evaluation staff.)
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Overall, the results show unevern performance, with sone objec-
tives being achieved early in the vear and others no: attained at eithex
midyear or vear end. All pupils were able. to perform at criterion levels
on the first-language reading skills (Cbjective 5.1) both at midyear
and at year end. '

The objectives for poetry in the first and second languages
{Objective 5.2) was not attained by any group in Model A, but-Model B
Latinos attained it at midyear and were close to the criterion at
year end. Writing (Objective 5.3) was mastered at yvear end by only
one group, Model A Anglos, but other grouns were fairly close at year
end. Comparison of writing performance at midyear and year end shows
small but consistent gains from midyear to vear end, with the vear-end
results close to the level specified in the objective. Model A Latino
pérformance in English as a Second Language (5.5) showed a substantial
gain from midyear to vear end but performance was not up to the
expected criterion. In Model B, Latino performance was close to the
criterion at midyear but there was no gain from midyear to year end.

In Spanish as a Second Language (Objective 5.4}, Anglos showed growth
from midyear to year end in Model A; the year-end result was close

to that specified in the objective. Model B pupils tested at year

end performed slightly less well than those of Model A; however, the ’
small number of pupils observed suggests that the difference was probably
due to chance.

Results in social studies (5.6) showed that Anglos in Model
B both performed at the criterion levels at midyear and vear end. Latino
Model A second graders were nearly at criterion levels at midyear, but
then fell back at year end.

~ The pupils' knowledge of science concepts (Objective 5.7) was
markedly different in the Model A and Model ‘B components. Neither Anglo
nor Latino Model A pupils were close to the criterion at cither midyear
or year end (and Latino pupils regressed). Model B Latinos, on the
other hand, proceeded to move ahead from midyear to year end and
attained the objective. a

Second-grade pupil performance in mathematics was mixed.
Anglo Model A pupils showed some growth from midyear to year end, but.
pupils stayed far below the expected criterion. Latino Model A pupils
obgarved at midyear were nearly at the criterion, but those opserved at

year end had regressed substantially. In Model B, Latino pupils per-

formed better at year end than had pupils observed in the other two
groups, but they showed 11ttle growth from mldyear to year end and did
not meet the criterion.

In addition to- mlcroob]ectlves spec1f1ed for objectlves in
the proposal, the second-grade log had a collection of microobjeciives
for review of concepts called the Oral Skills Rev1cw.\.All microobjectives
of this review were like the first- -~language nbijectives of esarlier grade
levels. Results for these skills was unifoimly hlgh (close to 90%) each
tlme they were observed.
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Third Grade

During 1971-1972, the third-grade.component was operational for
the first time, in the Model A component only. In addition to assessment
of microobjectives, the third-grade log of pupil behaviors contained a
special test of two reading objectives, 6.1 {(reading in the mother tongue)
and 6.2 (reading in the second language). According to the proposal, at
year end, 50% of the pupils should be reading in their fifstylanguage at
Level 3, Part 1, of their readers; 80% should be able to read in Level
2: and all pupils should be able to read Level 1 successfully. Figure
3.2 shows the performance of Anglo pupils. BAs can be seen from the
- figure, the pupils sampled at year end were reading.close to the distri-
bution specified by the objective, with all pupils-able to read at Level
1 and into Level 2. Eighty percent of the pupils had been able to read
to the midpcint of Level 2, and 50% of the pupils were reading rnear the
midpoint of Level 3.

Third-grade Latino pupils reading in their mother tongue did
not have the opportunity to read.at so high a level, as (according to
supervisors) the most difficult text in use in the program was a Level
2 text. As shown in Figure 5.3 at year end only 10% of the pupils had
completed the éeCond-year text (Level Z.2}, and the typical pupil was .
reading at the first half of Level 1 at both midyear and year end. This
lack of growth from midyear to year end may point to problems of program
management, especially the absence of Level 3 texts.

Results for second-language reading showed that both Anglo
and Latino pupils ware below stated objectives. The objective stated
that all Anglos would be able to read the primer level and 40% would
be able to read Level 1. As szhown in Figqure 5.4, by year end only 66%
of the Anglos tested could successfully read a portion of the preprimer
and, of course, fewer pupils could read the primer. No Anglos could.
read Level 1.

The objective stated that all Latinos would be able to read
Level 1, half would be-able to read Level 2, and 10% would be able to read
Level 3. - Results shown in Figure 5.5 revealed that 80% of the Latino
pupils tested could read the English preprimer at midyear, and some
could read as far into the texts as Level 2.2. Although this second-
language performance of Latinos was less than anticipated, results were
. remarkably similar to those of Latinos in their mother tongue. ' Thus,
the data seem to suggest that Anglo pupils in the program are learning
reading skills primarily in their mother tongue and only beginning to
progress in their second language. In contrast, Latino pupils seem to
be developing reading as qulckly in English as in Spanish, their per-
formance in the two languages being less than appropriate for their
grade’ level and less than stated in the objectlves.

Results for other objeClees of the third grade Model A compo-
nent are summarized in Table 5.8 and are presented graphically, by
mlcroobjectlve, in Figure 5.5. As can be seen-in the table, only two
of the remairiing objectives carried criteria--both groups of pupils
were expected to master 75% of the skills designated for the second-
language objectives (6.7 and 6.8). Neither Anglo nor Latino pupils
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---- Midyear - first language

Year End - first language

No. of Pupils Tested
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Year End = 10

Average Performance
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Figure ‘5.2 Percent of 3rd grade Anglo pupils testéd who could read the Bank
@ Street reading texts to the criterion level.
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--~-- Midyear - second language
Year End - second language

No. of Pupils Tested

Midyear = 10
Year End = 10
1odl Average Performance
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Reading Level 3
Figure 5.4 percent of 3rd grade Anglo pupilé ,ﬁested who could read the
Laidlaw reading texts to the criterion level.
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Pigﬁre 5.5 Percent of 3rd grade latino pupils tested who could read the Bank
Street reading texts to the criterion level.




Table 5.8. Mean Percentage of Model A 7Third Graders Succeeding on the
Model School Objectives.

Anqlo Latino
QObjective - - Midyear Year End Midyear Year End
N =10 N=2 N =10 N =14

"6.6 Spanish as a Second

. Language (20 micro-
objectives) Criterion: 46% 57% - -
75%

6.7 English as a Second
Language, Latinos
(33 microobjectives) _
Criterion: 75% - -- T - 72%

6.8 Social Studies in
First Language {16°
microobjectives)
Criterion: None 71% ' 70% 57% 57%

6.9 Second-Language Social
Studies (3 micro-
objectives) S
Criterion: None ' - 63% 11s 43% 55%

.11 Arithmetic in First
Language (28 micro-
objectives)
Criterion: None 63% 71% 51% 83%

.12 Arithmetic in Second
'Language (8 micro-'
objectivés)
Criterion: None 59% . 58% 45% 63%

succeeded in meeting theses criteria, although by year end, the Latino
perforwmance in English as -a Second Language was very close to the anti-
cipated level. 1In social studies, two objectives which had no criterion wexe
designated, one for performance in the first language (6.8) and one for
performance in the second language (6.9). In the first language, pupil
performance was the same at midyear as at year end, with the Anglos

at about 70%, Latinos at 57%. 1In the second language, Anglo perfor-
mance was quite high (63%) at midyear but regressed sharply to 11% in
the sample observed by yvear end. In contrast, Latino performance in
social studies in the second language showed continued growth from the
beginning to the end of the school year.
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The arithmetic objectives for first and second languagés also
lacked criteria for the performance of microobjectives in the logs {although
criteria for the testing situation reported in Study 8 were ‘included) .

In the first language some growth was observed in the number skills from
nidyear to year end for both ethnic groups, Anglos rising from 63% to 71%
mastery, Latincs rising from 51% to 83%. In second-language arithmeétic
skills Anglo pupils' performances apparently remained tl.e same (at just
under 60%), but Latino pupils showed growth from below the Anglo level
(45%) at midyear to slightly above it (63%) at year end.

Validity Check

To assure that the data gathered by teachers were accurate,
random samples of pupils in the log study were drawn and rechecked on six
microobjectives. At midyear and year end 25 pupils were observed. Over-
all, the results showed that there was 75.5% agreement at midyear and
75% at year end, with a trend for the agreement to be slightly better
in Model B than in Model A in both instances (71% versus 75% at midyear,
77% versus 80% at year end). At midyear the number of observations in
which the pupils performed better in the validity check than they had when
tested by the teacher was nearly the same as the number of observations
in which they performed more poorly. At year end the validity check:
showed that teachers reported more success than the evaluator was able
to verify in three of four cases where dlscrepantles existed.

Discussion

Interpretation of the. outcomes of single objectives in this
study must be doné with great caution, pecause the number of observations
which went into each is small. However, when trends emerge which cut
across groups,‘obsérVation times, and grade levels, these seem worthy
of attention. '

One such trend in the results of the 1971-1972 log study is a
lack of visible growth from midyear to year end in most grade levels
and language groups. This lack of growth seems to have two different
causes. In the upper grade levels, little progress was made during
the course of the year and the criterion was never met. This trend
seemed to be stronger in the older, Model A program, suggesting that
with familiarity with the operaticn of the program, the supervisors
exerted less control to assure that classroom activities were consis-
tent with the objectives of the program.: For Model B this lack of

- growth from midyear to year end was less pronounced, possibly due to

the use of the Miami curriculum materials which provided a greater
amount of structure than was availakle with the materlals used in the
Model A component.

In the lowest grade levels, the lack of visikle progress from
midyear to year end resulted from attainment- of nearly all objectives
during the first part of the year. This pattern suggests that the
stated objectives in the program may have been too easy for the pupil
groups. Inrormal observation and discussion with teachers showed
that most went beyond the written prdgram guidelines in their teaching .
-Any enrichment of the microobjectives for the early levels could
capitalize on the insights gained by these teachers.
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Appendix 5.1, Log Items for the Special First GraCe and the .Third Grade
Model School Programs. . - ' : :
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10.

11.
12.

13,

14,

15,
16,

17.

18."°

13,

20,

21,

’

SPECIAL FIRST GRADE LOG

How old ére you? (Complete sentence).

Where éd you live?

The child identifies these parts of his body:
nose

teet?

fingers

feet

face

arms

legs

The child will respond to questlons concernlng the members of his family.
What is your mother S name? '

What is your father's name? °

What is your sister's/brother's name?

H

Shown a picture of the famlly unit, he 1dent1f1es and talks about the
memkers; mother, father, grandmother, grandfather.

The child will respond to questions concerning his school.
What school are you in?

What grade are you in?
What is your teacher's name?

The child 1dent1f1es by means of pictures the rollowmng community helpers
and describes their roles, . _ o e .
milkman '
garbage collector . - .
newspaper boy
Identifies:

brown

pink

oot 113 .



22, Identifies:

gold

23, silver

24, The child responds to the following commands:

Stand up.
25. sit down. noe
26. Show me.
27, Get the .
28, Run, | . 5
29, ' Skip.
30. Jump.

A —

31, Choosing word pairs that begin with the same letter:

four -~ five mama - mono
four - six : mama - libro

32, The child talks about a situation picture.
33, He recites at least 75% of three poems,
34. The child writes his own name.

35. He counts from 1~100,

36. When shown the following coins, the child will identify them:

nickel
37. dime

38. quarter

39, Identifies pint when shown containers.
) quart

40, Identifies circle
o triangle
} square
P
41. Matches children to chairs

children to pencils

-

42, Using a clock,4the child indicates an hour

half-nour
_'The éhild-tells time when shown & specific hour. e.g.,

il4

9’o'clock.



a4.

\

"Wnen shown a picture the child is able to identify different :inds of wcather.

o " e.g., snowstorm

45.

46.

L raining
o sunny -

The child will placexthe apprbpriate weather symbol on weather chart.

The child will respoﬁd to a question concerning the weather. Tt is cold/
S ' ' SR S ’ hot/warm?

The cnild melts an ice cube and states that it goes from a solid to é_liguid.

- -

48, Identifies: turtle

49, . .XJ-?'frog‘
50, S goat
51, . duck g
52, - | bear
53, §o£illa'
54{-ﬂ séinach
‘ 55._ ché;ries -
6. “daisies
57, When -shown a piéﬁﬁre of a furhishea housé; the child identifigs-thé following:'
| ‘kitphen | | - o
58. - stove o
;59;' refrigerator:
60. mixer
>'éi;: sink_;
62, ' toastéri
' _63f; 1iviﬁ§ room
4. sofz _
 65. ™
“_66:“”;*;; » ;1a@p
57. " rué
,Gg._ vacuﬁm-cleénerv ) )

e e e =T



69,
70.

71,

72.

73,
74.

75.°

76.
77.

78.

79,

80,

82,

.83,

Idéntifiés; dining room
. table
buffet
china-closet ‘ .‘ﬂ5 _ s '
- bedroom | | |
“bed
-buréau, .-
qhair
_bathrbom ' . o
lbathtub
toilét
washbaSiﬁ
vhen shown plctures of communlty hélpers and means of tran5portatlon tﬁe
child will match them:
e.g., fireman - f;re engipe
| milkmén - milk truck

policeman — police caxr

Second Language

“Where do you live? - {(whole sentence)

sh@wn a p;cture of & ﬁémiiy unit he idéntifeé'and;talks aboﬁt thé,mémbers.
Wnen asked the command, Show me‘. t. (your'heaa), thé.ﬁﬁild-iaéhfifies tﬁe.
following parts of nis body: o - L : o

head

eyes

nosé

ears R s

mouth

hénds'-

feet




10. 1Identifies tbe following family members:

mother
11. father . ' - .
12, ' sister/broeher |
13. | grandﬁother , ’ ’
14. grandfather

15. Identifies the following corfunity helpers:

milkman
le. policeman
17. fireman '

18.. Shown a color chart, the child identifi:s these colors:

brown

pink

gold

silver
19. The child recites at least 75% of at least one memorized poem.
20. The child recites at least 75% of a second'poem.

21. .The child.reeites at least 75% of third poem.

22. The child responds to the following commande.

Sit down.
23, Stand up.
24, Give me.

25. When told to find something wi.th a certain shape, the child is able to
point to: a circle . '

26. a triangle
27. - a recﬁangle’ -
28. a square

29. The child will respond to a questlon concernlng the weather. It is cold/hot,
warm, cool, etc. : : .

30. When shown pictures the child identifies'the‘following animals:
cow

3. chicken

ERIC - L
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33.

34,

35,

36.

37.

38,

39,

40,

41,

42,

43,

44,

- 45,

When shown pictures the child identifies the following animals:

horse
turtle
frog
goat

duck

Identifies: lettuce

spinach

cherries

daisies

When shown a picturé of a furnished house, the child identifies the following:.

kitchen
living room
dining room
bedroom

bathroom

118
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a.

read in class from his reader,

b. If he reads the sentenccs_perrecLly or with 1ess than four crrorsr go -
forward five pages, and ask him to repsat the DrOde iTE.

c. If he makes five or more errors, 4o Dack in the LOGK five pages and
ask him to read again. ‘

d. Repeat b or ¢ as needed (until yout. £find the most difficult place at
which the nup11 can read 10 consecutive sentences with less. than four
errors) but not more than three timesS. If, after the third'repétition,
the place is not found, stop the testing. If the pupil is at the
beginning or end of & reader, it may be necessary to change booms toj
complete -the process. S :
1. Place where pupil is reading in class. Book: ",‘PQQQ

‘Number of errors made .
2. First Repetilion: BOOk ; Page - , No. Of .errors
3. ‘second Repetition:Book ., Page ., ‘No. of errors
4. Third Repetition:Book . _, Page .  No. of errors..
2.  Second Language

Reading in the Mother Tongue.

Ask pupil to read aloud the first 10 sentences of the last ‘'page he has

v

"

Repeat the process described in Item 1 above using the reader the pupil
is using for nis second Taacuage, except that the pupil: need. read only flve

senLcnces of~ each SGmple.

Note

Place where pupil is reading

in class.

;- Page

1.

Boqk‘
2,. First Repetition: Book
‘3. :Second Repetition; Book
4. Third.ReDetition:v Book-

——

Record the results below.

the beginning of his book and continue reading until the

the number of exrors made on each page.

indicate the. point whcre the testlng was stoPned Book -.

Page ¢ No. of errors -
Page - s No. of‘errors
’ Non of

PGUO

[mc

BA Fiex: provided by Enic

s

errors.

i

';zrﬂ

1
Bl
I

page s
Page .
Page i

[

Ko,
No
‘NO.

——~r

119

¢ NO.-

Y, Nc;_efeerrors‘
, Page T}QNc;-cfierrors: v
,,Paqe;____‘_; No. of errore
Page ,of errors

If the pupil is reading the Bank etreet pre—prlmers have hlm start at

ﬁd. Indlcate‘oelow

if the pupil can not read furthcrh

or errors .

of errors

. 0f errors
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anguage

3. Count by 5's to 50. (Level 5)

4. 54+ 8= . .--Level 5)

5. Pick the'oné>ﬁhich shows 174 of a circle, .
T TN

;'.;:r:;f".fg"'—“) '\ ) .-'J.---.;

- ., A .. v
& B LN _;, N PN ...
S . A\ LN
R S . N Y
., § oo .- - . T

) - . . L - v

8. How many guxrievs in one -dollar?
’ . ' ' o ’ o
ra . - R
dCuantas pesetas hay en un peso? {Lewvel 5)

9. AsX pupil the number which comes before 20.  (Level 5).

% 10. 2 % 4 =. (Level 5.

;111' ! ‘ >' How much of the circle is'ﬁark? %  j/3  L

C

12, Read the following alogd'¥ 253 (Level 6)
f'lé-’_Read the fo1lOQing aloud - 845 (level &)

14. Read the followiﬁg aloud - $2.60 (Level 6)

15. How many oneS, tens and hundreds in 1257 (Level 6)
16, 18 (revel 6) | “ |

-2

| ——

17, 31 - (zevel 6) S
. T3 _ . . ‘

o——

;18,-.2 FIE“ (Lcygl 6) .“ i‘

. 120

i (TLevel 5)

(level 6)



19,  what nunber is 2,6357  (Level 7)
20. what number comes' before 4252 . (Level 7)

21. Add 22 (Level 7)
' +36 '
25

22. Add 2.43  (Level 7)
+1.51
23, 9 x'8 = (Level 7)

24, 12 (Level 7)
X 2 :

25. 3J64 (tevel 7)
26, Count backwards from 50 to 10 by 1l0's.
27. Read the following Roman Number IX.

. 28,  Read the following Roman Number VI.

. Compute - (2:10) i 5xl) =
(8ccept either 20+5) or 25,
30. 400
~126

ARITHMETIC, Second Language

- 31. Count by 2's to 20. (Level 5)

' How many 10's are in 24? (Level 5)

How many quarters are in one dollar

s - or . o :

© ¢cuantas pesetas hay en un peso? - Level 5)
Read the following number aloud 253. (Level 6)
Read this number aloud $3.80. (Level 7)

 what number comes after 4257 (Level 7) .

“Count backwards frdm 50 to lOzby 10's. (Level 8)

What. number is this VI? (Level 8)




40.

51,
42;

430
as.
45,

46,
48.

49s

-ask - ”Cuan;os papeles tlcne°°

" 58s

50e
Sle
' 52e

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(%)

2 De que colofes

" The pupil is given

What do you have?:

RIC

SnoM 1T TNCLos end Latinoes)
I@ﬁntifies‘family mor oy (MJ‘HC , iatner,_spn, hﬂdgnte;) ifrom a plcture.
‘Responds to "Show Te your ears (" B
Responds Lo -"Snow me your feoti”

Identifies the following‘community helper (from picture) milkman,

Ident 1¢1es Lhc followlng communlty helpnr (from picture) policeman.

.Follows the following command . RaiSe your hand!

‘Follows the following command. Sit down!

Child points to object in. the shape of a sguare.’
& identifies a norse.

Shown a picturc, the chil

Shown a picture, the child

identifies apples.
SECOND LANGUAGE Spanish .(Angios only)

Give the child a pencil and say - <Tienes un 1loro°
No, no tengo un llbro. '

Correct’ answer:

J Que tienes? (AnsweYr Tengo un lapiz.)
¢ ’...’ » / . ‘ .
i Que dia es hoy? or dCual es la fecha?

Give Chlld five pieces of color paper (red, black, blue, green; white)

(Answer- Clnco)

-~

son los papelés? (Rojo, azul,- vexde, négﬁf, b}anéo)._

‘show cnild clock or pictiures of clocks reading 9:00 and 3:00, 2sk -
dpue hora es? Answer: Son las tres, ‘Son las nueve. '

[ 7’ . ) . e ‘ . B . . . . .

¢ Zuantas manos tienes? o . : -

[}

, .
¢ Cuantos dedos tienes?
" ; { 5 0 3 .y
d'cuantos ojos tienes?

scenc, the teachexr says -
sol, calor, buen tiempo.

ENAY

21 cfm" s o

J oué -

SECOND LANGURGE

English (Latinos only) "

a pencil,‘éhd'teacher says "Do you-have‘a book?"

- Answer: No. B

Answer: pencil.

[ -

"How many pieces of paper do you have?"

"what colors are the papers?"

a

n

a -



SL¢ Huw many evoo dn gol el

Zae  How marny ioou A you aver

55¢  How many noses L0 YO havae?

56e How many f[ingers do you?

<

~

57e Shown a picturc of a sunny scene, the teacher aske: "What's the weather?"
Answer: It's waryrm, hoit, sunny. .

N

58e Shown a picture of clocks showing 3:00 or 9:00 o'clock, teacher says™

"Wwnat time is it?'" Answer: It 3 o'clock, Itds 9 o'clock.

¥itchen Show pupils the "kitcherd' picture.
5%9e Vhat room is this?
60e Who's in the picture?
6ie what is sﬁe doing?
62e what do we do in the kitchen?
63e vhat do you see in the'ﬁicture?

stove

B ————

" pot R

table
tablecloth
cloth

sink

clock

refrigeratox

64e Chilé speaks freely,
Chilé receds prompting.
{cireck one)

€5e ¢Child speaks in a sentence.
Child speaks in isolated words.
(check one)

Story The Story of Ferdinand
(Play record up to "So they took him away for the bullfight in a caxt.,")

66, What was the name of the bull?
(Perdinand)

67, What Aid Fefdinand like to ¢o?
{He liked to sit guietly and smell the flowers)

Q . _ .
ERIC = - | T, 13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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69,

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
77.
78.

79.

80.

8l.

82,
83.
34.

85.
86.

87.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_What do plants need to grow? Answer: sun, water, soil (Plants)

o Sl N o
Ouli:X riia .t LD UD:

to run, ouw Sunp, and Jiabht).

RS B
(They 1ii:

. Lo . - S A vagen . oy e e de R S T R
r"ny [oR RS II(-'_r"Il:xdnG Sy oanag et YulL.oAng arXounag

w0 did the men pick to finht in the bhlliith?

What do you think happcned to ierdinand? (Zccept any ending the child
gives, «u long ac it is clear that he undcrstood the story up to the
point wherc the record was stopped}.

, ' SOCIAL STMIES, First Tancuaace

that is the difference between:clothes we wear in winter and in the summer
in philadelphia? (Weather)

what kinds of weather do we have in winter but not in summer? (In prhila.)
Answer: snow, hail, etc. (Weather) '

Why don't we go to the shore in the winter? = (Weather)
What animals give us wool? Answer: sheep (Clothing)

What is the difference between party clothes and school clothes? Aanswer:
party clothes are fancicr, etc. (Clothing) ’

How s manufactured clothing pbrought to our stores? Answer: trucks, trains,
(Clothing) '

what machines or appliances do people have in their homes? Answer: washing

machine, vacuum cleaner, TV, radio, etc. (Machines)
.ame some things with motors in them. (Machines)

Name some things we use that are found in the earth. Answer: iron, coal,
diamonds, etc. (Farth treasures) ' '

Wnhat are some things mzde of iron? Answer: pans, cars, etc, .(Earth treasures)

What are some foods that grow underground. Answer: potatoes, carrots, peanuts. '
(Farth treasures) : ‘ :

Wnich foods that we eat come from the sea? Answer: £fish, clams, shelifisnh,
etcs (Sea) :

. . . [
why do some foods come in cans or come frozen? Answer: To Keep them fresh. .
(Foods).

Name some foods made from milk? Answer: cheese, butter, etc. (Foods)

Why are mos': treces green in Puerto Rico, but lose their leaves in Philadelphia? i
Answer: Climate differcnce {plants)



-2 vY v pL - o ™~ R
TANGUAGD, Sociel Studies

et Kinds ; 21 - e S - . - :
£. Vhat kinds of weather do we have in winter, Hut not in summer in Phiia? (Weather)

o

89, what anipal yives Us wool s (Clotiing)

90. ' what foods- that we eat come from the sea? (Sea) -

;

. .,
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. .



R
. 126



E

Qo

RIC | : 127

STUDY &. PREZXKINOUERGARTEW PUPILS' READINESS FOR AN ALL-DAY KINDLRGARTEN
PROGRAM IN MODEL A

The Prekindergarten Readiness Test is an instrument designed to
assess the effectiveness of the prekinderaarten level of the Model A school
program in readying pupils frnr an enriched kindergarten program. - The test
measures reading~ and number-readiness skills., Some of these skills related
to objectives which appeared in the proposal for the first year of the
program:

Cbjective 1.1 (First Egnguage) included microobjectives related
to color identification.

_ Objective 1.2 (Number Skills) included shape discrimination and
counting activities.

In addition to these, the prekindergarten test includes letter-
discrimination activities added to the program after the objectives were
written, :

rrocedures

Program

No major changes were implemented in the prekindergarten program
in the 1971-1972 school year. Pupils were again taught by a team of
teachers, one Anglo and one Latino. Pupils were instructed in their mother
tongue by the teacher who was the native speaker of the language, but
received second-language instruction from the other teacher. The pupils
worked in ethnically homogeneous groups for part of the day and ethnically
mixed groups for the remainder. Teaching focused on oral skills, reading-~
and number-readiness concepts, and social and emotional development. The
program included activities which were similar to those required'by'all
test items; however, direct practice with the test was avoided.

Evaluation . : oo

) Sample. All pupils on roll in the Model A prekindergarten were
included: 37 Anglos and 34 Latinos.

Instrument. The Prekindergarten Feadiness Test was described in
detail in th~ first year's evaluation report {(Offenberg, 1970). It contains
items which require discrimination of shapes and letters, identification of
colors, use of simple number concepts, and ability -0 make marks with a
crayon. :

Administration. Each pupil was tested individually by a super-~
visor in the program. The testing was conducted in the pupils' mother
tongues during May, 1972. ' i

Analysis. As this instrument's properties have not been studied

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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in previous evaluations, an item analysis was conducted. The mean score
for each of the ethnic groups was computed, and a comparison of this year's
nupil performance with last year's was made by means of an analysis of
variance. The 1970 data were excluded from the variance analysis because
individual scores for that year were no longer availabile.

Results

Item Analysis

Results of the item analysis of the test are shown in Table 6.1.
The analysis was based on the results of testing of 34 Latinos and 19 Anglos.
The remaining Anglo pupils had to be excluded because one of the testers
neglected to mark the pupil responses to the individual items and indicated
only a total score.

As can be seen on the table, the first six items, dealing with
shape and letter discrimination, were mastered by virtually all pupils
(94.5% to 98.2%), with a fairly strong tendency for pupils who do well
on these'items to do well.on the test as a whole. Correlations of the
items with total score were between .57 and .59, all statistically signifi-
cant at the ,01 level of ;onfidénce.

The number-concept and numerical operation items (numbers 7
through 17) were more difficult, with about half the pupils succeeding on
the typical item. All items correlated significantly (at least at the .05
level) with the total score, with correlation coefficients. ranging from
.30 to .57. ) :

The color-discrimination items were maste..d by most pupils, but
the overall results did not correlate so highly with total score as did
other items. Between 80% and 94% of the pupils completed each item
correctly, but the correlations with total score ranged between ;24 and
.38. All but one of these correlations were statistically significant
and that one just missed being significant. Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability
was good, and other test properties were approximately-at the anticipated
levels.

Pupil Performance, Overall performance of pupils on the Prekinder-
garten Readiness Test was very similar to the performance of pupils the
previous year, with the typical pupil scoring 17.5 items or 76% of the test
correct. As shown in Table 6.2, there were small differences in the scoring
of the two ethnic groups last year and this_year, but the overall results
were virtually identical. Neither group's performance was significantly’
different from that observed last year.

~Discussion

The item analysis shows that the prekindergarten test reflects

.



TABLE 6.1

ANALYSIS OF PREKINDERGARTEN READINESS TEST ITEMS,
SHOWING CORRELATION OF ITEMS WITH TOTAL SCORE

Vot

Percentage
of Pupils Point~Biserial
Item ' Succeeding Correlation
FTorm Discrimination
(Correct answer undecrlined)
l. F K E B 94.5 : SS1¥*
2. A G =2 9Q 96.4 .55%*%
3.00 ¢ L _ 96.4  .58%%*
4. 3. 1 2 4 : 98,2 . 59%%
5. 1 3 5 2 B 94.5 . .5Ll¥%
6. B C A E 94.5 . 5l**
" Make number of marks shown
7. 2 - 94,5 S5T7E*
8. - 3 78.2 § L46%%
o. 5 49.1 JATE*
10. 6 ‘ 36.4 : Lo 38%*
Find the box with four dots
11, 50.9 L5Ll**
How many dots in the circle?
12, : 81.8 .30%*
1 2 3
13, ' £0.9 L40%%
906 5
14, ' 49.1 LAdF*
5 4 6 '
15, - , | » 54.5 . T .31
2 3 4




TABLE 6.1 (Continued}

S 'ANALYSIS OF PREKINDERGARTEN READINESS TEST ITEMS,
- BRI 'SHOWING CORRELATION OF ITEMS WITH TOTAL SCORE
Percentage .
_ " of Pupils Point-Biserial
Item o Succeeding Correlation
How hany dots in the circle?
16.° SR ~ 56.4 - S LA5%%
5 7 6 : : '
7. D s6.4 A 1
94 s |
Show the color indicated
18. Blue Orange Green --88.1 o L27%
19. Purple Yellow Red 94,5 T g3Ex%
20.. -Blue Red Yellow 90,9 - .24
21. Green Yellow Red . 80.0 ' o . 38%%
.22, Blue .Red Orange " - 92,7 : - T J34%%
23. lBlué Orange Purple : - 83.6 . C . L30%
" Summary
Number of items on the test S o 23

Mean number of pupils‘succéeding'-

on each test item A ’ - 56.4 %
KudérrRiihérdson'zd Reliabiiity ' L : : -84
Test Mean’ | ) 17.78
vVariénce' . N S R 17.06
Stanaard'Defiation . D - D | 4.13

' Standard Error of Measurement R . . 1.8l

o  *Statistically significant at the .05 level.
[:RJ}:H **Statistically significant at the .01 level.
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TABLE 6.2

- COMPARISON"OF SCORES ON PREKINDERGARTEN READINESS TEST

Year Anglo - Latino ‘Total
1972 .- 37 16.8 34 18.2 71 17.5
1970 . 33 - 18.3 37 17.0 70  17.7

Analysis of Variar.e

Item - ‘MS Aas F o

‘Anglo Pupils

Treatment . 39.0 - 1- 1.55 NS

Exror 25.2 68
Latino Pupils

Treatment - 21.3 1T . l.i6 NS

"Exrror - - 18.3 69




criterion-referent approach, in that most items were completed correctly by
more than half the pupils and many items were completed correctly by more
than 80% of the children. the most difficult items were clearly those in
‘the number skiil area. It is not known whether the difference in achleve-
ment on reading readiness items and on numbex readiness items was a re-
flection of the tests administered or of th: teaching procedures in the

two areas. It does suggest that examination of the teaching probedures used )
for the number:concepts may be desirable.
The overall pupil performance suggests that the project management
can expect about the same number of pupils to be ready for the all—day
kindergarten experiéence in 1972-1973 as there were in 1971-1972.
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Study V. FIHDERGARTEN PUPTLS ' READINESS FOR THE FIRST GRADE, INCLUDING
A MEASURL OF THE IMPACT GF THE ALL-DAY KINDERGARTEN

v

The Philadelphia Readiness Test has been used as a criterion
measure for assessing reading-readiness skills and number-readiness skills
in all three years of the Bilingual Program's operation (Offenberg, 1970,
1972) . Performance Objective 2.7 in the original proposal stated that both
Anglo and Latino pupils' Performances would exceed that of two critical groups--
all pupils in the city in the Spring 1869 testing, and pupils enrolled in the

‘'schools which merged to become Potter-Thomas in the same testing. The former

group had a mean score of 20.1; the latter group, 20.9.

During the first year of operation, both Anglo pupils tested in
English and Latino pupils tested in Spanish met this objective, the Latino
pupils scoring higher than had pupils in any school in the city during the
base-line year. During the second operational year, results were mixed in
the Model A program, with Anglo pupils achieving their objective, but with
Latino pupils scoring below both criteria. During that second operational
year, a kindergarten class, consisting solely of Spanish-speaking children,
was established as part of the Model B component. The performance of this
group was well above the criterion for the objective. An all-day kindergarten
was also begun in Model A which consisted of select pupils with prekindergarten
experience. This group performed well above the objective's criterion.

During the third operatiénal year of the program, all.classes _
operating in the Model B component wire at higher grades than the kindergarten,

but the regular and all-day kindergartens were continued in Model A.
Therefore, this study focuses on the Model A component alone.

In addition to assessing the effectiveness of the program in teach-
ing pupils the reading~ and number-readiness skills designated in the objectives,
this study undertakes an assessment of the effectiveness of the all-day kinder-
garten program in speeding up the skills acquisition of the brightest alumni
of the prekindergarten component.

Objecfive

Product objective 2.7 stated that .the mean scores of both Anglo and
Latino pupils in the kindergarten bilingual classes would exceed the citywide
mean of 20.1 and at least equal the Potter-Thomas School mean.of 20.9. These
means were for the base-line year of 1969, the year before the Bilingual
Program began. ' ’ ’

Procedures
Program
According to the proposal, all pupils were to be given experiences
in which they would have opportunity to practice letter and shape discrimina--

tion and practice elementary numeric:l operations. The products of these
activities were described in detail, but the specific methods used for
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instruction were not. According. to the supervisors, teachers did not sub-.
stantially alter the methods used to teach the number- and reading-readiness
skills from those of the preceeding year. In the regular kindergarten,
emphasis was on readiness skills. In the all-day kindergarten, emphasis was
on readiness and beginning reading skills. The specific microobjectives
around which the teachers built their classroom activities are detailed in
Study 5. One team of teachers (regular kindergarten) supplemented the regular
materials drawn from the Miami Curricumun Development Center, also described
in that study.

Evaluation

Instrument. The Philadelphia Readiness Test and the Spanish directions

- prepared for it were described in detail in the first year’'s evaluation report

(Offenberg, 1970)." The test requires pupils to copy shapes, match letters

and words, and perform simple counting and numerical operations up to ten. There
is not a one-to-one correspondence between test items and program microobjectives,
but each item car be viewed as a sample or an extension of an objective in the
program, ’

Instructions for the test, which has been used extensively in the
Philadelphia schools, were originally in English. For project purposes,
a Spanish translation of the test inctructions was prepared. In the first
year of program operation, Latino pupils were randomly assigned to groups who
were tested using the English and Spanish instructions. It was found at
that time that the Spanish instructions enhanced the performance of Latino
pupils. Since that time, Anglo pupils have been tested in Engllsh, and
Latino pupils have been tested in Sp.nlsh

Population and Administration. During the 1971-1972 school vyear,

all pupils enrolled in bilingual kindergarten programs were part of the Model

O

A component at the Potter-Thomas School. Seventy-seven Anglos and 83 Latinos
were enrolled in the reqular kindergarten classes; 20 Anglos and 21 Latinos
were enrolled in all-day kindergarten programs. According to teachers, this
group included all children on roll during the April 15-May 15 testing period.
All but 14 of these children were on roll prior to December, 1971. As the
scores of these children were not different from those of pupils who had been
in the school the entire year, both groups were comblned in all the group
statistics presented.

The population of the kindergarten component consists of pupils
enrolled in the program by their parents. B&s kindergarten is not mandatory
in the Philadelphia schools, this group may to some extent be regarded as
atypical: parents had to choose that their children be enrolled. However,
the same atypicality also affects the base-line groups, as base-line children
were enrolled in kindergartens prior to program implementation under the.
same conditions. : :
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The all-day kindergarten group is more select. It consists
primarily of children who were successful in’ the Hreklndergarten program
during 1970-197L. 'They were assiyned to classes on the basis of high scopes
on thc'pgekindergarten tests administered at the end of that school year. ;
‘Thye were in about the top two-thnirds on that test and were recommended by
their teacher. & few talented pupils who had not prekindergarten experience
were also assigned to the all-day klndergarten on the basis of teacher
recommendatlon.

Tests were administered by teachers in small groups of five or six
pupils, usually in two sittings. Each pupil's test was administered in the
pupil's mother tongue. The supervisors reported that they spot-checked teachers
administering the tests and they appeared_tc be following the test instructions.
Teachers subsequently scored the tests. The evaluation staff reviewed the
tests and the scoring (a) to assure that the tests appeared to be the work of
the pupils themselves and (b) to check the scoring. Three tests were rescored
after it was observed that the teacher had made an error.

Analz51s. Descrlptlve statistics (mean and standard deviations)
were obtained to determine whether ‘the objective was met. Analysls of
covariance was used to determine whether the all-day kindergarten enhanced
participant performance to levels beyond that which could be anticipated by
the pupils’' ability. In this analysis, the prev1ous year's preklndergarten
test score was used as a c0var1ate. -

Results

As shown in Table 7.1,'bcth,Anglo and Latino pupils in the program
exceeded the level of performance specified in the objective, with mean
scores of 23.2 and 22.7 respectively. A mean score of 20.9 was necessary
'to exceed the objective's criterion. As anticipated, both Anglo and Latino
all-day kindergarten pupils scored higher than children in the regular
kindergarten, Anglos scoring 24.5 and Latino scoring 25.3. These latter"
scores are close to the ceiling of the test. This ‘and the fact that the
'standard deviations were. smaller for these ‘groups than they were for the
“regular“’groups suggested that the degree of difference between the regqular
and all-say kindergarten groups might have been underestimated by the lack
of more complex. test items. Check of the 1ndlv1dual test scores suggests that
this was so: 19 of . the 41 all-day klndergarten puplls either had perfect
scores or made only one error.

Table 7.2 shows an analysis which attempted to examine whether the
all-day kindergarten component .enhanced scores on the Phlladelphla Readiness
Test. ‘As it 'was known that pupils 'in the two groups were different before

- they -entered kindergarten, an analy51s of covariance was computed for those
children who had been in prekindergarten the previous year. This permitted
the use of prekindergarten readiness test scores as the covariate. The
results in table 7.2 show that there were no statistically 51gn1f1cant '
differences once the preklndergaruen results were taken into account. This
indicated that at least as far .as the Phlladelphla Readiness Test is concerned,
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Table 7.1 Performance of All Pupils in the Model A Component on the!
Philadelphia Readiness Test.

Nurber of . © Mean - Standard

Group ' : Pupils : Score - Deviation

Anglo Pupils
Regular Kindergarten 83 . ’ 22.8% 4.0
- All Day Kindergarten ’ 20 : 24.5% 3.8
Anglo’ Total 103 23.2% 4.0

Latino Pégils
Regular Kindergarten Y ' 4 22,1% -4f7
all Day-Kindergarten' 21 o 25.3% 2.1
Latino Total - 98 ‘ ‘ 22.7% 4.5
Program Total - 201 - . 23.0% 4.3

*Indicates that group exceeded the'criterion of both baselines. :
Maximum test score is 27; preprogram.city mean was 20.1; preprogram Potter-
" Thomas mean was 20.9.

;-

the all-day kindergarten did not produce pupil performance beyond that pro-
duced by the reqular kindergarten once pupil ability was taken into account.
However, examination. of the group means, in Table 7.2 suggests that the lack
of 51gn1flcant differences may be accounted for by the same lack of difficult
items noted earlier, as the all- -day klndergarten group mean was very close
to the test max1mum

- . Discussicdn
The results showed that readlng— and’ number readlness skills have
. progressed beyond the levels of performance mandated by Product. Objectlve
2.7, Anglo performance was higher than it had been in any previous year.
Latino performance was nearly as good -as Anglo performance and approached the
outstanding results obtained for this- group durlng the flrst year of program
operatlon » :
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: Table 7.2 BAnalysis of Difference in Performance of .Last Year's
pPrekindergartens in Regular and All-Day Kindergarten Using
Spring 1971 Prekindergarten Readiness-Test Scores_as Covariate.

Group ‘ N PK Test Pnila. Readiness Test
anglo .
all-Day Kindergarten 17 21.9 25.2
Regular Kindergarten - g l4.4 . .22.8
Latino : )
All-pay Klndergarten' 17 20.5 E : 25.6
‘Reqular Kindergarten 9 12.8 o ‘ 23.1

Item : : .~ ss . .df Ms F -

Test of Equality Regression .
Within cells ) 1 231.20 43 5.38
Regression . - 14.05 3 4.68 - 0.87 .46

Analysis of Covariance

Ethnic Group ' o 6.01 6.01 NS

1 1.1.
Program . " 2,05 1 2.05 0.4 NS
Ethnic Group x Program - 0.02 1 0.02 0.0 NS
Within cells 245.02 46- 5.30 ' .
Regression _ _ .30.08 1l 30.08 5.7 . <GO2

While there is no clear explanatlon for these improvements, prOJect
superv1sors were able to offer some hypotheses. Two new teachers (an Anglo
working 'in the -all-day xlndergarten and a Latino working .in a regular kindexrgarten
class) replaced two members of last year's kindergarten staff. In addition to
having taken part in the 1971 Summer Institute, the Spanish-speaking teacher
had had experience in teaching in Cuba prior- to coming to the United States. The
Anglo teacher also was experienced. Furthermore, two classes also began to use
materials prepared by the Miami Curriculum Development'centers as supplements.

. It is felt that these materlals may have contributed to the high level of per-
formance observed. .
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were in either the regular or the all-day kindergarten might be attributed
to problems in instrumentation. It should be noted, however, that pupils
in the all-day kindergarten group not only were exposed to readiness skills
but also were introduced to reading itself. (See Study 9.) Taken together,
these results suggest that the all-day kindergarten program may be a worth-
while undertaking despite the lack of statistically significant differences
in the observed performance of the pupils.
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Study 8. STANDARDIZED TESTING OF MODEL SCHOOL PUPILS

Over the first two years of program operation, the major thrust of
the evaluation effort has beén to provide information which might be useful
for further project development and improvement. In short, the evaluation

approach was formative. 1In the third year it was felt that some summative

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

evaluation, in the form of standardized testing and program base-line com-
parisons should be included in the evaluation. For the Model School program,
this approach meant administration of standardized tests for which there
were meaningful base-lines: selected subtests of the Stanford Achievement
Test Primary 3attery II, The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, and the Test de
Destrezas Basicas en Lectura. They were used to assess performance in the
mother tongue of all second- and third-grade pupils, and second-language
performance of third-grade Latinos in the Model School program components.

' During the second year of program operation, this kind of testing
was begun when second~grade Anglo pupils were examined in English with the
Stanford Achievement Test. This was undertaken in order to assure that
participation in a bilingual classroom program was not interfering with this
group's acquisition of English reading skills, with the results showing that
Anglo second-grade pupils of Model A were ahead of similar pupils prior to
the start of the bilingual program.

Procedures
Program

All three tests to be used in this study measure reading skills in
the pupil's mother tongue. The methods for teaching these skills in the
Model A program are described in detail in the second-year evaluation report
(Offenberg, 1972) and Study 9 of this report. It is sufficient to say that
the Latino pupils in the program.show the cumulative results of their study of

Laidlaw materials, and Anglo pupils show the cumulative result of their work

with the Bank Street materials. (The Lippincott reading series was used as
a supplement to the Bank Street materials).

The Model B program for Latino second graders is substantially the
same aus that used for the Model A program, but that of the Anglos is not.
The Anglos' study of most of their mother-tongue skills, including those measured
by the Stanford Achievement test, were planned and taught independently of the
centrol and supervision of the Let's Be Amigos project management. The approach
used was phonics-based and was developed by Behavioral Research Laboratories.

Some comment is reqﬁired about the reading programs of the base-line
groups with whom comparisons were made. The base-lines for English reading
skills came from data gathered in the Potter-Thomas School in years before
the program reached that grade -level. That of the second-grade group consisted
of pupils tested in 1970, during which year students were exposed to an eclectic
reading program; i.e., teachers planned activities based on (a) the pupils in
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their classes and (b) the teachers' own preferences. The base-line of the
third-grade group was gathered in 1971 after the first year of a locval-district-
wide program operated by Behavioral Research Laboratories, which emphasized
Phonics and decoding skills and included activities (such as poster-making
contests) which would generate enthusiasm among staff and pupils.

The base-line group for data aw the Spanish-~language Test de Destrezas
was obtained from a 1968 citywide testing program (Desing, 1968) in which all

- pupils in the second through eighth grades who,in their teachers'' judament were

O

Spanish-speaking were examined in that language. At the time of this testing,
the school system was not offering any instruction in reading in that language.

Model A third-grade Latino pupils were thought to have a sufficiently
good mastery cof English language skills to be ready for a testing in that
language with a first-to-second-grade level test. The participants in this
program had studied aural-oral English exclusively until the last half of the
second grade or the beginning of the third grade. At that time reading was
introduced using the Bank Street series of readers.

Evaluation

The procedures used in gathering the evaluation data for this study
were similar regardless of the instrument or target group.

Instruments. The Stanford Achievement Test Primary Battery II was
used to examine the reading skills of three groups: second-grade Anglos of
the Model A component, second-grade Anglos of the Model B component, and third-
grade Latinos of the Model A component. Four subtests--Word Meaning, Sentence
Meaning, Spelling, and Word Study Skills--were administered.

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills--Vocabulary, Reading, Language, and-
Arithmetic subtests and the Composite score--were used to assess the performance
of third-grade Anglo pupils in their mother tongue (Model A only; Model B did
not have third-grade classes in 1971-1972).

Latino second-grade (Model A and Model B) and third~grade, (Model A)
pupils were examined on a Spanish reading test, Test de Destrezas Basicas en
Lectura. The instrument provides scores for Words -and Letters {recognition),
Word Meaning, and Comprehension, and a Composite score.

Method. All testing was conducted by classroom teachers. To assure
correct, fair administration of the tests, supervisors visited the classrooms .
during test administration in Model A, and a research staff member assisted
the teachers in testing Model B. All tests were administered within the two-
week period which ended in early May. This time period is used also for citywide.
testing of pupils. :
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In all cases the testing was given according to test publishexrs'
,instructions and scored in accordance with the keys the publishers provided.

Subjects. All pupils in the ciasses which composed the second grade
of Model A and Model B and the third grade of Model A were to be examined in
this assessment. The number of pupils enrolled in each grade and the percentage
of pupils tested {(April, 1972) were as follows:

Model A; Anglo second grade, 58 (67%)
Anglo third grade, 58  (96%)
Latino second grade, 83 {87%)
Latino third grade, 59. {95%)
ModeliB: Anglo second grade, 29 (93%)

Latino second grade, 4l {95%) .

The number of pupils who actually took each test or subtest are
shown in the tablwes in the Results section of this report. The discrepancies
are due to -absenteeism. According to teachers, no pupils were excluded from
the testing for other reasons. It was not clear, at the time of this writing,
why only €7% -of the recond-grade Anglos were tested.

Analysis. All analyses in this study were of the "analysis of
variance'" type. As the data analyses proceeded, the authors revised their
idea of the best way to handle them. As a result, there are some.variations
within the study; specifically, in later portions, multivariate analysis of
variance was substituted for several univariate analyses. In these analyses,
pupil performance was compared with that of base-line groups. There were all
historical base-lines; i.e., they were for pupils who were similar in ethnic
background and believed to be similar in social ¢laus and school experience to
those pupils sexrved by the'pfogram. The specific groups used are shown in the
Results section. '

Results

. Performance of Model A and Model B Anglo Second-Grade Pupils on the Stanford
Achievement Test : .

Group means, grade equivalents oif the means, and standard deviations
of the test scores of first-grade pupils on four subtests of the Stanford
Achievement Test are shown in Table 8.1, which also includes variance analyses
of the outcome. The base-line group used in this analysis was all Anglo pupils
attending Potter-Thomas School in 1970, the year before the Bilingual Program
reached the second grade.
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As can be sdémy, the raw-score means of both Model A and Model B
pupils are greater than that of the preprogram base-line group on all four
tests, with Model A pupils consistently superior to those of Model B. Some
of the gazins of Model B were, in fact, so small that the scores were in the

same ''grade equivalent" range as were those of the base-line group.

Three analyses were performed on the data to answer three distinct
guestions. The first of~Ehese, Base-line vs. Combined Model A and Model B
sought to determine whether performances of pupils in the Model School programs
were superior to those of +he bese-line group. Overall, for three subtests--
Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, and Word Study Skills--the results clearly were
in favor of the program, but the outcome on Word Meaning was marginal (F - 2.30,
df = 1/105, p <.10). E

The second analysis, Base-line vs. Model A, responded to the question
whether the performance of Model A pupils was superior to that of the base-
line group. " As can be seen in the table, there were clear-cut differences
on all four subtests. (F ranging from 4.43 to 31.03, and probabilities ranging
from less than .04 to less than .00.) with the strongest differences in Spelling
(one-half year of grade equivalence) and Word Study Skills (six-tenths of a
year of grade equivalence}. '

. The third analysis examined whether the performance of pupils in |
Model B was superior to that of the base-line group. Analysis showed that
program pupils were significantly auead of the base line in three skill
’areas-—Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, and Word Study Skills-~ and marginally
ahead in Word Meaning. However, examination of the grade equivalents.suggests
that at least two of these were probablv not meaningful, despite the fact
that they exceeded chance expectations. Specifically, the Word Meaning and
Paragraph Meaning performances were less than one month of grade-equivalent
score ahead of those of the base-line.

Performance of Anglo Model A Pupils on the Iowa Tests
—

Table 8.2 shows the results of comparison of the Iowa test performance
of Anglo Thiri-grade Model A pupils with that of the 1971 Potter-Thomas base-
line group. As can be seen, Model A pupils’' performance was superior to that
of pupils in the base-line group on all four subtests and in the Composite
.score. The analyses of variance show that on one subtest--Vocabulary--Model A
pupils were clearly superior (F = 10.7, df = 1/145, p<.0l). On two subtests
. Language Skills and Arithmetic --marginal levels of significance {p <.1l0) were
obtained. For only one subtest--Reading--were the results nonsignificant.

When the scores are combined into the publishers' Composite, analysis shows
a clear-cut difference of 2.5 months' grade equivalence in favor of the Model A
Group (F = 6.69, df = 1/135, p <.01).

Table 8.3 shows comparison of four subgroups of.Model A.third-grade
Anglo pupils: those who had been enrolled in the program for more than two
years, those who had been enrolled for one to two years, and those admitted
~during the early and later parts of the year being evaluated.
As can be seen from the table, there is no clear pattern of Iowa test scores
which relates to length of exposure to the program; and none of the analyses
of variance revealed a statistically significant difference.
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Table 8.1 Performance of Anglo Puwnils in the Second Grade of Model B
on tne Staniord Achievement Test, Reading Subtests.

Subtest E Base Line i Model A l Model B
| (N = 42) L (N = 39) L (N = 27)
LK Gr. Fg. $.D.! X Gr. Eg. $.D.! X Gr. Fg. S.D.
: ; ‘ i ‘ o
Word Meaning 6.1 1.7 3.8 5.0 1.8 4.1 7.4 1.7 4.6
Paragraph Meaning; 8.6 1.6 6.3 | 12.3 1.7 6.7 ' 9.1 1.6 6.9
Spelling 121 1.5 2.1 ! 5.4 2.0 4.3 | 3.3 1.7 5.1
Word study Skills|l6.5 1.4 6.3 | 26.5 2.0 7.1 }18.2 1.5  10.5
1 L !
Multivariate Analyses of Variance of faw Scores®
7 7 7
f : ]
‘Item ‘ ’ F af - : p<
Base-iine vs. Combined Model A and Model Bl
. T -
Multivariate ¥ ! 4.38 . B/204 o .001
Word Meaning b 2.30 1/105 .10
Paragraph Meaning . 3.48 . 1/105 . .03
Spelling L 7.66 ©1/105 ' .001
Word Study Skills _ . : 16.94 1/105 .001
~ Base-line vs. Model a Aloné
Multivariate F . 0 8.19 4/102 ~ .00l
Word Meaning ’ _ T 4,43 . 17105 .04
Paragraph Meaning . ¢ 6.23 . 1/105 : .01
Spelling , : ¢ 15.05 . 1/108 j .00l
- Word study skills S ¢ 31,03 . : 1/105 . .001 -
Base-line vs. Model B Alone ;
Multivariate F ' . 8.70 47102 .00l
Word Meanirg : - 2.96 ¢ 17105 i .08
Paragraph . Meaning 6.86 ' 1/105 ; .01
Spelling o ’ . 13.83 i 1/105 ! .001
Word study Skills 33.08 . { 1/105 g .001

*All three analyses were taken from three different sets of orthogonal
comparisons. They were created to answer the specific guestions raised -in
the text. It was not possible to include all three in one data analysis.
The author is aware that, strictly speaking, a single analysis and post-hoc
tests would be more conservative, but it was felt that that approach would
have been conservative for the purpose at 1and. The reader will note that
the degrees of freedom are the same for the error variance regardless of the
number of cases actually compared in an analysis. This.is because in orthogonal
comparisons, the error variance is pooled from all cells of the experiment,




Table 8.2

Comparigson of Iowa Test Scores of Model A Third- Grace Anglos
With Scores of Anglos in Base-line Group.

Modei A Base Line af P 4P
Subtest ' X {Potter-Thomas) '
' N Mean (GE'T N Mean (GE)

- Vocabulary 56 * 2.70 91  2.34 1/145 {'10.7 |{.0L
Reading 'S4 . 2.52° 92  2.35 1/144 | 2.11} NS
Language Skills 56 2.53 90  2.33 1/144 | 3.43]¢.10
Arithmetic 54 2.77 88  2.54 17240 | 3.36 {10
Composite 52 2.59 85 2.34 17135 | 6.69 /.01

- lerage- equrvalent scores were used in this analysls
Univariate F tests were computed

tested with Level A.

Table 8.3

_ all pupils were

Comparlsons of Blllngual Program (Model A), Thlrd Grade Anglo
Pupils of Varylng Lengths- of Exposure to the Program.
iength of Experience in Biiingual Program
Between One ‘Between One-~ |'Less Than
. N More Than . and half-and = [One-half -
Subtest Two‘Yeirs | - Two Years. One Year Year - df - - Fl P
N X N. X N X N X :
Vocabulary |29 2.62 15 2.68 9270 6 2,55 33/55 0.4 |NS
Reading 29 2,52 15 2.45 9 2.60 .' 7 2.38 3/56 [0.2
Lehguage . . : S . - .
~'Skills 29 2.51 15 2.42 11 - 2.70 7 2.65 |(3/51 0.4 [NS
Arithmetic {28 2.80 15 2.58 10 2.89 7 2.83 |3/53 | 0.4 |NS
Composite |28 2.58 | 15 2,54 7 2.74 |6 2.42 |3/52{0.3 |Ns

1univariate F tests were'computed,.using gréde equivalents.
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Second~ and Third- Grace Laelno Perfoxmance on the Test de Destrezas Bisicas
en Lectura :

. Table 8.4 shows the performance of Latino second- and third-grade
puplls in the Model School programs on the four subtests of the Test de
Destrezas B&sicas en Lectura. In both the second and third grades and on
all subtests, pupils were superior to the baseé~line group of Latino pupils
in the Philadelphia schools in 1968, with the mean overall score showing a
superlorlty of 13 percentile polnts in the second grade and 17 percentlle
points in the thlrd ‘grade.

' The analysis of variance showed that.the differences on all subtests
were statistically significant. .

Table 8.5 shows that thére was not a significant difference in the
Composite scores between pupils in Model A second grade and Model B second
~grade. It also shows .that analysis of variance of scores grouped by length
of exposure to bilingual education.did not yield statistically significant
differences. It should be noted, however, that there is a trend for each
group with lesser ‘amounts of exposure to the program to have a lower composite
score than the groups with greater exposure, an outcome one could expect in
only four times per hundred by-chance. This suggests that analysis of a
different type might detect differences. : ' '

Latino Third-Grade Pupils Tested in English

Latino pupils in the third grade were tested in English on the four
‘subtests of the Iowa test, in order to describe their performance -in that
language after their entry into the Bilingual Program. Results, shown in
Table 8.5, indicate that Latino pupils in the third grade-are working at a
-level typical of English- speaking pupils nationally at the end of the first’
grade. Table 8.7 shows the infludence of length of time in the Bilingual
Program on each of the subtests. As:can be Seen, no cvstematlc, statlstlcally
slgnlflcant dlfferences were found. :

Discussion _

The.findings of this study show that performance of students in -the

‘ Bilingual Program was generally better than that of base llne groups. " At no

point was it poorer.

) ‘For Latino pupils the gains in the measured Spanish reading skills

have been substantial (13 percentile points in.the second grade, 17 percentile
~points in. the third). This is not. unexpected because the base-line data were

for puplls not receiving instxyuction in opanlsh, while Latino program part1c1pants
. were rece1v1ng such 1nstructlon. Nevertheless, the fact that gains were ‘strong
and overall pupil performance (Composite score) was “above the 40th percentlle

of pupils in an all-Spanish environment suggests that the -program can succeed

in developing performance of pupils in' their. mother tongue under these conditions.
It should be rioted that in the third-grade results there is an’ interesting

" - pattern in-both the base—llne and the program outcomes. When compared with }
-norms of Puerto Rican pupils, performance on recoqnltlon of Words and Letters .

(whlch requires little comprenension) is much better than .performance on: the
Word Meanlng and Comprehenswon subtests. This pattern’ may ‘provide clues to -

Q
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Table 8.4 Comparison of

with the Base

Model School 3econd- and Third-Grade Pupjlé

Line of Lat
‘ in 195683

ino Duplls in Pnrladelphla schools

Base T.ine

‘Grade and Subtest Models N & B
! T (N = 206) (N = 110)

Second Grade % Perconhiuli 5D ¥ Percentile SD
Recognition of : 7
Words and Letters - 43.04 35 . 15.27 1 48.70 45, 16.20
Word Meaning 8.56 30 4.85 11.61 . 40 ©6.59
Comprehension 5.06 36 4.95 7.28. 40 . 7.75

. Composite 57.49 32 20.49 67.86 - 45 ©26.41
Base Line Models .A & B
(N = 332) (N = 94)

Third Grade X Percentile SD - x Percentile = SD
Recognition of - .

Words and Letters  49.76 32 13.25 . 58.39 6l 8.48

Word Meaning 9.39 19 8.08 - 14.25 36" 6.51

' Comprehension 7.19 21 7.13 10.14 . 30 .6.95

Composite 69.93- 27 57.94 82.95 44 . 19.37
Multivariate Analysis of Variance’

Grade Level: F as p<
Multivariate 13.81 - 4/795 .001
Recognition of Words _ - ,

and Letters 49.87 1/798 .001
Word Meaning - 4.41 1/798. .04
Comprehension 9.39 1/798 .002
' Composite 18.00 1/798 . .001
Program - e
, Multivariate 20.88 4/795 .001
Recognition of Words ' o '
and Letters 39.12 1/785 .001
" Word Meaning 51.06 '1/798 .001
Comprehension 14.93 1/798 .001 -
. Composite 12.29 1/798 - .001 7
Intechtlon of Grade Level
and Program
MultivaViate : I.47. 4/795 .008
Recognltlon of Words . ) , _
and Letters 1.72 1/798 . NS
Word Meaning 2.66 1/798 NS
Comprehen51on "2.66 -1/798 ‘NS
0.16 . 1/798 - NS

Comp051te

.-Percentlles are for second— ‘and thlrd—grade rural DupllS in-Puerto Rlco'

in- the. Sprlng aemesuer

C
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Table 8.5

Test De Destrezas Analyses_Designed_té Assess Subordinate
Questions. Co . L . N

Model -

Comparison of ‘Model A and Model ‘B
Second-Grade Latinos--Composite Scores

N X Percentile
73 e7:3 . a3
39 - : 66.9 43
MS et E P
Groups . 11.6 . 1 .02 NS
Er?or - ?43:2 _ ' 110

Comparison of Model A Third-Grade Latino Pupils
with Varying Amounts of Experience in the
Bilingual Program--Composite Scores

‘Length of Experience

in Program. o ‘ﬁ - v DX
More than two years ' CLo22 o .. 70.7
One toxtwo'year§- ’ : 47 ‘ . 69.8
One-half to ' . ) . .
one year 38 ' o © 64.5
Less than one-half i o
year ' 5 | 45.6
‘Source, - - Ms as F P
Length of time 1065 - .3 T 1.46 NS
/ iR’ Program : : o ' B o
’ Error : . 727 ' -108




Table 8.6 Third-Grade Latino Pupil Performance in English Reading and
Spelling-Skill Subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test.

t

Subtest ; N X G.E. { Sb
Word Meaning ; 70 { 9.07 1.8 4.80
Paragraph Meaning : 73 { 13.47 1.8 ; 6.29
Spelling : 5.3 4.26 1.9 . 5.50
Word Study Skills ! 73 Lﬁ 20.01 1.6 i 7..56

Table 8.7 Mean Scores on the Stanford Achievement Test of Latino Pupils
with Differing Amounts of Experience in the Program.
¢

Length of Experience in Bilingual Program

Between One | Between Cne-= Less Than
Subtest Moxe Than and half and One-half

: Two Years Two Years. One Year Year
N £ N ¥ | N ¥ | N b3
Word Meaning: 27 9.4 19 9.2 14 8.6 9 8.7
Paragraph Meaning 27 13.9 20 "12.6 l6 14.2 10 13.7
Spelling 24 4.6 11 5.8 10 2.9 8 2.3
Word Study Skills 26  20.9 21 18.6 14 19.9 10 21.3

Analysis of Variancel

Subtest . F af p
Word Meaning 0.11 3/65. NS
Paragraph Meaning 0.24 3/69 NS
Spelling 0.86 3/49 NS
Word Study Skills : 0.43 3/67 NS

lgnivariate F tests for each measure were computed.




the areas where special emphasis is needed if Latino pupils are to develop
good mastery of Spanish while living on the Mainland.

Results of administration of the Stanford Achievement Test for Model A
"Anglos once again showed gains were made when compared.with the base line of
pules who previously studied at Potter-Thomas School, replicating the re sults
of the previous year. The results for Model B, Dlxowrnc stmall but statistically
significant gains (often less than one month of grade equivalence) need atten-
tion. It was originally thought that the Model B Anglc participants would be
like those of Model A as they come from similar schools and a similar ccrmunity,
making the Potter-Thomas base line an adeguate one. Examination of class lists
shows tiirt this was not a good assumption, because th: Model B Anglo second
grade includes many ({about one fourth) Spanish- -surnamaed children. Checklng
with program supervisors showed that there was-a tendency to place Latino-
pupils with "good" mastery of English in the classes of Mcdel B Anglos because
it would result in more contact with Spanish than if they had been placed in
‘regular classes. However, it also resulted in an "Anglo” group of puplls for
‘whom English was not truly the first language :

The Iowa test data, whlch were used to compare Anglos at Potter-
Thomas with the previous years® pupils, also deserve special comment. _The
‘lack of clearly significant differences in areas. other than vocabulary is
probably due to the fact that the base-line group had also been involved in
a spec1al program, the District Five Reading Program, eonducted by Behavioral
Research Laboratories. The fact that there were. strong trends (Language
Skills and Arithmetic} and one clear- -cut significant difference (Vocabulary)
in_favor of the Bilingual Program should be regarded as a gratifying outcome.

Examination of the performance of third-grade Latino pupils on an
English reading test designed for the elementary. grades can be viewed only
' in descriptive terms, because of 'the lack of a base line. The study showed that
! after about eight-tenths of a vear of ‘instruction in Enallsh pupils .were
readlng like- Engllsh speaking pupils in a national sample with about the same
length of- experience in reading, i.e., pupils at the end of the eighth month of
the first grade. If this rate of acqulsltlon can pe maintained, the .Latino
puplls should ultimately be able to read well in the both languages.

: One outcome worthy of further study is the relationship between

length of exposure to the Bilingual Program and performance. It is not surpising’
that little difference was found for Anglo pupils. The results of the ‘'study

of -Latino pupils reading in Spanish suggest that there may be a clear-cut
relationship which was undetected by the analysis of variance used but which
might be detected by a correlational study. It is expected that such a study
“Would show that the more exposure there was to blllngual educatlon the stronger
the Spanish performance would be.

ot

Equally 1nterest1ng is the lack of any pattern in the Engllsh performance
of the Latinos as a function of program exposure. Most new Latino admissions
to the Blllngual‘Program came from other: Phlladelphia schools, Qgt‘directl?
from a Spanish-speaking-educational environment. The fact that the performance
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of li:hn:w édmlttees (most}y with two years of reading experience in an all-

noz diffegv;fonmegt as well as one of English in the Bilingual Program) did
rom that of long-term participants (with one or one and one-half

years of English reading) suggests that the program can accomplish in a year

o :
Or a year and a half that which other schools require a much longexr period

of time i in ¢

°f Cime d::eaziompllsb. During subsequent evaluations it wouid be desirable
° o ¥ Fhe %nferences drawn from these'relationships betWeen length

OL program participation ang performance. :

O
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STUDY 9. CRITERION—REFEREN-T READING. TESTS IN THE MODEL A AND MODEL B PROGRAMS

As we noted in Study 8, a major change in the evaluation of ‘the
Model school program was initiated during the third operational year--a
greater number of standardized tests was used to assess pupil performance.

In order to conduct this standardized testing, the limited evalua-
tion resources demanded a cuthack in the evaluation in some other ares.

This cutback occurred in the zssessment of reading using criterion-referent
approaches. Therefore, in Spring 1972 assessment of rmading these approaches
were confined to those groups and grade “levels where the project. staff Zelt
that standardized testing was inappropriate.. AS a result?”critérion—referent
approaches were used in the alil-day kindergarten and first-grade for measure-
ment of first-language reading skills as well &s with second-grade Latinos
and third-grade Anglos for measurement-of second—language skills. '

Two tests of the cr1terlon referent battery were used--Word Calllng
and Pictures. The Word Calling test measures’ sight vocabulary and was used
with -all ‘groups; the Picture test measures meaning of words and was’ used
with flrst—grade pupils learnlng to read thelr ‘first-language.

‘The evaluation of the l970—l97l,school year showed that pupil
performance on the Picture subtest was highly erratic. It was believed that
this was due to departure from prescribed methods of test administration.

To remedy this situation, during the current year all testing was carried
‘out by supervisory and evaluation staff members in Model B, and by teachers
with direct superv1slon by the program supervisors in Model A. :

Procedures’
Program

In-the Model A program, pupils in the all-day kindergarten began

. to learn to read about midyear. Anglo pupils were 1ntroduced to the skills
w1th the Chandler preprimer program while Latino pupils began to learn to
read using the Laidlaw series in Spanish. In first through third grades,
pupils began to learn. to read using the Laidlaw series 'in Spanish. 1In
first through third grades, pupils used the Bank Street Readers in English
and the Laidlaw'Readers in Spanish.. First graders began readingin their
mother tongues, second-grade Latino pupils began readlng in their second
language, and by third grade Anglo and Latino pupils were reading 1n both
their first and second languages.

. In Model B the reading instruction of Latino pupils was under \
direct project control but the instruction of Anglos was not. Therefore, -
evaluation of the readinhg of Model B Anglos was not included in the criterion-
referent testing.. In Model B, second—language readlng was not’ formally
introduced to either the Anglo or the Iatino groups. This component used

the Miami curricular materlals.' The Language Arts strands of thesé materials
included activities which provided readlness skills for the Latinos learn-

ing to read in their mother tongue. - The .Lippincott reading materials were
used in Model A arid B as supplementary texts during the year for 1nstruct1ng~
puplls to read Engllsh.

Aruntex: proviasa by enic [N
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Objectives . .

nll-day. XKindergarten, mother tongue. No objectives were specified
for this level. Any achievement obtained is beyond that mandated by the
proposal. . : ' :

First grade, mother tongue. Objective 3.7 stated that 80% of =he
childrer would be able to recognize 90% of the sight vocabulary of the
preprimexr and primer (first primer in Bank Street)  of the reading series in
use~--Bark Street for Anglos, Laidlaw for Latinos.

Second grade, mother tongus. Objective 5.1 stated the following
distribution would be obtained by the end of the second grade: Level 2,
Part 1 of the readers would be completed by the 50% of the pupils; Level 1
would be mastered by 30%; the remaining 20% of the pupils would show mastery
of the preprimer lewvel. '

Second grade, second language. Based on the success in intro-

ducing second-language skills to a few pupils in the second operational year,

2ll Latino pupils in Model A durlng 1971-1972 were introduced to reading in
their second language. (Although.anglo puplls who. began to read did equally
well, it was felt that the majority.of Anglo pupils did not have sufficient
mastery of Spanish te warrant introducing them to this broad-based reading
program) . ' )

Third grade first lanquage. Objective 6.1 specified the distri-
bution of pupil reading skills expected. Pupils were evaluated informally
in the "“Log Study," (see study 9 and with. standardlzed test (see Study 6).

Third grade, second 1anguage. objective 6.2‘specif1ed the
distribution of pupil scores expected. in the second' language for both
Anglos and Latinoss Ppupil performance was checked in the Log Study (see
Study 5). 1In addition, Anglos were tested in ‘the second- language in this
study. The anticipated performance was 60% of the ,Anglos ‘able to read
Level 1 at 90% criterion and 40% at the primer level to that crlterlon.

Latino pupils seemed capable of more complex performances. They'
were tésted in their second language using the standardized Engllsh*language

test normally used w1th second—grade Anglo’ puplls. -{see Study 6).

In all caseswordcalllng crlterlon-referent tests were specified
for assesslng the crlterlon. The picture tests were still regarded-as
experimental. ) ' B ‘

Evaluation,

instruments. The instruments used in this study were developed
in 1970-1971 for the evaliuation of-.this p;ogram, and were described in con-
sideralile detail in the evaluation .report for that year (Offenberg, 1972).
\ Chandler Readers. Anglo pupil'nerformance on this preprimerxr
material used _in the all-day klndergarten was measured by a word-calling
test. It con51sts of ten words: selected from ‘the' vocabulary introduced in
the first five booklets, of thlS ser_es, Sw1ngs, Slides, Trucks. and Cars
to Rede, Bikes, and Supermarket.-«Innthe testlng puplls viere asked to read

‘the words aloud. : o

S
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‘Bank Street Readers. The mastery of English reading skills was

- measured by two of the four criterion-referent tests for these materials--
word Calling and Pictures. The first of these sampled vocabulary words
appearing in the.Bank Street readers. cChildren being tested were reguired
to read the words aloud. The testwas designed for individual administration.
The second test, Pictures, consisted of pictures which portrayed the meaning
of concepts taught in the reader. The pupilwas to match one of three worxds
with each picture. The picture testwas designed for group administration.
Both tests of the Bank Street batterywere designed to assess reading of
texts from the preprimers through Level 3.l. The specific readers were

In the City People Read, Around the City, Uptown Downtown, My City, Green
Lights Go, and City Sidewalks. Detailed descriptions of the tests appeared
on Page 91 of the second-year evaluation report. The werd-calling and
picture tests of the Bank Street Series were administered to Anglo first~'
grade pupils. Latino second graders were examined with the word—calllng
test for these readers.

lLaidlaw Readers. Two subtests based on the Laidlaw readers in
Spanish were also used, one a word-calling and one a picture test. 1In
format these tests were similar to those prepared for Bank Street readers.
The tests themselves were described in detail in the 1970-1971 evaluation
report. The tests measured skills in the Laidlaw readers through the 2.1
level. The books sampled were Camino de la Escuela, Aprendemos a  Leer,
Nuestros Amigos, and Del Campo al Pueblo. '

ILatino all-day kindergarten pupils were tested on word—cailing_
_of the pregrimer materials. Latino first graders and Anglo third graders

- were tested on the woxrd calllng. ‘Latino first graaers.were tested on the

‘picture subtest as well

Method. Two different procedures were used. The word- calllng
tests were administered by progect-evaluatlon and supervisory staff members.
The picture tests ‘were administered by teachers, with supeIV1sors monitoring .-
the process insofar as that was possible. Program-evaluation staff monitored
those classrooms where the teacher .appeared to have departed from the pro-
cedure - for testlng the preV1ous year.

Sub]ects.. In each of the Woxd Calling’ tests,'a 5unple of one-
third of the pupils in the grade levels tested was drawn 'at random by
members of the evaluation staff. - The one exception to this was the all-
day kindergarten, where a11 puplls or. roll and present during the testlng

"period were examined.

) ~ The picture tests were admlnlstered to all pupils in each grade
1eve1 present on the day when the testlng was conducted.

Analyses. Means, standard dev1atlons and other descriptive
statistics were computed in order to compare pupil performances with criteria
indicated in the objectives stated in the proposals. ‘In addltlon, the

- picture subtest .results were subjected to item analyses in which the p01nt-
biserial correlations of: items with total score, Kuder—Rlchardson rellabll—
1t§ coeff1c1ents, and otner test—pertlnent data were ootalned ’ :

,\)
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Resulhs

Word Calling Test

o

. The all-day -kindexrgarten pupiis as noted earlicr, begah to read
preprimer texts in their mother tongue. Althougn no reading objectives
vers ever stated for thi:z group, pupils were able to read this level ‘of
naterial by year ené. AsS can be seen in Tables 9.1 and 9.2, typical
Aunglo and Latino pupils ware able to call about 70% of the vocahulary
of the texts to which they were exposed.

Table 9.1. Performance of Anglo All-Day Kindorqgarten
Pupils on the Chandler Reading Test (Model i)

Mean Sccre 7.0

Standard Deviation i 2.7

Text Maximum ' . 10

Critexion | None set

No. of Pupils Observed L7

Percentage of Enrolled - 100%
Pupils Observed

Tanle 9.2. Results of Testing All-Day Kindergarten
latino Pupils on the Preprimer Iters of Laidlaw
word-Calling Test

Mean Score : 7.0

Standard Deviation 2.5

Text Maximum - 10

Criterion " None set

No. of Pupils Observed - 22

Pexrcentage of Enrolled . 100%
Pupils Observed

The performance of Anglo pupils 32 the first grade on the Bank
Street Word-Calling tests is shown in Table 9.3. As can be seen only 32%

of the pupils met the criterion. According to the objective, 80% of the

pupils should have met it. The performance of the Latino first graders in
the Laidlaw text was also less than that stited in the objective. As shown
in Table 9.4, only 28% of those in Model A ind 15% of those in Model B were
able to complete the word-calling test at tle level of the criterion.

N
e



Table 9.3. Testing of Znglo Model A First-Crade Pupils
on Word-Calling Test forxr iank Street

) ) =

Mean Score ' : 10.31
Standard Deviation i 11.43
o, of Items on Test ; ) (9
No. of Items Applicanle ; =0
to Objective
Criterion (90% of previous is8
line) !
No. of Pupils Observed i 31
Percentage oi Observed Puplls e 32

Meeting Criterion . ;

Table 9.%. Puorformance on Modei A and Model B Latino
First-Grade Pupils >n Word-Calling Test
for raidlaw (Spanish) Readers

. i '
Item | Model A . Model B

- -
Mean Score : 13.42 10.45
Standard Deviation - 12,33 10.63
No. of Items on Test 1 40 " 40
No. of Items Applicable . i 20 20
to Objective - : _
Criterion (90% of prev1ous 18 _ 13
line)
No. of pupils Obsexved 64 47
Percentage of Enrolled } 38 39
Pupils Observed
Percentage of Obse:ved : 28 15
Pupils Meeting
Criterion

Second~grade Latino pupils were tested in wcrd calling in English,
No objective with a specific criterion appears, but the results shown in
Table 9.5 indicate that the seccnd-grade Latino pupils were able to read
24,83 woxrcs, which wnuld place them about midway throwsh the Tevel 1 reader
in the Bank Street series.

. Anglo pupils in the thfrd grade were similarly tested in their
second language. According to the pronosal 60% of the puplls ought to
hav: been able to call words in the vocabulary appearlng in the Level 1
text. Resulte .btained in this testing (shown in Table 9.6) were far below

.
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Tabli. ¥.5. Cecond-Lénguage Perfor.ance oi Model A
Second~Grade Latinos Reading Bank Street

Mean Score o 24.83

Standard Deviation . 18,76

No. of Items on Test 69

No. of Items Applicable i . Not specified
to Objective I =

No. of Pupils Observed v - 24,

Percentage of Enrolled : 27%

Pupils Observed

Table 9.6. Second-Language Performance of Model A
Third-Grade Anglo Pupils on
Laidlaw Word-Calling Test

Mean Score o : ¢ 11.86

Standard Deviation . . ¢ 10,51

‘No. of Items on 'est i 40

No. of Items Applicable to Objectlve- '
Primer . 20
Level 1 _ ‘ 30

No. of Items Applicable to Objective
at 90% Criterion:

Primerxr ' 18
Level 1 . ' ' 27
Percentage of Pupils Meetlng :
Criterion: _ .
Primer (100% ant1c1pated) v 27%
\ ' Level 1 (60% anticipated) C 9%
No. of Pupils Tested . ' 22

Percentage of Enrpolled Pupils Tested 34%
A e S )

that level, with only 9%'of'the Anglo pupils able to perform.at that
criterion. The proposal also stated that all Anglo pupils should have
been able to read the preprimex and primer. The result was tnat 27%
of the pupils tested could read it. -

Picture Tests

Bank Street picture-test performance of Anglo first-grade pupils.
The entire Bank Street picture test was completed by 98 of the 168 pupils
on roll in the first grade (58%). It was expected that all Anglo first-
grade pupils not absent on the testing dates would be examined. It is not
clear at present why so many puplls.were excluded, since with normal absences
about 80: of the pupils should have taken the test. Ovevrall the itam
-anglysis of this test prov;des the™ 1mpre351on that it is fairly reliable.
The Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability coefficiant wis .67 and nost items had
medium~value point-biserizl correlations wita total sccre. (They ranged




from .04 to .45, with mast in the upper half of that range.) The typical
item was answered correctly by 47% of the tested pupils. '

The mean score on the test was 14.1 items correct. Six items
of the test were culled directly from the preprimer and primer levels.
As there were 18 items on the test and three choices per item, the average
score .of who could complete each item in the recommended texts and guess at
the remainder would be 10 items. The 1l4.l-item mean reflects achievement
beyond that ascribable to guessing and mastery of the items of the preprimer
and primer levels. The teacher of these materials ascribed this outcome tc
the fa .t that most alternate (incorrect) choices had diFferent initial con-
sonants. The teacher felt that when they could guess the appropriate word
for the picture, the pupils could look for a word with the same initial
consonant and thereby select the correct choice, without being able to read
the words completely.

Iaidlaw picture test with Latino first graders. .Two hundred two -
first-grade Latino pupils completed this test~-133 Ffrom Model A and 69 from
Model B. This represents 79% of the Model A roll at year end and 86% of the
Model B roll at year end. However, 20 Latino pupils, all in Model A, were
' examined on only one half of the test, reducing the Model A pupils to 113.
Results of the item analysis, based on responses of the remaining 182 pupils,
showed that 10 of the 12 test items had pnsitive. point-biserjial correlations,
eight of which were .30 or above. The two items which had negative correla-
tions with total score correlated about -.30, but a large proportion of
pupils answered the items correctly (over 65% in each case). The average
correlation of items was .3l; the typi-al item was cormpleted correctly by 54%
of the pupils; the Xuder-Richardson 2( reliability was .79; the mean score
was 8.35 items; and the standard devi¢ tion was 2.99 items. Six of the 12
items came directly from he material: stucied. If the pupils could complete .
each of these items and quessed on th¢ remzinder, the results would be Jjust
about those obtained. However, as was the case with tne Bank Street picture
test. the difficulty of the items did not ippear to be clearly dependent on
the level of the reading texts from which they came. The mean was about orne
more item correct in Model B than in'} >del A. The mean of Model A was 7.97
items correct; that of Model B was 8.¢7 items correct. Examination of the
individual scores showed that there w' s a fair number of pupils with perfect
scores: (about one~-fourth) and a fair umbexr of pupils (about one=eighth)
who made the’ same response (e. g., alwiys crose the middle one of the three
‘ch01ces) in eac.. group.

Discuss ion

The results of this study must be examined in the context of
other reading assessments in the program. However, the outcomes suggest
that greater attention needs to be given to reading in the Bilingual program
if pupil achievement is to match that indicated in the program's proposal
and objectives. The three groups where no criteria for reading were speci-
fied (Anglo all-day kindergartners in the mother tongue, Iatino all-day -
kindergartaers in the mother tongue, and Latino second graders in the second
language) all appear to have turnéd in respectable performances.

In other parts of the program'studLéd using a criterxion-referent
approach, the results are a complex mixture of outcomes which, taken together,
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represent performarce below that of the objectives of the program.

Relatively few Anglo and Latino first graders met the first-lanquage read-
ing objective set for them--the mean pupil performance was at akout the

level specified for the minimum pupil performance. As was the case last year,
the variability of pupll performance (as shown by the standard deviations)

was large when compared to the mean, pointing to skewed distributions in
which many pupils had relatively low :scores and a few pupils had very high
ones.

The analyses of the picture subtest suggest that rather than
measuring a more comnlex skill than word recognition, it measured a less
complex skill--recognition of initial consonants. While it may be useful for
that purpose, it did not seem to be a qood tool for measuring understanding
of the written word as originally intended. :

The increase in use of standardized tests in the program suggested
that at the earliest skill levels reading may be best measured through the
simple word~calling tests and more complex skills may be best measured by
publlshed tests.

O
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"Study 10.. CRITERION-REFERENT as'uc CF SECOND- AND THIRD-GRADE ARITHMETIC
S:(ILLS IN TE—E MODEL s HCOL PROGRAM : N :

+

Durlng the 1970~ 1971 school year,. criterion- referent tests in

. arithmetic were developed in order that second-grade pupil' performance could
-be described in-terms related to the Philadélphia Levels ox Mathematics for
the Primary Years (School District of Dhlladelphla, 1968). Results of admin-
‘istration. of these tests appeared in Study 8 of last year's evaluation report
(Offenberg, 1972) . They showed that Anglo pupils were more spread-out than
anticipated, with many pupils scoring higher than stated in the objective
and many pupils scoring lower than expected In contrast, all Latino pupils
-scored above ant1c1pated levels. o

_ This study is in part a replication of the one ‘conducted last
yeari A new.set of arithmetic problems was developed for assessing pupll
performance in the third grade, which permltted the evaluation approach
-used in the second grade of 1970- 1971 to be used at the thlrd-grade level .
this year.

. As there has never been a formal evaluatlon of the cr1terlon referent
arithmetic test, an 1tem analy51s was also added to tnls year' —study of pup11
performance. :

Objectives

Second Grade (Model A and Model B}. ‘When examined with a brief test 7
"sampling materials appearing. In the tnxts,.puplls w111 be at the follow1ng
. levels of the Phlladelphla arlthmetlc curriculum:

.At least 30% of. pupils Wwill be dolng sat1 ifactory work
~at about Level’ 6 « B C 3

,.At least 60%. (cumulac: 1vely 90%) of the puplls w111 be
dolng satlsfactory WOoXk. at about Level 5.

1Not more than 10% wrll‘be worklng at about Level 4.
Thlrd Grade (Model A) When examlned Wlth a brlef test aampllng

materlalé appearing in the texts, pupils: will be at the- follow1ng levels -of
‘the Phlladelphla arlthmetlc currlculum. . o : SR

At least 30% of the puplls w1ll be at Levels 8 and 9 (Level
9 1s ‘a rev1ew) : : : Co

UAt least 20% - (cumulatlvely 50%).of;the pupils will be at
'least Level 7. -ﬂ'f', : . ’_ . - ’f St ot

Not more: than 50% of the puplls Wlll be at about Level 6:

L . To T regarded as hav1ng mastered a level, puplls w1ll have to answer =
L correctly 75% of all test 1tems up through that level »
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Procedures

[l

Program

C Nathematlcs was first taught in the’ pupils' mother tongue. Some
concepts were then rétaught in their second languege. in both-instances,
the SR Mathematics Series in both languages were used. The procedure was
similar for the second- and third- -grade classes, except that the third- -

. grade pupils had greater contact with their second 1ancuage {(about 25% of

“the time). Oral testing in mathematics in both languages was conducted as
part ¢i the Log Study_(See Study 5). In this assessment, the pupils were .-
tested in their first lanquage.: ' : : '

Evaluation

Instrument.  The arithmetic test used in assessing these objectives
had three parts, which are itemized in the Results of this report. The first
two parts examine pupil performance through Level 7 of the Philadelphia & =
curriculum and were used during the 1970-1971 school year with second-grade

* pupils. The +hird part, containing items from Levels 8 and 9 (review), was
developed this year. Second-grade pupils were tested on the first two parts,

" third-grade pupils on all three parts. The tests were developed by the. teachers
and program supervisors who reviewed the arithmetic text and the. Philadelphia
curriculum guide and constructed relevant 1tems in-the same manner .as last
year.

. Method. All tests were administered by the classroom teachers to
pupils in thekr classes. Anglo and Latino puplls ‘received test cépies with
instructions in their mother tongues.- Teachers admlnlstered the three parts
at their convenience over a three-day perlod All tests were admlnlstered
during May, '1972. ' : S '

Subjects. "All puélls in the‘class'were to be tested. 'However,'there-
. was not time for' individual -testing of ‘pupils who were absent. The percentages
of enrolled puplls who were teSted at each level were as- follows-

‘Model A :
Second-grade Anglos -84%
Second-grade Latinos 73%
Third-grade Anglos 90%
Third-grade Latinos =  71%.

Model B

Second—grade Latlnos . B2%

As the teachlng of arithmetic to Model A Anglos Was not under project :
K 'control they were - not tested as part of this, evaluatlon._jf oo



: Analysis. The pérformances of various pupil groups were compared .
with tha levels specified 1n the objectives. Item analyses consisting of
_point-biserial correlation of the pupils® success on the item with their
total test scores, Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability, and the percentage of
pupils succeeding W1th each 1fem were computed for second- and third-grade
pupils' tests. :

_Results

Table 10.1 ‘shows the reshlts of the item analyses. - Overall results
_were as expected. Correlaelon of all items but two {(in the third- -grade
: resultq) with total score are significant at the .05 level (i.e., all are above
.15 in the second-grade data and .17 in the third-grade data). The Kuder-

Richardson reliabilities are satisfactory-—-.86 and .93 for ‘the two test groups.
Examination of the percentages of pupils with correct answers shows a common
pattern. throughout both test versions: addition and muleiplication items which
require carrying, subtraction regquiring borrowing, and d1v151on with remainders
proved most difficult for pupils.. This suggests -that many pupils have dlIflCultV
working with the concept of place value and with uneven outcomes in division.

‘Table-10.1 Item—Anelysis-othhefGriterionhReferent”HrithmEtiC“Testf““”‘“'

Second Grade < . Third Grade .

(N = 144) _ (¥ = 123)
o ?ercentege of Point- . Peroentage.of . Point-~
"Test TItem - “Pupils Answering 'Blserlal Pupils Answering = Biserial
‘ ' - .+ Correctly " i Correlation Correctly . "Correlation
- with Total =~ .- .- with Total - -
“Score - o Score ‘ '
Part I
Lo4§ =t L 96.5 - .. .416 . . 97.6 . o .237
2 49 - ‘ 89.6 . . .+394. 7 94,3 .- .253:
200 - E . R
3.+ 6 S 87.5 0 .416- 86,2 . . -.404
c4.+d4. T 4302 0 U435 , 79.7- . . .522
. '421_- R . _ L . . = Lo . LT '14
"5..+28 R 36.1 : c w0597 e 05893 L.569 -
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. Table 10.1 (Continued)'. :

6. +65 16.0 . ..499 39.8. .520

7.0+l . 201 - .370 © . 62.6 .672

8. 4+3= S78.5 - 173 gs.2 .. .503

9. -4 S 764 413 see - o ase

45 _ - . R - I
10. -3 ‘ , 45.1 . .497 ' 64.2 632

,‘."37_' ) : .
m. -22- -, - - 43.1 © .519 - - , 69.

Se]

.536
12. =45 - £ R C 2370 3205 . .619

13, -32° - g3 .543 7204 s3g

w -

4. =64 © . 1205 . . s - 19, .464

15. =69 % 63 . T 43 o o9t s1a
- Part II
16, Time =.8:30. 48.6 . 575 o iseg . .e38

17. Time = 3:00 o792 Sl e3s 1,209
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Table .10.1 (Contihued)

%6 S T Y 50.4 . .648

19. x6 2001 S .58 . 53,7 T .pas

20. x8 . wf,. : 21.5 _,; .525 j'- o 53.7 o659
| 21. 78;_12—_ S éo.s; +539 - 51.2 o e700
22. 7j~7“_ | 29.2_'. : v».562‘ - s _ T > .590
23. fé' S ST 17.4 '3: ' .'..553’ 1 - 52.8 .. - .587

'24. Color 1/2 of . e R . S
rectangle ©795.1 -..181 - 1069 .

;‘iColof l/2 of o . N ' : ;. ,
triangle -90.3 oo .333 o 92.7 - . ..128

I
o

‘26. Color 1/3 of i v E _ L _ N
" circles . . 83.3 . - o147 7. 813 0 ©.306

27. Color 1/3 of - - . . | N o
-~ - . . rectangle 8l.9 .405° . 7 - 93.5 o .190

-28. Label parts of . _ ST ) o ‘ , ;
rectangle divided S o
into thiree - 4.6 . . . U344 T - 36.6  ° . . .487

- 29.. Label parts of a

' " gircle divided : B : S ,

“intwo . v 514 - 0534 0 T e0.20 .. 1361




Table 10.1 (Continued)

Part III7{Third Grade Only)
30. Write the Roman . _ )
Number 2 - - - | : : . 63.4 s .452

© 31. Write the Roman o - o o v
‘ . Number 5 S S ) 60.2 - . 497

32, Write the Roman ‘ o . ' o
Number 16 B . : _ 43.1 J464°

‘ 16 ; o , o . : _ ,
33.  x3 - o 37.4 1 — .555

23 ' - : : : o ' , e
34. x4 S - . 4.1 ' .389

35 5746 . . S 7.3 o .265

36. 7§30 T 6.5t .278

37, +27 o : o s2.8 . .6l6

, 23 - 4 L S . S
38, +#40 . S e L 68.3 . ©1.583

- 267 - . ' : : . ‘
39, +132 . - o R Y <Y - T ~..511 -

40, -365 | L .‘ " ' ." S _ 28.5 ‘_‘ . . .524

. _-Bummary

Item : : B Second. Grade * Third Grade

Number of Items . ..~ s S 29 © e 40
Mean Number of Items Correct o N 14,35 7 - 23 79
Standard Deviation - S L - P AT - 8.45
'V'Kudpr-Rlcnardson 20 R611ablllty AL 00868 . . 0.92
standard Error of Measurenent Sy 2.00 . o 02,37
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Results in Table '1C.2 show that the relationship between project
goais and pupil performance was different for the subgroups in the Model
School Programs. In three subgroups (Latino Model A Second Grade, Anglo
Model A Third Grade, and Latino Model A Third Grade) pupil performance was
more spread-out than anticipated by project planners when they wrote the
objective. Some students were found performing better than the objective
specified; others (16% of the second-grade Model A Latinos, 22% of the third-
grade Model A Anglos, and 9% of the third-grade Model A Latinos) were performing
less well than the minimum specified in the objective. Latino second-grade
Model B pupils were at or above the minimum levels expected (nearly one-third
scored higher than anticipated in tha objective;. Model A Anglo second-grade
pupil performance was close to the levels anticipated, the main discrepancy
being that 24% of the pupils who were al level four should have been at level
five. :

Discussion
Taken as a whole, the results of this year show that the exhibited
pupil performance was close to overall expectation, but there was a tendency
for some groups of pupils to be more he*terogeneous than was anticipated. This
outcome was similar to that found during the second operatlonal year. However,
to focus upon this outcome would be to ignore the findings of the item analyses
which might provide greatest usefulness in improving the teaching in the

- programs. These item analyses showed that pupil difficulties are locallzed

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

especially in the area of understarding operations involving place value,
borrowing, .and carrying. Review of the item-by-item tally of pupil success in
the previous evaluation (Offenberg, 1970) shows that similar difficulty may
have been reflected in the previous year's results. '

In other parts of the Philadélphia school system, uneven rates of
mathematics-skill growth has lead to the development of the Continuous Progress
Primary Arithmetic Levels, which guided planners in the statement of objectives —
for this program. 1In specifying the levels, it was found that operations
involving place value were among the most difficult concepts for pupils to
master. Thus the skills which were most difficult for Model School program
children to master were also the ones which were difficult for pupils in the
Philadelphia schools in general. A special emphasis on materials and teaching
procedures to improve mastery of these concepts is clearly indicated in the
Bilingual Program as well as in the entire Philadelphia School District.
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Study 11. EXPLORATORY TESTING'OF."ARRIBAF JUNIOR HIGE .SCHOOL STUDENTS

At the middle of the third operational year it became, apparent to
project, management that testlng of ARRIiBA puplls on norm-referent measures,
especially in reading in Spanish and English, would be useful for project

‘planning and curricilum development. If the testing were undertaken, it would

clarify the skill levels which could be demanded by matérials prepared for
use in the project. Specifically, it would answer the guestion, "To what extent

‘can written materials be prepared for students to read in English and for

students to read in Spanish?" A$ the greatest investment in curriculum-materials

development of the ARRIBA program has been and. continues to be for the junior

what impact the Bilingual Program has ‘'had’ on pupil performance.

‘high school, it was decided to test pupils at that level.

An unpublished study conducted in 1965 by,the Office of_Research
(Desing, 19&9) -fortuitously provided base-line data regarding reading skills
in Spanish. In that study, all Philddelphia pupils who were:Spanish-speaking

-were examined. ' Junior high school pupils were examined with the Inter-American
.Test Level 4, CEs, which measures readlng skllls The- 1965 results of this
-test .served as a base llne agalnst which current- pupil performance in the

program was compared: This base: lin: enabled “the evaluation to provide both
a description of pupil performance in the program, and a clear ‘way of determlnmng

.

The ARRIBA puplls -also wer=z examlned with a varlety of levels of the

:;Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. Although this test is used systemw1de, Spanlsh—

'speaklng pupils who did not (Jn their teachers' 'oplnlons) know enough’ ‘English

to be tested were excluded in past administrations. Thus pupils most like
those served by the ARRIBA program. were excluded from previous admlnlstratlons
of thls instrument. Aas a result, there is no reasonable base line against
which the performance of ARRIBA junior hlgh school puplls could be compared

‘on thls 1nstrument

Procegdures -
Program . - R ',
- The’ performance of pupils on the standardlzed tests cannot be attrlbuted

directly to. any elements in the program because it is the result of the.
cumulative impact of - (EX the instruction pupils rece1ved in the Philadelphia"

. schools before they entered in the Bilingual Program, (b) the instruction pupils

‘were receiving in théir mother culture before coming to Pnlladelphla, (c) any.-
'prev1ous experience students may have had in the Bilingual Program,. and (d) the
" experiences that pupils had - durlng the year in- which the testlnu 'was . conducted

Of these, information exists only for the last two elements. " If a. pupll had

"recelved 1nstructlon in. the ARRIBA elementary grades. (seventh graders’ one year:

JAruntoxt provided by exc i . B

ago,. eighth graders two years ago), readlng in Spanish was a OlStlnCt subject

'.‘1n ‘the program (with Laidlaw readers in common use). The ”Engllsh as. a Second

Language" program in the elementary grades introduces pupils to readlng after
adeauate oral- aural control 1s developed The read1n »elements are based

167 .
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primarily on the English as a Second Language texts and materials chosen by
the teacher, with some supplementary use of regular English-language readers
when pupils become ready for them. In the junior high school, reading and
other language-arts skills are. integrated in the "Spanish as a Fisst Language"
and "English as a Second Language" curricula.

In addition to language and reading skills, the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills (ITBS) include a mathematics subtest and a study-skills subtest.
The instruction in mathematics and social studies, where most of the study
skills would b2 taught, has been primarily in Spanish; the test, of course,
is in English, and is verbal in its orientation. Thus, for the target group
of this study, the ITBS mathematics subtest and study-skills subtest performance
must be regarded as amalgams of (&) pupils understanding of concepts and {(b)
use of tne English language.

Evaluation

Instruments. The assessment of Spanish reading skills was made
through administration of the Inter-American Test of Reading, available in
Spanish and English versinns. The 3Spanish version for the junior high school
(Level 4, Form CEs) was administered. It provides four scores: Vocabulary,
Level of Comprehension, Speed of Comprehension, and Composite. Norms for ihe
tests are based on an Islandwide sampling of pupils in Puerto Rican schools.

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (Form 3) were used to test pupil per-
formance in the Engiish language. As out-of-level testing is in common use
in the Philadelphia schools and as ARRIBA pupils were selected because they -
were Spanish-dominant, a different testing program was conducted at each
school site. It had been planned that pupils at both schools would be tested
with the form fc. one grade level below their actual grade. However, one
school's testing supervisor felt that it would be desiiable to administer . _
lower level tests because he was sure those originally specified by the evaluator
were too dificult. Therefore, at Penn Treaty Junior High School, the fourth-
grade test was used with the seventh-grade pupils, and the sixth=grade
test was used with eighth-~grade pupils; at Stoddart-Fleisher Junior High School,
the sixth-grade test was used with seventh-grade pupils,. and the seventh-grade
test was used with eighth-grade pupils. As this testing was conducted as part
of the regular School District testing program, ninth-grade pupils, who do not
participate in the School District testing, were not examined.

The Iowa tests yield six scores--Vocabulary, Reading, Language Usage
{spelling, capitalization, punctuation, and usage), Work-Study Skills (map )
reading, graph and table reading, use of reference materials), arithmetic, ‘and
Composite. - : : ‘ :
Method. The Iowa Tests of Basic Zkills were administered to pupils
in their classrooms by classroom teachers, in accordance with the procedures
used elsewhere in the School District, during the last week of April and the
first week in May.- The Inter-American Test of Reading was administered by
a member of the research staff over a two-day period during the middle of May.

9
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Subjects. All 107 seventh~ and eighth~¢rade ARRIBA pupils on
roll in March were potential subjects for the Iowa tests:; 87 pupils (81%)
were tested. All 158 pupils in the seventh, eighth, and ninth grades were
potential subjects for the .Inter-American tests; 124 (78%) completed -the
tests. The actual number of pupils tested was dependent upon those attend-
ing sciiool on the days when ihe tests were ‘administered.

) Analysis. With the Iowa Test, the lack of clear-cut base lines
and the variety of forms used prevented any analysis peyond the presentation
of descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) whlch were compu-
ted for each test level and treatment group. :

With the Inter-American test, the uniformity of test form and’ the
existence of a base line permitted comparison‘of program—-pupil performance
with the (preprogram) 1968 base line (seventh- and eighth-grade students).

An analysis of variance on the composite scores was computed to test the
statistical significance of the observed differences. Descriptive statistics
also were computed for theZe grade levels and for the ninth grade as well.

Results

Iowa Tests

The performance of seventh graders-on the Iowa tests is shown in
Table 11.1. It presents an ambiguous picture. Results were uniform within
the four pupil groups in that the grade equivalent earned was similar on all
subtests, without large descrepancies among Vocabulary, Reading, Language, and
Work Study Skills. Seventh graders {(at Penn Treaty) whose performance was
assessed with Level B (the fourth-grade test) had a Composite grade equivalent,
of 2.8, with all ~f the subcests in the narrow range from 2.4 (Vocabulary)
to 3.0 {Work-Study Skills). For Vocabulary and Reading, where the guessing
scores are easy *n compute (because every item has four responses), a pupil
who had guessed at every item could have grade-equivalent scores of 2.6 and
3.0, suggesting that actual pupil performance--2.4 and 2.7--was similar to
that obtainable frcm guessing at every test question.
’ Seventh-grade pupils (at Stoddart-Fleisher) were examined with ILewvel
D (the sixth-grade test). Pupils'grade-equivalent Cdmposite scores averaged
4.9, with subtest scores ranging from 4.3 (Languaje) to 5.1 (Vocabula.v). The
guessing level is 4.1 for Vocabulary and 4.0 for Reading, suggestiing that the
actual pupil performance——S 1 and 4.8--was only «lightly above that of chance;
‘pupils answered correctly only two to four questluns more than pure chance
would have allowed. )

Eighth-grade pupils whe were tested with Level D (at Penn Treaty)
‘did not perform gquite so well as the seventh graders who took the same test.
' The mean Composite score was +.1, and subtest scores ranged from 4.2 (Arithmetic)
“"to 3.5 (Landuage). Compari-zons of the Vocabulary and Reading scores with chance
levels descr.bed above sugges* that pupil performance was at about chance levels.

ERIC
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Table 1l.1. ARRIBA Junior High School Pupil Performarce on the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills. - i

o X o - Work~
Group & Statistic Vocabulary Reading Language  Study Arithmetic Composite

Grade 7 Level B Ny 4 :
Mean G.E. 2.39 2.66 - 2.70 3.04 2,92 2.78

No. of Students | 25 T 25 23 25 27 23
Stand. Dev. .66, .85 .71 .90 ©1.07 .68
. Test Floor (zero)" .1.37 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 -

Grade 7 Level D : : ,
Mean G.E. 5.0%9 4.84 4.27 4.56 4,91 4.88°

No. of Students 16 16 14 17 156 14
Stand. Dev. 1.12 .89 .68 . .69 1.27 .74
Test Floorxr 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.3 ) 2.4 : -

Grade 8.Level D ' . '
Mean C.E. 3.98 3.96 3.52- 4.19 4.58 4.07

No. of Students 29 ' 29 . 28 26. 26 - 24
Stand. Dev.. .86, .. - - .76 © .40 .89 1.07 .59

Test Floor 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.3 2.4 --

Grade 8 Level E

Mean G.E. . 4.35 3.03 4.28 ° 4.64 5.17 4.48
 No. of Students 16 16 15 . 15 16 15
' Stand. Dev. 95 . 1.46 ° .94 .78 .8 . 7

Test Floor 2.6 2.6 .. 2.4 2.7 2.9 B

Eighth—grade'pupils who were tested using Level E (the seventh-grade
test) nad a mean Composite Grade-Equivalent score of 4.5, with individual‘tests
ranging from 5.2 (Arithmetic) to 3.8 (Reading). Chance score for pupils who
answered every question on the Vocabulary subtest is 5.0, which is above the
score earned (4.4). Chance Score on the Readlng subtest is 4.8, Wthh is also
above the 3.8 score earned.

" Inter-American Reading Test (Spaniéh)

_ Results of administration of the Inter-Americasd test and comparisons
with base line are shown . in Table 11.2. Pupil performance in the ARRIBA .
" seventh and eighth grades was better than’ could be  expected from guessing and
" was statlstlcally significantly greater than that of the base-line group. The
base-line group was at the 8th and 9th pe*centlles while pupils in the ARRIBA
. program were at the 25th and 29th percentiles. The analysis of variance
shows that the difference in performance between the program and base-line
groups would occur by chance less than one time per thousand The analysis

N
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j deviation of 11.19.

Table 11.2. Results of Testing Pupils on the Inter-Americar Test of .
Reading, Level ¢, Form CEs. '

\ : N X Percentile Rank SD
. in Puerto Rican
. : ‘ Norms
Base Line: <
7th 3ride 98 20.1 3 _ 12.3
1 . : .
8th 3riile ‘ 82 . 24.1 8 . 14.3
i ‘ -
Program |
| ,
7th Grjde 41 26.7 . 25 " 12.3
; _ :
8th (-ade A 46 33.5 2. 17.6
A Analysis of .Variance (Raw Scores)
f
{
! .
I
Sou j:e Ms a< F P

Grije. © 1937.0 1 9.8 ¢.01

érg;gram | C 3787.8 1 18.93 (.ooi
/ : : , _ . _ .

I._,;:er_action S 1151 1 10.57. . NS

,)ror _ $200.0 263 - -

/[ i

/
!
j

-/11lso showed that the test was'successful in discriminating. grade level. Although
/there was no baseline with which to compare results, 37 ninth-grade students
jalso were tested. Their mean score was 28.51 (9th percentile), with a standard E
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Discussian

The data gatnzred ising the Iuwa test suggest that pupil performance
in Engliish in the ATRIBA procram cannot be reliably assessed by any of <he
levels of this instrument tr’ed in this study. The Ffact that -pupils' :icores
hover near che guessing leve! over the entire adminis:ration slUggests that
perforiiance will not be reliib’y measured by this ins:rume-t. Thereforwe, it
is fe:.t that formal testing of academic performance in the English lanjuage
wou..d probably be served bes! by (a}l instruments desi jned to measure specific
skills taught in that languace (i.e., criterion-refer:=nt) or (b} instruments
design.:d especially for use *:;: th non- nngllsh speaxer= first learnring Ergllsn

Results of the Int.r-American Test of Readirg in Spanish are more
encouxging, although not wi:thout some ambiguities. The test administered
was, first, the one designsd for the grade level of (a2 participants, thus
elimirating the need for use of grade equivalents as descrip:s rs and permitting
pupil performance to he described in t-rms of percentile rank. '

The analyses of variance of =-sventh- and e “hth-grade scorXes showed
that test scoces in the program were beyond chance levels, and ihat the test
could clearly discriminat: maturation of pupils in the seventh and eighth grades
as well as detect differences in Spanish reading skills brought about bv the
Bilingual Program at these levels. ' The disappointii aspect of the Inter-.
American test data is in the performance of the ninthi-grade students. In terms
of raw score their performance was slightly less thaa that of eighth graders,-
in terms of percentile rank, they fell behind the otner grade-level groups.ir
the program. : -

These results secem to suggest that the Bilingual Program was clearly
. effective in helping seventh- and eighth-grade Latino students grow in their
mothe: tongue, but at the ninth grade that growth sezmed to stop.

This study was co‘ducte&, in part, .in order to see the type of
+eading levels in English and Spanlsh that curriculim.developers could
anticipate. The English~language testing dees not Jead to a clear answer. 'The
Spanish testing does show that if it is kept fairly simple, most ARRIGA junior
high studen:is should be able to handle reading material designed for seventh-

~and elghth grade students whose performance is in the 25th-to-30th-percentile
range on nerms for Puerto Rico.

[
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S5TUDY 12, REPLICATION OF FINDINGS ASSESSING THE YARFILA" COMPONENT'S

TMPACT ON EIFMENTARY SCHOOL PUPILS' ATTENDANCH AND HIGH
SCHOOL PUPTILS' DRwPQUT RATE

Studies conducted during the first two years of project opera- -
tion examined pupils"grades, behavior ratings, attrndance, lateness, and.
dropout rates. This was done in two ways. Duri..g the program's first
year pupils' behaviors were cumpared to their own behaviors the previous
year. This analvsis had the potential to provide misleading data because
it left uncontrolled both changes i.. the variables examine: due to '
maturation of the students and statistical recression effects which might
have arisen duevto the selection, i.e., the inclination of school

spersonnel] to recommend for enrollment in the biliungual program Spanish

speaking studénts who had performed poorly i: xri viiarr classes the year
before. During the second year the analysis was mcdifie” in that program
participants were compared with other .students who had been enrcdlled in
the same grade in regular classes in the Spring of 1969, the year prior
-> the inception of the program. This method eliminated biases which
might be associated with differences in grade level (or maturation) but
generated a bias of its own: as the project evaluators did not have
mucih information about the base-line group, students selected for it
were chosen on the basis of their mother tongue, as listed in SKYDAS,
the School District’'s pupil-information system. In many cases, these
listings were bhased on pupil birthplace or pupil surname, and there-
fore contained more students who were competent in English than did

the ARRIBA program. As a result, the second-year base line might have
been biased in that the control population might have been academically
better than those pupils enrolled in the Bilingual Program's ARRIBA
component. Grades and behavior ratings in the program were found to

be superior to both base line groups used for comparison in the first
and second years. This outcome suggested that grade and behavidr-rating
results are probably real, consistent outcomes of the program. Detailed
examination of them is, therefore, no longer‘hecessary in every year's
evaluation. Similarly, it was found that lateness was never different
in the program and base-line groups;‘ that flndlng did not warrant yearly
replication. . S

During the second year's evaluation'ff ;as found that the
attendance of elementary school pupils in the p~ogram was better than
that of the base-line group, and that the dropout incidence among high
school pupils in the program was 51gn1f1cantly below that of the base-
line group. These results were considered very 1mportant because, unlike
grades and behavior ratings, they were. free of teacher-opinion biases.
This, anc¢ the fact that they were not obtained -in the first year's
evaluation, made them worthy of replication in the third operational year.
They .also represent two of the major objectives of the bilingual program:

. Participatjon in the ARRIBA component.will reduce siqnifi—,
cantly the amount of pupil absenteeism. (This objective
was assessgd for the elementary school. level.)
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Participation at the hich school level of the ARRIEA program’
will reduce the frequerncy with which pupils drop out of '
schools. (This abijective wds assessed for the senior high
school level.)

As the study conducted during the second year of program.opara-
tion was the more conservative of the two assessments of these objectiies,
it was decided that replication of the methodology used at that time would
be the most conservative way of reaffirming the program's effectiveness.
As the effectiveness of the program in improving grades was already clear,
it was de~ided that that studv did not need to be replicated.

Program . .
The: ARRIBA program served pupils in Grades 3 through 12. The

-program was geared to pupils whose competence in at least oral Spanish

was great, due to their having beer. either native speakers of the language
or children of households where the parents were native speakers of the
language. The program included academic courses and som¢ high-school-level
commercial courses in the Spanish language, as well as English as a Second
Language.  Elementary school pupils and junicr high” school students in

the program.were enrolled in the entire package of courses. High school
pupils could, with the guidance of their counselor, select any courses
offered by the program and cou -1 choose a combination of program classes
and English-language courses. ' : ' a

‘At the one elementary school, separate classes were operated
for each grade level. At the second elementary school, pupils in the
ARRIBA component received instruction in an ungraded classroom. At the
junior and senior high school levels, »upils followed a prescribed weekly
program, movine irom teacher to teacher for the various subjects.

Evaluation

Sample. Two samples of pupils were involved in this study,

one at the elementary level and one at the senior high school level. As

" attendance data were available for virtually every pupil at the elementary
level, a rand-m sample of 25 pupils was drawn from those who had been
on roll in the prodgram since October, 1971, and were still on roll at
the end ©of the third quarter. The number of days of absence and the per-
centag of attendance were computed for each pupll

) "As dropout incidence is. & relatively low base-rate phenomenon,
all pupils enrolled in the ARRIBA high school component prlor,to October
were drawn for the assessment of the ablllty of the. program,to keep hlgh
school. students in school.

The base-line groups against which these samples were compared
were developed last year and consisted.of a 20% semple o0f all pupils who
were classed as Spanish-speaking in 1968. Elementary school and senior
high. school subsamples were used in this study.. A detailed descriptlou
‘of the generation of the base-line group was 1ncluaed in the 1970-1971

_ evaluatlon reportm
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Provedure s ACtendanes date were obtalned for the third goarter
ol the ﬁuhuﬁi-yba}‘hy solecering punl.y from Lhe project who had been on
roll prior to the end of Octeber 197: and checking the attendance raecord
of each one. Dropout data were obtained by visiting the teachers of each
of the pupils listed i1, the pupil-information file as of October 1971.
The teachers' roll books were examined to sece whether the pupil had bheen
dropped from the class: roster. Tf he had, the school office was con-
tacted to see whether the pupil .ad transferred, dropped out, or moved.

Analysis. For last year's evaluation, prebrogram base-line
data on-Spanish-speaking pupils were obtained. During the 1971-1972 school
year, the parallel data were obtained, permitcing analysis of variance
or chi-square to be compd?ed.

Results

Tabie 12.1 ARRIBA Elementary School Pr ,gram Attendance (Flrst Three
Quarters of School Year).

__1972-Current 1968-Base-line Group
-Item B (N=25) B _(N=77Y '
Mean Percentage of .
Absence 10.5% ' _ 7 . 13.8%
: Analysis of Variance -
Source -MS df F P
Between Groups 205.4 1 1.7 NS
Within Groups 1192.6 - 100 - -

Elementary School Attendance

Table 1 shows the results of the comparison of ARRIBA elementary
school pupils' attendance for the 1971-1972 school year with that of the
base~line group. The ARRIBA ¢ udents were absent an average of 3.3 percen-
tage points less than the base-line students--a reduction of about one-
fifth. This was not a statistically significant improvement over the
base-line group. (In the second year of the program, absenteeism was
7.2%--a statistically_significant change from the base-line absenteeism.

ngb Scnooleropouts

Table 12.2 show: the number of pupils on roll prior to October
3%, by grade level, and the number of pupils who dropped out of school
between October and March., The table alsa shows similar data for the
1969 base~line group of Spaanh—speaklng pupils enrolled at the same
scboolsh

ERIC .
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-Mable 12.2 Comparison of 1971-1872 fropcut Incidence in the iHiah School

ZRRIBA Component with the 1969 EBase-iine Group {(October-to-
March Interwval}. ' ’

Grade Grade Grade Giade Total

Group Statiscic 10 i1 - 12 Unknown

ARRIBA Pupils Known Total N 108 68 27 - 203
to be on Roll Prior Dropout N 4 5 4.0 - 9
to October 31 : Dropout % 3.7 7.4 e - 4.4
ARRIEA Pupils Believed Total N 153 95 - 34 16 298
to be on Roll Priorx .Dxopout N 13 9 .4 1 25 -
to Octoubexr 31+* Dropout % 8.5 ° 9.5 8.8 6.2 B.4
Preprogram Total N 143 88 65 -- 296
Base-—-line Group Dropout N - 3% 20 4 - 60
Dropout % 25.3 22.7 6.2 - 20.0

Chi-Square (df=1) ‘ 13.7 14.4 0.2 - -

("Believed" Group vs. Base-line (<.C1) (<.01) (NS)
‘Group) ' . '

*Due to the large amount of missirig data, the exact time when 95
pupils entered the ARRIBA component is not known. It is known
that they were in the program before December, 1971. Since most
of these probably were enrolled in the program in October., they
are -included in this "believed to be on roll" group.
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) Two sets of figures are shuown. Those for pupils who were listed
as proaram participants prior to the beginning of the Gectoper interval
are 'zhown first. There were also 95 pupils whose program admission dates
wexr: not available but who were participating by Decexber. Most of these
were in the program prior to October, but it was not known how many were
adnitted after this date. The results for the "known" group and the
"n> admission date" group are combifted in the second set of data on the
teble, "pupils believed on roll." As the dropout incidence was higher
in this combined group, the conservative approach was adopted, and the
comp. risons with the base line were made with ehe ouplls believed on
r0ll by October 31.

Examination of Table 12.”7 confirms the findings.of the 1970-
1971 school year: during the October-March interval the dropout incidence
of the tenth-grade pupils was about one-third that of the base-line
group; that of eleventh graders was slightly less than half that of the
base-line group; among twelfth- grade pupils, it was virtually the same
-as in .the base-line group.

Discussion

The findings of this study clearly demonstrate the effectiveness
of the ARRIBA component in preventing dropouts at the high school level.
The st.dy of absenteeism at the elementary level is not clear: while
attendance in the observed sample was better than in the base-line group,
unlike the results fromn the second operational year, it was not sufficiently
different to rule out chance. '

buring the second operational year, absenteeism had fallen to
7.2%, compared with the current year's 10.8%. Both findings suggest that
more sophisticated studies are desirable,

The dropout results show that on an October-to-March basis the
program consistently helps to retain students in the schools. Unknown is
the extent to which the program helps the retention of pupils on a long-
term basis. Specifically, what percentage of a cohort of pupils who
have been served by the program in the 10th grade will actually complete
school and receive diplomas? Of those who do complete school, are there
differences in pupils who have participated. in project during their
11th- and 12th grade experiences, and those pupils who have inoved into

' regular English-language c¢lasses? This kind of long-range study would
demonstrate project effectiveness in the most socially meaningful way.
I+ is, however, a complex and expensive undertaking because of the
difficulty of follow1ng individuals and approprlate comparison groups
through several years of school experlence.

The elementary school attendance study requires follow up be-
cause the consistency of the trend suggésts that follow-up of a larder
sample may be necessary to provide a clear- —cut assessient. Ti may also

. be necessary to cantrol family background, grade level, and length of
experience in the program, if unequivocal results are to be obtained.

In both areas, a-policy decision needs to be made regarding
wtilization of evaluation resources: how much is to be spent to better
ertablish the effectiveness of the program in the areas of attendance
and school retentlon given the overal'_aims of the program. "

Emc -
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