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FOREWORD

The report of the Childfen's English aﬁd Services Study (CESS) is
presented in two volumes preceded by an Executive Summary. The two
volumes contain detailed information describing methodologies, proce-
dures and statistical findings.

The two volumes are as follows:

o Volume I -~ Report on the Counts of Non-English
Language Background and Limited English Speaking Ability
Children, Children's English and Services Study.
Volume II ~ Technical Descriptions. This volume provides
data on the sample desizn, instrumentation, data collection,
and data analysis. Appendices will include working papers
and tables of frequency counts describing the survey
respondents,

Data Documentation of Files and Computer Softwzre are included in
a separate volume,

In addition{;?opies of interim reports have been furnished to the
Project Officer of the National Institute of Education. For example,

each of the Reviewer Group meetings and the field tests and final report

of the Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory are described in

separate reports.
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The sample of homes chosen included those which fell into the.category
of Non—Engl{gh Language Background (NELB). The eligible homes and
gselected children constituted a special purpose sample for language
minorities, perhaps the first such sample in a national study of this sort.

It 1s significant to note that this study concerning bilingual
education was carried out with major participation by members of language
minority groups in the United States. As a broadly based, nationwide
study there were minority individuals involved at all levels, Many of
the numerous individuals who played significant technical roles are:

Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, Cubans, Filipinos, Chinese and many
others,

The prime c6ntrqctor“foshthe National Institute of Education was

L. Miranda and Associates, Inc., a Hispanic, woman-owned, research and

consulting firm. Its president is a Puerto Rican woman. Resource

Developm;nt Institute, a major subcontractor, 1s a minoricy firm whose
president is a member of the Mexican-American community of Texas. Westac, the
other major subcontractor, had a Project Director who is also a member
of a language winority group.

The Reviewers Group, an advisory board representing etate educational
agencies, and th. Committee on Educational Information Services (CEIS)
of the Council of Chief State School Officers, included experts in bilingual
education and specialists in the design of dacta collection systems as well as
many of the other areas which this complex study encompassed.

Thus, the CESS represents an important study for the nation’s bilingual
education program, with many key roles being played by members of
the language minority populatiorn. iIndeed, the CESS is 3 rare or perhaps

unique undertaking in that it was a study of language minority groups
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conducted largely by technically expert persons falling within the
same category.

Special acknowledgements for the study are merited for many indi-
viduals. Appendices A and B list the members of the Reviewers Group,
the study staff, and consultants who played significant roles.

The Project Officer for the National Institute of Education was
Dr. J. Michael 0'Malley and the coordinator for the National Center for
Education Statistics was Mr. Leslie Silverman. Both of these HEW officials
were ably assisted by staff personnel.

The Project Director for the study and head of the prime contractor,
L. Miranda and Associates, Inc. was Ms. Lourdes Miranda. Resource
Development Institute'’s Project Director was Mr. Roger Brune and Westat's
Project Director was Mr. Rafael Niuves. Dr. Ty Hartwell served on a
subcontract with the Research Triangle Institute. Each of these individuals
was supported by staff members of the organizations they represented.

One cannot acknowledge adequately the children who participated in

the field tests and the national study, their parents and the teachers and

staff of their schools. Also, tests and other instruments could only be

developed with great cooperation from state and local educators and those
who administered the tests in the field trials in California, Texas, Illinois,
Massachusetts, Iowa and Florida.

The end-products.of the CESS are important, and it is especially sig-
nificant to recsgnize that they were made possible only as a result of

cooperative assistance from hundreds of persons.
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Although IM&A, as a prime contractor, is responsible for all of the
work presented in this report, it should be stressed that this work would
not have been possible without the specialized expertise provided by WESTAT

and RDI. WE3TAT had the responsibility for designing the sample,.monitering

the sampling process, deriving the formulae for calculatioms Based on sampling

considerations and interpreting and reporting all of the above. RDI was
responsible for Eoding, data entry, programming, data analysis, and inter-
pretation and reporting of analytic findings. Both of these firms contributed
greatly, not only to the on-going project work but also to the preparation of

this report.
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SUMMARY REPORT
Children's English and Services Study

Introduction and Legislative Authority

In order to assess current needs for bilingual education in
the United States, Congress issued in 1976 three specific mandates

to amend the Bilingual Education Act, ESEA Title VII.

Section 742 of the Bilingual Education Act, as amended by

Section 103(a) (1) (20 J.S.C. 380b-10), mandated that:

(a) The National Center for Education Statistics count
the number school-age children and adults “with
limited English-speaking ability" (LESA) in each
State and report the f£indings to the Congress (20
U.5.C. 880b~10);

The Commissioner of Education determine the extent
to which the educational needs of limited English
speaking children are being met by Federal, State,
and local efforts (20 U.S.C. 880b~10);

The National Institute of Education (NIE) and the
Office of Education (OE) jointly conduct a variety
of studies including identification of the basic
educational needs of students of limited-English-
speaking ability. By agreement with the Office of
Education, NIE will carry out this portion of the

mandate (20 U.S.C. 880b-12,13).

10
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These sections reflect the concerns which the Congress has ex-
pressed because of the lack of hard data that would show the extent
of educational needs of children and adults with limit.J Englishtspeak-
ing ability.

The Children's English and Services Study (CESS) is one of the
studies initiated by the National Institute of Education to respond
to this mandate. It involved a household and school survey of a
nationally representative sample of school-age children from homes
in which a non-English language is spoken. The household survev was
conduc ted to identify the home language(s} and other characteristics
of the household members. The children's English language proficiency
was tested in the home. The school survey sought data on instructional
and support services provided for those children.

The study is part of a needs agssessment included in the Bilin-
gual Education Act. The regults of the study are intended for use
by Congress in its deliberations for updating or revising the
present Act. Additionally, HEW will use the results for planning
other activities in bilingual education.

The proposal submitted by L. Mir;nda and Associates, Inc., as
prime contractor and Resource Development Institute, Inc., (as sub-
contra:tor) in response to the statement of work, reflected a clear
understanding of survey research procedures, language measurement
and assessment and the collection of home and school data on students
of non-English background. In addition, a national sampling technique
and a conceptual approach to the overall statistical treatment of the

data base were designed so as to provide HEW and the Congress with
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needed data. WESTAT, Inc., Opinion Research Corporation, and
Research Triangle Institute also participated in the consortium

of contractors who conducted the study.
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2.

Project Reviewers

Recognizing the need for involving persons from the states
knowledgeable in bilingual education, Chief State School Officers
were requested to designate rvepresentatives from the bilingual
education programs in the U.5. to serve on a technical and advisory
review group. This constitutes the Reviewers Group which advises
both the Jonsortium and rhe Government representatives on the CESS.
The names of all the Reviewers involved in the development of test
and survey instruments appear in Volume I of the final report.

The role of the Reviewers Group has been characterized by its

advisery capacity during four conferences held to discuss the devel-

oPmenE of survey instruments, techniques for field data collection,

operational definitions and assessment of persons of limjited English-
speaking ability, and overall survey planning and recommendations
(e.g.: test item format and content, 3scoring criteria, scoring pro-

cedures, and validity and reliability of instruments).




Criteria for Classifying Children as LESA

One of the major tasks of the Children's English and Services
Study (CESS) was to develop tests to determine objectively whether
a child should be classifieﬂhas Limited English Speaking Ability
(LESA) .

In the absence of acceptable tests of Engligh, completely new
tests were developed for each age level, 5 through l4, by
L. Miranda and Associates. The ten tests are known as the Language
Measurement and Assessment Inventory (LMSAI). Reading , writing,
speaking and ynderstanding skills are individually tested in a 30 min-
ute session, except that the five year old level does not have a
written component.

Each test is criterion~referenced, reflecting the minimum
language skills needed by a student to function in an English-
speaking classroom at the approprlate age level. The tests were
developed cooperatively by subject matter and test specialists,
school psychologists, lingufsts and psychometricians, including
the Individuals who were mem?ers of the Reviewer's Group.

The tests underwent three successive field tests and a pilot
test.

The operational definition of a Limired Emglish Speaking Ability
(LESA) child is one who scores below the critical score on the appro-
priate age level IMEAT. These critical scores are based on empiri-
cal data obtained during an extensive field test, using a discriminant
function analysis technique to maximize the accuracy of predicting

LESA from non-LESA.
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Sample Design

The Children's English and Services Study concentrated on pro-
viding estimates of the number of children with limiced English-speak-
ing ability and of the educationzl needs of these children for all
languages combined, and separately for Spanish-speaking persons. The
information i{s representative of the total ¥.S., and of California,
Texas, and New York.

Wichin each of these major strata *+ 2 counties and independent
cities were stratified by percent of their population who have mother
tongues other than English (separacely for Spanish and all other) and
by size. Strata boundaries were chosen so as to approximacely.equal—
ize che number of non-English mother tongue persons in each. A
sample was allocated to the four major sctrata Sso as to provide "useful
estimates of the number of LESA children in che Spanish category for
all chree of cthe identified scates and for the other-language category
in California and New York.

The allocaction of the sample between counties and area segments
within coun: .es were made so as to approximately optimize the design
when both cost and sampling error were considered. Screening was
conducted at two levels. AL the first level, households that did
meet the definicions of the study were screened out. At the second
level, children with limited English-speaking abilicy were identified
and all of them were tesced, when possible. A fracticu of others
were tested to achieve the targeted balance between LESA children and
all other children from qualifying households.

Data by county were extracted from the Census summary tapes and




for each county a record was created which included the follbwing
data items (in addition to identification):

total population

total Spanish mother tongue

percent Spanish mother tongue

total other non-English mother tongue

total non-English mother tongue

percent non-English mother tongue

The data on mother tongue were taken from either the Fourth or

Fifth Count Census tapes, and from a special tape prepared for the
Survey of Teacher's Language Skills. The combination of this special
tape and the Census tape was used for determining the measure of size
where Spanish, Oriental and American Indian language grouPs constitute

large minorities and where school districts were large (predominantly

in SMSAs, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas),
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5. Data Collection

This gection describes the procedures used for conducting the
field portion of the study. There were 1) regions established, each
headed by a supervisor trained by the appropriate Consortium con-
tractor. The 1l regions were covered by a staff consisting of 150
interviewers, 10 troubleshooters and 45 test administrators.

The listing, screening and household interviewing in this study
were done in a one-step operation whenaver possible.

Since one of the criteria for the study was to identify house-
holds of non-English language backgrourds, questionnaires were
translated into Spanish. Interpreters were used in households
where other languages were spoken.

As part of the household interview, a parental consent form had
to be obtained from a parent or guardian for each child selected for
testing. The signed parental comsent form made it possible to obtain
educational information concerning services provided by the school in
which the child was enrolled. The pupil survey questionnaire was
then mailed along with a signed copy of the parental comsent form to
the schoecl to obtain zchool information.

An important phase of the study involved individual testing of

selected children age 5 to 14, to determine their English language

proficiency. The testing was dome in the child's home.

The pupil survey was the final phase of the study. This phase

was dependent upon the cooperation of the educational systems in the

17
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22 sampled states. Because this phase coyld not be initiated until
near the completion of the household survey, the scheduls of the pupil
survey in some parts of the country almost coincided with the closing
of schools. Obtaining the information proved to be a very difficult

task.

Thus, within the sampling plan; data were collected by means of
‘the Listing, Screening, and Howrsehold Questionnaires; testing of
eligible children with the appropriate Language Measurement, and
Assessment Inventory; and collecting school data with the Pupil

Survey.
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Heighting and Variance Procedures
In producing national estimates of Limited English Speaking

Ability children, sample weights were derived on the basis of the
sample design and yield. Six weight adjustments were necessary.

Three of the six weight adjustments were “ased on non-response
to interview instruments used in the LESA count phase of the study.
Each instrument, the CESS Household Screener, the Household Question-
naire, and the LM&AT test, represented a different stage of inter-
viewing. At each stage two determinations were important to the
welghting procedure: (1) whether the responding household or child
was eligible or ineligible to participate in the study and (2) whether
the instrument was completed or not completed by the respondent.

The Household Screener response rates for the whole U.5. and by
sub-population (California, Texas, New York, and the remainder of the
U.S.) were generally the lowest of the three instruments. Completed
cases were defined as those in which the Screener was completed for
an eligible household or in which the language and children screening
questions ~vere completed for an ineligible household. The Screener
response rate for the entire sample was 76.19%. The response rates
for California, Texas, New York, and the Remainder of the U.S5. were
78.08%, 82.32%, 72.63%, and 75.70% respectively. The high response
rates Indicate that almost all of the households identified as eligi-
ble households were successfully interviewed.

The national Household Questionnaire response rat.. was 93.75%.

The response rates for California, Texas, New York, and the Remainder
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of the U.S. were $0.43%, 94.89%., 93.55%, and 94.61% respectively.

To determine the response rates on the LM&Al test, the number
of completed tests wzre compared to the number of children eligible
for testing, excluding handicapped and 15 to 18 year old children.
The response rate for the IMgAI was 84.58% for the entire sample.
For Caiifornia, Texas, New York, and the Remainder of the U.S. the
response rates were 73.99%, 86.47%, 86.11%, and 87.58% respectively.

Six weight adjustments were miﬁe to derive estimates of totals
and proportions. A basic sampling weight was derived for each seg-
ment in the sample from the probability of selection of each segment
according to the sample design. The weighted NELB and LESA counts
are tabulations of these final weights,

NIE had requested NELB and LESA counts for 26 groups. The counts
were limited to 5 to 14 ye;r old children, as specified by the study de-
sign. Language proficiency of 15 to 18 Year old children was not

measured.
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Population dstimates
Table 1 presents the NELB and LESA counts. For the whole 1.8.,

the estimated number of 5 to 14 year old NELB children is 3,812,000.
The national estimate of 5 to 14 year old LESA children is 3,409,000.
The weighted proportion of LESA out of NELB 5 to 1¢ vear old children
is 63.2% with a confidence interval range of 55.49% to 70.90%.

The Coefficient of Variation (CV) for the NELB counts are difficult
to interpret and are negatively biased to an unknown extent.. This
results from the fact that they are derived from CESS data but are then
applied to counts which have been adjusted to Survey of Income and
Education (SIE) counts.* The sitvation could only by remedied if
CV’s for NELB were available on SIE data. Siace these are not
available, CV’'s are not listed.

In addition, since LESA count CV's would be derived from NELB

count CV's, the former cannot be estimated either. The CV's for LESA

proportions, however, do not suffer from the same problems.

*It also results from aging of the counts, which introduces an
additional unknown error term.




TABLE 1

NELE and LESA Counts with LESA Proportions

Category NELB Count |LESA Count LESA Proportion

| % CV_ | Minimum |Maximum
Whole U.S. 3,812,000 2,410,000 63.2 6.10 55.49 70.90

Subpopulation
California 855,000 594,000 69, 8.35 57.39 81.11
630,000 438,000 69.° 8.48 57.80 81.42
608,000 458,000 76. 10.68 60.45 93.28
Remainder of U.S. 1,718,000 908,000 52. 11.44 40.77 64.96

Age .
5-6 year olds 722,000 484,000 67. .81  57.86  76.11
7-8 year olds 780,000 534,000 68. .62  56.61  80.20
9-11 year olds 1,099,000 652,000 59, .63 46.68  71.90
12-14 year olds 1,210,000 740,000 61. .71 52,98  69.33

Language
Spanish 2,390,000 1,744,000 73.0 3.73 67.53 78.41
Other non-English 1,422,000 665,000 46, .27 35.30 58.24

{Spanish
5-6 year olds 467,000 352,000 75. .57 66.93 83.73

7-8 year olds 486,000 390,000 80, .15 73.55 86.85
9-11 year olds 690,000 462,000 €7, .54 56.86 77.05
12-14 year olds 747,000 540,000 72. .96 63.73 80.98

Other non-English
5-6 year olds 255,000 132,000 51, .27 33.87 69.60
~ 7-8 year olds 294,000 144,000 48. .01 27.38 70.46
! 9«11 year olds 409,000 190,000 46. .36 27.48 65.24
12~14 year olds 463,000 199,000 43. .65 31.29 54.78

Spanish
California 654,000 502,000 76. 47 71,41 82.04
Texas 602,000 438,000 72. .11 63.34  80.20
New York 364,000 316,000 86. .64 78,78  94.92
Remainder of U.S. 770,000 488,000 63. .13 49,28 77.49

Other non~English

Californte 201,000 93,000 46.0 36.85 12.10 79.91
- New York 245,000 152,000 62.0 24.08 32.15 91.83
* Remainder of ¥.S.% 977,000 421,000 . 14.90 30.26 55.95

*
For other non-English language by subpopulation, Texas was included with the
Remainder of the U.S.

PO

)

e ?72%;éuz$___ 2 ,fééuuaédEE::’_aLZc;_ .1



8. Conclusion

Congress presented three mandates to the Department of Health,
Education and Jelfare to collect data on bilingual education. The
Children's English and Services Study, conducted under the aegls of
National Institute of Education, provides the requested datce In terms
of population estimates of Non-English Language Background (NELB) and
Limiced English Speaking Abilicy (LESA) persons. The Study was a
cooperative venture involving a Consortium of Contractors, a national
Review Group of Advisors, and major participation by che staff of
National Institute of Education and National Center for Education
Statistcics.

Detailed reports and coples of ingtruments are available in

three volumes at the Nacional Instituce of Education.
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VOLUME I
FINAL REPORT - CHILDREN'S ENGLISH ANp SERVICES STUDY
COUNTS ON NON-ENGLISH BACKGROUND AND LIMITED

ENGLISH SPEAKING ABILITY CHILDREN

I.  INTRODUCTION

For many years, children who came from long-standing communities
which retained a language other than English as a daily means of
communication, native~born Americans, as well as more recent immigrants,
were not fully participating in the educational programe offered through-
out school systems In the United States. Their limited proficiency in
the English language effectively denied them equal access to the educational
system and to the development of their full intellectual and academic
potential,

In recent decades both the Federal and State governments have
attempted to improve the educational opportunities of students whose
home language 1s one other than English. The national Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provided assistance through LFAs for 1imited
English speaking children in Title V1I, the Bilingual Education Act.

One of the persistent problems faced by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare has been to obtain accurate identification of
linguistic minorities and estimates of the number of school children
involved, their location, and the service needs of these children.

No systematically collected information was available to give Congreas
the needed data on which to provide funds in suppoxrt of ESEA, Title VII.
In order to assess current needs for bilingual education in the

United States, Congress issued In 1974 three specific mandates to amend

the Bilingual Education Act, ESEA Title VII.
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Section 742 of the Bilingual Education Act, as amended by Section 105(a) (1)
of the P.L. 93-380, the Education Amendments cf 1974 (20 U.S.C. 880b-12),
mandates:

The Commissioner (of Education) and the Dirvector (of the
National Institute of Education) shall undertake studies
to determire the basic educatioral needs of children of
limited English-speaking ability.

The Children's English and Services Study is one of a number of studies
the National ‘nstitute of Education is initiating to respond to this mandate.

Section 731(c) (1) of the Bilingual Education Act, Section 105(a)(l) of
the Education Amendments of 1974 (20 U.S.C. 880b-10), mandates a report on the

condition of bilingual education in the Nation, Including:

A national assessment of the educational needs of children
and_other persons with limited English-speaking ability
and of the extent to which h ne are being met from
Federal, State and local efforts, tneluding (A) not later
than July I, 1977, the results of a survey of the number
of such children and persons in the States, and (B) a plan,
ineluding cost estimates,...for extending programs of bi-
lingual education and bilingual vocational and adult educ-
ation programg to all such prea-hool and elementary school
children and other persons of limited English-speaking
ability, including a phased plan for the training of the
necessary teachers and other educational personnel necessary
for such purpose;...(and) an assessment of the nwmber of
teachers and other educational persommel needed to carry
out programs of bilingual education under this title and
those carried out under other programs for persons of
limited English-gpeaking ability...

Section 501(b)(4) of P.L. 93-380 provides as :vllows:

The National Center for Education Statistics shall conduct
the survey required by Section 73L(c)(l)(A) of Title VII
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

These mandates reflect Congressional concerns over the lack
of data that would show the extent of educational needs <f children
and adults with limited English-speaking ability (LESA) and how

those needs are being met.
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II. BACKGRUUND AND PURPOSE oF THE REPORT

The Children's English and Services Study (CESS) 1is one of the studies
initiated by the National Institute of Education responding to the Congressional
mandates. The current report iIs concerned with the mandate to estimate the
number and location of LESA children.

The CESS not only made aﬁ estimate of LESA possible, but it also involved
a household and school survey of a nation;lly representative sample of school
age children from homes in which a non-English language is spoken. The house-
hold survey was conducted to identify the home language(s) and other charac—
teristics of the household members. The Language Measurement and Assessment
Inventory, administered in the home, was a necessary step toward
arriving at an estimate of LESAs. The school survey sought data on instructional
and support services provided to those children.

The proposal subiitted iIn 1977 by L. Miranda and Assoclates, Inc.,
as 2 prime contractor and Resource Development Institute, Inc., as sub-
contractor, in response to the statement of work, delineated steps in
planning for survey research procedures, language measurement and
assessment, and the collection of home and school data on students of
non-English background. In addition, a pational sampling technique
and conceptual approach to the overall statistical treatment of the
data base were designed so ags to provide HEW and the Congress with needed
data. Westat, Inc., Opinion Research Corporation, and Research Triangle
Institute also participated in the consortium of contractors who conducted
the study.

The purpose of this report is to transmit to the National Institute of

Education the estimates of the number of non-English Language Background

(MELB) individuals and the tumber of Limited English Speaking Ability (LESA)
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students, ages 5-14. Within each of these catefories data are provided on
the three states with the largest groups of NELB and LESA children.

In addition, the major steps taken in the conduct of the study are
described. The project evolved into a complex enterprise. The solutions
were made possible because of the involvement of a consortium of contractors,

a national advisory group, consultants, scores of individuals in state and

local educational agencies, and hundreds of families and children who partici;

pated in the development of tests and instriments and in the national study itself.
The CESS is one part of a needs assessment included in the Bilingual

Education Act. The results of the study are intended for use by the Congress

in its deliberations for updating or revising of the present Act. Additionally,

HEW will use the resulits for planning other activities in bilingual education.

III. PROJECT REVIEWERS

Recognizing the need for involving persons knowledgeable in bilingual
education, the Chief State School Officers were requestad to designate
representatives from their bilingual education programs to serve on a
technical and advisory review group. The individuals designated constitute
the Reviewers Group which advised both the Consortium and the Government
representatives on the CESS. The names and affiliations of 211 the Reviewers
involved in the development of test and survey instruments may be seen ig_ -
Appendix A of this report.

Thers were four official meetings of the Reviewers Group, as follows:

A. Arlington, Virginia - March 7 to 9, 1977
B. Columbia, Maryland - March 29 to 30, 1977
¢. Washington, D.C. -~ April 18, 1977

D. Washington, D.G. ~ October 26 to 27, léﬁz
~4
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Because there was a bilingual education meeting in New Orleans at afi
especilally appropriate time, an uynofficial meeting of available Reviewers
was held there on April 7 to B8, 1977.

Additionally, members of the Reviewers Group provided numerous Instances
of advisory and consultation services in areas of specialization.

The value of the services of these individuals cannot be overestimated.
All brought expertise to the bilingual education area. In addition, the
individuals provided advice in gych areas as test development, questionnaire
preparation, linguistics, grammar, field data collection, statistics and
psychometrics, curriculum, and knowledge of the operations of the American

_ elementary and secondary school.

Reviewers were also of great value In making arrargements for field
testing of instruments (Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory).
They proviled access and helped on specific physical arrangements
in several school districts.

In addition to the Reviewers, there were many consultants engaged for
speclal tasks. For example, in designing and reviewing the proposed national

sample there were outside ewnperts asked to review the concepts and plans.

Psychometricians and linguists were asked to review the English language

proficiency tests at several stages of development. (See Appendix B)

IV. INSTRUMENTATION

Four instruments were used to gather data on the national sample. The
instruments and thelr purposes are stated below. Coples of the actmal survey
ingtruments have been deposited with the National Institute of Education, as

well as a separate report onh the development of the Language Measurement and

-

Assessment Inventory.
AR
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SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE ~ The Screening Questionnaire (SQ) was administered
to any adult member of the sample household. The questionnaire served to

identify those households with one or more children between the ages of 5

and 18 years, to identify 1f a language other than English was spoken in
the household, and to identify the language. The Screening Guestionnaire
required approximately 5 to 10 minutes to administer.

A non-English language background (NELB) household 1s one in which a
language other than English is spoken usuwally or often. In this study, an

eligible household 1s one where a language other than English is usually

or often spoken and where there is at least one child aged 5 through 18.
An eligible child lives in an eligible household and is in the target age
range. Up to two children were selected systematically In the 5-14 age
range and one in the 15~18 range from among thoge eligible.

The Scréening Questionnaire was discontinued for ineligible households.
The respondent in eligible households was asked additional questions to
determine, for every member of the household, his or her sex, date of

Bl

birth, individnal language, origin or descent, and country of birth.

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE - When the Screening Questionnaire Indicated
that a bousehold was eligible for the study and the selected child or
children were identified, the Iinterviewer proceeded to interview the head
of the household, entering answers on the Househcld Questionnaire (HQ).

T..e Household Questicnnaire is a census-type questionnaire composed of items
from the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) and other iiems recommended by

the Reviewers Group. This questionnaire provided data on which to compile

specific information about the selected child or children and family.
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Information requested of the respondent jincluded household income and, for
selected children, school attended or reason for not being in school, highest
grade completed, school exposure for language training only, school attended
outside the U.S5. and language of instruction, rating by respondent of child's
English and non-English language proficiency (speak, understand, read, write),
and language usually spoken to siblings and to best friends. After completion
of the Household Questionnaire, the interviewer presented the Parental Consent
Form for signature so that information from the school could be requested

(see Pupil Survey section which follows).

LANGUAGE MEASUREMENT AND ASSESSMEN? INVENTORY — The Language Measurement
and Assessment Inventory (LM&AI) was administered to selected children aged
5-14 years. The LM&AI 1s a comprehensive, criterion-referenced test of
reading, writing, speaking and understanding designed to assess a child’s
mastery of English language skills. There are ten separate age level
forms, one for each age from 5 to 14. The English language content
objectives on the test are emphasized in school ;YStems across the U.S.
and were specified by the Project Reviewers for this study. For each age
form, the content objectives reflect the minimum level of competence in
academic English language skills expected of English-speaking children in
U.$. school systems. The objectives are graduated in difficulty and sophis-
tication across the age forms.

The numbey and t¥pe of items to assess each content objective were
specified by the Reviewers. Items development by the contractor to assess

the content objectives were retained in the final form of the test only if

they met three criteria: (1) they were judged by selected reviewers and

L}
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by English language arts specialists to match the objective they were designed
to assess; (2) they discriminated statistically between children designated
by fieid test school personnel as native English speakers (NES) within the
normal range of ability; and (3) thef correlated with other similar items
in the test. Field tests were performed for three successive revisions of
the instrument in Boston, Massachusetts; Los Angeles and San Francisco,
California; Chicago, Illinois; McAllen, Dallas and Lubbock, Texas; Key West
and Orlando, Florida; and Des Moines, Iowa. Language groups with which

the fleld tests were performed included Spanish, Japanese, Chinese,
Vietnamese, Greek, Ttalian, Polish and Arabic as well as native English
speakers. In field tests, the items ware demonstrated to be within the
experlential and knowledge background of an NES child of a given age in

the normal range of ability. LM&AT was not designed for or administered

to children aged 15 to 18 in this study.

Using extensive fleld experiences and statistical analyses, a critical
score was separately established for each of the ten age forms. In the
CESS, a child who scored below the critical score was classified as Limited
English Speaking Ability (LESA) and anyone who scored at or above the critical
score was classified as non-LESA. Thus, the classification of what 1s a
LESA child is defined operationally as a child who, when tested on the
appropriate LMSAT age form, fell below a given score. These critical
scores wyere established .hrough discriminant function analysis of data
obtained in field tests.

By use of the IM&AL it was possible to identify, and thereby count,
children who were LESA. Various estimates of LESA children found in this

report are based on data derived from the use of the LM&AI.
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PUPIL SURVEY ~ The Pupil Survey (PS) requests information in four
categorigs for selected, enrolled children: the students' gsrade nlacement
and grade repetition, the students' instructional program, special services
and assessment, and sources of funding for the studenits' program or service.
The PS was mailed to schools and was intended to be completed by a school
administrator or the children's teacher. The PS was mailed only wlen the
parent tad signed a release form. Questions asked about the instructional
program focused on time of instruction, staff qualifications, and grouping
practices for English language arts or English as a second language,
non~English language arts, non-English language content area instruction,
and instruction in the culture of the child's non~English language.

For children in the aggregate, the results will jllustrate areas of student
need and patterns of serviceg received.

The sequence for the utilization of the four instruments in the CESS

was as follows:

Screening Questionnaire

Household Questicnnaire

Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory

¥
Pupil Survey

V.  SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample design of rhe Children's English and Services Study concentrated
on providing estimates of numbers of children with limited English-speaking
ability and on the educational needs of these children. The data are repre-

gentative of the total U.8., and separately for California, Texas and New York.
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To achieve chis goal, the counties and independent cities of the United
Scactes (approximately 3,000 of chem) were stratified into four groups as
follows:

Those in California

Those in Texas

Those in New York

All Ocher

Within each of these major scrata the counties and independent cities

(referred to as "counties") were scracified by percentage of their popu~

lation who have mother tongues ocher than English (separately for Spanish

" and all other) and also by size. Scrata boundaries were chosen so as to
approximately equalize che number of non<English wother tongue persons
in each. A sample was allocated to the four major straca 80 as to
provide che required precision for the national estimates and to provide
useful estimates of the idencified states, as tell as the other-language
category inm California and New York.

The allocation of the sample between counties and area segments
wichin qoupcies was made so as to optimize che desigp when both cosc and
sampling error were considered. Screening was conducted at ctyo levels.
At cthe firsc level, using the SQ, households were screened "out" chat
did not meet the definitions of the study. Ac che second level, children
from non-English language backgrounds were selected from all eligible
children 5~14 (up to cwo per household selected) and from all eligible children
15-18 (one child per household selected).

The sample was designed to contain 75 primary sampling units (PSUs).

Typically, a PSU was a county alchough some large cities served as PSUs.




The design called for the identification of about 2,000 non-English Language
Background (NELB) households in those PSU's. The 75 PSU's were further
subdivided inteo 591 area segments.

A coefficient of variation of 15 percent on the national estimate of
number of limited English~speaking ability (LEéA) children was targeted.

The final definition of LESA children had not been established at the time
the sample was designed. For design purposes 1t was estimated that 20
percent of the children in NELB households would he LESA children.

For stratification purposes, the remote counties in Alaska were eliminated
from the universe because of the difficulty (and cost) of surveying them.
ATl other counties in the survey universe were stratified by their
estimated proportion of NELB households. The following procedures were

followed in forming the strata:

o Census data on mother tongue from the Fourth
Count Census tapes form 1970 were tabulated
for each State and the District of Columbia.
Fifth Count Census tapes to estimate the pro-
portion of NELB households for enumerating
districts and block groups, and because fewer
mother tongues are reported on those tapes
than in the Fourth Count, some of the mother
tongues were aggregated with "al™ other."
Specifically, French, Swedish, dussian,
Hungarian and Portugese were collapsed into
"all other" for purposes of estimating county
measures of size.

The number of persons with Spanish mother
tongue was used as the "Spanish" measure of
Jize.

Techniques were used on the basis of the
assumption that LESA children are more apt

to be found where there are concentrations
of non-English mother tongues.

Additionally, the 1972 Office for Civil Rights (OCR) tape on school enrcollments

-11-
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was used to adjust the Spanish measures of size for counties having 10,000
or more pupils.

Although the most important statistic to be obtained from the survey
is an estimate of the number of LESA children, at the time of the sample
design there was uncertainty concerning the specific definition of LESA
children. TFor this reason, the expected number of NELB children ages 5-14
was used as the measure of size in allocating the sample to segnments of
housing units in the sampled counties.

Data for estimating the number of NELB children were available from
the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) conducted by the U.S. Bureau of
Census in 1976. At the onset of the CESS, it was estimated that there
were about two million households with children in the age range of 5-14
where a non-English language was used as a usual or other household language.
Because the definition of non-English language background in the CESS and
SIE was the same, without stratification, one would expect about one
household out of 35 nationally to be 2 NELB household with children in the
age range of 5-14. If followed, this plan would require screening about
70,000 occupied housing units with 100 percent response to obtain a sample
of 2,000 NELB housing units =- clearly an impossibility within the time
and budgetary constraints.

Another key gtatistic 1s the average number of eligible children to
be tested per household. The range used was 1,49 to 1.67. For planning
purposes 1.5 was used to allow for some yithin-household nonresponse.

As a separate datum, the study used an estimate of 800,000 LESA
children nationally, or approximately one for every two and one-half NELB «

households. Or stated differently, about one NELB child in five was
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expected to be classified as a LESA child.
The initial plan was to sample 120 counties in the United States,
distributed approximately as follows:

California 15
Texas 20

New York 15
Remainder of U.S. 70
Total Counties 120
About 650 segments were to be sampled in the selected 120 counties to obtain

a coefficient of variation of 10 percent on the national estimate of the

number of LESA children,

It was determined, however, that resources were inadeqhate to produce
this level of precision. At the same time, it was desired to have a rela-
tively large sample of NELB children to provide a sufficient number of
analyses of various subsets of the universe. The targeted level of
precision was changed to a coefficient of 15 percent on the national estimate
of the number of LESA children and an expected 2,000 NELB children to be
tested in the sample segments. To accomplish the revised cbjective, the
number of sample counties was cut to 75 and the number of sample segnerts
was cut to about 600. The distribution eventually used was:

California 12
Texas 10
New York 9

Remainder of U.S. 44
Total Counties 73

The following quality control pProcedures were established by L. Miranda and

Assoclates for product review; the sample design was reviewed by several

technical specialists, one of which belonged to a language minority group,

_.]_3-.
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Their consensus was that the sample design was very well thought put

and technically competent: a2 good to excellent sample would be drawn.

V1. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

This section describes the procedures used for conducting the field
portion of the study. There were 13 regiones established, each i W a
supervisor trained by the appropriate Consortium con! ‘actor. The 1. .egions
were covered by a staff consisting of 196 interviewers, 10 troubleshooters

and 73 test administrators, all trained especially for their tasks.

Field persomnel were trained in advance for the tasks they were to

perform. Tne training to administer the LMGAI tests involved contract
personnel going to regional locations to train administrators. A video
taped demonstration was included in the procedure so that uniformity of
testing technique would be achieved. Furthermore, all personnel involved
in the testing were provided with a full system of materials, including
training and procedural manuals.

Supervisory personnel and field interviewers were trained for their
tasks using home study, small group sessions, demonstrations, exercises,
lectures, and role plaYying.

A system of quality control was established in the network of staff
and field petsonnel. Control measures included on-site visits of personnel
who were interviewing and testing. Observations by members of the con-
tractors' staffs weire made in many locations.

The listing, screening and kousehold interviewing in this study were
der2 in a one-step operation whenever possible. The Screening
Questionnaire (5Q) was used to select eligible households from those

listed. The Household Questionnaire (HQ) was administered only to

*
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eligible households. Since one of the criteria for the study was to
identify households in which a non-English language was used, both the 5Q
and HQ questionnaires had been translated into Spanish. Interpreters
were used In households where other languages were spoken. In six other
languages, small cards were printed with the needed information.

As part of the household interview, a parental consent form was obtained
for each child selected for testing. The signed parental consent form made it
possible to obtain educational infermation (the PS) concerning services
provided by the school in which the child was enrolled. The Pupil bu.vey was
then mailed along with a signed copy of the parental consent form to the
school te obtain schoecl informatioen.

The IMSAI was administered in a call-back session by a person trained
to administer the instrument. This instrument was administered to selected
children aged 5 to 14. The testing was done in the child's home. ;n about
30 minutes time. ”’//,

The Pupil Survey was the final phase of the study. This phase was
dependent upon the cooperation of the educational systems in the 24
sampled states. Because this phase could not be initiated until near the
completion of the household survey, the achedule of the Pupil Surver in
some parts of the country, coincided with the closing‘of schools. Obtaining
the information proved to be a very difficult task. Efforts continued long
after the collection ¢f required data to complete the count of LESA children
given in this report.

The Pupil Survey required diversified communication with educational
agencie3d In g1l sampled states. Depend’'ng on how they elected to manage the study

in thelr states with LEA and school of...lals, obtaining cooperation and
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finalizing the individual State options proved to be a time-consuming and
multifaceted operation. Every effort was made to attain a full response

from the schools, including fellow-up mailings of survey forms.

Following the collection of fleld data the reduction phase of the study
involved preparation of the information for entry, data entry, verification,
and the addition of sample weights. This process included coding of items
which had not been recoded and the converting of raw data into machine

readable forms on magnetic tape. A verification system was employed to assure

that data were accurately entered.

VII. DATA AMALYSTS PLAN

Upon completion of data entry and editing, a data tape of members of
all eligible households, including eligible selected children, was available
for use in completing data analysis tasks. These tasks included: (1) pro-
duction of information concerning the data collection efforts (i.e., tne
sample yield), (2) scoring the IMSAL tests to be used as the criterion for
identifying LESA children, (3) application of disposition codes showing
the eligibility of each respondent to be in the study and whether or not
the survey instruments and tests were completed, (4) calculation of final

response rates, (5) calculation of non-response and subsampling sample

weights, and (6) calculation of weighted »ILB and LESA counts.

Analysis tasks pertaining to Pupil Survey responses do not relate to the

first Congressional mandace concerning LESA counts and are therefore, not

discussed.
The six data analysis tasks were accomplished as follows:
o The first step of analysis was to prepare
summaries of the sample vield for completed

Screening and Household Questionnairgf,§or

<)
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all four sub-populations (California, Texas,
New York, and the Remainder of the U.S.).
Frequency counts were also produced for the
numbeyrs of eligible and selected children.

The IMSAI tests consisted of ten separate
instruments, one for each age group between

5 and 14 years of age. Corputer programs

were developed to score eash test , record

the total score, compare it to the appropriate
LESA cut—-off score per age lievel, and record a
LESA or non-LESA code. There were 1909 tests

scored and the data ygs added to the master tape.

The CESS sample designh necessitared six weight
adjustments. Three of the adjustments were
based on responses to questionnaires used in

the LESA Count phase of the study. The
instruments were the Screening Guestionnaire,
the Household Questionnaire and the LM&AZI test.
Each questionnaire represented a different

stage of interviewing. At each stage, two
determinations ware important to the weighting
procedure: (1) whether the responding household
or child was el.giblz or ineligible to participate
iu the study and (2) whether the instrument was
completed or not completed by the respondent.
These two conditions were indicated by "dis-
position codes."

Editors determined appropriate codes by re-
viewing the responses on each instrument and
noting the comments provided by the interviewer.
To facilitate editing, one set of disposition
codes was used to represent the outcomes of

tie Screening Questionnaire and {he Household
Questionnaire. A sscond set of disposition
codes was applied to the LM&AI ctest.

Six weight adjustments were made to derive
estimates of totals and proportions. A basic
sampling weight was deirived for each segment

in the sample from the probability of selection
of each segmentr according to the sample design.
The weighted NELB ond LESA counts are tabulations
of these finai weishts.

Non~response adjustments were made for the
Screening Questiornaire and the Household
Questicnnaire. Sixteen non-response ratios
were computed. A procedure was then followed
for adjusting sub--sampling weights.
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VIII. Results

The Screening Questionnaire response rates for the whole U.S. and
by sub~population (California, Texas, New York and the Remainder of
the U.5.) was 76.19%. Cocmpleted cases were defined as those in which
the Screening Questionnaire was completed for an eligible household
or in which the language and children eljimination questions were completed
for an ineligible household. The response rates for California, Texas,
New York, and the remainder of the U.5. were 78.08%, 82.32%, 72.63% and
75.70% respectively.

The high response rateg Indicate that almost all of the households
identified as eligible households were successfully interviewed.

The national Household Questionnaire response rate was 93.75%Z. The
response rateg for California, Texas, New York and the remainder of the
U.S. were 90.43%, 94.89%, 93.55% and 94.61% respectively.

To determine the response rates on the LM&AI test, the number of
completed tests were compared tc the number of children eligible for
testing, excluding handicapped and 15 to 18 year old children. The
response rate for the LM&AI was 84.58% for the entire sample. For
California, Texas, New York, and the remainder of the U.5. the response
rates were 73.99%, 86.47%, 86.11% and B7.58% respectively.

After using the final scoring procedures, 1,360 of the 1,909 children
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or 71.2% were classified as LESA as shown below in Table 1:

TABLE 1. Number of LESA at Each Age Level

Scecre biztributions

% LESA No. of LESA

71.0 125
70.9 151
72.9 151
82.1 165
68.7 134
82.6 152
55.7 102
72.9 129
£8.0 119
66.7 132

All Ages 71.2% 1,360

The primary sets of counts of this part of the CESS are for Limited
English Speaking Ability and for non-English Language Background individuals.
There are 26 such counts. The LESA and NELB data were limited to children
ages 5 through 14. The language proficiency of individuals 15 through 18
years of age was not tested, although data on these individuals are reported

elsewhere.

Table 2 presents the NELB and LESA counts. For the whole 11.S.,

the estimated number of 5 to 14 year old NELB children is 3,812,000. The

national estimate of 5 to 14 year old LESA children is 2,409,000 at a

95 percent confidence level.




Table 3 provides more detail on the calculation of the
unweighted and weighted NELB and LESA counts, LESA Proportions, and

LESA Proportion (V's,

The function of the coefficient of variation can be better iInter-
preted uging the following definiticn:

An average or ratio or projected total derived from
sample data ie an estimate that ie subject to sampling
error. A common measure of the variation to be expec-
ted in repeated surveys (and; hence, an egtimate of
the sampling variabilily in the currvent survey) ig the
error. For moet eurvey data, one would expeet °*
a projected sample total, mean or ratio to lie within
one standard error of the "true®, but wiknown, value
about two times out of three, and within two standard
errorg about 19 times out of 20. The coefficient of
variation is eimply the standard error of a total,
mean or ratio divided by its reapective total, mean
or ratio. Thus, 1t 18 a measwre of relative variation
and ie frequently multiplied by 100 to correet it to a
percentage. For example, a coefficient of variation
of five percent on an estimated total indicatee that
the chances are about two out of three that the esti-
mated total is within five percent of the true popu-
lation total.

The relvariance is the aquare of the coefficient of
variation.*

*The Coefficient of Variation (CV) for the NELB and LESA counts are
difficult to Interpret and are negatively biased to an unknown

extent. This results from the fact that they are derived from CESS

data but are then applied to counts which have been adjusted to

Survey of Income and Education (SIE) counts. The situation could only
be remedied 1f CV's for NELB and LESA were avallable on SIE data. Since
these are not avallable, CV's are not listed.
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Table 2
NELE and LESA Counts

Category NELB Count {LESA Count LESA Proportion

L | cv Minimum Maximum
Whole U.S. 3,812,000 2,41G,000 . 6.10 55.49 70.90

Subpopulation
California 855,000 594,000 . 8.35 57.39 81.11

Texas 630,000 438,000 .5 8.48 57.80 81.42
New York . 608,000 458,000 .9 10.68 60.45 93.28
Remainder of U.S. 1,718,000 908,000 .9 11.44 40.77 64.96

Age - ,
5-6 year olds 722,000 484,000 . 6.81 57.86 76.11
7~8 year olds 780,000 534,000 . 8.62 56.61 80. 20
9~11 year olds 1,099,000 652,000 .3 10.63 46.68 71.90
12-14 year olds 1,210,000 740,000 . 6.71 52.98 69.33

Language
Spanish 2,390,000 1,744,000 73.0 3.73  67. 78.41
Other non-English 1,422,000 665,000 46.8 12.27  35. 58.24

Spanish
5=6 year olds 467,000 352,000 . 66. 83.73

7~8 year olds 486,000 390,000 . 73. 86.85
9~11 year olds 630,000 462,000 . . 56. 77.05
12~14 year olds 747,000 540,000 . . 63. 80.98

Other non-English
5~6 year olds 255,000 132,000 . . 33. 69.60
7-8 year olds 294,000 144,000 . . 27. 70.46
' 9=11 year olds 409,000 190,000 . . 27. 65.24
12-14 year olds 463,000 199,000 . . 31. 54.78

 Spanish

California 654,000 502,000 ‘ . 71. 82.04
Texas 602,000 438,000 . .11 63.34 80.20
New York 364,000 316,000 . .64 78.78 94 .92
Remainder of U.S. 770,000 488,000 . .13 49.28 77.49

Other non-English
California 201,000 93,000 .0 36.83 12.10 79.91

- New York 245,000 152,000 .0 24,08 32.15 91.83
* Pemainder of U.S.* 977,000 421,000 .1 14.90 30.26 55.95

*
For other non-English language by subpopulation, Texas was included with the
N Remainder of the U.S.
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Calculation of NELB and LESA Counts

Table 3.

NELB Totals

LESA Totals

Unweighted Weighted

Unweighted |

Weighted

N N

N

% N

[Whole U.S.

g1hgogulations
1ifornia

.exas
New York
Remainder of U.S.

lage

5-6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12-14 year olds

Language
Spanish
Other non~English

Spanish

5-6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year oids
12-14 year olds

{Other non-English
5-6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12-14 year olds

Spanish
California

Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S.

QOther non-English
California

Remainder of U.S.

New York "

3,812,000

855,000
630,000
608,000
1,718,000

722,000
780,000
1,099,000
1,210,000

2,390,000
1,422,000

467,000
486,000
620,000
747,000

255,000
294,000
409,000
453,000

654,000
602,000
364,000
770,000

201,000
245,000
977,000

2,409,000

594,000
438,000
468,000
908,000

484,000
534,000
652,000
740,000

1,744,000
665,000

352,000
390,000
462,000
540,000

132,000
144,000
190,000
199,000

502,000
438,000
316,000
488,000

93,000
152,000
421,000

*
For other non-English language by subpopulatioﬁ!fkexas was included with

the Remainder of the U.S.




IX. SUMMARY.
The present study provides estimates of the number of Limited English

Speaking Ability (LESA) and non-English Language Background (NELB) children

ages 5 through 14.

These data come from the Children's English and Services Study (CESS)
and are.useful in providing the Department of Health, Bducation and Wel-

fare and Congress with information needed in the planning of bilingual

education programs.

The CESS evolved into a complex enterprise and difficulties were over-—
come by virtue of the cooperztive action of many groups and individuals. The
Reviewers Group, with members designated by Chief State School Officers,
Federal and contract personnel, provided especially valuable éuidance and
assistance. Three field tests of the English language proficiency measure
and a pilot study of the instruments required the help of gcores of state and
local educational personnel and over 1,500 different school children. The
planning and conduct of the field study and the analysis of data were carried
out by a congortium of contractors working closely with the representatives of

National Institute of Education and National Center for Education Statistics.

Although basic to the needs of the Federal government, the counts provided

“in this report are only a part of the data which will come from CEES. It is

anticipated that other reports vill be prepared at later dates.

Additional details conceraing the present report may be found in Volume

II of this study.
-23- .
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INTRODUCTION
This volume provides detailed datz on the sample de-~ign, instrumentation,
data collection, data analysis and conclusjons.

Since these tasks involved the essential technical phases required

for the successful completion of the study, the presentation in this volume

includes descriptions of the technical approach without elaborating on fhe

specific details of the work involved.

The material presented includes descriptive explanations of methodology
and supporting statistical information used in the study development, as well
as statistical results from'the data collection. To the extent possible,
the material has been organized so that the technical approaches described
can be related to the sequence of events as processes took place following
procedures and ins cuctions prepared in detail for tasks and subtasks by
the prime contractor or sub-contractor working together within the consortium.

A number of appendices bound separately are part of this volume to
enable the reader to better interpret the descriptions included in it.

II. SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample design used for this study was an area probability sample of
housing units. Approximately 37,000 dwelling units were screened to leter-
mine the eligibility of households for further survey. The survey covered
children 5 to 18 years of age in the 50 Stateg and the District of Columbia
as the total universe, The following four subuniverses were used for design

purposes:

 —




California

o Texas
o New York (State)
0 Remainder of the United States

Because of budgetary and time constraints it was estimated that only
about 75 counties (PSU"s) could be surveyed. The design called for iden-
tification of about 2,000 non-English language background (NELB) households
in those PSU's. The 75 PSU's were further subdivided into 591 area segments.

An earlier plan to survey 120 PSU's was abandoned because of its cost.
The design reported here was modified from the earlier design. Thus, the
selection probabilities reported here are the result of a double sampling
procedure, i.e., the initial selection of 120 and the later step of sampling
back to 75 PSU's.

A coefficient of variation of 15 percent on the national estimate of the
number Of limited English-speaking ability (LESA) children wag targeted. The
definition of LESA children had not been established at the time the sample
was designed. For design purposes it was estimated that 20 percent of the
children in NELB households would be LESA children.

Stratification

For stratification purposes, the remote counties in Alaska were
eliminated from the uyniverse because of the difficulty (and cost) of surveying
them. All other counties in the survey universe were stratified by their
estimated proportion of NELB households. The following provedures v~ 2
followed in forming the strata:

0 Censug data on mother tongue from the Fourth

Count Census tapes for 1970 were tabulated
for each State and the District of Columbia-

/1
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0 Since it was desired to use the special Fifth Count
Census tapes Lo estimate the proportion of NELB house~
holds for enumeration districts and block groups. and
since fewer mother tongues are reported om those tapes
than in the Fourth Count, some of the mother tongues
were aggregated with "all other." specifically,
French, Swedish, Russian, Hungarian and Portugese
were collapsed into "all other" for purposes of
estimating county measures oY size.

Q The number of persons with Spanisi: mother tongue
was used as the "Spanish” measure of size.

0 Under the assumption that LESA children are more
apt to be found where there are concantrations of
non-English mother tongues, the following models
for non-Spanish, non-English measures of size
were constructed and applied to county data.

0 For counties with 10,000 or more pupils, the
nunber of Spanish pupils was multiplied by
3.7378 to arrive at a new Spanish measure
of size. The reason for applying the factor was to
scale the OCR data to match the Census estimates.

The counties were coded into classes by percent Spanish and percent
other NELB (as computed above) as follows:

Spanish Codes Percent Other NELB Codes Percent
1 5 1 5
2 5~9 2 5-9
3 10-19 3 10-14
4 20~29 4 15~19
5 30-39 5 20~29
6 40-49 6 30-39
7 50-59 7 40-49
8 604 8 50+

The counties were tabulated to show the number of counties, their
total population and estimated number of NELB persons by all combinations of

Spanish and other NELB codes of the four subuniverses studied.
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As a function of che stratification, Spanish and ocher NELB were ad-

ded together and coded by the same classes identified above for "Spanish.”

To aveid confusion with other terminology, chese classes which were in
effect county strata, were cailed "density classes.” New York, however,
was dominzted by a few large counties and California was dominated by Los
Angeles. These counties would be selected wich certainty in almosct any
sampla allocation scheme and would receive a digproportionately large
allocation of the sample. After che selection of large counties wicth cer-
tainty and the selection of remaining counties with probability propor-—
tioned to their measure of size, the allocation of the sample was as

follows:

Table II-1

Number of Counties Allocated to the Sample.

Certainty Probabilicy
Subuniverse Counties Counties

California

Texas

New York
Remainder of U.S.

Tocals
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Within the remainder of the United States, the sample of counties
was allocated so ag to gain efficiency from sampling at a higher rate
than those counties with high density codes. The relevant data are

shownt in Table I7~2.

Table II~2.

Density Codes, Measures of Size and Allocation of
Sampled Counties to Remainder of U.S.

Certainty Remaining Probability
No. selections measure sample

Density of of y
code counties Number Measure of No. of Heasure

size (000) | size (000) | ccunties of size
i (000)

1,875 : 1,798 30.4
644 2,851 237.5
61 2,544 949 .8

33 294 2 17.5
16 167 13.7
11 68 5.7
15 180 29.3

7,902 33 1,233.9
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A decision was made to vary the household segment size to reflect

the variation in expected densé;x of NELB households. In the least dense

areas a segment size of 300 housing units was chosen and in the most
dense zveas a segment size of 25 housing units was chosen.

Data for estimating rhe number of NELB children were available
from the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) conducted by the U.S.

Bureau of Census in 1975, Key data from that sSummary are shown in
Table II-3.

It may be seen that there are about two million households with child-
ren in the age range of 5¢14 where a non-E;glish language is used as the
usual or other household language. Because the definition of non-English
language background in the CESS and the SIE was rhe same, without
stratification, one would expect about one household out of 35 nationally
to be a NELB household with children in the age range of 5-14., If followed,
this plan would require screening about 70,000 occupied housing units with
100 percent response to obtain a sample of 2,000 NELB housing units ——
clearly an impossibility wit?in the time and budgetary constraints.

Another key statistic from Table II~3 is the average number of eligible
children to be rested per household. The range, shown at the bottom of the
table, is 1.49 to 1.67. However for planning purposes an estimate of 1.5
was used to allow for some within-household nonresponse.

As a separate datum, an estimate of 800,000 LESA children nationally,
or approximately one for every two and one~half NELB households was given,
or srared differently, about one NELB child in five wag expected to be

classified as a LESA child.
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Table 11-3

Design Parameters of the Universe

Remainder
Characteristic California of U.S.

L2

Total Year round housing units,
1970 (thousands) 6,977 50,720

No. of households with one or
more children 5-14 and non-
English first or second lan-
guage (thousands)

Spanish

Other non-English
Total

Percent of total housing
‘units

No. of children 5-14 in NELB
households Spanish (thousands)
Average no. per Spanish

household

Other non-English
Average no. per other
NELB household

Total
Average no. per NELB
household

Estimated no. of test per house-
hold under the rule of no more
that two per household

Spanish
Other NELB




The most Important statistic to be obtained from the survey is an
estimate of the number of LESA children. At the time of the design there
was conslderable uncertainty concerning ghe specific definition of LESA.
For this reason, the expected Jtmber of NELB children aged 5 - 14 yas
used as the measure of size In allocating the sample segments of housing
units in the sampled counties.

Measures of size used in the design were scaled o equal Census

estimates from the Survey of Income and Education as follows:

Table II - 4. Measures of Size Used in the Sample Design

Westat mea- Est. NELB
Westat | sure con=- HHs from
measure | verted to SIE
Category (000) HHs (000) {(000)

Subuniverse - |

Callfornia 3,549 1,183 459
Texas 2,160 720 315
New York 3,309 1,103 361
Remainder of U.S. {10,070 3,357 %941

Thus, the expected number of NELB households per segment, for various

sized segments, was computed as shown in Table II - 5.

From a sample of U.S5. counties it was possible to make estimates of
the proportion »f U.S. year-round-housing-units falling into each of the
eight density classes in each of the four subuniverses of interest. The
data are shown in Table II - 6. What 1s more relevant, however, is the
distribution of the estimated numbeyr of NELB Youseholds by density class
and subuniverse. That data, along with actuai allccation of the sample,

are shown in Tabie II - 7. Ry
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Table II-5 Expected Number of NELB Households per Segment for Various

Sized Segments and for the Four Subuniverses

Density Expected no. of NELB households
class Segment
of size ) Remainder of

segment (yrhus) | California | Texas New u.s.

]
R
E

<5 % 300
5-9 % 200
10~19% 70
20-29% 30
30-39% 25
40-49% 25
50-59% 25
60+ % 25
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Table IT Estimated Distribution of Year-round-housing Units by Density

Class and Subuniverse

Percent of total year-round-housing-units in class

Density :
code California Texas New York Remainder of U.S.

51.
25.
16.

31. 5.
24,

17.

[

6.
27.
40,
11.
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Table II-7

By Density Classes and Subuniverses.

Estimated Distribution of NELB Households and Actual Distribution of the Sample

Cali fornia

Texas

New York

Remainder of u.s.

Density
code

No. of
sample
segment s

Est. no.

of
sampie
NELB s

No. of
sample
segments

Fst. no,
of
sample
NELD's

o, of
sample
segments

Est. no.
of
sample
NELS*s

Est. %
of
NELB's

No. of
sample
segmenls

Est. no.
of
sample
NETR's

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

13.7
24.3
32.6
11.4
5.0
3.3
2.0
7.7

100.0

11

121
53
3l
25
17
43

41
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The sample was allocated to the density classes by giving a larger
probability of selection to high-density segments. This disproportionate
allocation reflected the higher cost of screening low~density segments and
the expected lower percentage of LESA children in NELB households in low-
density segments. Since the allocation was the result of a probability
process, the actual allocation was unknown until the sample drawing was
completed.

The results of the allocation and the selection process are summarized
in Table II-8. Examination of that table shows that in the Remainder of
the United States, where the problem of locating NELB's is most severe, we
allacated 16.5 percent of the sample to areas where there are 38.0 per-
cent of the NELB'S (in low-density areas) and 32.7 percent of the sample
to areas where there are 13.0 percent of the NELB's (i.e., in high

density areas).

Selection of Sample Segments ~ The procedures for selecting sample

segments within selected PSU's can be described by the following steps:
1. Using Special Fifth Count tapes, ED's and BG': vere
aggregated to a minimum size of 30 YRHU'S.** These
units were called Large ED's (LED's).
2. The following measure of size were created:

(a) Count of Spanish mother tongue

(b) Percent of Spanish mother tongue.

*ED = Enumeration District; BG=Block Group

*¥*YRHY = Year-round housing units

§1




Table II-8 Distribution of the

gample of Collapsed Density Class

Subuniverse and
characteristics

California:
Percent of housing units
Est. percent of NELB's
Percent of segments
Est. percent of sample
NELB's

Texas:
Percent of housing units
Est. percent of NELB's
Percent of segments
Est. percent of sample
NELB's

New York:
Percent of housing units
Est. percent of NELB's
Percent of segments
Est. percent of sample
NELB's

Remainder of U.S.:
Percent of housing units
Est. percent of NELB's
Percent of segments
Est. percent of sample
NELB's
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{c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

Measure of size for other non-English,
(using instructions for creating measure
of size for other non-Fnglis.

given in Section 5);

Perc.nt other non-English;

Total non-English (1) + (3)

Percent non-English; and

Data in (2), (4) and (6) above, were
coded by the following classes;

1 = 5%

2 = 5-9.9%

3 = 10-19.9%

4 = 20-29.9%

5 = 30.39.9%

6 = 40-40.9%

7 = 50-59.9%

8 = 60% and over

3. LED's were sorted by ED-BG sequence within code classes of (6).

4. Withia each code class a listing was created.

5. Withip each selected county a sampling worksheet was prepared

to select the sampled LEl ‘s, to determine the nuwbgr ot sample

segments within them and (o determine their probabilities

of selection.
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The inirial plan was to sample 120 counties in the United States

distributed as follows:

California
Texas
New York

Remainder of U.S.

About 630 segments were to be sampled in the selected 120 counties to
obtain a coefficlent of variation of 10 percent on the national estimate of
the number of LESA children and a similar precision of estimates of NELB
children in California, Texas, and New York.

It was determined, however, that resources were lnadequate to produce
this level of precision. At the same time, it was desired to have a re-
latively large sample of NELB children to provide a sufflcienc number for
wualyses of various subsets of the universe. The targeted level of
precision was changed to a coefficient of 15 percent onrn the national estimate
of the number of LESA children and aa expected 2,000 children to ba tested
in the sample Segmenrs.’** To accomplish the revised objective, the number of
sample counties was cut to 75 and the number of sample segments was cut ‘fo
about 600.

This revision was made after the initial sample had beén drawn. Thus,
the sample of 75 councies is a gubset of the sample of 120. The inirial

selection. of segments was accomplished by drawi-g two segments from each

**%* After allowance for expected non-.esponse.

4
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within-PSU stratum with probatility proportional to size,and then selecting
one of them at random. Cutting the number of PSU's from 120 to 75 and the
number of segments from 650 to 591 required that, on the average more
segments would have to be drawn per PSU. At the same time, constraints

on the budget were so tight that the number of low-density segments had

tv be reduced.

ITI. INSTRUMENTATIOM

Four instruments were develcoped and used to gather data on the
national sample. Copies of the actual survey instruments have been depo~
sited with the National Institute of Education, as well as a separate report
on the development of the Language Measurement and Inventory. (see also
Appendix G)

The sequence for the utilization of the four instruments in the CESS

was as follows:

Screening Questionnaire
R

Household Questionnaire

Language Measyrement and Assessment Inventory

Pupil Survey

Redesign of the Questionnaires - On the basis of the experience gained

during the pilot test and after extensive consultations with renresentatives of

the sponsoring agencies, ithe survey instruments were completely redesigned,
While the concepts “ollowed in the development of early drafts were recained
the contents were improved in terms of wording, structure and the approach

used for obtaining information. A two-day debriefing of the field staff
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used in the piloc test paved the way for the modification of the
instruments.

The instruments and their purposes are stated below:

The Sc.ceener - The Screener Questionnaire was used to determine (1)
if the family bad children betweer. the ages of 5 to 18 years of age whose

usual residence was in the household, and (2) if the family usually or

of ten spoke a language other than English in which case they were
classified as being from non-English language backgrourd (NELB), 1If

the household qualified on thesa two questions, the Household Questionnaire
was then administered. Tabie TI-9 on page 17 provides detailed in-

formation on responses for each of the subpopulations.

The nousehold Questionnaire -~ If a household was designated eligible

in the Screern’y .. stionnaire, the Household Questionnaire was administered.
The parent or guardian was then requested to sign a Parental Consent Form,
giving permission to :e¢nd a Pupil Survey to each gelected child's school
and also indicating a time when the test could be given if there were one or
two children from 5 to 14 in the householcd.

If approval fogtthe test was plven, the iaterviewer ~ompleted a form
directing a test administrator to test the child(ren). If the Parental
Consent Vorm was not completed, the supervisor called the respondent and

again requested their cooperation.

Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory - The Language Measure-

ment and Assessment Inventory (LMAAI) was developed as the
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neasure of English language proficiency in the Chilcren's English and
Services Study (CESS). It was developed for use in testing English
language skills in reading, writing, speaking and gynderstanding. Ten

age level forms were dgveloped, one each for ages 5 through 14.

TABLE II-9
Summary of Screening of the Subpopulation

(Prelirinary Data Collection - Field Counts)

Balance
California New York | of U.S.

Complete Screenar & HHQ 291 232 737

Eligible k!, but HHQ
Not Complete i1 24

Complete Screener,
Ineligible Household

Incomplete Screener,
Ineligible Household

Vacant
Hot a Dwelling Unit

Can't Contact, Probable
Eligible HH

Can't €ontact, Probable
Ineligible HH

Total

Percenlage®*

-

* YPercentage" is the sum of Rows 1, 2 and 3, divided by the sum of Rows 1, 2, 3,

% 7, and 8
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The objective of each of the ten different tests was to be able
to determine, on an objective basis, whether a given child has (1)
limited English speaking ability (LESA), or (z, fluent Znglish ability
(FES).

The IM&AI was developed by L. Miranda and Associates, Inc. of
HWashington, D.C. When the experimental versions of the Language Measure-
ment and Assessment InventoIY became the final test to be used in the
National CESS, tbe title of the set of instruments was changed to Language
Measurement and Assessment Inventory (LM&AI). This was done to avoid
confusion between the developmental versions and the tests used for
official purposes.

Separate tests wer2 developed for each age from 5 through l4. For
each age, items were developed to reflect the minimum level of competenze
in academic English language skills expected of English-speaking children
in school systems in the U.S. The test items, are graduated in difficulty
and scphistication and, by field test, were demonstrated to be within the
experiential and knowledge background of the "typical" Native English
Speaking (NES) child of the given age. The LMGAI was hot administéred to
children aged 15 to 18.

The LM&AI was intended to measure whether the child successfully
meets the criterion of academic English language performance needed to
function in an English speaking classroom at particular ages and grade
levels.

The sole purpose of administering this test was to identify lLimited English
Speaking Ability (LESA) children in order to count the number of children fall-

ing within this classification. It was not developed as a test to be used for
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diagnostic or school Placement purposes.

Using extensive field experiences and statistical analysis, a critical

score was separately established for each of the ten tests. In the CE3S.

a child who scored below the cri;ical score was classified as Limited
English Speaking Ability (LESA) and anyone who scored at or above the critical
score was classified as non~LESA. Thus, the classification of what is

a LESA child is defined operationally as a child who, when tested on the
appropriate LM&AT age form, fell below a given score. These critical

scores were established after detailed statistical analysis of

empirical data and were determined by discriminant function analvysis on

the field test sample.

By use of the LMEATY it was possible to identify, and thereby count,
children who were LESA. Various estimates of LESA children found in this
report are based on data derived from the use of the LM&AI. A detailed
interim report on the LMEAI development and field tests was submitted

to the Nationmal Institute of Education.

Pupil Survey - The Pupil Survey (PS) elicits information on
rne types of services that target children are receiving at the
local school, the types of services needed, and certain information
concerning .ocal school programs. The PS is a self-administered questionnaire
to be cowpleted by a school administrator or the child's teacher.
The PS was administered only after the parent or guardian had signed
a release form.

The Pupil Survey Questionnaire ¢as pretested at five schools in

the Takoma Park/Silver Spring area, ar two schools in Washington, D.C.,
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and at three schools in Arlington County, Virginia. The responding
teachers were later debriefed to obtain their reactions to the
questionnaire. On the basis of these debriefings and extensive
condultations with representatives of the sponsoring agencies, a modified

version was subsequently pretested at the Arlington County Schools.

Following additional debriefings and consultations, a final version was

then drafted for use during the national study.

-

IV. DATA COLLECTION

This section describes the procedures used for conducting the field
portion of the study. There were 13 regions established, each headed by
a supervisor trained by the appropriate Consortium contractor. The 13
regions were covered by a staff consisting of 196 interviewers, 10
troubleshooters and 73 test administrators, all trained especially for
their tasks.

The listing, screening and household interviewing in this stuly were
done in a one-step.operation whenever possible., The English proficiency
test was accomplished in a call-back session by a person trained to
, administer the LMEAIXL.

Since one of the criteria for the study was to identify houscholds of
non-English language backgrounds, questionnaires had been translated into
Spanish, and interpreters were usaed in households where other languages
were Spoken.

- As part of the household interview, a parental consent form had to 3
be obtajned for each child selected for testing. The signed parental
consent form made it possible to obtain educational inf.rmatiecn {the

PS) coucerning services provided by the schuwol in which the child was
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enrolled. The Pupil Survey Questionnaire was then mailed to the school
along with a signed copy of the Parental Consent Form to obtain school
information.

An important phase of the study involved individually testing
children age 3 to 14 who were selected for the study to determine
their English language proficiency. The testing was done in the chi’
home, In about 30 minutes time by a specially trained examiner.

The final phase of the study involved the Pupil Survey. This
phase was dependent upon the cuuperation of the educational systems in
the 24 sampled states. Bzcause this phase could pot be initiated until
near the completion of the household survey. the schedule of the Pupil
Survey in some parts of the country coincided with the closing
of gchools., Obtaining the iInformation proved to be a very difficvlt task.

Efforts continued long after the collection of required data to complete

the count of LESA children given in this report.

Field Organjzation - The field plan was organized to fit the sample

design. For purposes of field operation., the Primary Sampling Units
(PSU’'s) were grouped inco 10 major regions with Hawaiil as the eleventh
region due o its distance from all other regions. New York State was
divided into two regicns because of the number of interviewers required
as well as the difficulties associated with surveying the population of
New York Citv. A regional supervisor was named in each case.

The number of interviewers actively working during the field onerations
was tetween 130 and 169. There were between 68-7] test administratore

working and 10 tcrouble shooters. Three of the reglional supervisors
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were supported by assistant supervisors.

A system of quality control was escablished‘in the network of
participants. Control measures included on-site visitations of personnel
who were interviewing and testin®. Observations by members of rhe

contractors’' sraffs were made in many locations.

There were fiv¢ major components of the field organization:
- 0 The home office staff - Four key staff members and

their supporct staff, reporred directly to trhe project
director.

o The regional offices - One regional supervisor in each
of rhe 13 regions reported directly to staff in rhe home
office. Three regional offices had assistant supervisors.

o The interviewing staff - The interviewers reporced directly
to the regional supervisor.

o The test administrator — Each region's rest adminiscrator
(TA's) reported directly ro the regional supervisor,

o Trouble shooters — Ten trouble shooters reported to the

home office gsraff as well as ro rhe regional supervisor.

The home office was headed by rhe project director and four key
staff members -- two directors of field operations, the survey coordinator,
and the assistant project director. Several junior staff persons supported

these five persons.

f
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The division of labor among the home office staff was as follows:

¢ The project director was responsible for the coordination of'
all aspects of the survey.
The assistant project director developed the supervisor and
interviewer training programs and was regponsible for cost
control.
The survey coordinator was responsible for quglity control and
procedures, materials control, home office receipt, and response
rate computation, as well as assisting in the development of
the tréining program.
The field directors shared responsibility for all recruitment 0?
supervisors, interviewers, test administrators, trouble shooters
and replacement recruiting due to attrition. They also were
charged with field production, f£ield observation, weekly
reporting on level of field effort and supervision of traveling

interviewers and trouble shooters.

=
The Regional Office - Westat established eleven regional offices

for the project. The offices were lpcated in Baltimore, Maryland: Ft.
Harrison, Indiana; upstate New York; New York City; Kailua, Hawaiij;
Camden, New Jersey; Jacksonville, Florida; Midfield, Massachusetts;

Albuquerque, New Mexicoj; St. Louis, Migsouri; and Chicago, Illinois.

(}
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For California and Texas, Figure I jllustrates RDI's organizational

chart for the field data collection.

FIGURE 1.

Organizational chart for Field Dara Collection
A

N ‘ Project Director
Field Liaison - Survey Research Manager
- . 1
i 1
Field Coordinator, Tx-l Field Coordinator, CA
1
C ] I I
south TX San Antonio Central TX Horth CA South CA
Field Supr. Field Supr. Field Supr. Field Supr.{iField Supr. -

Staffing Needs - A staffiag plan was developed to fit the

needs of each Primary Sampling Unit (PSU). Whenever a PSU showed a
large concentration of any non-English language pcpulation, a decigion
wags made to recruit one or more interviewers proficient in that
language. Interpreters were to assist interviewers with auy

non-English language.

Interviewers - were selected by the regional supervisor. Each
supervisor received a recruitment package outlining recruitment procedures.
Interviewers were recruited through newspaper ads, community organizations,

publi: employment agencies, other researcl firms and experienced interviewers.

L
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The regional supervisor looked for people who were experienced interviewars.
These applicants were screened over the telephone and references were

verified.

Test Adwinistrators - were also selected by the regional

supervisor. The test administrators were selected from candidates who
were experienced teachers and counselors. Many were recruited through
universities, public employment agencies and the recommerdations of schools

and working teachers.

Trouble Shooters — were recruited by the Westat field directors.

Thege 10 were selected from the files of experienced Westat interviewers.
Westat recruited individuals who had previously travelled into areas
that had experienced attrition and/or special interviewing problems. In
California and Texas one interviewer and one test administrator were
designated as trouble shooters.

For the 11 regions established by Westat, offices were situated in
the home offices in California and three regional offices in Texas.
A telephone was installed apr each office for the project.

The regional supervisor had a variety of responsibilites which
included direct responsibility for the supervision of the interviewers
and test administrators, distribution of the work and monitoring their

progress. Each week the interviewer submitted an Interviewer Weekly

Starus Report (see the Interviewer Training Manual); the Time and Expense

Report; and all completed questionnaires and listing waterials to the

regional supervisor. The supervisor checked the Weekly Status Report




against the work received. A PSU-by-PSU report was then compiled on
production and response rates for the region and phoned-in to the
director of field operations. Schedule and response rate problems
were discussed at that time. Completed questionnaires were edited and
then logged into the regional supervisor's Master Control Log.

The regional supervisor was also responsible for the validation of
all completed screeners and Questionnaires. All completed cases were
listed on the verification log. Ten percent (10%) of all completed cases
were listed on the verification log an¢ were contacted for further verifi-
cation in the field.

The regional supervisor coordinated the administration of the
Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory Instrument (LM&AI)
and edited the tests bel. re shipping to Westat. The supervisor
was in frequent communication with the interviewers who identified the
children to be tested, and with the test adwministrator who adwinistered
the tests to the children.

An added responsibility of the regional supervisor was the
supervision of the trouble shooters sent into a regicn pecause of
interviewer attrition or difficuities obtaining completed assignments.

Table II-10 shows the bilingual capabilities of the overall field
staff who collected the data and administered the LM&AI. The wost
important position for the bilingual capability was the interviewers be-
cause the tests were administered in English., Test administrators were not

required to be bilingual because the test was administered in English.

a9,
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Training - Since three research groups and numerous interviewers
and test administrators were involved in the data collection efforts,
extra care was taken to assure that standard procedures would be

followed in all training sessions.

There were three parts to the training program:
O Supervisor training
0 Interviewer and trouble gshooter training

0 Test administrator training.

*t
)
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Table 1I-10.

Bilingual Churacteristics of Overall Field Staff

Survey title

Total ]
]

Bi1ingual

Language £poken

Spanish

Yiddish

Ttalian | Gerpan

Japanese

French

Horwegian

Polish

Navajo

Rogional
supervisors and
field coordinato

supervisor

assistant axd feld 8

Interviawsrs 192

Te

-~

it .
adeinistrators * 73

Troublae
shooture

Y

as

S ah sy — vy
Mt e //j

%®ragt adminietrators Were not reguired to pe bilingual since
a1l testes ware sdoinisterad in EBnglish.




Training Sessions and Locations - Supervisor training was held in

Washington, D.C. on March 5, 1978. The training included a review of
the training for the interviewers, as well as training specific to the
supervisory functiomws, e.g. administrative procedures, etc. The train-
ing was attended by the 11 supervisors and the three assi;tant super=-
visors.

There were three sessions of test administrator training. These
sessions were held in Washington, D.C., Dallas, Texas, and Los Angeles,
California.

Interviewer training was held in different parts of the country.
The first session was held in New York City, March 2-4, 1978. The re-
maining three sessions were held simultanecusly March 8-10 in Chicago,

Illinois, Washington, D.C. and Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Training Segsions - The supervisors received a summarized version
of interviewer training. The same home study, ''learning communities,”
demonstrations, exercises, lectures and role plays that were to be used
at interviewer training werc employed at this session. However, the
pace was accelerated in order to go through the schedule in a shorter
period of time. It was believed that this group could move at a duicker
pace because of its small size and t.e experience level of the group.

Time was spent preparing superviscrs for thelr role in interviewer
training. They were to be community leaders and were t0 have responsibility

for a group of trainees (a learning comminity). During their training, each

supervisor was given an opportunity to act in the role of community leader.

Instructors used the Trainer's Manual:fT?'fechniques for special use at
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interviewer training.

Other tralning activities included the review and instruction of
the field quality procedures, field edit of the questionnaire, inter-
viewer assignment, communications with interviewers and home office,
verification of interviewers, and receipt control and reporting.

Each interviewer training session was conducted by two to four
of fice staff members and four or five supervisors depending on the
number of "learning communities" at the session. The training staff
consisted of three teams (10 project staff in total). The first team,
under the supervision of the bilingual field director, conducted the
New York and New Mexico sessions. The second team, directed by the
assistant project director, had responsibility for the supervisor's
training and Washington, D.C. interviewer sessions. The third team
directed the Chicago training. All supervisors yere present at at least one
session(s) attended by che majority of interviewers from their region.

A Home Study packet had been mailed to interviewers before the
interviewer training began. The packet presented an introduction to the
survey and covered the general approach to interviewing, listing, basic
field procedures and the gscreener questionnaire. Interviewers were asked
to study the material in the packet before the training session.

Trainees were grouped into "learning communities' and assigned
a table for the entire week of training.' There were eight to twelve
trainces in each learning community. Each community was assigned a
supervisor or trainer as the "community leader." The responsibili-
ty of the community leader was to take charge of all the learning

activities carried out in his/her group. The community leader was

Luyg
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there to answer questions. help with any problems, and work with and

observe the progress of the trainees.

Test Administrator Training - L. Miranda and Assoclates directed

three training sessions for test administration held for the field super-
visors and test administrators. The training format was a discussion of
the test, pointing ocut similarities and differences between the tests

for the various age groups® The trainees had the opportunity to examine

the total testing package for 10 years olds. The testerslekpressed concern
that there wasn't the opportunity to examine the tests for the other nine
age groups nor was there an opportunity to practice or role play a test
during training,

Aside from the discussion of the tests, a 46 minute color video tape
was used to demonstrate the administration of the IMiAZ. Coples of the
video tapes were made available to all those who were instructing other
Test Administrators. L. Miranda and Associates also developed the
following printed inaterials for the administration of the LM&AI.

o training manual
© trainees handbook
¢ plcture and words handbook.
¢ fleld procedure handbook
Coples of the above printed materials have been deposited at the

National Institute of Educaticn.

Field Operation - The number of interviewers for each reglon was

determined by the size of the region and fhe expected sample yiéld rate.

Iop
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Seventeen supervisors were hired, each to supervise a geographical region.
The 13 reglons were covered by a staff consisting of 196 interviewers,
10 trouble shooters and 73 test administrators., Westat's responsibilities
included training, supervising and monitoring its own and RDI's field

staff. L. Miranda and Associates had the responsibility of training all

tegt administrators. N

-

The listing, screening and household interviewing in this stuﬁy L
were done in a one-step operation. Time and budget constraints were
the determining factors for adopting this method of operation. Testing
of selected children was done by qualified test administrators shortly
after the household interviews had been completed,

The study involved households where languages other fhan English
were spoken. Steps were taken to reduce the effec: of the non~English
languages spoken. One technique used was to prepare Spanish language

versions of the questionnaires. For other language groups, interpreters
5
were used. The interpreters were Zenerally university students or ;

professional level individuals.

Listing and Interviewing -~ Westat's sampling department was responsible

for drawing the sample used in this study. 'Areas or segments with a low
sample yileld were listed in their entirety, while very large segments were
subdivided by a method known as "chunking”. All instructions were clearly
defined for the lister and any problems or changes encountered were directed
to the sampling department for further instructions, before lilsting the segment.
Although the sample yleld was monitored closely, the data collection method

adopted for this study did not permit identificati&n of the total yield: until

a segnent was completed. ‘1
“j’
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Following data collection, Interviewers received the following

materials:
¢ Iastructions for listing
0 Segment folders, containing
Census map
Sketch maps (two copies)
Listing sheets
Special instructions for the segment
if necessary
Westat/RDI ID card
Screeners (English/Spanish)

Household Questionnaries {English/Spanish)

Parental Consent Forms

- Interviewers were Instructed to first identify the segment,
then cruise the area using the Census map 0 gsgist in verifying
the segment boundaries. In crulsing the segment, the iisters were
instructed to cobtain an approximate count of the dwelling units and to
compare these with the range provided by the sampling department.
If the count was elther substantially higher or lower than the estimated
yleld, listers were instructed to call their supervisor who, in turm,
would call the sampling department at Westat. If no protlems or
changes were encountered, then listing could begin.

Since listing and interviewing were done in one oparation, the lister

(interviewer) would 1ist a2 household and attempt to administer & : ‘reener

and household interview (if eligible) in one visit.

1.
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In addition to their I.D., card, interviewers also carried introductory
letters to give to the respondents. The letter was printed in English and
Spanish and served to introduce the study and seek the respondent’s cooperation.
(See Exhibits II-1 and II-2). Language cards were also printed for
respondents of non-English and non-Spanish vackground. The cards also
introduced the study, but the primary purpose was to define the 1angﬁage spokc

N
so that interviewers could arrange for an appropriate interpreter. The cards

were printed in Japanese, Chinese, Polish, Italian, French and Yiddish,

Obtaining Parental Consent - The interviewer was instructed to

obtain the Parental Consent Form (PCF) (See Exhibit II-3), upon completion of
the Household Questionnaire. The purpose was to be able to get Pupil

-Survey éggs from the school at a later date. In most cases, the PCF

wag signed and given to the inc;rviewer. Hoéever, in a few instances

the parent refused to sign and asked for more time to consider th;

matter or to check with the spouse or school administrator. In these

cases, the Test Administrator was advised to pick up the PCF if a child

was to be tested. If no TA was to go to the household, the interviewer

made additional attempts to get the PCF signed. If the parent refused

a second time, the response was recorded as a refusal, and no further

ef fort to obtain a signature was made.

Table II-11 provides data on the Parental Consent Form. The table

and eXplanation may be seen in page 37,

1n;
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Exhibit II-1. Interviewer introduction letter

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20208

o ey ME—y_— T

Dear Raspondent:
. [ ]
I would like to- ask you to answer some guestions for us as
pazt of a study on Children's English and Services. This study
concarns children who come from homes where a language other than
English is spoken. The Congress*® has asked us to conduct this
study to improve schooling for these children.

Only the people who.work on the study will see your answers.
Your name will not appear with the answazrs when the results are
reportad, If you agres to holp us, you can refuse to answer any
questions S -'_ . -

- T owiul be q:atefu.]. to you if you dccide to paxtic:.pate.
tour help will he vary important in providing better school pro-
grams for zhildren who come from homes where a language other
than English i3 spcken. Please feel free to ask the inte:viewer
any quest:ions you may hava abou® this study,

P .
- R - -

Sincarely,

. Hary F. Berry :
hssistant Secratary for Education

'-.‘f-

: : ; 230 ..
- *Sact iow 1.05 of t'.hew Educa.tton Peendmants of 1974

-

L U

* .c‘

. *ﬂ,(’ 2 “‘"?”“

Loy
35 A Foliamds— . Asrritinhe




Exhibit Ii-2 Interviewer introduction letter
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of EDUCATION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20208

na iy o ahn STy "

Zstimado/a Senor o Sefiora,

Quisiera hacerle algunas preguntas con relacidn a2 un. Estudio
InZz2ntil sobre el Inglés y Servicios Educativos. E1 astudio con-
cierne a log nifos que vienen de hogares donde se habla otre idi
Jue 2o Sea el Inglés. EIl Congreso de los Zstados Unidos nos ha
gedido realizar-este dstudio con ei. propésitn de me;o:a: la 3 3
eduuacién qua:reciben estaos n*nos S ;4“

. e
;. »..‘fn .. * _' . -t AT .n-

. ; A Y -
= -"d'. = :':d.' 44(_." -“- "“?‘ ,u . *

Sus :espuastasaa las.preguntas que—la haqamos se:iu v;saas o
solamente por las personas que trabajan en el egtudio. . Su nombra
no apareceri en los.resultados cuande &stos sean dados a conocer. |

Si usted decide ayudarnos, puede neqarse a contestar cualquier  ~ 7
IFragunta que no deset contastar ; . , 8

Le sstaré muy aqradacida si usted decide participar. Su
ayu‘a serd muy. meqxtauta paras mejorar los programas educativos
2e los ninoanne vienen:de:hoqa:es donde se habla otro idioma gue
ro sea al Inglés.  Hor, fayoz haga: cuaiguier pregunta gue ustsd
:ueda, enen,acercqupl astu&xn uxan:q_la.enn.evxstz.

';.; Q\‘& 2.@; '-,,_' R . X
N o I B <t
SaaE R $§§§% ceramenta, Wby
L e
I Ed ) ar , . IS
- ol .r-!. : ‘.
: e

s .
S?Bsac:eta:ia para ia Ed ac;dn
o o

Iv - - -
L é‘ Ay !

Le lev se =ncuent*a en 20 g.5.C. 880h=-10, 12, 13

. t“ﬁ i
I %:'1"'2}:5

)
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The following formula was used to compute response vate for those

eligible and enrolled:

Response rate = Total Children for which PCF was signed
Total Children in Sample Ages 35-18
(excluding those not eligible)

Table 1I-11

Parenttal Consent Form Results

[

R Balance
California New Yotk (- of U.S.

Total Children 5-18 538 408 1312
Signod 470 J62 1174
Refused 42 k! 70

Not Eligible* _ 26 12 68
Percent Signed

*slmost all were not in a school.

1 g
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Exhibit II-3 Par«ntal Consent Form

Dear Principal:
You; or the school official you appoint, have my permission to fill

out the attached questionnaire about my child. I also give you permission

to provide the answers to (name of firm).

I ynderstand that:

the answers will be used in the Children's English and Services
Study; and

this study is being conducted by L. Miranda and Associates, Inc./
Westat, Inc./RDI for education agencies in the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare.

I have been made fully aware of the care being taken by the firm named

above to protect the information ycu provide about my coild. I understand that:

¢ only the people who work on this study will see the answers; and

L

e my child's name will not appear with the answers when the results
are reported.

I also understand that the information is being asked to help improve

schooling for children who come from homes where a language other than English

is spoken.

I have kept a copy of this form.

(Name of Child) (Print Your Full Name)

(Grade) (Your Signature)

(Relationship to Child)

e

(School Name)




Receipt Control - The Westat receipt control staff was responsible

for the receipt and edit of all questionnaires, and for shipment of completed
household pacliets to the Resource Development Institute. The edit per-
formed at Westat involved checks on skip patterns, legibility, proper
selection of children during the screening, complete Information

obtained about the selected children and proper administration of the tests.
In addition, the procedures called for the assignment of f£inal disposition
codes to each instrument based on quality control checks. Two sets of

codes were needed, a Westat code and an RDI code. Only completed

household packets and tests were shipped to RDI; all other ineligible
screeners were keypunched and stored at Westat. A parallel, but

separate receipt and control process, was ased by RDI.

The specific instructions for logging eligible packets were:

Date box when received at RDI.
Put all packets inside box in sequential order.
Check PSU, SEG and DU numbers on all forms (Screener,
Household Questionnaire, LM&AI, Other) inside each
packet.
Circle each item received on outer envelope with rad pen.
Note any missing or not registered items (item not
included/not registered) on the Unusual Editing Problem
Form.
Date outer envelope, Screener, Household Questionnaire,
LM&AI, and any other form included inside packet.
Initial the outer envelope.

1i0
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Open Screener to page 3, find person numbers and two-digit
age numbers of eligible participants, and write tliis infor-
mation on outer envelope. There may be a maximum of three
persons to whom the questionnaire can be administered. A
maximum of two persons may be administered the test.

See page 18 of Household Questionnaire and page 3 of Screener.
Write the person npumbers f* m Screener in the box for "Target
Child" on page 18 of HHQ.

Complete Editor's Control Log for Household Questionnaire
Packages Forms.

Check log sheet against the transmittal sheet.

Give logging sheets, transmittal sheets, and the Unusual

Editing Problem Forms to the chief editor.

A 1list of identifying numbers was prepared daily. From the list
a set of labels was prepared on an MTST typewriter to assure correct
duplicatzm. The labels were then affixed to each instrument in each
package. This procedure was used to reduce the possibility of mis~
reading the handwritten identification number when the instrument went
to data processing.

The packets were then separated into Broups depending on the type
of instrument, 1.e., Screener, Household Questionnaire, etc., and edited
in preparation for data processing, Packets underreview by the editing/data
control staff or by the data processing staff were kept under strict

control and filed In a locked data file room.

11;
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Reporting - Each supervisor kept a set of records yhich contained
detailed Informarion about each DU in every PSU and segment assigned to
him or her. Reporting forms were developed by Westat. The information
included whether the DU was eligible, the number of eligible and selected
children, if the Household Questionnalre was completed, and the number of

calls necessary to complete acquiring the data.

Administration of the Language Measurement Assessment Inventory

(IMSAI) - An important phase of the study involved the testing of
children aged 5 to 14 selected for the study to determine their EPglish

language proficiency. It was essentifal that the timing of the test ad-

ministration be geared to accomodate the ch@ld and the family, and that

it be done shortly after completing the household interview.

Appointments - After the interviewer had completed the household
interview, the interviewer would inform che respondent that a test
administrator would be calling to set up an appointment for conducting
the test. The interviewer attempted to arrange the best time for the
test administrator to call. Test administrators were advised to call
or visit the household within 24 hours.

Comments from test administrators (TA) indicate that parents wele
generally receptive cto the TA coming into their homes. TAs made few
complaints suggesting lack of cooperation by parents. Parents
occasionally wanted to observe but rarely caused a“distraction for the

child.

112
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Testing of the Children - The ideal situation for conducting tests

of this vature 1s one in which the test administrator has the totzal
cooperation of a parent and child. Generally, the parent was very willing
to cooperate. Onlyrarely was there no test given because (1) the child
was uncooperative, or (2) the child was not located or avallable at Home.
In some instances problems arose in testing children in the lowest
age levels. This was not unexpected because of the relatively short
attention span of such children and because of the language difficulty
which was often present. These twc problems account for many of the
terminated tests listed in Table II~12 which outlines the disposition

of the LM&AI In the four geographical categories.

TABLE II-12

Summary of LM&AI Test Administration

palance
California New York of U.8.

Total Selected, 5~18 538 408 1,312
Completed Test 277 230 811
Refuged 7 28 66
Breakoff 2 0 2
Terminated 33 49 49
Child over age .3 3 1
Handicapped 1 0 2

Not Available during
Test Period 51

15-18 Years Age —-No Test
Cannot Determine 35 65

Wroug Age Level
Test Given 14 2 32

112
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Definitions of Categories on Stub of

Table LI-12

Either parent or child refused to allow the test
to be conducted.

Breakof?f Either parent or child stopped the test after
allowing it to start.

Terminated Test administrator stopped the test in accordance with
the test directions after a given number of questions
were Incorrectly answered.

Child Cver Age ? The child turned to age 15 (beyond the testing range)

~ after interviewing but prior to administering the test.

Handicapped The child was either physiéally or emotionally unable
to respond to the test.

Not available During Test Period - The child did not keep testing
appointments or was otherwise unavailable for testing
after the parent had consented to the testing.

15-18 Years Age Beyond the testing range but in the sample.

Cannot Determine No test was given but information was insufficient
in the package and other records to determine the
reagon for no test.

Wrong Age Level The child's age did not correspond to the level of

Test Given
test which was given.

114
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Monitoring Field Data Collection - As prime contractor for the

CESS, LM&A was reqponsible for making certain that all work performed
during the field data collection was of the highest quality. This
responsibility required that LM&A nrovide monitoring of data collection
activities undertaken by the project’s two subcontractors -- Westat and
RDI. To accomplish this, LM&A designed and implemented a field monitor-
ing plan that began with observation of and participation in the train-
ing of field superviscrs, interviewers and test administrators. This
observation and participation occurred during the weeks of March 2
through March 11, 1978, Additionally. during the weeks of April 1
through April 19, LMSA staff visited eight of the Westat field super-
vigsors, four of the RDI field supervisors and observed selected test
administrators.

LM&A staff visits to supervisors (April 1 to 19) had three goals:
1} to review records/logs of completed work; 2) to discuss the progress
of data collection including the yleld of NELB families; and 3) to identify
field problems especially those related to the IMGAI. A total of
12, or 75 percent of supervisors were visited by LM&A staff.
Each supervisor was asked to provide LMSA with information on any difficulties
they or thelr staff were having completing the screeners, HHQ or LMsAI. (See
Appendix C). They were also asked if they were aple to easily accomplish

thelr assigned tasks, such as verifications of 10% of each interviewer's
3

works, and review of IM§AI using the angswer sheet review checklist designed

for this purpose. Additional ing*iries were made to determine if certain
field procedures were feasible (contacting the home within 24 hours af-er
a child had been identified for testing), and how test administrators were

receiving their testing assignments. Finally, each supervisor was asked

ha 14{ ;zaaéznafL--azndﬁ /fC;aquJE;ailc..___
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to give a subjective analysis of the progress of work, to assess the

manageability of their tasks and to make any request for help from the
"home cffice"” that might facilitate thelr work.

The task of observing test administrators was jointly accomplished
by LM&A, RDI and Westat. (See Appendix D for observation instrument).
Du—ing the course of the data collection period, difficulties in New

York and New Mexico necessitated a change in Westat's commitment to have

supervisors observe in those states.

The purpose of observing test administrators was to detect
testing errors not apparent from a review of completed tests 1i.e., adhering
to time limits, improper encouragement, repetition of test items where
no repetition is allowed. LM&A staff and Westat/RDI supervisors used
the gsame test administrator observation checklist. -

The quality control procedures observed in this study included
a field edit by the interviewer, a scan edit b& the field supervisor, a
100 percent quality check by the receipt control department and a 10
percent verification of data obtained in all field instruments. In
addition to assuring completeness of item reporting and accuracy in

following skip patterns, Westat also monitored each iInterviewer’s progress

and performance.

Field Editing - 1Interviewers working on the study edited their

listing sheets and completed questionnalres before malling them to their

supervisors. In ca2ses where critical omissions were discovered by the
interviewer, a call-back was made to the household before mailing the

materials to the supervisor.

F . - '
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One hundred percent of each inteviewer's work was edited by the super-
visor during the first week's work; this was later reduced to a scan edit,
if no wajor problems persisted. The supervisor's edit included a check
on the folI&wing items:

o Skip logic errors

° Uncodable response
Illegible response or codes
Missing data items
Inconsistent responses
Possible recording errors
Improper subsampling and

Incorrect final disposicion codes.

Any editing problems encountered were fpmmarized on ? problem
sheet and discussed with the interviewer. Crucial omissions producing
eligibility in the screener required a telephone recontact o the
respondent by the supervisor (if a telephone existed), or a personal visit
by the interviewer (if no telephone esited). If the problems were
overlooked at the site office and later detected by the retgip;
control department, the supervisor was then contacted and asked to
resolve the problem by calling the respondent or the iInterviewer.
Household questionnaires that contained 5 or more missing items
and/or errors were handled in two different ways; (1) 1f the household

questionnaire had a telephone number and contained 3 or more missing

items and/or errors they were held back for data retrieval by means of a
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telephone call to the household; and (2) if the questionnaire did not have a
telephone number and had a similar number of missing items and/or errors

the problem was resolved by contacting the interviewer only. This rule was
ignored in two cases because the problem was more severe in that the child
was left out of the household questionnaire entirely, so the household was

recontacted.

Any procedural or questionnaire changes implemented during the survey
which affected the administration of questionnaires were brought to the
attention of the project director for a decision and then disseminated
to all field personnel to be implemented immediately. A Policy Decision

Form was designed to properly document these changes.

Verification -~ Verification og intersiews was designed tc perform
two functions in this study: (1) to insure that interviewers followed
the proper procedures, and (2) to provide the assurance that interviewers
were leaving respondents wiéh a good impression. The former guaragteed
the quality of the data, and the latter was a factor in both data qualicy
and in success atr future contacts by the administrators.

A Verification Log which randomly selected 10 percent of all completed
cases to be verified was designed. This was a progressive log which
separated completions into two categories ~ with telephone, no telephone.
Supervisors then verified each case with a telephone listed on a bulleted
iine. A maximum of four attempts was required for each case.

Field verifications were to be conducted in cases where an interviewer

frequently encountered respondents with no tulephones. Incidents which
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would possibly require a field verification, such as falsification of
interviewers, were discussed with the field directors.

In the verification the supervisor verified the final status
of the iInterviewer, the length of the contact, several general
questions about the contents of the interview, and the general demeanor
of the interviewer. If the verification revealed any suspected
fraud, the interviewer's work was reassigned and the individual

dismissed.

Pupil Survey - The Pnpli Survey was the final phase of the study.
This phase was dependent upon the cooperation of the educational
systems in the 24 sampled states and upon the ability to mail the
Pupil Survey Questionnaires to the schools promptly. Since this phase
could not be initiated until near the completion of the household survey,
the schedule of the pupil survey in gome parts of the coumtry
coincided with the closing of schools. Obtaining the information
proved to be a very difficult task.

This section briefly describes the procedures in organizing and
iwplementing the Pupil Survey. The period for questiomnaire shipment
and recejpt took only six weeks for completion. Initial contacts and
further communication with school officials to finalize their data
collection preferences, prior to the mailing, spanned a period of about

three months.

bl ]
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A summary of the pupill survey is given in the Table below.

Table II-13

Pupil Survey Summary

Balance
California New York | of U.S.

Total Children 5-18 538 408 1,312
Number Signing PCF 470 362 1,174

Number Not
Eligible or Refused 68 46 138

Questionnalres Ret. 716

Quéstionnaires Not
Returned ofr District
Not Participating 458

Incorrect School/
Name

The results of each phase of the survey, (containing figures broken

down by region and taken directly from the survey control computer file)

may be found in Tables 7-1 to 7~5 located in Chapter 7 of Westat's final

-

report submitted to L. Miranda and Associates, Inc. A copy of this final
report has been submitted to the Project Officer of the National Institute

of Education under separate cover.

LY
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Obtaining Cooperation from State BEducation Agencies - The Pupil

Survey required different levels of communication with educational
agencins in all sampled states, depending on how they elected to manage
the study in their states with LEA and school officials, Obtaining
cooperation and finalizing the individual state options proved to be a
time~cousuming and & multifaceted operation.

BEarly in the spring, Westat mailed a letter (see Appendix B) and
information about the CESS study to the Chief School State Officers in all
24 states. The letter was signed by the Assistant Secretary for Education
of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. In an enclosu;e
to the letter to the CS50, the CSS0 was asked to select one of three
options for the data collection of the Pupil Survey Questionnaires within
his or her State. The following options were included: (1) the State
Education Agency would receive and distribute all questionnaires to the
appropriate schools directly or through the LEAs and the individual schools
would take the responsibility for returning the completed questionnaires
to Westat; (2) the Local Education Agency would name & LEA Coordinator
who would be responsible for the receipt and distribution Ef‘allﬂquescion-
naires to the schools and also the return of the questionnaire'_s_to Westat;
(3) the individual schools indentified in the survey would receive all
questionnaires and would return them to Westat upon completion. Five
States selected Option 1, eight Option 2 and none selected Option 3.

While the five States selecting the first option stuck by thelir
decision, some of the States opting for the other two cholces vacillated
from one option to the other. One State'ﬁid not seiect a firm option

12y
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until the latter part of the survey.

Two states, Wyoming and Minnesota, although very cooperative, did
not have any selected children in the sample. The only state which
refused to cooperate (Missouri) had only two children in the sample,
and both were attending private schools so official sanction by the
states was not required.

Private parochial schools identified in the study were contacted
through the Director of Education in the diocese or directly with

school administrators. The cooperation and response was laudable.

Mailout of the Pupil Survey - The preparation of Pupil Survey

Questionnaires for mailout became a very time~consuming task and
required several steps which were not anticipated.

First, the responsibility of mailing the P5Q's from the gite offices
was swlitched to the Westat home office because the supervisors were
overburdened with day-to-day supervision of their staff. This required
getting up a pupil survey department.

For California and Texas, Pupil Surveys were mailed as soon as
notification of a participating school district and a name of a student
in that perticular district were received. A postage paid self-addessed
envelope was also included @long with a letter indicating the person at

RDI who could answer questions about the survey.

Second as soon as it became apparent that waiting for the completicn

of the total packet in the fileld would create serious delays for the

pupil survey, superivsors were instructed to mail Parental Consent Forms

and Pupil Survey forms immediately upon completion of the household

questionnaire. This procedure would reduce the delay slightly.
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Third, respondents in many households were not able to give the
addresses for their children's schools and an address search had to
be conducted at Westat. In some cases, telephone inquiries with the
school had to be made to verify if the child was in fact enrolled there.

Fourth, schools discouraged multiple mailings of questionnaires,
so it became necessary in many instances to wait until all the
questionnaires for a school had been received before mailing them. 1In a
number of these cases thé coordinators were notified prior to mailing
of the number of questicm:alires that would be mailed and the date of
mailing. This arrangement suited the coordinators and schools and
enabled Westat to obtain greater cooperation in spite of the time
constraints.

Even with such measures to ensure that the questionnaires went to
the appropriate schools, a few questionnaires were returned because the
students were not enrolled in the schools. However, this number was

insignificant.

Receipt Control - The Pupil Survey Questionnaire was designed to be

a simple, straight-forward questionnaire, so the quality control checks
required were very basic skip patterns, missing information, and eligibility.
Questionnaires returned from the schools fell into one of
three cateogries: (1) completed, with few or no missing items; (2)
incomplete, either because the child was tever enrolled in that school,
currently not enrolled and no school records were avallable, or the child
did not fit the eligibility criteria (in *heir estimation); or (3) refusal,
meaning that the school later received a note or phone call from that
child's parents advising them not to release any information for the survey.
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Great emphasis was placed on proper log-in and receipt procedures be-
cause it was envisioned that not all schools would have sufficient time to
respond and, should a followup survey be administered later, careful non-re-

sponse records would be crucial.

Followup - Followup 2fforts for the Pupil Survey were limited by the Ffact
that many schools were closing by the end of May or early in June. To
eliminate or at least limit the amount of effort in this task, the pupil survey
staff first mailed out questionnairea to those 3chools with early closing dates.

About two weeks' time was allowed for each State before followup calls
were made. If very few or no questionnaires were received by the end of the
two-week periocd, a phone call wyas made o the coordinator to inquire if the
materials had been roceived., Only staff members with telephone interviewing
experience were utilized. A gulde was prepared for their use while on the
telephone to ensure that the schools did not feel harrassed or intimidated.
Only thoae States with the highest number of studenta in the sample were con-
tacted., These Included Florida, New Jersey, New Mexico and Massachusetta.

Because RDI did not receive notification from the State of California
until late in the school year, followup was limited to school districts
which agreed to review the Pupil Survey Questionnaire before deciding whether
or not to complete 1it.

In Texas there Was no reason for additional followup since the CEIS Co-
ordinator required that he be the only original contact with the districts

and that RDI could deal with those districts willing to participate in the study.
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V. DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS

The data processing and analysis tasks included: (1) production of
information concerning the data collection efforts (i.e., the sample yield),
(2) scoring the LMSAI (the criterion for identifying LESA children), (3)
application of disposition codes showing the eligibility of each respondent
to be included in the study and whether the survey instruments and tests
were completed, (4) calculation of final response rates, (5) calculation
of non-response and subsampling sample weights, and (6) calculation of
welghted NELB and LESA counts.

4 tight and efficient control system for the receipt of questionnaires
from the field and for the flow through the data preparation process was
necessary. A computerized survey control system was implemented. The
Receipt Control Center for the study was primarily respo.sible for re-
ceiving and documenting all field materials and for shipment of completed
questionnaires to RDI for data processing. (Westat maintained the ineligible
and neighbor information-survey packets from New York and the Remainder
of the U.S.) Each packet was coded to show the outcome of the interview
and a tally of complete and incomplete forms was kept (see Appendix E for
the procedures for estimating totals and proportions).

Inasmuch as RDI was responsible for data entry, all of the completed
instruments were edited on an item-by-item basiz at RDI. RDI also reviewed
the Texas and California ineligible and neighbor information materials and
determined appropriate disposition codes.

A diagram of the receipt control operation may be seen in figure II.
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Figure 1I. Receipt Contrvol Operation
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Coding Items - All editors were trained and supervised by the RDI
‘leld Coordinator. Since some jinterviews were conducted in Spanish,
editors fluent in Spanish were available. Editing problem sheets were
maintained noting the identification mmber of the material in question
and the interpretation problem. The supervisor decided the outcome of
unusual or unclear editing problems and periodically checked the
quality of work dune by the editors.

Editing iﬁvolved a review of the Household Screener, the Household
Juestionnaire, and the LM&AI tests. Procedures focused on three areas of
editing: consistency among responses and among forms from the same houyse-~
hold; proper skip pattern or branching from one item to the next; and clear
coding of responses to reduce errors in data entry.

Consistency ~ A unique identification number was given to each house-
held using county, segment, and dwelling unit numbers (PSU~-SEG-DU). All
materials were referenced with this number. The editors ensured consistency
on all materials in the household packets by attaching machine~duplicated
labels tu each form. Identification labels were color~coded for the
subpopulations California, Texas, New York and the Remainder of the
U.s.

In editing items, editors checked for consistency between responses to

Screener and Household Questionnaires. For example, the household language

indicated on the Screener was copled by interviewers to the Household

Questionnaire. The two forms were checked against each other for accuracy.

Editors also checked to see if responses "made sense' when considering

1o
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the respondents as a household unit. Variables considered were number and
age of children, level of schooling in relationship to previous residence
outside the U.S., and languages spoken in relationship to the origin and
country of birth questions. Accurate recording of the selected children's
person numbers on the LM3AT test answer sheets was also noted. Editors
checked that tested children were the same as those marked as selected from
the Screener Qestionnaire. Editors  also checked for missing pages or

missing forms.

Skip Pattern - Both the Screener and Household Questfonnaire had

complicated skip patterns. 3Braucuing pactierns were most airficuic

on the Screener, where both eligible and ineligible household data

were recorded. Ineligible respondents completed only four or five

Bf the 31 iteme. Editors checked the pattern of responses and deleted
responses that should have been skipped. The Field Coordinator made
decisions in cases where the ¢lassification as an eligible household

with an incomplete f{orm or as an ineligible household was unclear.

Clarity of Responses - Several rules were developed and used to guide

editors in clearly marking items that could otherwise confuse data entry
clerks. These included marking “don't know", "refused", and "no response"
items with "DK" or "MD" (missing data) so that blanks would be entered
when no response was given. Editors alsoc indicated appropriate entry codes

when more than one response was marked per item. For eXample, 1f the circle
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indicating male or female overlapped both codes, editors determined sex
by gender or first name and clearly circled "M" or "F'. When more than
one language was coded on any of the language oT descent items, editors
clearly marked the first language indicated. The most frequent case was
when English and Spanish were both recorded as the household language.

To assist data entry clerks in keying the correct number of fields per
variable, editors added leading zeros to digits less than the mpaximum
number allowed in the field. When occurring in the chosen response,
editors also corrected numerical errors printed on the forms., Editors at
Westat and RDI marked changes in red pen to differentiate from field super-
visors' comments marked in green.

A major editing task was to provide numerical codes for open-ended
responses. A sample of completed Screener and Household Questionnaires was
selected and codes were developed for each open-ended item. These items
were primarily language or nationality if;ms. Once & code list was started,
the editors added new codes as new responses were encountered. The supervis-

ing editor ensured that each new code was add2d to each editors listc to

maintain consistency. The codes developed are listed in Appendix F.

Coding Disposition Codes -~ The back page of the Household Screener re—

quested information regarding the outcome of the interview. Interviewers

used resuit codes such as "vacant/not a dwelling unit", "Screener completed",
and "unavailable during field period"” to indicate the status of the respondent
in terme of eligibility and the gtatus of the questionnaire as completed or
not. Result codes pertained to the Sbreener, the Household Questiounaire,

and the Non-Interview Report Form (contained inside the Screener and used

when a neighbor was contacted).
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The result codes were to provide frequencies necessary for calculating
the sample weights. During editing, however, it became apparent that a few
interviewers had not understcod the result codes and had miSappliéd them.
Because the sample size was small, it was vitally important that every case
be properly classified as an eligible or ineligible respondent and that
every interview he properly coded as complete or incomplete. Since neigh-
bor information was to be used in the weight adjustments, precise neighbor
information about the respondent's household language and children's ages

was needed.

It was decided not to use the result code information from the Screener
but to develop a new set of disposition codes to be applied to all Screener

and Household Questionnaires. RPI editors determined appropriateness of the

of the Texas and California surveys and reviewed the appropriateness of the
eligible, completed code appiied to the New York and the Remainder of U.S.
packets sent by Westat. Westat editors applied codes to the New York and
Remainder of U.S. ineligible and neighbor information responses since they
retained these materials at Westat. Having central office editors apply
the disposition codes was the only way to ensure accurate, consistent
classification of cases.

The coding system used for the Screener and Household Questionnaire is

shown in Table II-14. Since the interviewers were instructed to make a maxi-

mum of three calls per household, the table shows how the codes related to

possible cutcomes for each attempt. Displaying the codes in this form

allowed editors to clearly relate the codes to the result information on

the back page of the Screener. Eligible, ineligible, and neighbor
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respondents were categorized within the same system of codes. A more de-
talled discussion of the meaning and use of the disposition codes in determin-
ing sample weights is preseanted in sections 8.3 and 8.5 of RDi's final
CESS report submitted under separate cover.

A disposition code was also developed to indicate the outcome of each
LMAAT test. All of the IMSAI codes were determined by RDI editors, since
eligible household survey packets contained all the tests. Codes were
developed by examining a sample of packets and new codes were added to the
list as editors reviewed the tests. Editors entered codes on each test
answer sheet. Any discrepancies or problem cases were decided by the Field
Coordinator.

Information to determine LMSAI disposition codes came from several

sources: completion of the test items themselves; comments by the test ad-
ministrator, on the cover of the answer sheet. reRarding testing conAitions

or the child's performance during testing; the test packet envelope on which
field supervisors indicated parental refusal to schedule a test, unavailability

of the child during the testing period, or administration errors such as giving

the wrong age level test. Table II-15 provides an explanation of each of
the disposition code categories. The codes were used to determine complete

and incomplete tests for proposed non-response welght adjustments.

Verification Procedures -~ RDI completed data entry tasks using

Texas Instrument 770 intelligent terminals. The 770's are programmable

key to tape data entry units. Thelr data entry features enhance
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entry accuracy in ways not possible with conventional key punch equipment.
A primary feature was the ability to program the formats for each

survey instrument to be entered. Each data entry format specified the

TABLE II-1l4. Scheme for Determining Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition Codes.

Status of Scatus of Intecview Dispoeltion

Poselble Qutcome Houeehold Household Coda
Screener Questlonneire

. EIRST Catt
{1} Reepondent Contatted Ellxlble Complete Complate
Respondent Contacted Eliglble Complete Intosplete
Retpondent Contacted lnellglble Complete Hot Done
{2} Respondent Breekoff or Refdeed UInknown Intosp lete Sot Done
{3) Vacant Inellgible Inconplete Hot Done

(4} Mot a Dwelllng Unit Inellgtible Lntonplete ¥ot Done

E(S} Unevalleble, Can't Contact Unknown n.¢. ..

SECOND CaLL -

(1} Aespondent Contactad E1ixible Complete Complete
Respondent Contacted Ellglble Complate Incomplete
Respondent Contacted inellglble Complete Hat Done

{2} despondent Bteskoff or Refused Unknown fncomplete Yot Done

{3) Meighbar Contacted and Indicated:
Heve Childcen - Enxllsh Usually Inellxlble Inconplete Incozplete
Chilldren Upknown = English Usuaily Ineliglble Incoaplete Incomplete
Ho Chlldten - Language Unkpown Tnellzlbie incoeplete Intooplete
Ho Childcen = Other Language Usvally Inellxlble Intonplete Tncomplete

(=ilave Chlidren = Language Unknown Unknown n.A. .4

j—tlnve Childeen - Other Lankuage Ususlly Unknown n.e. n.a.

—Chlldren Unknown = Other Langvaxe Usualty Unknoun n.a. n.a.

hee Cti| Ldren Unknown - LanRuake Unknown Unknown n.a. n.a.

{4} Unevellable. Can't Contect Unknown n.d. n.a.

—3 THIRD CALL

{1} Respondent Contacted Eliglble Complate Covplete
Respondent Conracted ELigible Conplete Intosplete
Reepondent Contactad Inellglble Complete Hot Done

(2} Respondent Breakoff of Refused ) 1 plete Hot Dane

(3 Unavallable, Can't foncact 1 plete Intcaplete

{4) Upaveltable. Can't Contact but Helghbor Indlcated:
Hawe Chlldten = Other Lanfuaze Usuallv Ellzlbie [ncomplete Incusplete
Chlldcen Und - Other La ke Usually Unkiroun incooplete Lncomplete
Have Chlldren - Languate Upknown Unkomnsm [nconplete Incomplicta
Chlidren Unknown - Language Unkomm Unknown Inhcomplete [ntonplete
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number of digits needed for each variable, the type of characters that

could be entered (alphabecic, numeric, or combinations), and the range of
digits allowable. Some fields were also programmed as required. Disposition
codes and age level of IMsAI tests, for example, were required entries. Data
for these and other variables had to be entered before the data entry clerk
could proceed with other punches. The programmed formats also specified
duplication of fields for forms of the same type (i.e., LMSAI tests). To
ensure that the idencification number on each record was correctly entered,
the programs required ;ncry of PSU~-SEGMENT-DU numberg twice. Any time an
incorrect dizit was entered an audible sound alerced the operator to

correct the error.

The programmed formats eliminated the need to follow conventional
key punch verification procedures uysed with computer cards. The Data Entry
Supervisor periodically checked the entry error rate of each daca entry
clerk. Rates were consistently below two percent of all strokes made.

In addition to the procedures for assuring data entry accuracy,
several checks were made of the data tape after all records had been
entered. Cbhecks were made on a segment-by-segment basis, as well as an
individual basis. To verify that all cases had been properly entered (1.e.,
no omissions, correct identification numbers), frequency counts by dis-
position codes were done for each segment. These margingls were performed
for Texas and California eligible, ineligible, and neighbor informacion
respondents and for eligible cases from New York and the Remainder of the
U.S., Texas and California. Totals were compared against fileld supervisor
summary reports, compiled from data collection reports. Discrepancies

were used to idencify cases on the data tape requiring editing. The New York
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and Remainder of the U.S. totals for eligible households were checked

against a listing of disposition code frequencies provided by Westat,

based on their own receipt control logs.

TABLE II-15.

LM&AT Disposition Code Categories

Some inconsistencies remained

CateRory

Category Delinicions

Qutcome

Completed test

Refused

Oreakoff

Term:nated

Child over age

Handicapped

ot avallable during
tesc period

15-18 year old

Canaot decermine

Wrong age lavel
iest glven

The child responded corcactly te encuRh {cems
on the test to continue te che lasc item

Eicther parent ot child refused to allov che
test to Le conducted

Either parcat or child stopped the teat aftet
ailowing it to start

Test administrater stépped the cesc in accord-
ance with che test directions after a given
number Of questions were {ncorractly answered

The chi.d tutned age 15 (beyond the testing
range) afcer Interviewing but prior to ad-
ministering the cest

The child was elther physically or emotion~
ally unable to respond tO the rest

The child did oot keep testing appointments
or was gtherwise unavallable for tescing afeer
the parent had R{ven consent

feyond the testicR ranRe but Lo che sample of
gelecced children

No cesc was given but nformatior was {n-
sufffeient to determin: the reasor wiy a
test was aot given

The chiid's age dild not corrveapond €o the
level of test piven and recesting counld net
be comploted within the licld period

Complete

Incomplece

Incomplece

Cemplete

Incomplete

Incomplete

[P

Incomplece

Incomplece
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and were attributed to inaccuracies in the field report tallies which yere
done by hand.

Checks of household data focused on internal consistency. For example,
the number of people in each household was an item on the Screener; this was
checked against the number of people actually listed on the Screener enumer-
ation chart. Checks were also made on the basis of the disposition codes for
the Screener, Household Questionnaire, and LMSAI tests. If the codes indi-
cated completed instruments, the data tape was reviewed to ensure that the
records were actually entered and properly matched for each person. The
procedures ensured that all materials were properly entered and correctly
identified.

A final determination of data entry accuracy was made after all entry,
reformatting, and data editing were completed. Characters exXisting on the
final data tape of selected children 5 through 18 years of age were compared
to the actual responses on the Screener, Household Questionnaire, and LM&AI
tests. An error rate of ,35 percent (i.e., less than four incorrect entries

for every 1,000 characters) was found for person record data for eligible,

selected cases (NELB children).

Materials Managemwent -~ Data was entered on TI 770 cassettes used for

local data storage. Since instruments were entered according to programmed
formats, packets had to be separated by type of questionnaire; TMSAI test
answer sheets were separated by age level. The Data Entry Supervisor trans-
mitted completed cassettes daily to data tapes maintained at the Control
Data Corporation in Rockville, Maryland, CDC's interactive processing
facility. The records on each cassette were listed and checked against the
stack of survey formes entered on that cassette. Any mismatches were

corrected: omitted forms were entered. All forms were then individually
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stamped "entered” and returned to the proper envelopes so that all
of the material for a household covld be maintained together.

One problem in materials management was tte correct processing of dupli-
cated IMGAI tests. Due to testing inaccuracies in New York and Louisiana,
several children had to be retested at the end of the data collection effort.
Many of the original test forms had already been entered when the duplicates

were received by RDI. To ensure accurate correction of the data tape, the

QQEE Entry Supervisor was the only person allowed to handle the new tests.

Software was developed to delete the original test records and replace them
with the valld forms. The Supervisor checked that all tests were correctly

substituted.

Reformatting - To create the CESS data base, survey information was
reformatted from household records to person records and additional codes
and sample welghts were matched with appropriate person records. Items on
the Screener (Questionnaire were a mixture of household characteristics
(i.e., usual household language, type of structure) and person characteristics
(i.e., age per person, country of birth). The firsc step was to duplicate
household item responses from the Screener for each person in the household
and appended to the individual person response. Household Questionnaire
information was then appended to each person record by matching identification
numbers and duplicating responses for every household member. Mismatches wer.
identified and PSU~SEGMENT-DU numbers were corrected.

IMGAI tests were scored and total scores were coded ag LESA or
non~-LESA. Tests were reformatted to be the same length and the ILM&AI

information was appended to the Screener and Household Questionnaire

person records. Appending the LMSAI was more difficult since
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identification numbers included person nuuber from the surveys as well as

the tests. Several transcribing errors from the Screenmer to the test
packet had to be corrected.

The sample weights were calculated and added to the master data file.
Since the weighting procedures weve not finmalized yn tember 23, 1978,
welghts had to be recalculated in October. Previous welgu.s were deleted
and those corresponding to the final procedures were written on the data tape.

) Other codes were also added to simplify data analysis runs. For example,
a code for language group was added. The more than 60 codes for household
language were reduced to two categories, Spanish and other non-English la.g-
uage (see Table II-1l6.). Membership in subpopulation groups (Califormia,

Texas, Wew York, and the Remainder of the 1.S.) was coded to more

quickly identify groups than if PSU numbers were used.

TABLE I1-16. Language Group Definitions

Response to S3d**

Language Group Response to 52 *

Spanish Spanish Eaglizh

Spanish dlank

Spanish Spanish

Spanish Other non~English
Blank Spanish

English Spanish

Other non+—Engliah

Other non-English English

Other non-English
Other non-English
Other non-English
Blank

English

Ocher ton=English
Blaak

Spanish

Other non-English
Other non-English

*Screener item S2: What language do people in this
household usually speak at home?

x*Screener item S3A: Do the people in this household often
speak any other language here at home?

(.f YES) What is that language?
1o
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Finally, all of the data for selected children ages 5 through 18 were

pulled off the master file and reformatted. Identifying information was
placed on the first record and information from the Screener, Household
Questionnaire, and LMSAI tests were arranged in the order of the items on the
instruments. Data analysis on child characteristics was based on the

reduced, reformatted file of selected childreon.

Definition and Verification of Variables - Special editing

attention was given to gelected Qariables essential for calculating weights
accurately. These variables inzluded:

0 Screener and Household Questionnaire digposition code

3 LMEAI test disposit ~n code

LESA/non~LESA code
Language group (Spanish/other non~English) identification

o Sex

o Age

The disposition codes were reviewed and corrected during editing of the
instruments and during verification of data entry procedures. The additional
checking of the LMGAI test scores and LESA codes involved independently hand-
gscoring 10 instruments at each of the 10 age levels. No discrepancies
with computer calculated total scores were found.

Editing language, sex, and age was complicated by the need for several
decivion rules to accurately ard consistently categorize possible contra-
dictory information. Each of these variables appeared in several places
on the survey and test instr “s. The contractors, in conjunction with
the government, developed the following guidelines for deriving accurate
age, sex, and language codes for each selected child.
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Language Group - In order to adjust the CESS sample welghts to the

distribution of cases in the Survey of Income and Education, coﬁducted by
the Bureau of the Census in 1976, the language usually spoken by the house-
hold had to be determined. The proper language was first determined by
comparing household language usage items on the Screener and Household
Questionnaires. Language was reported in the Screener items S2 (household's
usual language), S3A (other language spoken often in the household),

815 (person's usual language), and S17 (other language often spoken by the
person). On the Household Questicnnaires, language was reported in items
Box C (from S2 or S3A), H23 (child's ysual language to siblings), a:1 H24
(child's usuyal language to best friend). The packets were reviewed 1if

Box C did not agree with S2 or S3A or if more tham two language codes
appeared among any of the items. Key punch and editor errors were corrected

on the data tape for S2 and $3A. Some cases remained with more than

two valid languages among the several items. ;%w

Item S2 and S3A responses were then used to determine the Spanish or
other non~English language classification. The decision rules are shown In
Table II-I6. Only two language groups were used because the sample was not
designed for further brealiddown. Editing resulted in the assurance that
every selected 5 to 18 year old child on the data tape had the proper

language group code.

Sex ~ The second variable ysed in the weight adjustment to the SIE
distribution was sex. Sex was reported on the LM&AI tests and on the
Screener. When these did not agree or both were missing, an editor reviewed
the forms to identify key~punch errors and/or determine sex by gender of
first name. An editor particularly familiar with Spanish names was used.

Upon completion of the editing, all selected children were correctly
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identified 28 either male or female.
Age - The editing of age was most difficult Since there were so
many ways to determine age from the instruments. Five variables provided
age information (date of birth and age from the Screener, date of birth and
age from the IM&AY, and LM&AY test level). RDI edited data from all
selected children where some mismatch among these variables occurred. Check-
ing was done by a computer program to identify inconsistencies and visually
by two supervisory staff to determine correct age. The data tape editing
ptoduced a new computed age variable, known correct for all selected cases.
The following were the decision rules used to resolve discrepancies be-
tween the five age variables in order to derive an accurate "computed age."
In general, the compu.ed age was taken as age level on the IM&AI test for
selected 5 to 14 year old children and as age on the Screener for 15 to
18 year olds. Specifically, the decision rules were:
(a) If Screener age was blank, no LM&AI data was available,
and explainable key-punch errors were not found, age
was determined from Screener date of birth;
If Screener age was not equal to LM&AI age and:
0 the child's virthday was in March, April, May, or
June and the LM&AI agBe was one year greater than the
Screener age, then no change was made in Screener
age or in LM&AIL age, but computed age was taken as the
IM&GAT age:
all other variahles agreed with LM&AI age, then

Screener age was changed to match the IM&AI age;
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all other variables agreed with Screener age, tﬁen
correct LM&AI age was noted on an editor's print~

out but was not changed on the data tape;

all other variables did not agree, using any two

that did agree and looking for obvious or explainable
key punch errors (e.g., a "1" that looked like a

7", inverted two-digit number, off-line on the
Screener enumeration chart, ete.), then computed

age was determined by the two or more that did agree;
all other variables did not agree to the eXtent that
judgement was needed to determine which age was most
likely correct, then LM&AI age was used, on the as-
sumption that the child was the most likely person

to know his/her own age and was likely to be truth-

ful about his/her own age. (Note: not always the
case when time of test administration was close to
birthdate and the child reported being older);

If Screener age matched LM&AI date of birth and the child
was 5 in age but 4 according to date of birth, the case was
deleted as & selected child, the LM&AI test was deleted,
and the computed aée was determined to be 4 years of

age.

In applying these decision rules, the actual instruments were
reviewed to determine the correct age. In the cases where judgment was needed
Fogo.
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it was assumed that the child accurately reported his or her age

to the test administrater. On the Scremerkenumeration chart, benefit

of the doubt was given to the accurate recording of date of birth, assuming
inaccurate calculation of age by the interviewer. When editing was
completed, Screener age and LM&AI age for selected children agreed

in all cases except for those children having birthdays between selecticn

and testing.




Data Analysis Procedures - Upon completion of data entry gnd
editing, a data tape of members of all eligible households, including
eligible, selected children, was available for use in completing data
analysis tasks. The data analysis tasks included (1) production of
information concerning the data collection efforts (i.e., the sample
yvield), (2) scoring thg LM&AI test to be used as the criterion for
identifying LESA children, (3) application of disposition codes showing
the eligibility of each respondent to be in the study and whether or
not the survey instruments and tests were completed, (4) calculation
of final response rates, (5) calculation of non-response and subsampling

sample weights, and (6) calculation of weighted NELB and LESA counts,

Each of these tasks is reviewed below with a presentation of relevant
findings and summary statistics. Analysis tasks pertaining to Pupil
Survey responses do not relate to the first Congressional mandate

concerning LESA counts and are, therefore, not discussed.

Field Report Tables — Since RDI received all of the eligible,

completed survey instruments, Summaries of the sample yield for com-
pleted Screéﬁer and Household Questionnaires could be made for all

four subpopulations from the edited data tapefr"RDI produced working
documents with frequency counts by segment of the number of completed
Screener and completed Household Questionnaires (Screener\disposition
code 1) for California, Texas, New York and the Bemainder of the U.S.
Westat had done a gimilar count for its field report for New York and

the Bemainder of the U.S8. based on its receipt control procedure counts
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of returned questionnaires. The two tallies of the disposition code 1
cases differed in only three instances, one each from three segments.
The discrepancies resulted from the review of all completed packets
sent to RDI and the revision of dispogition codes if necegsary. RDI
also produced frequency counts of the other screener disposition codes
by segment for California and Texas. These counts provided detailed
data on the yield from each segment in terms of eligibility of house~
holds and response rate for completing the Screener and Household
Questionnai.es. The frequencies of the disposition codes by subpopula-
tion are presented under the section Disposition Codes on page 77. (Also see
Tables II-22, II~23, II-24, and II-26).

Frequency counts were also produced ir working documents for the
numbers of eligible and selected children. Since these children could
only be from selected households with completed Screener and Household
Questionnaires, RDI did tallies for California, Texas, New York, and
the Remainder of the U.S. from the master data tapz. Table II-17
compares the number of expected and identified NELB households and
corresponding NELB children by subpopulation. Table II-18 shows the
number of eligible and selected children by age groups 3 through 14

and 15 through 18.

LM&AL Scoring and Rescoring - The LMSAI tests congisted of ten

separate instruments, one for pach age between 5 and 14 years. BRDI
developed computer programs to gcore each test, record the total

score, compare it teo the appropriate LESA cut-off score per age level,
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and record a LESA or non-LESA code. There were 1.909 tests scored.

TABLE II-17. Sample Design and Yield for
NELB Households and NELB Children

Remainder
Category California Texas New York of U.S.

NELB HOUSEHOLDS

Expected
Complete

NELB CHILDREN (5-18)

Expected 1,533
Complete 1,312

TABLE II-18. Eligible and Selected Children
by Subpopulation

Remainder
Category California Texas New York of U.S.

5-14 YEAR OLD CHILDREN

Eligille 1,238
Selected 988

15-18 YEAR OLD CHILDREN
Eligible
Selected

TOTAL

Eligible
Selected

A preliminary distribution of LESA and non-LESA children was pro-
vided by age level. Table II-19 shows the distribution of LESAs by

age using the original scoring procedures, prior to the final editing

1=
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of the data base. Because of the unexpected distribution of LESA
children, the government requested the prime contractor, who develop-
ed the test, to reconsider the scoring procedures. Item frequencies
for each test were provided teo the prime contractor to aid in the
scoring procedures review. Other analyses of test characteristics

were considered beyond the scope of RDI's work and none was done.

Table 1I-19. Unweighted LESA Percentages

Initial Score Distribution Revised Score Distribution |
% LESA No. of LESA %L LESA No. of LESA

Age Level

83.1 148 71.0 125
83.0 176 10.9 51
80.0 168 12.9 151
82.8 168 §2.1 165
81.7 165 68.7 134
10 1.5 133 82.6 152
11 13.9 136 55.7 102
12 63.7 114 12.9 129
13 72.2 127 68.0 119
14 42.1 83 66.7 132

All Ages 73.6% 1,418 " 71.2% 1,360 **

*As of 8/30/78, the total number of completed tests was 1,927. Final
editing of the disposition codes was in progress to determine which
tests were completed and which were not. Of the 1,927 tests, 73.6%
or 1,418 were coded as LESA.

*
After completion of editing, the total number of completed tests was
1,909. Using the revised scoring procedures, 1,360 of the 1,909
children or 71.2% were ciascified as LESAs.

It was determined that one of the oral production items was producing
unreliable results because of administration and scoring difficulties. Especial-

ly among respondents ages 10-14 years, responses tended to he more numerous
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and more readily stated. The test reviewers recommended the deletion
of one oral production item per test and the application of new LESA/
non~-LESA cut-off scores (see documentation of t%e IM&EAL submitted
under separate cover, for a detailed discussion of test development
procedures). Revised scoring procedures were provided to RDI.

The RDI scoring program was revised and all tests were rescored
using the new procedures. New total scores and LESA classification
codes were added-to “the master data tape. The original scores and
codes were deleted to avoid confusion. The distribution of LESA child-
ren based on the revised classification prucedure is shown in Table

II-19. Tables IT-20 and II-21 document the original and revised cut-

off scores and the correct item responses by age level of test. o~

~.
A

\

Table IT-20., Initial and Revised IM&AI Scoring Procedures

Scoring Age Level of Test
Information 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

—

Original Cut-off# 35 48 39 37 65 63 56 59
Revised Cut-off*
Deleted Item 23 35 29 22 19 21 20 19

* A score at or below the cut-off score was categorized as LESA.




Table 1I-21

Codes. for Correct Answers to LM&AI Test Items

Age Level of Testw

Ttem ¥o.
9 10

-
-
-
1
[l
-
Fd
-

T R R
b P d P P P e e e
o P e B R e
b e e e

o b N e gl R e e s e P
Ak B ek b A e e e

R Ny e

P Y ol ol o

b B L) P R P e e e

2
tocal 3
total b
total 2 total
total 1 total total total
totzl{Q) [ cotal toeal total(d) | total
total coral{D) ; total(D} | rtoctal
total{Dd) total
tocallD)

total

total

total
total({D)

total
total
total(D)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
k]
1
H
H
H
1
1

total
total
total
tocal(D)
F
F
total
tocal
total
tozal(D)

LR EWERY Y N Y WE Y Y )
e g gk P L L
b P S e e G B G A L B R T e B P
P D P el BT g B P B WA LR e W g e e P
B e e 1 B B A B R A G i N e e L L L A e e
3 RSk P b e P e b e WA R O O L B o R R P e G B e B

gu WA LA mhbhhhhs\hbhuuuuuuuuugnn N ok o b B I I PP P B s s e e e
e R DD O LA B L N DA D O WA B " WD WA el O O Dl O LA B e O D O LA B L
I e  d E E R B R T L P LA R A O A B b L bk R e A e e B e e R

P B g I B E ol B B Pl LA R B O el P D B ) B N R P e e e B

* The numbet of iftems vatied by age level of test, After che last Lzen on a given age level test, the column
vasg left blank. The "D” lndicates the delaced Ltem when the test was reseoted.
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Additional analyses of LM&AI test characteristics among CESS sample
respondents were not conducted. Subscazale scoring, score distributions
by child characteristics, and item-total characteristics were considered

-~

by NIE beyond the scope of work of the RDI data analysis tasks.

Disposition Codes — The CESS sample design necessitated six weight

adjustments. Three of the adjustments were based on responses to ques-~
tionnaires u%ed in the LESA Count phase of the study. The instruments
were the CESS Household Screener, the Household Questionnaire, and the
LM&AI test. Each questionnaire represented a different stage of inter-
viewing. At each stage, two determinations were important to the
weighting procedure: (1) whether the responding household or child was
eligible or ineligible to participate in the study and (2) whether the
instrument was completed or not completed by the respondent. These two
conditions were indicated by "disposition codes" assigned to each instru-
ment by RDI and Westat editors.

Editors determined appropriate codes by reviewing the responses on
each instrument and noting comments provided by the interviewer. To
facilitate editing, ome get of disposition codes was ysed to represent
the outcomes of the Household Screener and the Household Questionnaire.
A second set of disposition codes was applied to the LM$AI test. Tables

I1-22 and II-23 present the disposition codes and their corresponding

designations of completeness of the interview form and eligibility of

the respondent.
As shown in Table II-22, vacant houses (code 5) and structures other
than dwelling units (code 6) were excluded from the sample of potentially

eligible households. Among households eligible for screening (codes 1, 2,

1z,
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3, 4, 7, 8), cases with codes 1, 2 and 3 were considered to have complete
Screeners. Codes 1, 2 and 7 indicated households eligible to be in the
CESS study (i.e., to complete a Household Questionnaire}, but only code 1
households actually completed Household Questioanaires.

For the LMEAI tests, only children 5 through 14 years of age were
eligible to take the test. 'The disposition codes in Table II-23 indicate
i that 15 to 18 year old children (codes 5 and 8) and handicapped children

(code 6) were excludea as ineligible for testing.

Cases with codes 1 or

4 were counted as having completed a test.

TABLE 1I-22. Household Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition rodes
> Cade R or Categoryh* Complecensss Hougehold -
N Household Eligibilsicy
Screensr fuesrjonnaire
)3 4 Selectaed household Complete Complece Elfgible
i 2 R Seleccad hougenold,
I fincomplace HHQ Comp lece incomplece Eligible
i 3 R Hon-gelecced household Complece Inconplete Ineligible
4 R SCR=breakoff, refusal.
I or unavailable during field
. b perfod, unable to encer
struccure., Cannot concace
R; NIRF indicaced "un-
known children and/or
unknown language” Incomplece Incomplete Unknown
5 - Vacanc lncomplece Incomplece Ineligible
[ - Vot a duellfing unic Encomplece Inconolece Eneligthle
\ - 7 ¥ ¥IRF indiczced alfgible
- ) househald, “children-
ocher language" fncomplete Incomplece Eligible
8 5 | SIRF tndicaced ineligible
household, "English only
and/or no children” incomplate Incomplete Ineligible

*  Respondenc (R} or Nelghbor (M) contacred

#%  SCR:
HHot

Household Screener Quescionnalre
Household Quescionmafire

NIRF: Hon-Interviey Response Forn
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The following sections indicate how_;he disposition codes yere

used to determine the response rates for ;:Eﬁ instrument as well as

v

the non-response weight adjustments for the sgmple.

Response Rates — Response rates were calculated on the basis of

the disposition codes. Note that the following response rates were
determined after completion of data collection efforts and differ
slightly from those reported during the field work. The response
rates reflect operational definitions of "completed" and "eligible"
cages corresponding to the weighting procedures. The frequencies of
cases by disposition code and subpopulation and the corresponding
response rates are shown in Tables II-24 to IT-27.

The Household Sc: zener resnonse rates were generally lowest of
the three instruments. The number of completed cases, indicated by
disposition codes 1, 2 and 3, was compared to the jumber of potentially
responding households, representzd by codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8. A4t
the screening prior to interviewing, all listed addresses represented
potential respondents, except for vacant structures and structures
that were not dwelling units (codes 5 and 6). The screener response
rate for the entire sample was 76.19 percent.

The natiovual Household Questionnaire response rate was 93,75 percent.
The number of completed Household Quectionnaires (code 1) was compared
to the number of households determined to be eligible for participatien
in the CISS sty (code:. 1, 2 and 7); these were households having
children between 5 and 18 years old and speaking a language other than
English. The high response rate indicates that almost all of the house-

holds identified as eligible were successfully jinterviewed.

15;
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TABLE II-23., LM&AI Disposition Codes

Gacegory Completeness | Eligibilicy

4

Lompleced cesc Complace Eligible
fefused to be resced Incomplece Eligibie
Breakoff by child or family member Incomplete Eligible

Terminated by test administracor due to gprederer-
mined patzern of several incorrecc responses Complete Eligible

Child over-age: turned 15 years old between assign-
ment and admindstration of test; incurrecc age
inizfaily recorded; tesc not given incomplete Ineligible
Handicap or language problem grevented cezci: g Incomplece Ineligible
Yoc available during cesting pertiod incomplate Eligible
15=18 years old; test not given Incomplece Ineligible
Tesc noc given. reason unknown Inconplete Elizible

E

Wrong age level cest given incomplete Elizible

The frequencies by disposition code and subpopulation for the
LMCAI test are shown in Table II-26. The number of completed tests
was Ccomp:z -¢ the number of children eligible for testing, excluding
handicapped and 15 to 18 year old children. The response rate for the
LM&AI was 84.58 percent for the entire sample (see Table Ii~27). Note

that the two main reasons for non-response were refusal of the family

to allow testing after the child was selected to be in the study and

inability to schedule a test during the testing period.

15>
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TABLE II 24. Household Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition Codes by Subpopulation

Bal
Category * California o‘; 3"‘;"

SCR complete;
HHQ complete

SCR complete;
HHQ incomplete

SCR complete;
Ineligible Household

SCR 1ncomplete;
Ineligible Household

4
Vacant
Not a dwelling unit

SCR incomplete;
Probable eligible
household

5CR incomplete;
Probable ineligible
household

Household Screener Questionnaire
Household Questionnaire

1)

<43
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TABLE 11-25.

Resvonse Rates

Screener an.. Household Questionnaire

Response Rate Components¥

California

New York

Remainder
of U.5.

Total Completed SCRs
(Codes 1, 2, 3)

Total Possible SCRs
(Codes’1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8

3,783

4,845

2,147

2,608

16,451

21,731

SCR Response Rate

7€.08%

82.32%

72.63%

75.70%

76.19%

Total Complete HHQs
{Code 1)

Total Posge*ble HHQs
(Codes 1, 2, 6)

I ]
HHQ Response Rate

90.43%

93.55%

93.75%

Household Screener Questionnaire;
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TABLE 1I-26

LM&AT Disposition Codes by Subpopulation

Code Category California Texas New York Rig?{?ifr Total
1 Completed Test 277 415 230 811 1,733
2 Refused to be tested 7 26 28 66 127
3 Breakoff 2 0 0 2 4

.4 Terminated 33 45 49 49 176
5 Child over age 3 3 1 1 8
6 Handicapped 1 0 2 5 8
7 Not available during

testing period 51 26 14 29 120
8 15-~18 years old; not

tested 115 160 81 324 680
9 Test not given; reason

unknow: 35 12 1 17 65
10 Wrong age level test

given 14 8 2 8 32

Total 538 695 408 1,312 2,953

84
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TABLE II-27

LHM&ATI Response Rates

. Remainder
Response Rate Components| Californial Texas | New YorH of U.S.

Total Completed LMGAI
Tests (Codes 1, 4) 1,909

Total Possible Tests
(Codes 1, 2, 3, &4, 7,
9, 10) 419 324 2,257

LM&AI Response Rate 73.99% 86.11% |. 84.58%

Weighting Procedures - Six weight adjustments were made to derive

estimates of totals and propertions in the CESS data base. The pro-
cedures for the six adjustments were developed by Westat. The Westat
technical paper may be found in Appendix E. Of the six adjustments,
the first was based on the number of listed addresses compared to the
number of actual dwelling units. Three of the adjustments were non-
response adjustments for the three stages of interviewing. An adjust-
ment was alsc made for subsampling children, since all children in a
household were not selected for subsedquent participation in the study.
A maximum of two children 5 to 14 years old and one child 15 to 18 years
old was selected per household. Finally, the weights were adjusted by
age, sex, language, and subpopulation distribution to approximate the
respective distribution of cases from the Survey of Income and Education
(SIE) study conducted by the Bureau of Census in 1976. A non~technical
summary of the procedures is provided below.

Westat derived a basic sampling weight (BSW) for each segment in

the sample. The basic weights were calculated from the probability of

175
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selection of each segment according t- the sample design. Westat adjust -
ed the basic weights for the number of originally listed addresses in a
segment in relation to the number later identified as vacant or not dwel ~

1ing units. The adjusted basic sampling weight (BSW(l)) for each segment
was provided by Westat and the five -ibsequent adjustments were calculated
by RDI using the BSW(I) Values.

The Household Screener non-response adjustment was applied to the
BSW(I) values. Adjustment ratios were found by comparing the weighted
number of housing units (eliminating vacant houses and those that were
not dwelling units) to the weighted number of completed Household Screener
Questionnaires. To calculate the ratios, segments yere differentiated
within the study's four subpopulations: Texas, California, New York, and
the Remainder of the U.§. Density and Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area SMSA characteristics, used by Westat in the sample design, were
used in the weighting procedures to determine four groups per subpopula-
tion: SMSA, low density; non-SMSA, low densir.y'; SMSA, high density:; and
non-SMSA, high density. Sixteen non-response adjustment ratios were
thus determined by adding the weights of appropriate cases (using BSW(I)
values) across segments within a county for each of the four groups with-
in each of the four subpopulations. The 16 screener adjustment ratios
are found in Table 1I-28. The BSW(I) of each segment was multiplied by
the appropriate adjustment ratio to produce the first non-response ad-

(2)

justed weight, BSW ™', for each segment.

The Household Questiomnaire non-response adjustment was computed

in a similar manner. The adjustment ratios were found by comparing
-l-ﬂ -
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the weighted number of completed Screener Questionnaires to the weighted
number of completed Household Questionnaires, summed over segments
within SMSA-density groups within subpopulations. Sixteen non-response

adjustment ratios were computed using the same SMSA, density, and sub-

population categories described above (see Table II-29). The BSN(Z)

for each segment was multiplied by the appropriate adjustment ratio
&)

to produce the second non-response adjusted weight, BSW' ’, for each

3
segment, TL BSW( ) weights were attached to each household record.

Table TI-28. Screener Non-Response Adjustment Ratios

Low Density " High Density

Subpopulation
SMSA NonSMSA SMSA NonSMSA

California 1.2599 1.3125 1.3766 1.1830
Texas 1.2117 1.3391 1.2379 1.0077
New York 1.3301 1.3301 1.4107 1.4107
Remainder of U.S. 1.3470 1.1632 1.3068 1.3046

Table II-29. Household Questionnaire Non-Response Adjustment Ratios

Low Density High Density

Subpopulation
SMSA NonSMSA SMSA NonSMSA

California 1.1268 1.0000 1.1039 1.0780
Texas 1.1295 1.0000 1.0566 1.0000
New York 1.1153 1.1153 1.0661 1.0661
Remainder of U.S. 1.0306 1.0000 1.6784 1.0060

| S

Y A Do . Sairnitise.

.




The next adjustment increased, on a hOusehold-by-householﬁ basis,
the sample weights to represent non-selected children. The number of
5 to 14 year old children listed in each household was counted and
compared to the number of selected 5 to 14 year old children (either one
or two) in that household. The adjustment ratio of possible to selected
children was then multiplied by the household weight (BSW(B)) to produce
the first basic child weight (BCW(l)) for each selected 5 to 14 year old
child. The same procedure was used to calculate an adjustment ratio for
15 to 18 year old children. Since only one 15 to iS year old child could

(3) was multiplied by the number of

be selected, the household weight BSW
15 to 18 year old children in the household to produce a Bcw(l) for each
selected 15 to 18 year old child. Th. ..justment ratios varied by
household from 1.0 to 4.0,

The f£ifth adjustment pertained to non-response on the language

agsessment instrument, the LM&AI test. Only 5 to 14 year olds were

eligible to take the test. This non-response adjustment, therefore,

applied only to the BCW(I) for 5 to 14 year old children. Non-response

-

adjustment ratios were computed in the same manner as those for the
Screener and Household Questionnaire non-response adjustments. The
ratiog were found by comparing the weighted number of selected 5 to
14 year old children to the weighted number of selected 5 to 14 year
olds with completed LM&AI tests, summed over segments within SMSA-
density groups within subpopulations. Sixteen non-response adjustment
ratios were computed using the SMSA, density, and subpopulation groups
previously defined. The ratios may be found in Table II-30. The BCW(I)

for each selected & to 14 year old child was multiplied by the appropriate

adjustment ratio to produce a BCW(Z).
17
AP .
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(2) (L)

Finally, the BCW values for 5 to 14 year olds and the BCW
values for 15 to 18 year olds were adjusted according to the~distri-
bution of respondents to the 1976 SIE study. Weighted and unweighted
frequency counts were provided to Westat by age, sex, language, and
subpopulation. Two language groups yere used: Spanish and Other ¥on-

(1) (2)

English Language. Westat computed ratios to adjust BCW and 3CW

va“ues by age and sex to reproduce the SIE estimates. Four age groups
were used: 5-8, 9-11, 12-14, and 15-18 years old., A differentiation
in adjustments was made for age in all cases except for the Other ¥on-
English Language groups in Texas and California where only sex was dis-
tinguished. The adjustment ratios are presented in Table II-31. The

2
appropriate ratio was multiplied by the BCW(I) and BCW( )

produce the final weight, BCW(B), for all selected children. The

(3)

values to

weighted NELB and LESA counts are tabulations of these final BCHW values.
Table I1-32 provides a summary of the magnitude of the weights pro-

duced at each adjustment stage. The range and the sum of the weights is

also showm.

Table IT-30. LM&AI Non-Response Adjustment Ratios

Low Density High Density

Subpopulation
SMSA HonSMSA SMSA NonSMSA

California 1.7103 1.6667 | 1.2571 2.4821
Texas 1.5213 1.0769 | 1.1602 1.2730
New York 1.2272 1.2272 | 1.1549 1.1549
Remainder of ©.S$.] 1.2385 1.1605 | 1.0607 1.1843

16:)
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TABLE II-31.

Correction Factors for Correcting Age
and Sex Distribution

Age
Subpopulation 5-3 9-1i 12-14 15-34
| F Y F ! F b F
Spanish
California 1.6801 1.5%12 1.3596 1.4694 1.6143 2.0216 1.5442 2.6218
Texas 0.7065 | 1.0700 | 1.1405 | 0.7659 | 1.3218 6.9560 | 1.5467 | 1.70ae
Hew Yotk 1.0063 | 1.08n1 | o.6051 { 2.525% | 0.6162 | 0.8%18 | 1.1003 | 0.8837
Rematnder of .5, | 1.3625 1.2409 1. 3655 0.6718 1.4382 1.3022 0.7762 1.2450
Other Mon-English
Callfornta 1.6157 0.9620 2.6137 ¢.9620 2.6157 0.9620 2.5157 0.9630
Texas 56.8601 2.5037 | 56.8603 2.5037 {56.850) 2.%037 | 56.8603 2.5037
Mew York 1.045) 1.8225 2.0154 0.8567 1.4346 1.1025 1.4978 1.2672
Bewainder ol U.5. 1.1990 1.0350 1.3932 1.4208 1.9126 1.0910 2.4367 1.738}

TABLE II-32 CESS Sample Weights

Weight

Range

Minilmun

Maximum

Sum of Weights

BSN(I)

BSW(z)

asw(

BCW(I)
(15-18 year olds)

BCW(Z)
(5-14 year olds)

sl

for 15-18 and
(2)
BCW

for 5-=14 year

BCW(s)
(5-18 vear olds)

63.0
76.9

82.9

82.9

82.9

112.7

19,118.0
25,752.0

26,540.5

53,081.0

49,304.6

53,081.0

72,322.8

2,282,075
2,979,982

3,178,169

1,036,590

3,048,452

4,085,042

6,182,434%

% Pstimated number of NELB children between 5 and 18 years old

'y
&,
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7
Procedures for Estimating Variance - Coefficients of vafIEEE;

(CVs) were computed for each of the 26 categorles of children for
which NIE requested LESA and NELB counts. Fifteen source specified
characteristics listed in Table 1II-33 were needed to produce the 26
categories for the whole U.S. and by subpopulation. The set of 15
source specified characteristics among NELB children was represented
as "X". fThe set of 15 source specified characteristics among NELB
children who were also LESAs was represented by "Y". fThe proportion
of LESA among NELB children was represented by "Y/X" for each of the
15 source specified characteristics. This X, Y, and Y/X notation is
used below in the abbreviated presentation of the Westat procedures
for calculating the CVs. The Westat formulas are p~ovided in Appendix
E.

Westat distingulshed the counties selected to be in the study
according to the sample design cn the basis of their design probability
of selection. Counties having an assoclated probability of 1.0 were
referred to as Certalnty counties. Those with an associated prob-
ability of lesc than 1.0 were labeled Son-certainty counties. Different
initial sets of procedures for calculating CVs were used for Certainty
and Non-certainty ccunties.

For the 51 Non-certainty zounties, Westat identified 15 groups of
two or more counties each. In calculating a weighted sum of squares
for each of the 15 grvoups for each source specified characteristic of

interest, the child weights (BCW(3)

values) for children in each county
wore summed for each charactasistic. The deviations of the county sums

from the group mean were found, squared, and summed to produce weighted
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TABLE 11-33. Source Specified Characteristics of NELB (¥)
Children and NELB-LESA (Y) Children }

Characteristie Source Specified Characteristie [
Hunber ‘
1 Any eligidle, selocted child (NELB)
2 5=6 years old
3 7-8 yecars old
4 9=-11 years old
5 1214 years old
d [ Spanish backgroumd
g 7 7 Qcher non-English language bdackRround
8 Spanish background, 5-6 years old
9 Othet pon-Enzlish langvace background.
5-6 years old
10 Spanish background, 7-8 vears old
1t Ocher non-English language background.
7«8 years old :
12 Spanish background, 9-11 years old -
13 Ocher non=-English language background, .
9=11 years old
14 Spanish background, l2-14 years old
15 Other non-English language background.
12-14. vears oid

sums of squares representing the contribution of the Non-certainty

groups of variance. The cross—-products of X and Y deviations were
summed to produce the contributions of the Non-certainty groups to

covariance.

Corresponding values were found for X, Y, and ¥/X for the 15

]
' source specified characteristics among Certainty counties. Westat

identified 24 Certainty counties, each representing a group. In
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order to calculate the contributions of a Certainty county (group) to
variance and covariances its segments in that county were split into
two "artificial" counties using an odd~even split method. Child weights

(3)

(BCW values) were then summed for children within each of the two
artificial counties. Group variances and covariances yere computed
for the artificial counties using the differences between the odd and
even county sums. The resulting wvalues represented the contribution
of the Certainty groups to variance and covariance.

In the remaining calculations, Certainty and Non-certainty groups
were not differentiated. The variances and covariances at the group
level were summed to the subpopulation level, and the subpopulation
values were added to derive national variance and covariance values.

The relvariances for X and Y were derived by finding the ratios
betweenx the subpopulation and national variances and the corresponding
squared sums of the contributing weights. The relvariances for the
proportions of LESAs, Y/X, were calculated by first finding the ratios
of the subpopulation and national covariances to the corresponding
products of the sums of child weights for X and Y. The relvariance
for any particular proportion was then defined as the sum of the rel-
variance for X and the relvariance for Y winus twice the relative
covariance for Y/X (i.e., minus twice the corresponding ratio of co~
variance to the product of the corresponding X and Y sums). The
reported coefficients of variance are the square roots of the relvar~

lances. ®

* As indicated in Volume I, the resultant CVs are biased to an unknown
extent. For this reason, they are omitted. (See Sec. 6, Vo. 1)
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Results — In response to the first Congressional mandate upon
which the CESS study wae based, the data ana’ysis procedures produced
the following inforuation about the CESS data base and the estimates
of NELE and LESA children. The results are preliminary in that much
additional informatiom can be obtained from the data base to further

examine characteristics of NELB and LESA children.

NELE and LESA Counts and CVs -~ NIE specified LESA and NELB counts

for 26 groups as the primarv set of counts to be derived. The LESA

cohnits were found using the BCW(3) values. The counts were limited

to 5 through 14 vear old chiidren, as specified by the study design, since

the language proficiency of 15 to 18 year old children was not measured.
Tables II-34 and II-35 present the HELB and LESA counts and indi-

cations of their reliabiility fov tha 26 groups. For the whole 07.S.,

the estimated number of 5 to 14 year old NELB children is 3,120,000,

a 95 percent level of confidence. The national estimate of 5 to 14

year old LESA zhildren is .,309,000 at a 95 percent confidence level.

Characteristics of Respon.<nts - Considerably more information may

be compiled on the CESS study respondents. Over 20 items on thz2
Screener and 35 items on the Household Questionnaire were prasented
to eligible, selected respondents %o collect data regarding language

usage and edv :ational experiences of selected children. To date,

~"y a mini'.al nymber of marginals have been computed, since these

:asks were generally beyond the scope of project activities. After
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examination of the distributions of responses, decisions will be
made on recoding larguage-related items into appropriate language
groups and computing other marginals that would be useful in avalu-

ating and supporting data analysis results.

VI. CONCLUSION

Congress presented three randates (see Appendix A) to the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare to collect data on
bilingual education. The Children's English and Services Study,
conducted under contract with the Wational Institute of Education,
provides the requested data in terms of population estimates cn

Non-English Language Background (NELB) and Limited English Speaking

Ability (LESA) persons. The study was a cooperative venture involv-

irg a Consortium of Contractors, a national Review Group of Advisors
(see Vo'me I), and major participation by the staff of Wational

Institute of £ducation and Wational Center for Education Statisties.




Table II-34

]
y NELB and LESA Counts with LESA Proportioms
Category !NELB Count |[LESA Count LESA Proportion
l ' % cv Minimum |Maximum

Whole U.S. 3,812,000 2,410,000 63.2 6.10 55.49 70.90

Subpopulation
California 855,000 594,000 69.5 8.35 57.39 81.11
Texas 630,000 438,000 69.5 8.48 57.80 81.42
New York 608,000 458,000 76.9 10.68 60.45 93.28

¥ Remainder of U.S. 1,718,000 908,000 52.9 11.44 40.77 64.96

Age
5-6 year olds 722,000 484,000 67.0 6.81 57.86 76.11 .
7-8 year olds 780,000 534,000 68.4 8.62 56.61 80.20 &
9-11 year olds 1,099,000 652,000 59.3 10.63 46.68 71.90 7
12-14 year olds 1,218,000 740,000 61.1 6.71 52.98 69.33

Language .
Spanish 2,390,000 1,744,000 73.0 3.73 67 53 78.41
Other non-English 1,422,000 665,000 46.8 12,27 35.30 58.24

Spanish
5-6 year olds 467,000 352,000 75.3 5.57 66.93 83.73
7-8 year olds 486,000 390,000 80.2 4.15 73.55 86.85
9-11 year olds 690,000 462,000 7.0 7.%4 56.86 77.05
12-14 year olds 747,000 540,000 72.4 5.96 63.73 80.98

Other non-English )

5-6 year olds 255,000 132,000 51.7 17.27 33.87 69.60

7-8 year olds 294,000 144,000 48.9 22.01 27.38 70.46

9-11 year olds 409,000 190,000 46.4 20.36 27.48 65.24 .

12-14 year olds 463,000 199,000 43.0 13.65 31.29 54.78 i
sBpanish v,

California 654,000 502,000 76.7 3.47 71.41 82.04 .

Texas 602,000 438,000 72.8 5.11 63.34 80.20 2

New York 354,000 316,000 86.9 4.64 78.78 94.92

Remainder of U.S. 770,000 488,000 63.4 11.13 49.28 77.49 :
Heher non-English e

California 201,000 93,000 46.0 36.85 12.10 79.91

New York 245,000 152,000 62.0 24.08 32.15 91.83 ’

Remainder of U.S.* 977,000 421,70 43.1 14.90  30.26  55.95

*For other non-English language by subpopulation, Texas was included with the
Remainder of the U.S.




Table TI-35

Calculation of NELB and LESA Counts

Category

NELB Totals

LESA Totals

Unweighted Weighted

Unweighted

N N

N

%

Weighted

N

Whole U.S.

Subpopulations
California
Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S,

Age

5-6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12-14 vyear olds

%ggsgaﬁg
Spanish
Other non-English

Spanish
5-6 year olds

7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12-14 year olds

[0cher non~English
5-~6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12«14 year olds

Spanish
California

Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S,

[Other non~Er:z.ish
California

New Yorl
Remainder of U. S

3,812,000

855,000
630,000
608,000

1,718,000

722,00
780,000
1,099,000
1,210,000

2,390,000
1,422,000

467,000
486,000
690,000
747,000

255,000
294,000
409,000
463,000

654,000
602,000
364,000
770,000

201,000
245,000
977,000

1360

233
324
229
574

276
316
388
380

1117
243

233
257
312
315

43
39
76
65

215
323
200
379

18
29

so. %
67.0
57.6
53.3

2,409,000

594,000
438,000
468,000
908, 000

484,000
534,000
652,000
740,000

1,744,000
665,00

352,000
360,000
462,000
540,000

132,000
144,000
190, 000
199,000

-02,000
438,000
316,000
488,000

93,000
152,000
421,000

%
For other non-English language by subﬁf?ulation Texas was included with

the Remainder of the U.S.
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ESEA TITLE VII, BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED IN 1974




8} Stat, 8l6;
84 S4at. 151,
20 15¢ 830,
Bflngual Edus
oation Ants -
20 USC gatd>
note, .

20 ST 860D,

APPENDIX A

1974 ACT

"HILINGUAL EDGCATIONAL PROCRAMS

Sre. 105. (3)(1) Title VI of the Elementary and Secondury
Edueation Act of 1965 is amended to read as follows:

MTITLE VI—BILINGTAL EDUCATION
YsEORT TITLE
“Spc, 701, This title may be cited as the *Bilingual Education Act’.
“ror.:cr; APPROPRIATIONG

“Sye. T02. (a) Recognizing—
“(1) that there ere large nambers of children of lirited Eng-
hsh- Ling ability;
2) that msny of such children have a cultural hentage whtch
d:ﬂ'ers from that o f English-speaking persons;
4¢3) that a pnmarv means by which a child lestns i is through
the use of such child’s language and cultural heritas
thecefore, large numbers of children of mlted Eng-
hsh-speahlﬁuabthty have educational needs which can be met-. by "
the use of b al educational methods and tachni
“{3) that, in add;ttor. childsenr of limited En Tuehﬂpeak-n
ability bereiit through the fullest utilization of mnlt::pie language
cultural resources,
ihe Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States, in order 4
to establish equal educaiional opportunity for all children (A) to
encourape the establ'lsh ment end operntion, where appropriete, of du-
cational programs using bilingus educational ractices, {echniques.
and methods, and (B) for that vurpose, to pronnf finencial assistance
to Jocal eduentional agencies, and to State edueationsi sgencies for
certam purposes, in otder to enable surh lecal educat:onal seoneies

.
[
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to develop and ¢carTy out such programs in elementary and seconda
schools, igch:ding activizies a:l:hag;:eschopl level, \rgch are desigug
to meet the educational needs of such children; and to demonstrate
effective ways of providing, for children of limited English-spaking
ability, insttuction designea to enable them, while using their native
lungizgre. to achieve competence in the English langus;

“(b){1) Except as is otherwise provided in this title, for the pur- Appropriaticn.
E:se of cartying out the Jsmvisions of this title, thers ore authorized to
; approgrinted $135,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 38, 19743
3133400500 for the fiseal vear ending June 39, 1973; S140.000,000
for the fisval year endiug June 30, 1976: S150.000,000 for the fiscal
gear %%d.;ggs-.lnno 30,1977;and 5166,000,000 for the fiscal yearending

une 30, 19%

“(2) Thers are further authorized to be cp&xboprinted to carty out
the provisions of section 721(b)(3) $6,730,000 for the fiscal year Des, ». So7.
ending June 30, 1974; $7250,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
19732 $7.750.000 for the fiseal yeur ending June 30. 1376:-53,750,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1977; and $5,150,000 for the fiscal
yearending June 30, 1973, .

“{3) From the snms appropriated undar paragraph (1) for any

fizeal yoar—
“(A) the Commissioner shall ressrve 516.000,000 of that pact
thereof which does not exceed $70,000,000 for training activities
eartied out under clanss (3) of subsection (a) of section 721, and
shall resecve for such activities 334 per centom of that part
thereof which is in excess of $70,000.000; and
“(B) the Commissioner shall rsserve from the amount not
reserved pnrsuant to elunse {A) of this paragraph such amountsas
. wmay be necessary, but not in exvess of 1 per centum thereof, for
the purposes of section 732, _Pas%, p, 510

"+ “DRPINITIONS; RECTIATIONS

“Srec. 703. (2) The following definitions shall apply to the terns 20 W< 3sob-1,
used in thistitles .- .

“{1} The term ‘limited English-speaking ability’, when used with
reference to an individual, mesng—— ]

“(A) individuals who were not bom in the United States or
whose native Ianguapre is 2 language other than English, and
“{B) individuals who coms from environments where s lan-
guage other than English is dominaat, as fusther defined by the
Commissioner by regulationas . '
and, by reason thereof. have difficnity speaking and understanding
instruction in the Einglish language,

%{9) The term ‘native lan ", when used with reference to an
individual of limited Engl -spegf:mg ebility, means the language
vormasily used by such individuals, or in the case of & child, the lan-

normally used by the parents of the child. .

®(3) The tern ‘low-income’ when used with respect to & family
means an _ uual income for such a family which does not exceed the
low annual incoms determined pursusnt to section 103 of titla I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, duts, », 43,

“(4) {A) The term ‘program of bilingual education’ means a pro-

m of instruction. designed for children of limited English-speck-
tny ability in elementary or secondary schools, in whirh, with respect
to the years of study to which sych program is applicable— .

%(i) thers is instriction given in. and study of, English and. to
the extent necessary to allow a child to progresseffectively through
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the eduzational system, the native language of the children of
linited English.speaking ability, and such instruetion is given
with appreciation for the cultural heritage of such chiklren, and,
with tespect to eleinentary school instruction, such instruetion
zhiglls to the extent necessary, be in afl courses or subjects of
study which will allow a child to progress effectively through the
t'd:l‘tt‘g.l)iu;ll:ﬁ system: and in sub s (B) h ¢h (E)
“(ii) the reqnirements in subparagraphs (B) chron of
:I;sﬁ parngralp:g and established pursuant to subsection (b) of this
- On are M
mgnsh-mudns | ? A program of bilin%'ua! sducation may make provision for
“ill::::’ €= the voluntary enrollmerit to a limited degroe therein. on a regular bagis,
PollmiTt. of children whose language is English. m order that they may acquire
an understunding of the cultural heritage of the children of limited
English-speaking ability for whomthe Sgr;irqlar progeans of bilingmal
wducation is designed. In determining oligibility to particiYn:e in such
progrs as, prionity shall be given to the children wlioze Janminge is
other than English. In no event shall the program be deslgn«f for the
. purpose of teaching s forevign language to English-speaking children,
- %(C) In such courses or subjects of study as art, music, and physical
vdueation, a hrogram of bilingual education shall make provision for
the participation of children of limited English-speakinyr ability in
regularclasses. . T
“(P) Children enrolled in a program of bilingual eduvation shall.
if grlel elnmws are used. be placed, to the extent practicable. in
vlngses with children of approximately the same age and level of edu.
rationnl uttainment. Uf children of significantly varving ot levels
of cducatinnal attainment are placed in the same class, the program
af bilingnal education shall seek to insure that each child is provided
with instruction which is appropriate for his or her level of education.
alattainncnt. - .
© %{F) Anapplication for » program of bllm;;ual education sha'l be
developeid in consultation with parents of children of limited Eng-
. lish-speaking ability. teuchers,” and, whers spplicable, secondary
school stadents, in tie areas to be served. and assurances shall be given

23 sTAT. 505

in the application that. ater the application has been approved nnder
this title‘,] the apHIicnut will provitle for particination by 2 committee

vom] of, and selected Uy, such parenes, asl, in the cuce of second-
ary schools, representatives of secondary school students to be served.
Jafinitions. “(8) The term ‘Office’ means tne Office of Bilingual Education.

“{ 6) The term ‘Director” ncans the Director of the Office of Bilin-
sual Edueation. . )

“(T) The term ‘Conneil' means the National Advisory Council on
Bili I Education, )

“{b) The Commissioner. after receiving recommendations from
Stute and local educational agencies and groups and organizitions
inyolved in bilingual edneation, shall establish, puthlish, and distribute,
with respect to p of bilingual education. suzmested modcls
with respect to pupil-tengher ratios. teacher ﬂunliﬁgnnons. and other
factors affecting the quality.of instruction offered in such programs,

“(e) In preserihing regulations under this section, the Comnis-
=ioner shall consnlt with State and local educational amencies. appro.
%ﬂnto organizations representing parents and children of limited

“nglish-speaking ability. and appropriate groups and organizatious
representing teachers and educators involved in bilingual education,
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EPart A—Fvancian Assiemaxce ror Biuyetan Eocearton
-~ Procrass

“BILINOU AL EDUCATION PROGHAMD

*3Jec. 721, (3). Funds available for grauts under this part shail be
used for—

“(1) the establishment, operstion, and improvement of pre-
rains of bilingual eduentions

“(2) suxiliary and supplementary community am! edecational
activitics designed to facilitats and expand tho implementntion of
programs describedt fu clause (1), including such sctivities a9
(A) adult education | cograns related to the purposes of this title,
pasticulnely for pavents of children pasticipating in prograins
of bilingual educetion, and cacried ouﬁ whers {::lp mpeiate, in
coordination with progiams assisted under ths g ueation
Act, and (1) ?resclzool prograns preporatory and supplemen.
taey to bilingual 2duention pregrams; .

“{3) (A) the establishment, operation, and improvement of
training prograins for personnel preparing to participate in, op
Perscanel participating in. the conduct of programe of bilingual
education and 1B} auxiliasy and supplementary touiniug pro-
grams, which shall be inclnded in each pmpram of bilingual
educatiun, for personnel preparing to purticipate in, or person.
nel preticipating in, the condnct of suc?n programs; and

“(4) planning, and providing technical asmistance for, and tak.

ing other steps leading to the development of. suclt programs,

, S(B){1) Agrant may be made ander this saction ouly upon applica.
tion therefor by one or more local educational agencies or by an insti-
tution of ligher education. including a funior or conunnnity enllege,

applying jointly with one or more local educational 2 es (or, in
the case of 3 training wtivity deseribed in clause (3}{.\) of sulwec.
tion {a) of this section, by eligilile applicants as defined In section 723).
Each such application shall be made to the Commissioner at such time.
in such manner, and containing snch information as the Commissioner
deeins necessary, and
() include a description of the activities et forth in ane or
more of the cluuses of subsection (3) which the applicant degires
te carryout; and
“(13 gmide evidence that thie activities so described will make
substantial progress toward making programns of bilinanal eduea.
tion available to the children having need thereof in the.aven

.. served hytheapylicant, .

'I'{‘.’.% An applieation for 2 zrant under this par may be approved
only if-- . .
“(.A) the provision of assistance proposed in the application
is consistent with ceiterin established by the Commissioner. nfter
consultation with the State educational agency. for the purpess
of arhieving an eqnitalile distribution of assistance under this
part within the State in which the applicant is located, which
eriteria shall be develnped by his taking into considoration (i)
the geagraphic distrihution of children of limitsl Fnglizh-
speaking ability, (i) the relative need of persons in diffecent
meagraphic areas within the Siate for the kinds of services and
activities described in subsertion (a}. (ili} with respect to grants

Crants,
40 LSC 85007,

80 Stat. 11913
Pgst, Pe 574,
20 LSC 1203
note,
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to carry out programs described in clauges (1) and {2) of sub-
section (a) of section 721, the relative ability of particulur lncal
edneational ageneies within the State to provide such servires and
petivities. und {iv) with respeet to suel grants, the relative unm.
bers of mersons from low-income familics sought to Le heuentted
by anch rourams; ’ )
*{B) n the ease of applications from local educational agencics
to carry ont progmms of hilingual education under clause (1) of
subsection (2) of seetion 721 the Commissioncr derermines that
not less than 15 per centum of the amounts paid to the applicant
for the Imrposes of such programs shall e expended far auxilinry
and supplenientary training programs in acvordance with the
pravisions of clanse (3)(13) of such snhsuction and section 723
“{C) the Commissioner determines (i) that the program will
use the most qualifiet availoble personnel znd the best resonives
und will substantinlly increase the educational oppartunities for
children of limited Vuglish-speaking ahility in the aren to be
served Ly the applicunt. and (ii) that. 1o the extent vongsistent wich
the gunber of chiliren enrnlled in nonprofit. nonpublie schools
in the area to he served whose educativial needs are of the type
which the program is intended to meet. provizion has heen wade
. for participation of sich children ;and
“SD) the State educational agency has heew notified of the
applieation and has been given the anportunity to offer recommen-
datians thercon to the apnlicant and to the Commissioner.
%(3),(A) Upon an application from o State educational agzency. the
Commissioner shall make provision for the submission and approval
of & State program for the coordination hy such State ageney of
techuical assistance to programs of bilingual education tn such
State assisted under this title. Such State program shall contain sitch
provisions, agreements, and assurances as the Conunissioner shail. by
regulation. determine necessary and proper ta achieve the purpaes of
this atle. including assumnees that fimds made available under this
section for any fiscal vear will 1k 5o used as to supplemnent, and to
the oxtent practical. increass the Jevel of funds that wonld, i the
absence of such funds be made available by the State for the Prepoges
deseribed in this section, and in no case to snpplant sach funds
“(B) Except as is provided in the second sentence of this subpara.
rraph, the Cammissioner shall pay from the amounts authorized for
these purposes pursunnt to section 702 for each fiscal ¥earto each State
educational agency which hasa State program submitted and approved
nnder subpatagraph (A) such sitms a5 may be necessary for the
Eroper and efficient conduct of such State program. The amount paid
¥ the Commissioner to anv State edueational azency nnder the preced.
ing sentence for any Sseal year shall not excerd 3 per centum of the
sggregate of the amounts paid under this part to loenl eduentional
agrencies in the State of such State educational azency in the fiseal year
precedingthe fisesl vearin which this limitation applies.
“(c) In determining the distribution of funds under this title, the
Commissioner shall give priority to areas having the greatest need
foe programs assisted undey this title,

“raDIAN CIILDAEN tN SCHOOLS

“Sec. 722, (8) For the purpose of earrving ont progeums mider this
part for individnals served by elementary and secondars schools
operated predominantly for Indian children. a nonprofit institution
or erzanization of the Indian tribe conrerned which operates any
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such school and which is approved by the Commissioner for the pur-
poses of thissection may be considered to be a local alucational agency
as such term is used in thistitle,

“{b) From the sums ‘aggropmted pursuant to section 702(b), the
Commissioner is authorized to make payments to the Secretary of the
Iuterior to_carry out pragrams of hilingual eduearion for childven
on reserrations served by clementary and secondary schools for Indian
children operated or funded by the Deparcment of the Interior. Tha
terms npon which payments for such purpose may be wade to the
Secretary of the nterior shall be deterniineQ pursiant to such criteria
as the Cormmissioner determines will best carry ont the poliry of
section ?0*2{& -

“(e) The Secretary of the Tnterinr shall J:regm-e and, not later than
November 1 of vaclt year, shall subwit to the Congress and the Presi-
dent an annanl report detailing a review aud evaluntion of the use,
during the puereeding fiseal year, of all funds paid to him by the Con.
missioner uader subsection gb?l of this section, including completo
fiscal reports, a. deseription of the personnel and information paid for
in whole or in pact with such funls, the allocation of such_funds,
and the seatus of all prograins funded feom sueh payiments, Nothing
in this snbsection shall be coustrued ro relivve the Director of any
authority or ablization under this part.

“(d) The Secretacy of the Interior shall, together with the informa-
tion required in the preceding subsection, submit to the Congress and
the President, an assessment of the nends of Indian chiklren with
respect to the purposes of this titls in schools operated or funded by
rhe Department of the Intesior, including these State cdneational
agencies and local educational agencies teceiving assistance undor the
Jolimson-Oalley Act (25 C.5C. $32et sech) aned n asseesment of the
extent to which anch needs are baing met by funds provided to snch

schools for educational pucposes theaugh the Secretary of the Interior,

“rparvivNa

“See. 723. () (1) T carrying out the provisions of clauses (1) and
(%) of sithsection {n) of sectton (21 with rexpect ro traimingg, the Cowm:
niissivner shail, througlt grants to, and contracts with, eligible appli-
cants, asdefined in subsection (b) provide fore

“(A)(i) training, carried out in coordination with any ather
programs training anxiliacy educational personnel, des;og‘ned (D
to prepare personnel to participate in, or for personnel partic.
ipating in, the conduct of programs of bilingual education, includ.
ing programs emphasizing opportunities for eareer developulent,
advancement, and latertl mobiiity, {I1) to train tenchers, admin.
istrators, paraprofessionals, teacher sides. and parents, and (X1I)
to train persons to taach and counsel such ersons, and (if) !
training programs designed (I) to mest individusl needs, and (I}
to encourage reform, innovation, and improvement in applicable
edncation curricnls in graduate educution, tn the structure of
the secademic profession, and in recruitment and retention of
higher education and graduate school facilities, as velated to
bilingmal education; and . . .

‘-(E} the aperation of short-term training institytes designed
to impove the skills of participanes in programs of bilingual edu-
cation in_order to facilitate their effectiveness in carrying out
responsibilities in connection *+ith suck programs.

*(2) In addition the Commissionzr i3 authorized to award follow.
ships for study it the feld of training teachers for bilingual edu.

Payzorris,
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cation. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, not Jess than 100
fellowships lesding to & graduate degree shall be awarded under the
preceding sentence for preparing individuals to train teachers for pro-
grams of bilingual education. Such fellowships shall be awarded in
propottion to the need for teachers of various grcuqs of individuals
with limited English-speaking ability, For each fiscal year after June
30, 1875, and prior to July 1, 1978, the Commissioner shall report to the
Committee on Education and Labor of the Fi,use of Representatives
and the Committes on Labor and Public Welfare of the Senste on
the number of fellowshipsin the field of training teachers for bilingual
education which he recommends ill be necessary for that fiscal year.

%(3) The Commissioner shail include in the terms of any arrange.
ment described in ntﬁnphs (1) and (2) of subsection (‘;) of this
gection provisio0s for the pa.{ment, to persons participating 1n train-

programs so deseribed, of such stipends {including allowances for
:z%s:stmea and other for such persons and their dependents)
23 he mg determins to be consistent with prevailing practices under
com le federully supported programs,

“(4) In making grants or contracts under this section, the Com-
missioner shall give priority to eligible a ﬁicants with demonstrated
competence and experience in the field of bilingual education. Funds
provided under grants or contrac:s for training ectivities described
in_this section to or with a State educational agency, separately or
jointly, shall in no event exceed in the aggregata in any fiseal year
15 per centum of the totsl amount of fands obligated for training
activities cguxsumt to clauses (1) end (3) of subsection (2) of section
721 i 51 Yw' - o *

“(8) Anapplication fora grantor contract for preservice or inserv-
ica training activities described in clause (4) (j)%[ and clause (A)
{ii)(I) and in subsection (2} (1) (]?f of this section shall be considered
tn apg:sljmﬁon 7 & program of bilingual education for the purpasss
of subsection {a)(4) (E} of section 703. . X

“(b} For the purposes of this section, the term ‘eligible applicants’
Means——

“(1} institntions of higher education (including junior collewes
and cammunity colleges) which apply, after con<ultation with, or
jointly with, ono or more local educational agencies;

“(9) local educational agencies; and

Y. %{3) State edncational agencies.

. *Papr B=—ApmiNisTRATION

Horrier or BILINGTAL EDUCATION

“Sre. 151, (2) There shall be in the Ofiics of Rducation, an Oiice of
Bilingual Eduration (hereaf..r in this sertion reforred to as the
‘Office’) throngh whirli the Commiissioner shall cavry out his fanctinne
relating to bilingual edwention. .

“(h) (1} The Qtice shiall ho headed by a Director of Biliugnal Filo-
eation, appointed by the Connnisioner, te whom thre Conadssicner
shall delegate all of his delegable functions relating ta hilingual
edueatinn, . .

"(2) The Office shall Le ormnized as the Director drtermiyes to be
appropriate in order to enable him to carry aut his functions and
responsihilities etfectively.

“(c} The Commissioner, in ronsultation with the Council. shas] pre-
pace and, ot later than November 1 of 1975, and of 1977, shall sninmit
to the Congress and thie President 1 report on the condition o £ 1 Hingnal
education in the Nation and the administration and operation of this

17
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title anid_of other prograins for persons of limitil English.speaking
ahilizy. Such report sl 1. le—m Comtarts,
“{1) = nationai ascessnuent of the educationz] needs of children
# and other persons with limited English-spealing ability and of
' the extent to which such needs are being met from Federal, State,
and local efforts, inciuding () not later than July 1, 1977, the
tesults of a survey of the n'mber of such children and persons in
the States, and (B) a plan, in~luding cost estinates, to be carried
out during the £ ve-year period beginning on snch date, for extend.
ing Pr:ﬁmm of bitingual education sl bilingual vocational and
ndait education programs 2o all such preschaol and élementary
_ school childreri and other persons of Yinitesdl Enslish-speaking
T ahility, inclnduu,i n phased plan for the training of the mvessary '
teachers and ather ellucutionn] personuel nevessary for sreh
purpose; : e
“{8} n report on and wn evalnation Af the activities carried out
under chis title during tho preceding fiseal year il the extont to
whirh each of such activities achieves the policy set farth in
section T02{a): ’ . " ;
512} a statement of the activitivs ntended to be earried ont .
«, during the succeeding neviad, inclndiug an estimate of the cost
of such Letivitien: : .
i “(4) nn assessiment of the number of teachers amd ather evuea- A §
- tionnl personnel neciled to earry ont pragrrams of bilingual erdn-
KN cation under this title nud those carricid ont auder other programs
- © for persous of limited Fuglish-speaking ahility aml a statement
deseribinee the activities carried ont therenuder (desigaed to prev
pare teachers amt other educational personnel for sirh prograns,
S aud the number of other erluratioml personnel needed to carery »
oy eut progreams of bilingnal edueation in the Statex and 2 statement
ilesetilung the activirtes carreied ont nder this tirle desigied to v
prepero teschers aml other edueationnl 2ersoune] for such pro-
goams; and |
“(5) a description of tho personnel. the func..ons of such per.
sonnel, and information available at the regional offices of the
Department of Health. Eilueation. and Welfare dealing with hi-
- lingwal programs within that region, .

%3 STAV, §510

| UNALONAL MOVISGAY COUNUIL 0¥ MPANCEAL XDICITION <

SHee, B2 (2) R[mbiject to ‘Fnrt 1} of the General Filuention Provi- Eztablistrent.
sions JAct, there shall be a National Advisory Cotmeil on Bilingunl 20 e 330511,
Education composed of fifteen members appointed by the Secretary, f2:5 o 273
one of whom he shall desiznate as Chairinan, At least cight Af the Hacbershia.
wembers of the Conncil shall be persons experienced in (ealivg with

the educational probloms of chihlren and ader persoz who are of

limited Fns'ishespeaking :bility, at least one of w\mm shall be repre-

. sontative o persons serving ou hentds of eduention opeiating Pm- -
: grams of iilhingual wdueation. At least three members shnll be

. oxperienced ‘n tha truining of teachers in programs of bilia;mal educa-
: tion. A least two memburs shail he persons with general experience

int the fiekl of elententary ad zccondary eduention, At least two mem.

bers :hall e classmom toachers of demonstrated teaching abilities
X using bilinguai methords ainl techniques. The members of the Council
. shall he appointed in such & way as to ba renerally represcatative of
o the siznificant segments of the popnlatwn of persons of lunited
English-speakiowr abilicy aml the peographic arvas in which they
ceside.

-8~
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5(b) The Council shall meet st the call of the Chairinan, but, not-
withstanding the provisions of section +{6{2} of the Genersl Educa-
tion Provisions Act, not less often than four times in each year.

“{c)} The Council shall advise the Commissioner in the preparation
of generzl regulations and with respect to policy matters arising in
the administration and operztion of this title, including the develop-
mens of criteria for approval of applications, and' plans under this
title, aud the administration and operation of other pro for
persons of limited English-speaking ability. The Coun=il shalt prepare
and, not later than November 1 of each year, submit a report to the
Coninss and, the Pregident on the condition of bilingual educution ju
the Nation and on the administration »nd operstion of this title,
ucluding those items specified in section 731(c}, and the administra.
tion {.; o%gdrinﬁon of cther programs for persons of Jimited English-

% .

“(d) The Commissioner shall procure temporary and intermittent
services of such personnel as are necessary for the conduct of the func.-
tions of the Council, in gccordance with section 3, of the General
Education Provisions Act, and shall make available to the Couneil

. such staff, information, end other assistence as it mey require to carry

out itsactivitieseffectively.
“Paxy C—ScrrorTive: SERVICES Asp ACTIVITIES

S ADUMTNISTRATION

“Sre, 741 (2} The provisions of this part shall bs administered by
the Assistant Secretary, in consultation with— =
c::i(n the‘ Comraissiener, through the Office of Bilingusl Edu.
on;: &nd ,
“(2) the Director of the National Institute of Education, not-
withsianding the second sentence of section 405(b) (1) of the
) Galcrall.,dpgtion Provisions Act; T
in sceordunce with regulations. .
“( ) The Assistant Secretary shell, in sccordance with clauses (&)
and (2) of subsection (a},deveiop and promulgate rervlaticns for thia
part and then delegate hus functions under this part, 4s may be appro-
priate under the terms of section 742

“PPEEARCH AND DEMONETRATION PROJECTS

“Spo, 743, 1) The Netional Institute of Education shail, in aceord-
ance witly tae provisions of section 405 of the General Education Pro-
visicns Act, @817y vut 2 program of researchs in the feld of bilingual
education in order to anhance the effectiveness of bilingual education
programs cacrie, oc under this title and other programs for persons
of limited English-speaking ability.

“(b) In order to test the effectiveness of research findings by the
National Institute of Education and to demonstrate new or innova-
tive practices, techniques, and methods for use in such bilingual educa-
tion programs, the Director and the Commissioner are authorized to
make conpetitive contracts with public and privete educational agen-
cies, institutions, and organizations for such purpose. .

“{c} In carrying out their responsibilities under this section, the
Commissioner and the Director shall, throug™ competitive contracts
with eppropriate public and private agencies, institutions. and orga-
nizetions— . . .

“{1) undertake studies to determine the basic educational needs
and fanguage dequisition charucteristics of, and the niost effective
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cga.llc‘lgrions for, educating children of limited Englishespenking
abidity;

*(2) develop nnd disseminate instructional materinls and
equipment suitable for nse in bilingual education programs; and

. "(320 establish and operate a nationat clearinghouse of informa-
tion for bilingual education, which shall collect, analyze, and
disseminate information about bilingual education and such bilin-
gual education and relnted programs,

“(d) In earrying out their responsibilities under this section. the
Commissioner and the Dicector shall provide for periodic consulta-
tion with representatives of State and local educational agencies and
approprints roups and organizations involved in bilingual ed ucation.
- #(e) There isauthorized to be appropriated for each fiseal year prior
tod { 1. 1078, $3,600.000 to carry out the provisions of this section.”.

(2}{\)} The amendment mnde by this subsection shall be efective
npon the date of ennctment of this Act, except that the poavisions of
part A of title VII of the Flementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1985 (as amended by subsection (n} 'of this section) shell hecome
effective on July 1, 1973, and the provisions of title VII of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1963 in effect immediately prior
to the dnte of enuctment of this Act shnll remain in effect throngh June
30, 1975, to the extent not inconsistent with the anendment made by
this section.

{B) Ths Nationnl Advisory Council on Bilingual Eduention. for
which provision is made in ssction 732 of such Act, shal! be appoiuted
within ninety dn&‘s after the enactment of this Act,

(b} Section T03(a) of title VII of such Act is amended by adding
¢ the end thereof the following:

“(8) The term ‘other programs for persons of iimited English-

speaking ability’ when nsed in sections 721 and y32 means the progzram .

nuthorized by section 708(c) of the Emergency School Aid Actand the
programs carried out in coordination with the provisions of this title
pursunnt to section 12:‘!&:;) £Y) (Cz and part J of the Vecational Edu-
cation Act ot 1063, and section 306(a) (11} of the Adult Education
JXet.and programs and ?m{ects serving areas with high concentrations
of Letsons of limited English-specking ability pursuant to section 8
(b)(4) of the Library Serrices and Construction .vet.,™

STATEUIZ OF LIMITATIONS

Sre. 106. Title VIIT of the Elementary and Seou:;dary‘ Education
At of 1965 is amended by inseting after sectinn 803 the following
news.csion: .

HSTATGTE 32 LIMITATIONS 0N REFUNO OF PATMENTS

“Sec. 804, No State or local educational ngency shall ba liable to
sefund nny payment made to such agency under this Act (including
title X of thig Act) which was subsequently determined to be unau-
thorized by law, 1f such payment was made more than five Fears
before such amens? received final written notire that surh payment
wns unanthorized.™, .

OROFQUT PREVENTION IROJECTY

See. 107 (a) Section %07(c) of the Elementary and Secondary.
Education et of 1958 iz amended by insarting befc s the perind at
the ena rhereof the following: “. and each of the five succeeding fizenl
years, except that no funds are authorized to Ve appropriated for ob-

jzmtion duting auy vear for which funds are availadle for oblizatinn
forcaarrringout part Coftitde IV,

(b} The amendments made by thix wetion shall be eTective on and

afrer.fuly 1, 1975,
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH., EDUCATION AND WELFARE

HAAHESNGTON D= Mdon

d"%
Honorable Carolyn Warner. 4@
Superintendent of Public Instruction éﬁb
State Department of Educatdion Qa?

Phoenix, Arizoma 85007
Dear Superintendent Warner:

I am writing to you on behalf of agencies in the Education Division
of .ue Department of Health, Education, and Welfare pursuant to my author-
ity in the Education Amendments of 1974 to coordinate data collection and
research efforts in bilingual education. These agencies will be conducting
a study entitled the Children's English and Services Study in the Spring
semester of the 1977~78 school year.

I am asking for your cooperation in the conduct of this study by
urging that you recommend support for the study to schools in your State.
The study has been coordinate¢ with and recommended for support by . ue
Bilinguzl Studies Task Force of the Council of Chief State School Officers'
Committee on Evaluation and Info~mation Systems (CEIS) and by a larger
review team representing the State Education Agencies.

This study 1s part of the needs assessment called for in the 1974
Amendments to the Bilingual Education Act, Title VII, ESEA. The assessment
will be included in an addendum to a mandated report of the Commissioner
of Education to Congress and the President. This important study is also
the cornerstone of the Department's new plans for research in bilingual
education. Because this study is so important, we may want an opportunity
to recontact some schools in che future that are selected for participation
now.

The data collection burden among individual schools 1s expected to be
very modest. Additional information about the study and specifics related
to your cooperation are contained in the enclosures. 1If you wish to have
more information about the study, please contact Dr. J. Michael 0'Malley,
tlLe NIE Project Qfficer (202) 254-7940 or Mr, Lesitie Silverman, the NCES
Project Officer (202) 245-3397.

Sincerely,

Mary F. Berry,
Assistant Secretary for Education

cc; CEIS Coordinator

Enclosures
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SUPERVISOR'S INTERVIEW

Date City/State

Superﬁisor

Interviewer

1. How many PSU‘s/Segments are you responsible for?

PSU's Segments
2. How many interviewers and how many test administrators do you
supervise?
interviewers test
administrators

3. Have you had to use any trouble shooters?

yes no
If Yes, Why?

4. Are interviewers experiencing any difficulty completing the screener
or household questionnaires because of:

a, Language barriers

Yes, quite often

Very infrequently (no more than ¥ of the time)
. ___Other (s) (please specify)

Yes, % of the time

Almost no difficulty ar all

-1-
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b, Unavailability of household member 16 or older.

Yes, quite often
Very infrequently (no more than % of the time)

Yes, &% of the time

.,

- Almost no difficulty at all

other(s) (please specify)

5, Have you bgeen able to verify 10% of each interviewers work?

yes no

If yes, ask to g0 over the verification leog and some verification
forms.

6. How are test administrators recelving their assignments:

always from supervisors

always from interviewers

% from supervisors

% from interviewers (£ill in % ages)

7. Are TAs able to contact the home 24 hours after the child has been
identified?

L

Yes, always
About % of the time
Yeg, at least 75% of the time
___ __Infrequently, less than 25% of the time

If % or less than 25% of the time, ask why i. this +he case?

- S




Are test adminiscracors having any difficulty administering che
tests?

___ Yes No

If Yes, what kinds of problems are they having?

scheduling (describe below)
availabilivy of test (describe below)

other(s)
Please specify and describe below.

-3a




9.

Have you been able t0 review the first 5 tests each TA administered
using the answer sheet review checklisg?

Yes No Some

If Yes, a. Ask to go over those sheets with the supervisor

b. Ask what problems administering the test have Your
TA's encountered? (Use a blank answer sheet revicy
checklist and discuss each item. Make notes here.)

If No, Ask why not?

___no cests completed go date
no time, too many other responsibilities

didn't know I was supposed to

others (specify) and describe beiow




10,

We would like to know how data collection is progressing and how
manageable your work has been to date? Will vou please share with
me your views on: a. How smoothly field work is going?

b. How manageable your work has been and

c¢. What che home office can do to help you?

,</ ;Z%Z4A”uz&.ﬂ.azm¢i /ﬁiévdthE;cJZ<_.___J
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GUIDELINES FOR USE OF THE TEST ADMINISTRATICN
MONITORING CHECKLIST

General

For the observation during monitoring you should have with You the
Examiner's Test Administrator's Booklet and a copy of the test that
will be used. As you record the occurrence of an error on the chart
make a notation (in the Examiner's Manual for the oral section - on the
test for the written section) using the numbers of items in the left
hand column of the chart. That means if a test administrator (TA)
defines a word for the child during the written part of the test You
would enter a frequency mark on the chart and write the number & on the
test booklet above the word she/he defined (see attached example pages).

In this way you will be able to discuss the specific errors made

with the TA after the observation. DON'T DISCUSS ANYTHING IN THE HOME.
TALK WITH THE TA PRIVATELY ELSEWHERE.

Item #1 Introduction/Establishing Rapport

From the time you and the TA arrive, he or she is expected to make
the child and the household member{s) present feel comfortable. It is
essential to spend time making the child feel at ease and establish a
relaxed atmosphere for testing.

As observer, you should consider the time from arrival at the home
until testing begins as the period for establishing rapport. As the
TA gets himgelf or herself and the child organized for actual testing,
you can complete Item #I.

Item #2 During the Testing

There are several rules of administration that the TA is expected
to follow rigidly. The observer should pay strict attention te the
TA's compliance with these rules. The gbserver should familiarize himself
or herself with the rules for administration of the test being given. DNote
on the chart provided each error made as it occurs. We want to know how
often each error is made. Therefore, you make a notation each time the
error occurs. Thus you will have a frequency count, by error, for eaR?
infraction of rules listed in the left hand column of the chart. If
errors occur that do not appear on the chart, please make a note and keep
a frequeney rtally in the space provided.

L Pliarde ond. Aatvaitic b




Item #3 The Test Setting (to be completed when testing is over)

a. Test administrators have been asked to try to find a quiet
place away from other family members to administer the test. We
would like to know if TA's are able to do this. Since there are
many possible places in a home where testing might occur, this is
an open-ended item. We would like you to write in a very brief
description, i.e., child's room, dining room, corner of living
rocm, etc.

b. Test administrators have been asked to try to administer
the test with no other persons present. Therefore, we would like
to know if this is happening.

¢. The child's ability to concentrate on the test is always
an important factor in te~ting. One of the reasons TA's have been
asked to identify a quiet spot for the test administration is to
eliminate unnecessary distractions. We would like to know if this
is possible.

Item #4 Finishing Testing

Just as they were instructed to 2stablish rapport with the child
and with household members at the beginning of the testing session,
TA'S have been asked to finish the testing in a particular way. They
are to thank the child for her/his cooperation and for "trying hard";
they have been as..ed to reassure the child that no one will know the
results of the test (teacher, principal, parents) and that the test
will not affect her/his grades. Parents, if present, should be given
the same assurances. Neither parent (s) or child should be told how
many items the child completed correctiy.

Item #5 Discontinuing the Test (to be completed at the time of discon-
tinuation or at the end of the obsesvation.

Under certain prescribed circumstances the TA is instructed to dis-
continue the test. Familiarize yourself with rules for tne age you are
observing. During the testing session wvou should be on the lookout for
the necessity to stop testing. If the test should have been disconti--
ued but was not - indicate that in item 5 and note in the test boolklet
or Examiners Manual the point at which the test should have been dis-
continued. You will discuss with the te<t administrator later the rules
he or she should have observed.

If test s appropriately discontinued indicate that in item #5




Date

City/State

Observer

Child's First Name

Introduction/Establishing Rapport

no attempt to establish rapport with child or household member
. present.

little attempt to establish rapport with child or household
member present.

spends some time establishing rapport with child or household
memberuyresent.

“-,‘A
spends too much time establishing rapport with child or house~

hold member present.

During the testing

a. Use frequency counts Written

1. Misreads test instructions - minor errors

Misreads tegt instructions - major errors

Rewords or paraphrases test instructions

Define words for child

Reads written items for child

Helps or prompts child (when no prompting is
allowe.)

Translates test items or instructions for child

Speaks to child iﬁvlanguage other than English |
during the testing

Gives tests in incorrect seguence

Omits items

193
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ii.

Does not adhere to rule for length of exposure
to words or pictures

Oral

Written

12.

Does nct follow rules for recording responses

13.

Other(s) - please specify




SEQUENCE

Read all five of the sentences below. These sentences will tell a story
when they are placed in the right order. Write the number "1" before

the sentence that should come first. Write the number "2" before the sen-
tence that should come next, énd so on. Continue until you have com-

pleted the story

A NWIGHT FIRE

My father phoned the fire department, then gave Mother

our rope ladder.

At 3 A.M. yesterday morning, our dog started barking
and Father smelled smoke.

Mother threw our rope ladder out the window.
As we reached the ground, we heard the fire engines

racing to our home.

My sister and I climbed dowm.

-3
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TEST ADMINISTRATION MONITORING CHECKLIST

Date

City/State

Test Administrator

Observer

Child's First Name

Introduction/Establishing Rapport (Check one)

ne attempt to establish rapport with child or household member
present.

little attempt to establish rapport with child or household
member present.

spends some time establishing rapport with child or household
member present.

spends too much time establishing rapport with child or hcuse-
hold member present.

During the testing

Use frequency counts Written

Misreads test instructions - minor errors

Misreads test instructions - major errors

Rewords or paraphrases test ingtructions

Define words for child

Reads written items for child

Helps or prompts child (when no prompting is
allowed)

Translates test items or instructions for child

Speaks to child in language other than English
dveing the testing

9. Glves tests In incorrect sequence

10, Omits items

19g




Oral Pritten

1}, Does not adhere to rule for length of exposure
to words or pictures

12, Does not follow rules for recording responses
13, Other(s) - p}ease specifyA

197
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Control of testing situation (Check One)

has no control of resting session (many interruptions, child
gets up for breaks, bathroom frequently, etc.)

has litcle control of session (allows child to get up more
than once, is interrupted by household members more than once.)

naintains good control of session (gives child a break when
approprizte. Does not allow household members to interrupt
segsion.)

too controlling/rigid during the session (doesn't allow child
to take one break when requested)
Civing information to child (Check One)

during testing encourages child but does not tell whether
answers are right or wrong

during testing encourages child, and sometimes tells whether
answers are right or wrong

&E;;hg the test encourages child and frequently tells whether
answers are right or wrong

other (please specify)

Test Setting
Where in the home does testing take place?

other than child and tester, who was present?

Was the test setting (the area in the home where the test was ad-
miniscered) quiet? (Check One)

yes, very quiet L
10, act qulet many distraceting noises

_ somewhat quiet, a few distracting noises

———

Finighing testing
Check all appropriate:

thanks child

reassurss child no one will know test results

198
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reassures household member (s) present that no one will know
tast resulcs

doas not tell parent or child how many items the child com-
plated correctly

5. Discontinuation of Test (Check One)

test should have been discontinued but was not.

test was appropriately discontinued.

- 199
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APPENDIX E

PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING
NON-RESPONSE AND SUBSAMPLING WEIGHT ADJUSTMENTS

AND COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION




WESTAT PROCEDURE FOR ESTIMATIMM TOTALS AND PROPORTIONS

The following paper was provided by Westat to RD[ for use in calculating
cstimatcs of torals and proportions. It may also be found in the Westat
Field Report.

3.4.1 Estimation of Totals and Proportions

The following notatron was used ko estimate the totals
and proportions:

denotes the stratum: h =1, 2, 3, 4;

denotes the county in stratum h;

denotes the segment in county i;

denotes the housing unit in segment j;

denotes the child in housing unit m;

is the number of adjusted listings (= listings
-vacancies/not DU's) of housing units in

segment j;

is the number of screened housing units adjusted
for neighbor information minus vacancies/not DU’s

in segment j:

is the number of eligible housing units adjusted
for neighbor information in segment j:

). . . . . . .
hij is the number of housing units in segment j for
which household guestionnaires were completed;

chijm is the number of children in the age group S5-14
in household m, segment j;

“hijm is the number of sampled children in the age
group S5-14  in household m, segment j;

chijm is the number of sampled children in “he age
group 5-14 in household m, segment j. for whom
LAI questionnaires were completed;and

w! .. , . - .
hijm is the weight for household m, in segment 3,
county i, stratum h.




The estimation procedure was dirvided lnto two partis
as follows: (a) estimation of totals and proportions of house-

hold charac;eristics; and (b) estimation of totals and proporticn
of child characteristics in the age group S5-14.

-

A. Estimation of Totalis and Proportions of
Household Characteristics

l. Screened Households:

L}
(a) Enter w hij for each household.
For making nonresponse adjustments,
group the sample counties in each
of the four major strata (California,
Texas, Mew York, and remainder of
the United States) into the Zollow-
ing four nonresponse adjustmenc
groups:

{1} Segments with density codes l-4
certainty counties:

(2} Segments with density codes 5-8
certainty counties:

{3) Segments with density codes 1l-4¢
noncertainty counties; and

{4) Segments with density codes 5-8
noncertainty counties.

{c) For each of the above groups prepare two sets
of estimates:

”~

(L) L = § w',..r, ..
hs i3 hij " hij

&-=1,2,3,4

summed owver all the segments in county i

in stratum h. This is the weighted total
of adjusted listings (listings - vacancies/
not DU's)

Lhs = [0

r'h

. nij i3
i,7j ] J
where the summation extends over all the
segments in county j, in stracum h. This
is the weighted total of the completed
screenings adjusted £or neighbor informa-~
tion minus vacancies and not DU's.

-2"'




For each of the four major strata. compute
the adjusted we.ght for each household in
segment j, county i,

~

L
{1} _ hs ,
Yhij = Tr “hij

hs

Use the adjusted weight for each completed
screened household to obtain the totals and
proportions of completed screened household
characteristics.

Eligible Households

{a)
{b)

Enter wéi; for each household

ror making nonresponse adjustments, define the
nonresponse adjustment groups as in A(l}{(b).
Prepare two sets of estimates for each of the
nonresponse adjustment groups in stratum h.

) (1)
M = Ew 7. s, ..

hs i,3 hij "hij

summed over all segments in county i,
stratum h. This is the weighted total
of eligible households adjusted for
neighbor information.

aoo= T wit)
i3

where the summation extends over the
segmenits in county i, stratum h. This
is the weighted total of the eligible
households for which household question-
naires were completed.

hij Shij

For each of the four major strata, compute
the adjusted weight for household in segment j,
county i,

[yl
W20 o Ths (1)

hij o hij
5




Use the adjusted weight for sach household to
obtal the totals of MELB children possessing
characteristics of interest. The estimate

13 0of the form

Xh Ew
ijmn

(2
hi% *hijmn

For dichotomous characteristics,
th

xhijmn ‘
if cha n
characteristics of intersst, otherwise = 0.

child in household m possesses the

For example, when interested in finding

the number of NELB children in the age group
_ . tn . . -

3-14, xhijmn = 1 if the n child in house

hold m is the age group S$-14, otherwise = 0.

For calculating the proporticn of Spanish

children in the age group 15~183, .w2

. . th . .
define Xpijmn = 1, if the n ~ child in
household m is in the age group 15-18, and

0 otherwise:- = 1, if the n°P child

Yhijmn
in household m is Spanish and in the age
group 15~18, and 0 otherwise. So the esti~
mate of the total number of Spanish children

in the age group 15-18 is of the form

~ (2)
Yh = ! hij Yhijmn 2™
ijmn

provides the estimate of the
proportion.




B. Estimation of Totals and Proportions oif Child

Characteristics in the Age Group 5~14

(2}

{a2) Enter whij for each child.

{b) Since the children were subsampled, the ad-

justment due to subsampling was made as:

Cr o=
Uism = Fr “éf;'
hijm

For making the nonresponse adjustment,
define the nonresponse adjustment groups
as in A(l) (b). Preprare two sets of
estimates for each of the nonresponse
adjustment groups in stratum h,

1§ .

g ' .
hs = i, 9,m “hijnChije

Summed over all nhouseholds in
segment j, county i, ‘stratum h.
This is the weighted total of
sample children in the age group
5-14 in stratum h.

A! — z T "
Mas T i,5,m %hijmChijm

Summation extends over all the
households in segment j, county
i, stratum h., This is the
weighted total of all -he sample
children for whom LAI gquestion-
naires were completed.

{d) For each of the four strata, compute an
adjusted weight for each child:
= N '
hijm = 22 hism

N hs




Use the adjusted weiynt for =2ach sample
child in the age group 5-14 to obtain the
totals of children possessing characteris-
tics of interest. The estimate is of the
form

e . £ Q... X ..
Xh ® ijmn nijm nijmn

For dichotomous charactaristics x .. =1
) *h hijmn

if the n~ sampled child in the age group
S~14 possesses the characteristics of
interest, otherwise 0. %hen interested in
finding the proportion of LESA in the age

th

group 7-9, = 1, if the a~" child

*hijmn
is in the age group 7-9, and 9 otherwise:
yhijmn =1 if the child is LESA and is in
the age group 7-9, and 0 otherwise. S0
the estimate of the total numker of LESA
children in the age group 7-9 is of the
form

and

-~ - z Q
Yh ¥ ijmn

hijmYhijmo

provides the estimate of the
proportions.

Estimation of Totals and Proportiocas of Chilad
Characteristics in the Age Croup 12-18

Since presently we do not intend £o use pupil
survey data, there is no need for developing
a new child weight for children in the age
group 15~18., The weight developed for an
eligible household will be appended to each
child's_{(15-13) record for estimating totals




and characteristics in the ags group 15-1§,
as explained in A(2} {d}.

If it were tO be decided to use pupll surwvey
datea, procedures must he written to develop
a2 new welght reflecting subsampling and
nonresponse adjustments pertinent to that
part of the survey.

Procedures for Adjusting Weignts for Age and

Sex Distribution

After looking at the tabula® on by age and
sex, should it be decided to adjust the
welights, we would proceed as follows:

{1} Tabulate hoth weighted and unweighted
MELB data, separately for Spanisn and
other NELB, for California, Taexas, New
York, remainder of U.S., and total
U.S. combined (separately -- 10 tablss
in all) using the following as a guide:

Age Male Female Total

1n
12
13
14
Subtotal
15
15
17
18

Subtotal
Grandtotal

{2) e would examine the data ard decide on the age
groups to be collapsed for age and sex acjust-

ment.




The Census SIE made astimates of the numbsr of
MELB children in 1976 in the age range S-14
years. Since 1976 there has been some decline
in the number of children in that age range.
2stimated only on the basis of Qecline in live
births, the downward adjustment is apoutr 4.4
percent. Thus. :the 2estimates of total MELB
children, as estimated by SIE and adjusted &o
1978, are as follows:

Adjusted to
1976 SIE 1973
{1n 000s) ((in 0008}

California 389 850
Texas 659 - 130
New York 663 534
Remainder of (.S. 1,741 1,664

TOTAL 3,952 3,778




6.6.2.Non~response and Subsampling Weight Adjustments

The following adjustment ratios were produced as a result of applying the
Westat procedures to the CESS sample.

Jeceener Hon-Rearoncs lpwtiment Patlee

Low Demaley Hizn Densyzy

Subpopulacion
SH5A HonSMSA SHEA HELEHF S

Callfornia 1.2399 13135 1. 315 .13
Tenas 12112 L.1el 1.237% 1.0022
Hew Yook 1. 130L 1.130L L5102 14197
Rezalader of U5, 1.3:70 622 1. 0943 1. Mhs

Household Quescionmaire lan=%esponsy Adjustment Racios

Loy denmsity figh Jensicy

Subpopulation
SHSA sonSitSA S5 donSHFA

California 1.0009 1.193¢9
Texas L.0000 1.0366
Yaw Yock 11153 1.0661
Aezalndec of U.5. 1.0000 1.318:

LHSAT Hon-Aesponse Adjustaent Ricles

[ Donaler Hizk Deastcer

Subpopulacion
SHSA Yon§MSA SHSA Hon3MsA

Callfornia 1.5667 1.2521 2.4321
Taxas 1.0169 1.4602 1.21%0
New Yook, 1.2212 1.1549 1.1549
Aetainder of V.5, 1.160% 1.0407 1.186)

Cocrecelon Factacs Poc Cotreccen® Age and Sex Hiscribucion

Are

SubPupylacion

spanish
Callfnecnla 1,630} 1oL 35 t Aot 113 2.6218
Taxas 0.1063 1.1205 | 9.7459 . L, /Qub
Hew tock 1.006) 0.6051 | 2.5228 0.8837
Remalndec of V5. | 1.3625 1.36%% | G.8118

Ugher ton-Engtlyh k
Calilomia 2.6137 2.6137

Texan 36.5401 H.34601
Hew Yook 1.045) 1.0L5
Rerwindec of 0.5, 2+ 1990 1.3932

ERI
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6.6.3. Distrlbution of CESS Sample by Age, Svz, Language, and Subponulation

The following tables show the distributlon of cases prior to the finai weight adjustment
to the SIE sample.

POPULATLION: _ynoLk U,5, (Weighted) 106/15/78

Language Spanlsh

Sex

86,991 92,746 32,718 50,541
114,883 99,905 52,477 42,415
125,066 103,816 42,110 117,588
92,944 101,545 16,527 48,510
119,221 112,192 12,452 40,154
89,506 127,847 36,374 47,532
11 78,945 85,312 87,704 71,829
12 78,501 98,926 41,104 76,784
13 73,998 96,475 35,350 | 8.8 | 46,916
14 | 131,949 : 130,495 46,663 {11.6 | 61,439

Subtotal | 992,004 1,049,259 403,479 }40.1% 603,708 3,048,450

15 | 135,680 87,158 27,527 |18.1 | 68,063
16 | 84,494 87,293 51,769 [34.0 | 71,477
17 110,732 92,505 28,480 [18.7 | 44,412

18 | 44,387 40,699 44,673 [29.3 { 17,241

Subtotal | 375,293 307,655 152,449 143.1%201,193 1,036,590

1,35?,291 1,356,914 555,928 804,901 4,085,040

* These percentages ace not the sum of the column parcentages, which sum to 100.0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

~10~ 210




10/15/

POPULATLOMN: VHOLE UHTEED STAFES (Unweighted)

Language Spanish Other

Sex

11

12
13
14

Subtotal

13
16
17
18

Subtotal

1,014

% These percentages are not the sum of the ¢olumn percentages, which sum Lo 100.0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
.

~11-
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10/15/78
POYULATION:  CALIIORETA (Meiphted)

Language Spanlsh Uther

Sex

19,040 24,343 28,080
18,722 24,817 4,215
20,492 16,434 . 7,813
18,538 23,660 25,049
22,687 20,724 0

10 16,091 18,114 8,306

1 | 17,764 33,798 _ 12,754

12 | 13,680 21,827 19,198

13 12,497 . 11,528 8,141

14 24,184 ' 26,871 1,593

Subtotal }[183,695 222,116 115,149 4 555,482

15 19,964 21,287 8,099
16 21,755 14,184 19,756
17 13,992 12.968 9,328
18 4,441 6,684 0 0

Subtotal | 60,152 55,123 6.7 176,583

Total 277,239 152.332 730,065

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages, which sum to 100.07,
byt are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

2{12?
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10/15/78
l’ol’UI.A‘rloN: L{a{ [ l]l”‘“!\ (Unwc{’n‘ht cd}

Language Spanish

Sex

11
12
13

14

Subtotal

15
16
17
18

Subtotal

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages, which som to 100,0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

’
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10/15/74
POPULATION: __ 1I.¥AS (Welghied)

Language Spanish

35,938 26,143
37,340 29,021
61,652 39,053

33,884 25,506

17,918 23,430
10 41,856 53,220
11 26,510 26,629
12 22,295 27,336
13- 18,019 1 26,422
14 23,609 | 7.4} 48,521

Subtotal | 319,021 |49.5% 321,281 474 641,250

15 24,007 | 30.8; 20,712 2,807
16 27,863 | 35.8 ) 16,755 6,216

17 14,407 | 18,51 18,931 | 156
18 11,614 | 14.9 7,029 ‘ 3,137

Subtotal 77,891 { 55.1% 63,427 12,316 - 153,790

396,912 384,708 12,790 795,040

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages. which sum to 100.0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/L5/7

POPULATION: _TEXAS (Fuwefghted)

Language Spanish Other

Sex

11
12
13
14

Subtoctal

15
16
17
18

Subtotal

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages, which sum to 100.0%4,
s but ere the percents of the total males and females by language group.

[ -15~
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10/15
POT'ULATLON: HEY YORE (Hoiphted)

Language Spanish Other
Sex M F M F
Total
# A # % # pA i pA
Age 5 4,678 2.3 8,809 5,2 16,848 (19.4 | 10,632 9.8

6 31,519 15.3 | 18,621 10.9 17,029 |19.6 3,377 .1

7 16,543 8.0 1 21,390 12.5 | 16,800 19,3 | 15,401 14,2

8 10,527 5.1} 24,958 14.6 0 0 0 0

9 28,770 }14.0 | 11,125 6.5 0 0 10,370 9.6
10 17,631 8.6 | 13,440 1.9 3,905 4.5 | 11,772 10.9
11 13,685 6.7 4,516 2.6 14,189 116.3 | 25,303 23.4
12 16,948 8.2 | 28,801 16.9 3,905 ¢t 4.5 9.77%4 9.0
13 30,056 | 14.6 8,012 4.7 2,677 J.1 9,445 8.7
14 35,398 (17.2 | 30,933 18.1 11,614 |13.4 | 12,042 11.1

Subtotal | 205,756 |54.7*170,605 |&5.3*| 86,967 |44.6%|108,116 | 55.47 571,443

15 11,580 |26.2 } 18,666 |28.8 | 10,667 [36.5 | 13,137 | 44.1
16 12,078 |27.4 | 13,171 {20.3 9,620 (33.0( O 0
17 11,232 {25.5 | 25,042 {38,6 5,874 120.1 | 12,203 | 41.0

18 9,241 | 20.9 7,914 12.2 3,032 |10.4 4,431 | 14.9

Subtotal 44,131 | 40.5*%| 64,793 59.5% § 29,193 49.5%) 29,771 '50.51 167,888

Total 249,886 235,398 116,160 137,887 739,331

# These percentages atre not the sum of the column percentages, whlch sum to 100. 0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/15/7¢
POPULATION: NEY 7OIE (itwedphied)

Language

Spanish

Sex

10
1
12
13
14

Subtotal

15
16
17
13

Subtotal

* These percentages are not the sum of the column pererntages, which Sum to 100.0%,
but are the pecrcents of Fhe}total males and females by language group.
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POPULATLOH: _BALAUCE (Heightad)

Language - Spanish

Sex

27,335 35,451 15,870 11,830
27,302 27,447 32,291 34,824
26,378 26,940 25,310 94,375

29,995 27,421 15,209 23,461
49,846 56,913 12,452, 29,546

13,929 43,074 19,171 27,454
1 20,986 22,368 72,688 33,772
12 25,578 20,962 27,760 47,811

13 13,426 50,513 27,009 29,093

14 48,157 24,170 33,157 47,804

Subtotal ) 283,51) 335,258 281,516 %1379,969 1,280,2#6

15 | 80,129 26,493 10,637 44,020
16 22,799 43,183 34,405 45,505
17 71,101 35,564 15,424 22,724
18 | 19,091 19,072 40,511 9,673

Subtotal {193,120 124,312 100,976 “120,922 | 36.7F 540,33

476,651 452,570 382,492 501,891 1,820,60

* These percentages are not the sum of the column pereentapas, which sum o 100.0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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1071547
POIPULATLOL “a‘\lf“(l (linlf{;lgln_cd)_ '

Language Spanish Other

Sex

11
12
13
14

Subtotal

15
16
17
18

Subtotal

* Thege percentagys are not the sum of the columm percentages, which sum to 100.0%,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

w] 0=
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6.6.4, Westat Bstimation o Vagiooee Prodcedures

The following paper was provided by Westat to RDI to follow in calculating
estimates of variance. It may also be found in the Westat Field Report.

Estimation of variance

For variance estimation, Westat divided the cer:ainty
counties within each group in a stratum into two parts. One pa:t
consisted of segments listed at odd numbers and the second part
consisted of segments listed at even numpers. These parts are
called odd and even segments within a certainty county. The aon-
certainty counties within a density class ars grouped together.
The certainty and noncertainty county groupings within each of
the four strata are showit in Table 3-7.

The for owing notation was used to estimate the

variance:

denotes the stratum; h = 1, 2, 3, 4;
denotes the group:

denotes the county: (for a certainty county, j=1,2
odd and even) .

denotes the segment:
denotes the household:
denotes the child;

is the number of sampled children in howvse-
hold m, segment k, county j, group 1, stratum h.

is the number 0f sampled households in segment X,
county j, group i, stratum h;

is the number of sampled segments in county j,
group i, stratum h:

is the number of sampled counties in group i, strztum

is“the number of groups in stratum n;
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(1)

whi'k is the adjusted weight associated with screened
] household m, in sec¢ment k, county j, group i,

stratum h;

is the adjusted weight associated with eligible
household m, in segment Xk, county j, group i,
stratum h;

is the adjusted weight associated with sample
child n in the age group 5-14 in household m,
segment Kk, county j, group i and stratum hj

Xhijkm is the value of some specified characteristic
or Y of household m, in segment k, county 4§, group i,
hijkm stratum h;

Xhijkmn is the value of some specified characteristics
or ¥ of child n in household m, segment k, county j,
“hijkmn group i, stratum h.

(2)

Whigk

Qhijkm

For example, when interested in calculating the variance of the pro-
portion of LESA children in the age group (6~10), we assigned

th child is in the age group (6-10), and 0 if

th ohild is LESA and was in

not. We assigned Yhijkmn = 1 if the n

the age group (6-10), and 0 if not.




Table 3-7. Scheme of grouping the c¢ounties in the four strata

Group number County code Nature of county

-——

California 13,202 Certainty
13,204 Certainty
14,205 Certainty
14,206 Certainty
14,247 Certainty
16,215 Certainty
13,201 Noncertainty
13, 209 Noncertainty
13,211 "Noncersainty
13,212 Noncertainty

4,208 Noncertainty
14, 214 Noncertainty
23,107 Certainty
26,112 Certainty
27,115 Certainty
23,104 Noncertainty
23,108 wbbmmnnmw:ﬂm
24,109 Moncertainty
25,111 ro:nmNﬁmwzﬁw
28,116 ‘Noncertainty
28,118 Noncertainty
28,120 Noncertainty

Q
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Table 3-7. Scheme 0f grouping the coun-ies in the four strata

{coentinued)

Group number County code Mature of county
1 34,674 Certainty
2 34,675 Certainty
3 35,676 Certainty
4
5

35,677 Certainty
32,6890 Noncertainty
33,672 Noncertainty
33,673 Noncertainty
33,678 Noncertainty
33,681 Moncertainty
Remainder 43,448 Certainty
of G.S. 43,514 Certainty
43,3513 Certaints
43,725 Certainty
43,728 Certainty
44,138 Certainty
44,270 Certainty
44,512 Certainty
44,513 Certainty
44,521 Certainty
45,265 Certainty
41,129 Noncertainty
41,134 Noncertainty
41,135 Noncertainty
41,144 Noncertainty
41,722 Noncertainty
42,140 Noncertain;y
42,145 Moncertainty
42,149 Moncertainty
42,153 Mloncertainty
42,154 Noncertainty
42,157 Noncertainty
42,160 Noncertainty
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Table 3-7. Scheme of grouping thes counties in the four strata
{continued)

Group number County code Nature of county

14 42,237 Noncertainty
42,515 Noncertainty
42,723 Noncertainty
43,143 Noncertainty
43,155 Moncertainty
43,201 Voncertainty.
43,262 Noncertainty
43,269 Noncertainty
43,304 Noncertainty
43,306 Noncertainty
43,507 - Noncertainty
43,508 Noncertainty
43,510 Noncertainty
43,517 Noncertainty
43,520 Moncertainty
43,726 Noncertainty
44,238 Noncertainty
44, 264 Noncertainty
45,268 Noncertainty
46, 267 Noncertainty
47,266 Noncertainty

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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For eligible housahoid characteristils

1 —‘(2} X

“aijxm - "hijk “hijkm

Bhi jk
>
141

‘ —
Xhijr ©

Other characteristics are similarly defined.

ror screened household characteristics:

. (1) {2y
Substitute Whijk for whijk in (1Y,

For a sample child in the age group (3-14):

fhijkma = %hijkm hijkma

h .
, hijkna
s = D S
hijkm n=l hijknn




characteristics are similarly defined.

Approximate Variance for Totals

Variances for noncertainty and certainty counties were
determined separately.

Non-certainty Counties (Stratum h)
- Dhn n

: . "hi
02 - E _.l}l— *

b3 (X'
1
X'h (nc)

L. = X¢
i=1 Mhitt 5= hij

2
hi

where Dhn denotes the number of groups of non-
certainty counties in stratum h.

Certainty County
Let

Ms1 denote the number of segments in the odd

certainty county of the ith certainty?Psy
in stratum h,

denotes the number of segments in the even
certainty county in the ith certainty PSU
in stratum h,




Dh(c) Jdenotes the number of certainty counties in stratum h,

then the contribution to variance from certainty counties
will be

* = z
nee) © 1= Uil Mhi2

g

D 2 1 t
. . h(c) LW (n'h:l.2 X hil ~ %1 X hiZ)z

Thi1 T 0

Variance at Stratum Level

S0, variance of the total (K'h) for the stratum h will be

Variance at National Level

Estimated Variance for the National Totals (¥)




Relvariance of Proportions

(a) At stratum level

-~

VZ

1
¥y
x'l'

L+ J '
pf'n Xp¥'n

To calculate 3 proceed as follows:

¥
'Y 'h

(i) Non certainty counties

Dy,

n n,. .
, hi - ( -
1] T = I — S 4 Y'--"Y..

x'h h(ne) i=1 Phi I , xhl) hij “hi

(ii) Certainty counties

Dh(c)
pX

1 - T
A Mi2%hil ™ Mhi1%niz
e=1 Rhi1*tMhi2

T 1
Mhi2¥hi1™Phi1%hi2
Bhi1*tPhiz

~ ~

= 0, + ¢
thﬂ(nc) xﬂYﬂ(c)
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(b) National Level

92+ = y2- g2~ = oysa
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APPENDIX F

CODES DEVELOPED FOR OPEN-ENDED SURVEY ITEMS




Household Screener Questionnaire
Open-Ended Item Codes

Codes were developed for open-ended jitems on the basis of comments written
by the interviewer. Editors did not interpret or code written comments
into provided categories. A new code was created for each unique response
recorded.

Item No. or Description Code Definition

Year structure built 1970 or later
Before 1970
D.K., no idea, etc.
Unoccupied, vacant

Usual language: S2, 534,

s5, sS15, sli7 Czechoslovakian
Lithuanian
English and Spanish *
Dutch
8ign Language
Yugoslavian
Hungarian
Armenian
Hebrew
Persian
Ukranian
Turkish
Albanian
Hindi - Eastern Indian
Arabic
Maltese/Spanish
Gujarati
Igbo
Macedonian
Samcan
Hawaiian
Panish
Urdu
Farsi (Persian)
Norguishiw - Norowish **
American Indian
Swiss
(deleted)

1

All of these combinations found on 52 and S3A items were recoded as either
English or Spanish depending on which appeared forst on the survey.

A1l of the language codes were checked against the code list used by
the Bureau of the Census. This language was not found om that list
and may be an incorrect interviewer interpretation.
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Page Adde”’
Item No. or Description No. . Codes Code Definitions

47 Romanian
48 Flemish

49 Togoto *
50 Lebanese
51 Cambodian
52 Thai

53 Aronion *
54 Hindu

35 Bengali

56 Slavice

57 Mandarin
58 Assyrian
59 Harti *

60 Indonesian
61 Apache

62 Latin

98 Don*t know

Origin: S18 30 Lithuanian
31 Czechoslovakian
32 Hungarian
33 Yugoslavian
34 North European
K11 Sweden
36 American (¥.S.)
37 Armenian
K}:] Turkish
39 Hawaiian
40 India
41 Yemen
42 Israel
43 Spanish
44 Canadian
45 Lebanese
46 Tejano *
47 Dutch
48 Ukranian
49 Austrian
50 Latin American
51 Nigerian
52 Dominican Republic
53 Greek Cypriot
54 Macedonian
55 Eurasian
56 Argun
57 Persian
58 Chilean

* A}l of the origin codes were checked against the code list used by the
Bureau of the Census. This language was not found on that list and may
be an incorrect interviewer interpretation.

-2
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Page
Item N. or Description No. Code Definition

Indonesian
Thai
Rumanian
Haitian
Guaremalan
Iraq
Samoan
Iran
Uruguay
Ecuador
Country of birth: 820
h Panama
\ Albania
Ecuador
Bolivia
America
Colombia
Egypt
Centrzl America
Daninican Republic
" Yugoslavia
Costa Rica
Spain
India
Yemen
Israel
Lativia
South Africa
El Salvader
Peru
Holland
Hong Kong
Venezuela
Nigeria
Honduras
Cyprus
New Guinea
Austria
Taiwan
Turkey
Iran =
Palestine
Arabia
tizaragua
Chile
Syria
Lebanon

~
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Item No. or Description Code Definition

Morocco

Iraq
Argentina
South America
Brazil
Thailand
Guatemala
Czechoslovakia
Rumania
Haiti

Hungary

Samoa
Indonesia
Bulgaria
Jkraine
Uruguay
Pakistan

Telephione location: $25 : Friend, landlord, apartment
manager
Other relative
Public phone
Qffice phone

Type of structure: S26 Motel
Garage Apartment
Rooming-Boarding House
Garden Apartment
Apartment Complex
Condominium
(deleted)
Mobil tlome
Hogan

Interpreter: $29 Neighbor
Cousin, other relative

Friend

Language of interview: 530 See codes used for Screener items
SZ and S3A
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i
Household Questionnaire
Open-Ended Item Codes
Codes were developed for onen—ended items on the basis of comments written
by the interviewer. Editors did not interpret or code written comments
into provided categories. A new code was created for each new response as
recorded.
Page Added
Item No. or Description No. Codes Code pefinition
Why child not in school:
HS5 3 8 Graduate
9 Personal problems, married
10 Cannot speak Englich
11 Lives in Mexico
12 Pregnant
Why child left school: H6 3 5 Pregnant
6 (deleted)
7 Problems with teachers
8 Sick
9 School too far
Highest grade attended: H7 3 23 Head Start program
24 Special class, no grades
25 Vocational instruction
Person's usual language:
Box C 10 See codes ysed for Screener items
82 and 534
Language spoken
to siblings: H23 11 See codes used for Screener items
82 a«nd S34A
to friends: H24 11 See codes used for Screener. items
82 and S3A
Who is teaching
English: H26 13 5 Coach
6 Lay perscn
-5-
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tlousehold Questicnnaire
Open-Ended Iiem fodes (Cont.)

Page Added
Ttem No. or Description No. Codes Code Definitcion

Where is English
taught: H27 Home

Instruction in non-English
language: H29 See codes used for Screener items
52 and S3A

Who 1s tezching
Pnglish: E31 Coach
Lay people

Where 1s English
taught: H32 Home

Household
income: H36 None

Loss

Less than $2,000
$2 - 3,999
$4 - 5,999
$6 - 7,999
38 - 9,999
$10 -11,999
$12 -14,999
$15 -19,999
$20 ~24,999
$25,000 up
Refused
Don't know

i
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
il
12
13
L4

‘236

/(1 ;%ﬁiéwuaén_—-dz»dﬁ-/dzzkhzélzzoéaa,.__u




6.8.3 Non-Interview Report Form
Open-Ended Item Codes

Codes were developed for open-ended items on the basis of comments written
by the interviewer. Editors did not interpret or code written commeats
into provided categories. A new code was created for each new response
as recorded.

Page Added
Item No. or Description No. Codes Code Definition

Additional information:
N3 1 Information given

2 Information not given

N10 1 Information given
2 Information not given

Language problem: N& See codes used for Screener items
82 and s34

Type of structure: NI12 See codes used for Screener item
$26
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APPENDIX G

QUESTIONNAIRES

‘GOPIES OF QUESTIONNAIRES MAY BE SEEN
BY ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE PROJECT OFFICER,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION,

WASHINGTON, D.GC.)




