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FOREWORD

The report of the Children's English and 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.

o 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 Software are included in

a separate volume.

In additione'copies 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-English Language Background (NELB). The eligible homes and

selected children constituted a special purpose sample for language

minorities, perhaps the first such sample in a national study of this sort.

It is significant to note that this study concerning bilingual

education :gas 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 contractor for the 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

Development Institute, a major subcontractor, is a minority 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 minority group.

The Reviewers Group, an advisory board representing state educational

agencies, and th4 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 data 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 population. Indeed, the CESS is a rare or perhaps

unique undertaking in that it was a study of language minority groups

ii
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conducted largely by technically expert persons falling witMn 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 O'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 Nieves. 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-productsof the CESS are important, and it is especially sig-

nificant to recIgnize that they were made possible only as a result of

cooperative assistance from hundreds of persons.
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Although LISA, 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 RBI. WESTAT had the responsibility for designing the sample,_monitoting

the sampling process, deriving the formulae for calculations based on sampling

considerations and interpreting and reporting all of the above. RBI was

responsible for coding, 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

1. 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 105(a) (1) (20 U.S.C. 880b-10), mandated that:

(a) The Ndtional Center for Education Statistics count

the number school-age children and adults "with

limited English-speaking ability" (LESA) in each

State and report the findings to the Congress (20

U.S.C. 880b-10);

(b) 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);

(c) 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).

/
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These sections reflect the concerns which the Congress has ex-

pressed because of the lack of hard data that wnuld show the extent

of educational needs of children and adults with limiti English- speak-

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 survey was

conducted 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 assessment included in the Bilin-

gual Education Act. The results 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. Miranda 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

-2-
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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.

1
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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 representatives from the bilingual

education programs in the U.S. to serve on a technical and advisory

review group. This constitutes the Reviewers Group which advises

both the Zonsortium and the 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

advisory capacity during four conferences held to discuss the devel-

opment of survey instruments, techniques for field data collection,

operational definitions and assessment of persons of limited English-

speaking ability, and overall survey planning and recommendations

(e.g.: test item format and content, acoring criteria, scoring pro-

cedures, and validity and reliability of instruments).

1 3
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3. 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 classiffee as Limited English Speaking Ability

(LESA).

In the absence of acceptable tests of English, completely new

tests were developed for each age level, 5 through 14, by

L. Miranda and Associates. The ten tests are' knownas the Language

Measurement and Assessment Inventory (MAI). Reading , writing,

speaking and understanding 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 appropriate age level. The tests were

developed cooperatively by subject matter and test specialists,

school psychologists, linguists and psychometricians, including

the individuals who were members of the Reviewer's Group.

The tests underwent three successive field tests and a pilot

test.

The operational definition of a Limited English Speaking Ability

(LESA) child is one who scores below the critical score on the appro-

priate age level MAL. 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.

777.44.a.pfler-- 4.4



4. Sample Design

=0

The Children's English and Services Study concentrated on pro-

viding estimates of the number of children with limited English-speak-

ing ability and of the educational needs of these children for all

languages combined, and separately for Spanish- speaking persons. The

information is representative of the total U.S., and of California,

Texas, and New York.

Within each of these major strata t 3 counties and independent

cities were stratified by percent of their population who have mother

tongues other than English (separately for Spanish and all other) and

by size. Strata boundaries were chosen so as to approximately equal-

ize the number of non-English mother tongue persons in each. A

sample was allocated to the four major strata so as to provide "useful"

estimates of the number of LESA children in the Spanish category for

all three of the identified states and for the other-language category

in California and New York.

The allocation of the sample between counties and area segments

within count.es were made so as to approximately optimize the design

when both cost and sampling error were considered. Screening was

conducted at two levels. At the first level, households that did

meet the definitions of the study were screened out. At the second

level, children with limited English-speaking ability were identified

and all of them were tested, when possible. A fraction 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

15
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for each county a record was created which included the follOwing

data items (in addition to identification):

o total population
o total Spanish mother tongue
o percent Spanish mother tongue
o total other non-English mother tongue
o total non-English mother tongue
o 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 SlISAs, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas).



5. Data Collection

This section describes the procedures used for conducting the

field portion of the study. There were 11 regions established, each

headed by a supervisor trained by the appropriate Consortium con-

tractor. The 11 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 whenever possible.

Since one of the criteria for the study was to identify house-

holds of non-English language backgrounds, 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 consent 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 consent form to

the school to obtain school 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 done 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

I 7
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22 sampled states. Because this phase could not be initiated until

near the completion of the household survey, the schedule 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 Horsehold Questionnaires; testing of

eligible children with the appropriate Language Measurement, and

Assessment Inventory; and collecting school data with the Pupil

Survey.

1
3

717/.4.zne-14 Aftle44 /1-1040,4--



6. Weighting 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 based on non-response

to interview instruments used in the LESA count phase of the study.

Each instrument, the GESS Household Screener, the Household Question-

naire, and the LMSAI test, 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.

The Household Screener response rates for the whole U.S. 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 -;ere 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.S. 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

www
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of the U.S. were 90.43%, 94.89%, 93.55%, and 94.61% respectively.

To determine the response rates on the ul&AI test, the number

of completed tests were compared to the number of children eligible

for testing, excluding handicapped and 15 to 18 year old children.

The response rate for the MAI was 84.58% for the entire sample.

For California, 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 made 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 LBSA 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 year old children, as specified by the study de-

sign. Language proficiency of 15 to Is! year old children was not

measured.

7,744:1m44.- 4.4



7. Population Zstimates

Table 1 presents the NELB and LESA counts. For the whole U.S.,

the estimated number of 5 to 14 year old NILE 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 1t year 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 situation 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.

77A-s,,./._
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TABLE 1

NELB and LESA Counts with LESA Proportions

Category INELB Count ILESA Count LESA Pro ortion

I I % I CV Minimum Maximum

Whole U.S.

Subpopulation
California
Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S.

240!.

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 olds
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.

Other non-English
California
New York
Remainder of U.S.*

3,812,000 2,410,000 63.2 6.10 55.49 70.90

855,000 594,000 69.5 8.35 57.39 81.1L
630,000 438,000 69.5 8.48 57.80 81.42
608,000 458,000 76.9 10.68 60.45 93.28

1,718,000 908,000 52.9 11.44 40.77 64.96

722,000 484,000 67.0 6.81 57.86 76.11
780,000 534,000 68.4 8.62 56.61 80.20

1,099,000 652,000 59.3 10.63 46.68 71.90
1,210,000 740,000 61.1 6.71 52.98 69.33

2,390,000 1,744,000 73.0 3.73 67.53 78.41
1,422,000 665,000 46.8 12.27 35.30 58.24

467,000 352,000 75.3 5.57 66.93 83.'3
486,000 390,000 80.2 4.15 73.55 86.85
690,000 462,000 67.0 7.54 56.86 77.05

747,000 540,000 72.4 5.96 63.73 80.98

255,000 132,000 51.7 17.27 33.87 69.60
294,000 144,000 48.9 22.01 27.38 70.46
409,000 190,000 46.4 20.36 27.48 65.24
463,000 199,000 43.0 13.65 31.29 54.78

654,000 502,000 76:7 3.47 71.41 82.04
602,000 438,000 72.8 5.11 63.34 80.20
364,000 316,000 86.9 4.64 78.78 94.92
770,000 488,000 63.4 11.13 49.28 77.49

201,000 93,000 46.0 36.85 12.10 79.91
245,000 152,000 62.0 24.08 32.15 91.83
977,000 421,000 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.

dre labs;m44._.



8. Conclusion

Congress presented three mandates to the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare to collect data on bilingual education. The

Children's English and Services Study, conducted under the aegis of

National Institute of Education, provides the requested date in terms

of population estimates of Non-English Language Background (NELB) and

Limited English Speaking Ability (LESA) persons. The Study was a

cooperative venture involving a Consortium of Contractors, a national

Review Group of Advisors, and major participation by the staff of

National Institute of Education and National Center for Education

Statistics.

Detailed reports and copies of instruments are available in

three volumes at the National Institute of Education.

23
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VOLUME I

FINAL REPORT - CHILDREN'S ENGLISH AND SERVICES STUDY

COUNTS ON NON-ENGLISH BACKGROUND AND LIMITED

ENGLISH SPEAK/OG 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 programs 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 is one other than English. The national Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provided assistance through LEAs for limited

English speaking children in Title VII, 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 Congress

the needed data on which to provide funds in support 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 ft."

the Bilingual Education Act, ESEA Title VII.

- 1 -
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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 of 1974 (20 U.S.C. 880b -12),

mandates:

The Commissioner (of Education) and the Director (of the
National Institute of Education) shall undertake studies
to determine the basic educational needs of children of
limited English - speaking ability.

The Children's English and Services Study is one of a number of studies

the National institute of Education is initiating to respond to this mandate.

Section 731(c)(1) of the Bilingual Education Act, Section 105(a)(1) 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:

Anatilcmsonaassessment of the educational needs of children
and other perso limited Ewa-IA-speaking lzty
and of the extent to which such need* are being met from
Federal, State and local efforts, tmcluding (A) not Inter
than July 1, 1977, the results of a survey of the number
of such children and persona in the States, and (B) a plan,
including cost estimatea,...for extending programs of bi-
lingual education and bilingual vocational and adult educ-
ation programs to au such presrhool 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 ouch purpose;...(ami) an assessment of the number of
teachers and other educational personnel needed to carry
out programs of bilingual education under this title and
those carried out under other programs for persons of
limited English-speaking ability...

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

The National Center for Education Statistics Ara/ conduct
the survey required by Section 731(c)(1)(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 of children

and adults to-1.th limited English-speaking ability (LESA) and how

those needs are being met.

2,9
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II. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The Children's English and Services Study (CESS) is one of the studies

initiated by the National Institute of Education responding to the Congressional

mandates. The current report is concerned with the mandate to estimate the

number and location of LESA children.

The CESS not only made an estimate of LESA possible, but it also 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 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 sub:aitted in 1977 by L. Miranda and Associates, Inc.,

as a 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 national sampling technique

and conceptual approach to the overall statistical treatment of the

data base were designed so as 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

(NELB) individuals and the number of Limited English Speaking Ability (LESA)

- 3 -
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students, ages 5-14. Within each of these categories data are provided on

the three states with the largest groups of NELB and LESA children.

In addition, the major steps taken in Che 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 Che development of tests and instruments 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 Che Congress

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

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

/II. PROJECT REVIEWERS

Recognizing the need for involving persons knowledgeable in bilingual

education, the Chief State School Officers were requested Co designate

representatives from their bilingual education programs Co serve on a

technical and advisory review group. The individuals designated constitute

Che Reviewers Group which advised both the Consortium and Che Government

representatives on the CESS. The names and affiliations of all the Reviewers

involved in the development of test and survey instruments may be seen in

Appendix A of this report.

There 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

C. Washington, D.C. - April 18, 1977

D. Washington,' D.C. - October 26 to 27, 10,7

-4-
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Because there was a bilingual education meeting in New Orleans at an

especially appropriate time, an unofficial meeting of available Reviewers

was held there on April 7 to 8, 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 such 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 arrangements for field

testing of instruments (Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory).

They provided access and helped on specific physical arrangements

in several school districts.

In addition to the Reviewers, there were many consultants engaged for

special tasks. For example, in designing and reviewing the proposed national

sample there were outside eLperts 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 their purposes are stated below. Copies of the actual survey

instruments have been deposited with the National Institute of Education, as

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

Assessment Inventory.

. 117.444.-- ittAZ 10,4044,44- i
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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 if a language other than English was spoken in

the household, and to identify the language. The Screening Questionnaire

required approximately 5 to 10 minutes to administer.

A non - English language background (NELB) household is one in which a

language other than English is spoken usually or often. In this study, an

eligible household is 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 those eligible.

The Screening 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

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

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE - When the Screening Questionnaire indicated

that a household was eligible for the study and the selected child or

children were identified, the interviewer proceeded to interview the head

of the household, entering answers on the Househcld Questionnaire (HQ).

1-e Household Questionnaire is a census-type questionnaire composed of items

from the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) and other items recommended by

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

specific information about the selected child or children and family.

-6-
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Information requested of the respondent included 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.S. 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 ASSESSMENT INVENTORY - The Language Measurement

and Assessment Inventory (LM&AI) was administered to selected children aged

5-14 years. The LM&AI is 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 emphasised in school systems 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.S. school systems. The objectives are graduated in difficulty and sophis-

tication across the age forms.

The number and type 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

-7-
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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 field test school personnel as native English speakers (NES) within the

normal range of ability; and (3) they 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 field tests were performed included Spanish, Japanese, Chinese,

Vietnamese, Greek, Italian, Polish and Arabic as well as native English

speakers. In field tests, the items wAre demonstrated to be within the

experiential and knowledge background of an NES child of a given age in

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

to children aged 15 to 18 in this study.

Using extensive field 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 is a

LESA child is defined operationally as a child who, when tested on the

appropriate LM&AI age form, fell below a given score. These critical

scores were established through discriminant function analysis of data

obtained in field tests.

By use of the LM&AI 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.

-8-
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PUPIL SURVEY - The Pupil Survey (PS) requests information in four

categories for selected, enrolled children: the students' grade placement

and grade repetition, the students' instructional program, special services

and assessment, and sources of funding for the students' 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 when the

parent had 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 illustrate areas of student

need and patterns of services received.

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

was as follows:

Screening Questionnaire

Household Questionnaire

4,
Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory

4
29E11 Survey,

V. SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample design of the 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-

sentative of the total U.S., and separately for California, Texas and New York.

-9- :3 G
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To achieve this goal, the counties and independent cities of the United

States (approximately 3,000 of them) were stratified into four groups as

follows:

o Those in California

o Those in Texas

o Those in New York

o All Other

Within each of these major strata the counties and independent cities

(referred to as "counties") were stratified by percentage of their popu-

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

and all other)and also by size. Strata boundaries were chosen so as to

approximately equalize the number of non-English mother tongue persons

in each. A sample was allocated to the four major strata so as to

provide the required precision for the national estimates and to provide

useful estimates of the identified states, as tell as the other-language

category in California and New York.

The allocation of the sample between counties and area segments

within counties was made so as to optimize the design when both cost and

sampling error were considered. Screening was conducted at two levels.

At the first level, using the RI, households were screened "out" that

did not meet the definitions of the study. At the second level, children

from non-English language backgrounds were selected from all eligible

children 5-14 (up to two 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 although some large cities served as PSUs.

3 %;
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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 into 591 area segments.

A coefficient of variation of 15 percent on the national estimate of

number of limited English-speaking ability (LESA) children was targeted.

The final 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.

For stratification purposes, the remote counties in Alaska were eliminated

from the universe because of the difficulty (and cost) of surveying them.

A31 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, Russian,
Hungarian and Portugese were collapsed into
"all other" for purposes of estimating county
measures of size.

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

o 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 enrollments

v.:
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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. For this reason, the expected number of NELB children ages 5-14

was used as the measure of size in allocating the sample to segments of

housing units in the sampled counties.

Data for estimating the number of NELB children were available from

the Survey of Income and Education FS/E) 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

RE was the 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 130 percent response to obtain a sample

of 2,000 NELB housing units -- clearly an impossibility within the time

and budgetary constraints.

Another key statistic is 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 within-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 inadequate 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 objective, the

number of sample counties was cut to 75 and the number of sample segments

was cut to about 600. The distribution eventually used was:

California 12

Texas 10

New York 9

Remainder of U.S. 44

Total Counties 75

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

Associates for Product review; the sample design was reviewed by several

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

-13-

t)

*riosehste04. OIL



Their consensus was that the sample design was very well thought out

and technically competent; a good to excellent sample would be drawn.

VI. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

This section describes the procedures used for conducting the field

portion of the study. There were 13 regions established, each I y 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 personnel were trained in advance for the tasks they were to

perform. The training to administer the LM6AI 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 playing.

A system of quality control was established in the network of staff

and field personnel. Control measures included on-site visits of personnel

who were interviewing and testing. Observations by members of the con-

tractors' staffs were made in many locations.

The listing, screening and household interviewing in this study were

docl in a one-step operation whenever possible. The Screening

Questionnaire (SQ) was used to select eligible households from those

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

- 14
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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 SQ

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 information (the PS) concerning services

provided by the school in which the child was enrolled. The Pupil Survey was

then mailed along with a signed copy of the parental consent form to the

school to obtain school information.

The MAI 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. in 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 schedule of the Pupil Survey 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 of required data to complete the count of LESA children

given in this report.

The Pupil Survey required diversified communication with educational

agenciea in all sampled states. Depenrng on how they elected to manage the study

in their states with LEA and school 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 follow-up mailings of survey forms.

Following the collection of field 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 ANALYSIS 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., the

sample yield), (2) scoring the LM &AI 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 .12LB and LESA counts.

Analysis tasks per6ining to Pupil Survey responses do not relate to the

first Congressional mandate concernirw 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 yield for completed
Screening and Household Questionnairy,for

t)
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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
numbers of eligible and selected children.

o The LM&AI tests consisted of ten separate
instruments, one for each age group between
5 and 14 years of age. Computer programs
were developed to score each test , record
the total score, compare it to the appropriate
LESA cut-off score per age level, and record a
LESA or non-LESA code. There were 1909 tests
scored and the data was added to the master tape.

o The CESS sample design necessitated six weight
adjustments. Three of the ad ustments were
based on responses to questionnaires used in
the LESA Count phase of the study. The
instruments were the Screening Questionnaire,
the Household Questionnaire and the MEAT test.
Each questionnaire represented a different
stage of interviewing. At each stage, two
determinations were important to the weighting
procedure: (1) whether the responding household
or child was el.ugibla 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."

o 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
the Screening Questionnaire and the Household
Questionnaire. A second set of disposition
codes was applied to the MAI test.

o Six weight adjustments were made to derive
estimates of totals and proportions. A basic
sampling weight was derived for each segment
in the sample from the probability of selection
of each segment according to the sample design.
The weighted NELB ,*nd LESA counts are tabulations
of these final welents.

o Non-response adjustments were made for the
Screening Questionnaire and the Household
Questionnaire. Sixteen non-response ratios
were computed. A procedure was then followed
for adjusting subsampling 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.S.) was 76.19%. Completed cases were defined as those in which

the Screening Questionnaire was completed for an eligible household

or in which the language and children elimination questions were completed

for an ineligible household. The response rates for California, Texas,

New York, and the remainder of the U.S. were 78.08%, 82.32%, 72.63% and

75.70% respectively.

The high response rates indicate that almost all of the households

identified as eligible households were successfully interviewed.

The national Household Questionnaire response rate was 93.75%. The

response rates 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 LMAI test, the number of

completed tests were compared to 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.S. the response

rates were 73.99%, 86.47%, 86.11% and 87.58% 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

Age Level

Score Distributions

% LESA No. of LESA
. -

5 71.0 125
6 70.9 151
7 72.9 151
8 82.1 165
9 68.7 134

10 82.6 152
11 55.7 102
12 72.9 129.

13 68.0 119
14 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 U.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.
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Table 3 provides more detail on the calculation of the

unweighted and weighted NELB and LESA counts, LESA Proportions, and

LESA Proportion CV's.

The function of the coefficient of variation can be better inter-

preted using the following definition:

An average or ratio or projected total derived from
sample data is an estimate that is subject to sampling
error. A common measure of the variation to be expec-
ted in repeated surveys (and, hence, an estimate of
the sampling variability in the current survey) is the
standard error. For most survey data, one would expect
a Projected sample total, mean or ratio to Zie within
one standard error of the "true ", but unknown, value
about two times out of three, and within two standard
errors about Z9 times out of 20. The coefficient of
variation is simply the standard error,of a total,
mean or ratio divided by its respective total, mean
or ratio. Thus, it is a measure of relative variation
and is frequently multiplied by ZOO to correct it to a
percentage. For example, a coefficient of variation
of five percent on an estimated total indicates 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 re-variance is the square 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 if CV's for NELB and LESA were available on SIE data. Since
these are not available, CV's are not listed.



Table 2

NELB and LESA Counts

Category INELR Count 1LESA Count

L I

LESA Proportion

CV Minimum 'Maximum

Whole U.S.

Smbpopulation
California
Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S.

14g.
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 olds
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.

Other non-English
California
New York
Remainder of U.S.*

3,812,000 2,410,000 63.2 6.10 55.49 70.90

855,000 594,000 69.5 8.35 57.39 81.1/
630,000 438,000 69.5 8.48 57.80 81.42
608,000 458,000 76.9 10.68 60.45 93.28

1,718,000 908,000 52.9 11.44 40.77 64.96

722,000 484,000 67.0 6.81 57.86 76.11
780,000 534,000 68.4 8.62 56.61 80.20

1,099,000 652,000 59.3 10.63 46.68 71.90
1,210,000 740,000 61.1 6.71 52.98 69.33

2,390,000 1,744,000 73.0 3.73 67.53 78.41
1,422,000 665,000 46.8 12.27 35.30 58.24

467,000 352,000 75.3 5.57 66.93 83.73
486,000 390,000 80.2 4.15 73.55 86.85
690,000 462,000 67.0 7.54 56.86 77.05
747,000 540,000 72.4 5.96 63.73 80.98

255,000 132,000 51.7 17.27 33.87 69.60
294,000 144,000 48.9 22.01 27.38 70.46
409,000 190,000 46.4 20.36 27.48 65.24
463,000 199,000 43.0 13.65 31.29 54.78

654,000 502,000 76.7 3.47 71.41 82.04
602,000 438,000 72.8 5.11 63.34 80.20
364,000 316,000 86.9 4.64 78.78 94.92
770,000 488,000 63.4 11.13 49.28 77.49

201,000 93,000 46.0 36.85 12.10 79.91
245,000 152,000 62.0 24.08 32.15 91.83
977,000 421,000 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.
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F Table 3.

Calculation of NELB and LESA Counts

Category

Whole U.S.

41pepulations

ifornia
.exas

New York
Remainder of V.S.

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

Lan
Spanish
Other non-English

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

ther non-En lish
5-6 year olds
7-8 year olds
9-11 year olds
12-14 year olds

S anish
California
Texas
New York
Remainder of U.S.

Other non - English

California
New York

*
Remainder of U.S.

NELB Totals LESA Totals

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted] Weighted

NN N

1909 3,812,000 1360 71.2 2,409,000

310 855,000 233 75.2 594,000
460 630,000 324 70.4 438,000
279 608,000 229 82.1 468,000
860 1,718,000 574 66.7 908,000

389 722,000 276 71.0 484,000
408 780,000 316 77.5 534,000
562 1,099,000 388 69.0 652,000
550 1,210,000 380 69.1 740,000

1482 2,390,000 1117 75.4 1,744,000
427 1,422,000 243 56.9 665,000

304 467,000 233 76.6 352,000
320 486,000 257 80.3 390,000
430 690,000 312 72.6 462,000
428 747,000 315 73.6 540,000

85 255,000 43 50.6 132,000
88 294,000 59 67.0 144,000
132 409,000 76 57.6 190,000
122 463,000 65 53.3 199,000

276 654,000 215 749 502,000
456 602,000 323 7a8 438,000
226 364,000 200 88.5 316,000
524 770,000 379 72.3 488,000

34 201,000 18 52.9 93,000
53 245,000 29 54.7 152,000

340 977,000 196 57.6 421,000

*
For other non-English language by subpopulatiolOexas was included with

the Remainder of the U.S.
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Ix. summAgy

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, Education 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 cooperative action of many groups and individuals. The

Reviewers Group, with members designated by Chief State School Officers,

Federal and contract personnel, provided especially valuable guidance and

assistance. Three field tests of the English language proficiency measure

and a pilot study of the instruments required the help of scores 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 consortium 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 Fill. be prepared at later dates.

Additional details couceraing the present report may be found in Volume

II of this study.
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VOLUME II

I. INTRODUCTION

This volume provides detailed data on the sample deign, instrumentation,

data collection, data analysis and conclusions.

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 the

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 ructions prepared in detail for tasks and sub tasks 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 scteened to leter-

mine the eligibility of households for further survey. The survey covered

children 5 to 18 years of age in the 50 States and the District of Columbia

as the total universe. The following four subuniverses were used for design

purposes:

11161110. ....=



o California

o Texas

o New York (State)

o Remainder of the United States

Because of budgetary and time constraints it wan 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 la percent on the national estimate of the

number of limited English-speaking ability (LESA) children was 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 universe 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 procedures v- a

followed in forming the strata:

o Census data on mother tongue from the Fourth
Count Census tapes for 1970 were tabulated
for each State and the District of Columbia.



o Since it was desired to use the special Fifth Cuunt

Census tapas to estimate the proportion of NELB house-
holds for enumeration districts and block groups, and
since fewer mother tongues are reported on 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 of size.

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

o Under the assumption that LESA children are more
apt to be found where there are conc.tntrations of

non-English mother tongues, the following models
for non-Spanish, non-English measures of size
were constructed and applied to county data.

o For counties with 10,000 or more pupils, the
number 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:

.anish 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 60+ 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 the stratification, Spanish and other NELB were ad-

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

To avoid confusion with other terminology, these classes which were in

effect county strata, were called "density classes." New York, however,

was dominated by a few large counties and California was dominated by Los

Angeles. These counties would be selected with certainty in almost any

sample allocation scheme and would receive a disproportionately large

allocation of the sample. After the selection of large counties with 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.

Subuniverse
Certainty
Counties

Probability
Counties

Total
Sample

California 6 6 12

Texas 3 7 10

New York 4 5 9

Remainder of U.S. 11 33 44

Totals 24 51 75

444



Within the remainder of the United States, the sample of counties

was allocated so as to gain efficiency from sampling at a higher rate

than those counties with high density codes. The relevant data are

shown in Table 11-2.

Table 11-2.

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

Density
code

No.
of

counties

Measure

of
size
(000)

Certainty
selections

,

Remaining
measure

Probability
sample

Number
Measure of
size (000)

of

size (000)
No. of Measure

counties of size

(000)

I 1,875 1,798 0 0 1,798 5 30.4

2 644 2,851 0 0 2,851 10 237.5

3 1.61 3,899 5 1,356 2,544 13 949.8

4 33 975 5 680 294 2 17.5

5 16 284 J. 117 167 I 1 13.7

6 II 68 0 0 68 1 5.7

7-8 15 180 0 0 180 I 29.3

Totals 2,755 10,035 II 2,149 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 density of NELB households. In the least dense

areas a segment size of 300 housing units was chosen and in the most

dense areas a segment size of 25 housing units was chosen.

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 1975. Key data from that summary are shown in

Table 11-3.

It may be seen that there are about two million households with child-

ren in the age range of 5714 where a non-English language is used as the

usual or other household language. Because the definition of non-English

language background in the CESS and the STE was the 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 unite --

clearly an impossibility within the time and budgetary constraints.

Another key statistic from Table 11-3 is the average number of eligible

children to be tested 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 stated differently, about one NELB child in five was expected to be

classified as a LESA child.

**v.., .
I
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Table 11-3

Design Parameters of the Universe

Characteristic California Texas
New
York

Remainder
of U.S. Total

Total year round housing units,
1970 (thousands) 6,977 3,808 6,152 50,720 67,657

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

Spanish 337 287 2v4 401 1,229
Other non-English 122 38 157 543 850

Total 459 325 361 944 2,079
Percent of total housing

units 6.6 8.3 5.9 1.9 3.1

No. of children 5-14 in NELB
households Spanish (thousands) 668 608 393 786 2,455

Average no. per Spanish
household 1.98 2.12 1.93 1.96 2.00

Other non-English 221 51 270 955 1,497
Average no. per other
NELB household 1.81 1.82 1.72 1.76 1.76

Total 889 659 663 1,741 3,952
Average no. per NELB
household 1.94 2.04 1.84 1.84 1.90

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

.

Spanish 1.59 1.56 1.55 1.56 1.57
Other NELB 1.50 1.67 1.67 1.49 1.53
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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 considerable uncertainty concerning the specific definition of LESA.

For this reason, the expected number of NELB children aged 5 - 14 was

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 to equal Census

estimates from the Survey of Income and Education as follows:

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

Westat
measure

Westat mea-
sure con-
versed to

Est. NELB
HHs from

SIE
Category (000) HHs (000) (000) Ratio

Subuniverse
Cilrairti= 3,549 1,183 459 0.39
Texas 2,160 720 315 0.44
New York 3,309 1,103 361 0.33
Remainder of U.S. 10,,070 3,357 941 0.28

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.S. counties it was possible to make estimates of

the proportion of 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 is more relevant, however, is the

distribution of the estimated number of NELB households by density class

and subuniverse. That data, along with actual allocation of the sample,

are shown in Table II - 7.

8 I 717,44:a7to4, ,s144



Table 11-5 Expected Number of NELB Households per Segment for Various

Sized Segments and for the Four Subuniverses

Density
class
of

segment

Segment
size
(yrhus)

Expected no. of NELB households

California Texas New York
Remainder of

U.S.

<5 % 300 2.3 2.6 2.0 1.7
5-9 % 200 5.5 6.2 4.6 3.9

10-19% 70 4.0 4.5 3.3 2.8
20-29% 30 2.9 3.2 2.4 2.1
30-39% 25 3.4 3.8 2..8 2.4
40 -49% 25 4.3 4.9 3.7 3.1
50-59% 25 5.3 6.0 4.5 3.8
60+ % 25 6.3 7.1 5.3 4.5

Table 11-6 Estimated Distribution of Year-round-housing Units by Density

Class and Subuniverse

Percent of total year-rou4d-housing-units in class

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

1 6.7 31.3 5.9 51.0

2 27.5 24.7 21.2 25.9

3 40.4 17.7 34.0 16.8

4 11.5 7.6 20.5 3.4

s 6.0 4.2 9.2 1.1

6 2.9 2.4 4.0 0.6

7 1.8 2.3 2.4 0.3

8 3.2 9.8 2.8 0.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

9,.,,,,..=. +.60warm.mwm g. ..r I
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Table 11-7 Estimated Distribution of NELB Households and Actual Distribution of the Sample
By Density Claases and Subuniverses.

Density
code

California Texas New York Remainder of U.S.

Est. %

of
NELB's

No. of
sample

segments

Est. no.

of
sample
NEL8's

Est. %
of

NEL8's

No. of
sample

segments

Est. no.

of
sample!
NEWsINEWS

.

Est. %
of

re. of

sample
segments

Est. no.
of

sample
NELB's

Est. %
of

NELU's

No. of
sample

segments

Est. no.
of

sample
NCUI's

1 0.8 1 2 3.7 2 5 0.6 1 2 13.7 11 41

2 11.2 8 44 10.2 4 25 7.6 4 18 24.3 33 129

3 34.1 18 72 15.2 4 18 75.1 17 56 32.6 121 339

4 16,4 19 55 11.1 5 16' 25.6 19 46 11.4 53 111

5 12.1 12 41 8.5 5 19 16.2 12 34 5.0 31 74

6 7.6 12 52 6.4 2 10 9.0 13 48 3.3 25 78

7 5.6 8 42 7.4 3 18 6.7 12 54 2.0 17 65

8 12.2 26 164 37.5 32 227 9.2 18 95 7.7 43 194

Total 100.0 104 472 100.0 57 338 100.0 96 353 100.0 334 1,031

SO



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 11-8. Examination of that table shows that in the Remainder of

the United States, where the problem of locating NELB's is most severe, we

allocated 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': were

aggregated to a minimum size of 30 YRHIT'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

*WYRHU = Year-round housing units
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Table 11-8 Distribution of the Sample of Collapsed Density Class

Subuniverse and
characteristics

F

Codes 1-2 Codes 3-5 Codes 6-8

California:
Percent of housing units 34'.2 57.9 7.9
Est. percent of NELB's 12.0' 62.6 25.4
Percent of segments 8.7 47.1 44.2
Est. percent of sample

NELB's 9.7 35.6 54.7

Texas:
Percent of housing units 1 56.0 29.5 14.5
Est. percent of NELB's 1 13.9 34.8 51.3
Percent of segments 10.5 24.6 64.9
Est. percent of sample

MELB's 8.9 15.7 74.4

New York:
Percent of housing units 27.1 63.7 9.2
Est. percent of NELB's 8.2 66.9 24.9
Percent of segments 5.2 50.0 44.8
Est. percent of sample

NELB's 5.6 38.6 55.8

Remainder of U.S.:
Percent of housing units 76.9 21.3 1.8
Est. percent of NELB's 38.0 49.0 13.0
Percent of segments 13.2 61.4 25.4
Est. percent of sample

NELB's . 16.5 50.8 32.7-

MIIM11 ONO
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(0 Measure of size for other non-English,

(using instructions for creating measure

of size for other non-Englise

given in Section 5);

(d) Percent other non-English;

(e) Total non-English (1) + (3)

(f) Percent non-English; and

(g) 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-BC sequence within code classes of (6).

4. Withia each code class a listing was created.

5. Within each selected county a sampling worksheet WAS prepared

to select the sampled LEI's, to determine the num4r of sample

segments within them and to determine their probabilities

of selection.

" - "
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The initial plan was to sample 120 counties in the United States

distributed as follows:

o California 15

o Texas 20

o New York 15

o Remainder of U.S. 70

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 ofsLESA children and a similar precision of estimates of NELB

children in California, Texas, and New York.

It was determined, however, that resources were inadequate 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 sufficient number for

-ualyses 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 children to be tested

in the sample segments.*** To accomplish the revised objective, Lhe number of

sample counties was cut to 75 and the number of sample segments was cut` o

about 600.

This revision was made after the initial sample had been drawn. Thus,

the sample of 75 councies is a subset of the sample of 120. The initial

selectioh of segments was accomplished by drawl-1 two segments from each

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

1. ......
/
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While the concepts 'ollowed in the development of early drafts were retained

used for obtaining information. A two-day debriefing of the field star

during the pilot test and after extensive consultations with renresentatives of

the contents were improved in terms of wording, structure and the approach

within-PSU stratum with probability proportional to size, and then selecting

Appendix G)

was as follows:

the sponsoring agencies, the survey instruments were completely redesigned.

number of segments from 650 to 591 required that, on the average more

on the development of the Language Measurement and Inventory. (see also

one of them at random. Cutting the number of PSU's from 120 to 75 and the

segments would have to be drawn per PSU. At the same time, constraints

III. INSTRUMENTATION

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

to be reduced.

national sample. Copies of the actual. survey instruments have been depo-

sited with the National Institute of Education, as well as a separate report

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

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

Four instruments were developed and used to gather data on the

Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory

Household Questionnaire

Screening Questionnaire

7174-4.4-prcilt--44g44,444.;.&AL,

Pupil Survey
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used in the pilot test paved the way for the modification of the

instruments.

The instruments and their purposes are stated below:

The Sc.mener - The Screener Questionnaire was used to determine (1)

if the family had children betweei. the ages of 5 to 18 years of age whose

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

often spoke a language other than English in which case they were

classified as being from non-English language backsroucd (NELB). If

the household qualified on these too questions, the Household Questionnaire

was then administered. Table 11-9 on page 17 provides detailed in-

formation on responses for each of the subpopulations.

The household Questionnaire - If a household was designated eligible

in the Screen'r stionnaire, the Household Questionnaire was administered.

The parent or guardian was then requested to sign a Parental Consent Form,

giving permission to :-..end a Pupil Survey to each selected 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 househol6.

If approval fj'the test was given, the interviewer completed a form

directing a test administrator to test the child(ren). If the Parental

Consent Form was not completed, the supervisor called the respondent and

again requested their cooperation.

Language Measurement and Assessment Inventory - The Language Measure-

anent and Assessment Inventory (LMAI) was developed as the



*

measure of English language proficiency in the Chilt:ren's English and

Services Study (CESS). It was developed for use in testing English

language skills in reading, writing, speaking and understanding. Ten

age level forms were d2veloped, one each for ages 5 through 14.

.
TABLE 11-9

Summary of Screening of the Subpopulation

(Preliminary Data Collection Field Counts)

Code California Texas New York
Balance
of U.S. Total

Complete Screener & HHQ 1 293 390 232 737 1652

Eligible 11:!. but HHQ
Not Complete 2 8 10 11 24 53

Complete Screener,
Ineligible Household 3 3482 1747 2734 15690 23653

Incomplete Screener,

Ineligible Household 4 311 190 269 1308 2078

Vacant 5 140 160 19i 1225 1716

Not a Dwelling Unit 6 46 36 17 287 386

Can't Contact, Probable
Eligible HH 7 23 11 5 18 57

Can't Contact, Probable
Ineligible HH 8 728 260 848 3954 5790

Total 5031 2804 4307 23243 35385-

Percentage* 78.0$ 82.32 72.63 . 75.70 16,19

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

4'7, and 8

5f
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The objective of each of the ten different tests -/as to be able

to determine, on an objective basis, whether a given child has (1)

limited English speaking ability (LESA), or t2) fluent English ability

(FES).

The LM&AI was developed by L. Miranda and Associates, Inc. of

Washington, D.C. When the experimental versions of the Language Measure-

ment and Assessment Inventory became the final test to be used in the

National CESS, the 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 were developed for each age from 5 through 14. For

each age, items were developed to reflect the minimum level of competence

in academic English language skills expected of English-speaking children

in school systems in the U.S. The test items,axe graduated in difficulty

and sophistication 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 LM &AI was not administered 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 Limited 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

is A. /v:44%44- 4.4.41-04=, .1



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 CESS.

a child who scored below the critical score as classified as Limited

English Speaking Ability (LESA) and anyone who scored at or above the critical

score was classified as nonLESA. Thus, the classification of what is

a LESA child is defined operationally as a child who, when tested on the

appropriate LMAI 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 analysis on

the field test sample.

By use of the MAI it was possible to identify, and thereby count,

children who were ',BSA. 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 LMSAI development and field tests was submitted

to the National Institute of Education.

Pupil Survey The Pupil Survey (PS) elicits information on

the types of services that target children are receiving at the

local school, the types of services needed, and certain information

concerning .local school programs. The PS is a selfadministered questionnaire

to be completed 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 was pretested at five schools in

the Takoma Park/Silver Spring area, at two schools in Washington, D.C.,

19 :b7 1.0ereeet. AZAZ. ii°e4A;..., OatCwW.I.=.m.= .wm. =.1. 6 4.0



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

conAultations 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 stu.ly were

done in a one-step operation whenever possible. The English proficiency

test was accomplished in a call-back session by a person trained tn

administer the 1,11&AI.

Since one of the criteria for tbe study was to identify households of

non-English language backgrounds, questionnaires had been translated into

Spanish, and interpreters were used in households where other languages

were spoken.

As part of the household interview, a parental consent form had to

be obtained for each child selected for testing. The signed parental

consent form made it possible to obtain educational inf,..rmation (the

PS) concerning services provided by the school in which the child was

2° / /91:004;a:vig,----_----



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 5 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 et-operation of the educational systems in

the 24 sampled states. B.cause this phase could not 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 schools. Obtaining the information proved to be a very difficvtt task.

Efforts continued long after the collection of required data to complete

the count of LESA children given in this report.

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

design. For purposes of field operation, the Primary Sampling Units

(PSUss) were grouped into 10 major regions with Hawaii as the eleventh

region due to its distance from all other regions. New York State was

divi(led into two regions because of the number of interviewers required

as ',ell as the difficulties associated with surveying the population of

New York Cite. A regional supervisor was named in each case.

The number of Interviewers actively working during the field onerations

was between 150 and 160. There were between 68-73 test administrators

working and 10 trouble shooters. Three of the regional supervisors

21 /
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were supported by assistant supervisors.

A system of quality control was established in the network of

participants. Control measures included on-site visitations of personnel

who were interviewing and testing. Observations by members of the

contractors' staffs were made in many locations.

There were five major components of the field organization:

o The home office staff - Four key staff members and

their support staff, reported directly to the project

director.

o The regional offices - One regional supervisor in each

of the 13 regions reported directly to staff in the Uome

office. Three regional offices had assistant supervisors.

o The interviewing staff - The interviewers reported directly

to the regional supervisor.

o The test administrator - Each region's test administrator

(TA's) reported directly to the regional supervisor.

o Trouble shooters - Ten trouble shooters reported to the

home office staff as well as to the regional supervisor.

The home office was headed by the 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.

[4,
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The division of labor among the home office staff was as follows:

o The project director was responsible for the coordination of

all aspects of the survey.

o The assistant project director developed the supervisor and

interviewer training programs and was responsible for cost

control.

o The survey coordinator was responsible for quality control and

procedures, materials control, home office receipt, and response

rate computation, as well as assisting in the development of

the training program.

o The field directors shared responsibility for all recruitment of

supervisors, interviewers, test administrators, trouble shooters

and replacement recruiting due to attrition. They also were

charged with field production, field observation, weekly

reporting on level of field effort and supervision of traveling

interviewers and trouble shooters.

'411p

The Regional Office - Westat established eleven regional offices

for the project. The offices were located in Baltimore, Maryland: Ft.

Harrison, Indiana; upstate New York; New York City; Kailua, Hawaii;

Camden, New Jersey; Jacksonville, Florida; Midfield, Massachusetts;

Albuquerque, New Mexico; St. Louis, Missouri; and Chicago, Illinois.

0
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For California and Texas, Figure I illustrates RDI's organizational

chart forthefield data collection.

FIGURE I.

Organizational Chart for Field Data Collection

Feld Liaison

Project Director

Survey Research Manager

Field Coordinator, TX

I

Field Coordinator, CA

South TX San Antonio Central TX North CA South CA
Field Supr. Field Supr. Field Supr. Field Supr. Field 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 population, a decision

was made to recruit one or more interviewers proficient in that

language. Interpreters were to assist interviewers with agy

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,

public employment agencies, other research firms and experienced interviewers.

7/20;a4,44--. 4,44L lao4,;.&, .
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The regional supervisor looked for people who were experienced interviewers.

These applicants were screened over the telephone and references were

verified.

Test Administrators 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 recommendations of schools

and working teachers.

Trouble Shooters were recruited by the Westat field directors.

These 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 at 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

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

Report; and all completed questionnaires and listing materials to the

regional supervisor. The supervisor checked the Weekly Status Report

72744.4,g4--",..44 ideoe,0214-.

95



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 anC 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 ber,re shipping to Westat. The supervisor

was in frequent communication with the interviewers who identified the

children to be tested, and with the test administrator who administered

the tests to the children.

An added responsibility of the regional supw-visor was the

supervision of the trouble shooters sent ir.to a region oecause of

interviewer attrition or difficulties 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 most

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.

96
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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

o Interviewer and trouble shooter training

o Test administrator training.

97
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Table 11-10. Bilingual Characteristics of Overall Field Staff

Total
Survey title l

#
Bilingual

Language sewn

laminas* French Portu.uese PIM dorm:4m Polish MN !Iall:1111,Spanish Yiddish Italian German

Regional
supervisors and 9
field coordLnatorT

4 4
.

8

Assistant old field
supervisorS 8 0

.

.
.

8

Interviewers 192 88 65 7 3 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 104

'taut
stratore * 73

...

19 19
54

Trouble
shooters 10 3 3

.

. 7

TOTAL 295 114 91 7 . 3 3 3 2. 1 1 1 2 1 181

*Test administrators were not required to be bilingual sines
all taste were administered in English.
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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 functions, e.g. administrative procedures, etc. The train-

ing was attended by the 11 supervisors and the three assistant 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 simultaneously March 8-10 in Chicago,

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

Training Sessions - 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 were employed at this session. However, the

pace wag accelerated in order to go through the schedule in a shorter

period of time. It was believed that this group could move at a quicker

pace because of its small size and t.e experience level of the group.

Time was spent preparing supervisors for their role in interviewer

training. They were to be community leaders and were to have responsibility

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

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

Instructors used the Trainer's Manual _and techniques for special use at
it) 1
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interviewer training.

Other training 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

office 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 were present at at least one

session(s) attended by the majority of interviewers from their region.

A Rome 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 screener 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

trainees 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



there to answer questions. help with any problemet and work with and

observe the progress of the trainees.

Test Administrator Training - L. Miranda and Associates 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 out similarities and differences between the tests

for the various age groupst The trainees had the opportunity to examine

the total testing package for 10 years olds. The testers expressed 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 LM&AI. Copies 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 materials for the administration of the LM &AI.

o training manual

o trainees handbook

o picture and words handbook.

o field procedure handbook

Copies of the above printed materials have been deposited at the

National Institute of Education.

Field Operation - The number of interviewers for each region was

determined by the size of the region and the expected sample yield rate.

1 $ )
. A..

-31 797.....a.-49.4.1404;8&;014---



Seventeen supervisors were hired, each to supervise a geographical region.

The 13 regions 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

test administrators.

The listing, screening and household interviewing in this study'.

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 than English

were spoken. Steps were taken to reduce the effect of the non-English

languages spoken. One technique used was to prepare Spanish language

versions of the questionnaires. For other language groups, interpreters

\
were used. The interpreters were generally 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 yield 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 listing the segment.

Although the sample yield was monitored closely, the data collection method

adopted for this study did not permit identification of the total yield until

a segment was completed.

2!'.3
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Following data collection, interviewers received the following

materials:

o Instructions for listing

o Segment folders, containing

a. Census map

b. Sketch maps (two copies)

C. Listing sheets

d. Special instructions for the segment

if necessary

o Westat/RDI ID card

o Screeners (English/Spanish)

o Household Questionnaries (English/Spanish)

o Parental Consent Forms

Interviewers were instructed to first identify the segment,

then cruise the area using the Census map to assist la verifying

the segment boundaries. In cruising the segment, the listers were

instructed to obtain an approximate count of the dwelling units and to

compare these with the range provided by the sampling department.

If the count was either substantially higher or lower than the estimated

yield, listers were instructed to call their supervisor who, in turn,

would call the sampling department at Westat. If no problems or

changes were encountered, then listing could begin.

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

(interviewer) would list a household and attempt to administer a ! .reener

and household interview (if eligible) in one visit.

1111,1
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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 /I-2). Language cards were also printed for

respondents of non-English and non-Spanish oackground. The cards also

introduced the study, but the primary purpose was to define the language spoke -'

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 &Ica from the school at a later date. In most cases, the PCF

was signed and given to the interviewer. However, in a few instances

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

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

effort 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.
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Dear Respondent:

Exhibit II-1. Interviewer introduction letter

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

WAS141N0TO N. O.Q. 20208

priVvogle=le4.....,,,If,%.-

I would like taask you: to answer some questions for us as
part of a study on Children's English and Services. This study
concerns children who come from. homes where a language other than
English is spoken. The Congress* has asked us to conduct this
stud' to improve schooling for these children.

Only the peopleswho.work on the study will see your answers.
Your name will not appear with the answers when the results are
reported. If you,agree to help us, you can refuse to answer any
questions; -- ... .- , ...

. . . . . . -. . ...:
-..

- ;-. ,. . .

I Wi.1.1 be grateful to you if you decide to participate.
Your help will be very important in providing better school pro-
grams for Children who cam from homes wherea language other
than English is spoken. Please feel free to ask the interviewer
any questions you may have about this study.

Sincerely,

...2e4A-7.17117
Nary F. Barry

. .
Assistant Secretary for Education

;I: ,

. -t

,

*Section 105 of'thi4ducatiOn.ame nts of 1974
" % ?,:"11';

- . *IA 01 I.
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Exhibit 11-2 Interviewer introduction letter

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE or EDUCATION

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20208

..1,6.9.414rws.oewor.01

Estimado/a Selior o Seliora,

Quisiera hacerle algunas prequntas eon relacidn a tan. Estudio
Znfantil sobre el tnglois y Servicios Zdueativos. Zl estudio eon-
eierne a los ni3os qua vienen de hogares donde se habla vex* idi
que no bee el,Inglds. Congreso de Los 'Estado. trnidos 1103 ka
pedido reatizar-,este-eitudio.coit el yropdsito de mejorar la .":,.11`

edur..eaei6n que,riben..ettoe -*, ..- "--.

Sus resPuesta a...Iis.%pregnnas.que Le hagamos serer vistas se
zoIamente por.-las..personass, 4u...trabstan en at estudio.., nombre
no span:wort Ios..f.sultados cuando 4stos sean dados a conocei:.
Si usted decide ayudainos* puede negarse a contester eualquier
prequnta que no deseecontestar.

Ile estar4 muy'agradeeida si tasted decide participar. Su
ayuda sat% muy.. impartauta. par mejorar los programas edueativos
de ,los ni4os cue vienezz,det hogares.donde se liable otro idioms cue
no' sea .ell-Znellisc...4;irOr::fa.vor hags; cua1quier pregunta true tasted

,, &:7,...4,i..,-..

urente la enntevIsta. ..,..
ote:..., ....,.,. AN." 4 . .17 . ;
aeraniente, -:-..?.I.41,, ,...i-,.140:::,;",.4.)-,

't:64
!7.--- -:,"...":;.:::;:::(:::,....1...1.'.;::":::;i::4

s':::.- :

1" "" t. -.". 0. fer y -:
V... .I. tete.

I. .

,5 n-i,-.
.-.'.x.:..,.., -.. . .f&t:: .- r,c - :.

kt ., ..
114 kfazy,; r.- Berry'

4,,s7i1.,.
- 4; . 4: .

i;s3,3,t1.4.41cr....t..15ia?ara ..2.a Ed .47.67

, A; 4- :$ :,i114017 ,,: i ;.47#W,e,v04 ''..'' ,:14
....

*Le ley se encuentra en 20 0.5.C. 880b -10, 12, 13
I

......rgaiLULLak.;40;4;iiiiiimal..illitte;34 vst ...00low4arktamt ... ...474.. ...: . 0.1.1 r. . 44PT.,4 . .. 44041

puede. t enegi.acerc".dera-estud.to.
.,;;.-AL..-st, lrp-Ir; CfIF-vit,ee

-

" 7744.4, 41.44 l.404.,ARK..



The following formula was used to compute response rate for those

eligible and enrolled:

Response rate = Total Children for which PCF was signed,
Total Children in Sample Ages 5-18
(excluding those not eligible)

Table II-11

Parental Consent Form Results

California Texas

,
. . .

New York
Balance
of U.S. Total

Total Children 5-18 538 695 408 1312 2953

Signed 470 630 362 1174 2636

Refused 42 36 34 70 182

Not Eligible* , 26 29 12 68 135,

Porcent Signed 91.80 94.59 91.41 94.37 93.31

*Almost all were not in a school.
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Exhibit 11-3 Par-intal 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 understand 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 you provide about my child. I understand that:

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

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)

(Age) (Grade) (Your Signature)

(School Name) (Relationship to Child)

38
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Receipt Control - The Westat receipt control staff was responsible

for the receipt and edit of all questionnaires,and for shipment of completed

household packets to the Resource Development Institute. The edit per-

formed at Westat involved checks on skip pattern; 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 final 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 used by RDI.

The specific instructions for logging eligible packets were:

1. Date box when received at RDI.

2. Put all packets inside box in sequential order.

3. Check PSU, SEG and DU numbers on all forms (Screener,

Household Questionnaire, LMEIAI, Other) inside each

packet.

4. Circle each item received on outer envelope with red pen.

5. Note any missing or not registered items (item not

included/not registered) on the Unusual Editing Problem

Form.

6. Date outer envelope, Screener, Household Questionnaire,

and any other form included inside packet.

7. Initial the outer envelope.

110

39 / 777.44.avt4see---duZ 1.0494.;&,641-.1



8. Open Screener to page 3, find person numbers and two-digit

age numbers of eligible participants, and write this 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.

9. See page 18 of Household Questionnaire and page 3 of Screener.

Write the person numbers f, m Screener in the box for "Target

Child" on page 18 of REQ.

10. Complete Editor's Control Log for Household Questionnaire

Packages Forms.

11. Check log sheet against the transmittal sheet.

12. Give logging sheets, transmittal sheets, and the Unusual

Editing Problem Forms to the chief editor.

A list of identifying numbers was prepared daily. From the list

a set of labels was prepared on an MIST typewriter to assure correct

duplicau.m. 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 groups depending on the type

of instrument, i.e., Screener, Household Questionnaire, etc., and edited

in preparation for data processing, Packets under review 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.

1
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Reporting - Each supervisor kept a set of records which contained

detailed information 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 Questionnaire was completed, and the number of

calls necessary to complete acquiring the data.

Administration of the Language Measurement Assessment Inventory

(MAI) - An important phase of the study involved the testing of

children aged 5 to 14 selected for the study to determine their English

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

ministration be geared to accoiodate the child 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 the 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. Ttst administrators were advised to call

or visit the household within 24 hours.

Comments from test administrators (TA) indicate that parents weze

generally receptive to thc TA coming into their homes. TAs made few

complaints suggesting lack of cooperation by parents. Parents

occasionally wanted to observe but rarely caused ardistraction for the

child.

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

of this nature is one in which the test administrator has the total

cooperation of a parent and child. Generally, the parent was very willing

to cooperate. Only rarely was there no test given because (1) the child

was uncooperative, or (2) the child was not located or available at Bore,

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 11-12 which outlines the disposition

of the LM&AI in the four geographical categories.

TABLE 11-12

Summary of LM &AI Test Administration

California Texas New York
Balance
of U.S.

Total

Total Selected, 5-18 538 695 408 1,312 2,953

Completed Test 277 415 230 811 1,733

Refused 7 26 28 66 127

Breakoff 2 0 0 2 4

Terminated 33 45 49 49 176

Child over age 3 3 1 1 8

Handicapped 1 0 2 5 8

Not Available during
Test Period 51 26 14 29 120

15-18 Years Age --No Test 115 160 81 324 680

Cannot Determine 35 12 1 17 65

Wrong Age Level
Test Given 14 8 2 8 32

. _ 113
(See detinOtons of cateEories on the next pa e).
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Refused

Breakoff

Terminated

Child Over Age,'

Handicapped

Not available

15-18 Years Age

Cannot Determine

Wrong Age Lvel
Test Given

Definitions of Categories on Stub of

Table 11-12

Either parent or child refused to allow the test

to be conducted.

Either parent or child stopped the test after

allowing it to start.

Test administrator stopped the test in accordance with

the test directions after a given number of questions

were incorrectly answered.

The child turned to age 15 (beyond the testing range)

after interviewing but prior to administering the test.

The child was either physically or emotionally unable

to respond to the test.

During Test Period - The child did not keep testing

appointments or was otherwise unavailable for testing

after the parent had consented to the testing.

Beyond the testing range but in the sample.

No test was given but information was insufficient

in the package and other records to determine the

reason for no test.

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

test which was given.

. 11 .4



Monitoring_ Field Data Collection - As prime contractor for the

CESS, LM&A was responsible for making certain that all work performed

during the field data collection was of the highest quality. This

responsibility required that LM&A orovide 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 supervisors, 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, LM&O. staff visited eight of the Westat field super-

visors, 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 yield of NELB families; and 3) to identify

field problems especially those related to the LM&AI. A total of

12, or 75 percent of supervisors were visited by LM&A staff.

Each supervisor was asked to provide LM&A with information on any difficulties

they or their staff were having completing the screeners, HRQ or LM&AI. (See

Appendix C). They were also asked if they were able to easily accomplish

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

works, and review of LM&AI using the answer sheet review checklist designed

for this purpose. Additional inq "iries were made to determine if certain

field procedures were feasible (contacting the home within 24 hours after

a child had been identified for testing), and how test administrators were

receiving their testing assignments. Finally, each supervisor was asked

44
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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 office" that might facilitate their 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 i.e., adhering

to time limits, improper encouragement, repetition of test items where

no repetition is allowed. LH&A staff and Westat/RDI supervisors used

the same test administrator observation checklist.

The quality control procedures observed in this study included

a field edit by the interviewer, a scan edit by 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 interviewer's progress

and performance.

Field Editing - Interviewers working on the study edited their

listing sheets and completed questionnaires before mailing them to their

supervisors. In cases where critical omissions were discovered by the

interviewer, a call-back was made to the household before mailing the

materials to the supervisor.

.42,4171.: ..1
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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 major problems persisted. The supervisor's edit included a check

on the following items:

Skip logic errors

Uncodable response

Illegible response or codes

Missing data items

Inconsistent responses

C:
Posaible recording errors

1

1

Improper subsampling and

Incorrect final disposition codes.

Any editing problems encountered were summarized on a problem
S

sheet and discussed with the interviewer. Crucial omissions producing

eligibility in the screener required a telephone recontact to the

respondent by the supervisor (if a telephone existed), or a personal visit

by the interviewer (if no telephone esited). if the problems were

I

overlooked at the site office and later detected by the receipt

control department, the supervisor was then contacted and asked to

resolve the problem by calling the respondent or the interviewer.

Household questionnaires that contained 5 or more missing items

and/or errors were handled in two different ways; (1) if the household

questionnaire had a telephone number and contained 5 or more missing

items and/or errors they were held back'for data retrieval by means of a

46
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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 of interviews was designed to 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 with a good impression. The former guaranteed

the quality of the data, and the latter was a factor in both data quality

and in success at 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

line. 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 telephones. Incidents which

...1111.111111
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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 interviewer, 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 Pnpii 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 some parts of the country

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

implementing the Pupil Survey. The period for questionnaire shipment

, and receipt 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.



A summary of the pupil survey is given in the Table below.

Table 11-13

Pupil Survey Summary /1.

California

.

Texas New York
Balance
of U.S.

.- -

Total

Total Children 5-18 538 695 408 1,312 2,953

Number Signing PCF 470 630 362 1,174 2,636

Number Not
Eligible or Refused 68 65 46 138 317

Questionnaires Ret. 120 57 196 716 1,089

QueitIonnaires Not
Returned or District
Not Participating 349 573 166 458 1,546

Incorrect School/
Name 1 0 0 0 1

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.
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Obtaining Cooperation from State Education Agencies - The Pupil

Survey required different levels of communication with educational

agencies 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-consuming and a multifaceted operation.

Early 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 enclosure

to the letter to the CSSO, the CSSO 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 Wes tat; (2) the Local Education Agency would name a LEA Coordinator

who would be responsible for the receipt and distribution of-all question-

nacres to the schools and also the return of the questionnaires to Wes tat;

(3) thiindividual 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 their

decision, some of the States opting for the other two choices vacillated

from one option to the other. One State did not select a firm option

-1:2 I
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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 PSQ's from the site offices

was switched to the Westat home office because the supervisors were

overburdened with day-to-day supervision of their staff. This required

setting 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 particular district were received- A postage paid self-addessed

envelope was also included along 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 field-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. In a

number of these cases the coordinators were notified prior to mailing

of the number of questionnaires that would be railed 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 qUestionitaire, 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 never enrolled in that school,

currently not enrolled and no school records were available, 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 - Follawup efforts for the Pupil Survey were limited by the fact

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 schools 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 period, a phone call was made to the coordinator to inquire if the

materials had been received. Only staff members with telephone interviewing

experience were utilized. A guide was prepared for their use while on the

telephone to ensure that the schools did not feel harrassed or intimidated.

Only those 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 it.

In Texas there was no reason for additional followup since the CEPS 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 LM&AI (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

weighted NELB and LESA counts.

A 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 responsible 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 basis 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 II. Receipt Control Operation
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Coding Items - All editors were trained and supervised by the RDI

Field Coordinator. Since some interviews were conducted in Spanish,

editors fluent in Spanish were available. Editing problem sheets were

maintained noting the identification number 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 done by the editors.

Editing involved a review of the Household Screener, the Household

Nestionnaire, and the LM&A/ tests. Procedures focused on three areas of

editing: consistency among responses and among forms from the same house-

hold; proper skip pattern or branching from one item 0 the next; and clear

coding of responses to reduce errors in data entry.

Consistency - A unique identification number was given to each house-

hold 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 to 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 copied 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

`0
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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 MAI 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 Questionnaire had

complicated skip patterns. Braueiting patterns were most eiificult

on the Screener, where both eligible and ineligible household data

wrre recorded. Ineligible respondents completed only four or five

of the 31 items. Editors checked the pattern Of responses and deleted

responses that should have been skipped. The Field Coordinator made

decisions in cases where the classification as an eligible household

with an incomplete .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 also indicated appropriate entry codes

when more than one response was marked per item. For example, if the circle



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 or 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 maximum

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 items. Once a code list was started,

the editors added new codes as new responses were encountered. The supervis-

ing editor ensured that each new code was added to each editor's list to

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

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

quested information regarding the outcome of the interview. Interviewers

used result codes such as "vacant/not a dwelling unit", "Screener completed",

and "unavailable during field period" to indicate the status of the respondent

in terms of eligibility and the status of the questionnaire as completed or

not. Result codes pertained to the Screener, the Household Questionnaire,

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 understood the result codes and had misapplied 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 be 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

as 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. PM editors determined appropriateness of the

of the Texas and California surveys and reviewed the appropriateness of the

eligible, completed code applied 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 11-14. Since the interviewers were instructed to make a maxi-

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

possible outcomes 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

t;
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respondents were categorized within the same system of codes. A more de-

tailed discussion of the meaning and use of the disposition codes in determin-

ing sample weights is presented 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

MAI test. All of the MAI 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 1.14MAI 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. regarding testing conditions

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 11-15 provides an explanation of each of

the disposition code categories. The codes were used to determine complete

and incomplete tests for proposed non-response weight adjustments.

Verification Procedures - RDI completed data entry tasks using

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

key to tape data entry units. Their 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 11-14. Scheme for Determining Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition Codes.

Poneibl Outcome
Slaws of
Nounehold

Status of Interview
Oinponition

Code
1Screwier
,

1

Household
Questionneire

FIRST CALL

(i) Respondent Contacted Eligible Complete
1 Couplet* 1

Respondent Contacted Eligible Complete Incomplete 2

Respondent Contacted luellgibin Cowie', got Done 3

(2) Respondent litenkofi or Retdeed Unknown incomplete Hot Done 4

(3) Vacant Ineligible Incomplete Not Done S

(4) got a Dwelling Unit Ineligible Incomplete Not Done 6

(S) Unevalleble, Can't Contact

[76-ECOND

Unknown n.e. n.e. d.t.

CALL

(I) Respondent Contacted Eligible Complete Complain 1
Respondent Contacted Eligible Complete Inconel'', 2

Respondent Contacted Ineligible Complete Not Done 3

(2) Respondent Kenitra or Refused Unknown Incomplete Not Done 4

(3) Neighbor Contacted end Indicated:
Neve Children - English Usually ineligible inconPIet* Incomplete 8

Children Unknown -. English Usually Ineligible Incomplete Incomplete 8
Ho Children - Language Unknown Ineligible Incomplete Weenie', 8

No Children - Other Language Usually Ineligible incomplete Incomplete 8

lave Children -. language Unknown Unknown n.e. n.e. n.e.

lave Children - Other Language Usually Unknown n.e. n.a. n.e.

lidren Unknown - Other Language Usually Unknown R.S. n.e. 0.41.

Children Unknown - Language Unknown Unknown n.a. n.a. 41n.e.

(4) Unavailable. Can't Contact Unknown 0.4. 1 n.e. n.e.

TNIAD CALL

(1) Respondent Contacted Eligible Complete Complete I
Rwandan Concocted Eligible Complete Incomplete 2

Respondent Contacted Ineligible Complete Not Done 3

(2) Respondent ilreakofi or Refused Unknown Incomplete Not Done 4

(3) Unavailable, Can't Conran' Unknown incomplete Incomplete 4

(4) Unavailable. Can't Contact but Neighbor Indicated:
Have Children - Other Language Usually Eligible Incomplete incomplete 7

Children Unknown . Other Language Usually Unkvown Incomplete incomplete 4

Nave Children - Language Unknown unworn Incomplete Incomplete 4

Children Unknown . Longuoge Unknown Unknown Incomplete Intomplete 4
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number of digits needed for each variable, the type of characters that

could be entered (alphabetic, numeric, or combinations), and the range of

digits allowable. Some fields were also programmed as required. Disposition

codes and age level of useir 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., MEAT tests). To

ensure that the identification number on each record was correctly entered,

the programs required entry of PSU-SEGMENT-DU numbers twice. Any time an

incorrect digit was entered an audible sound alerted the operator to

correct the error.

The programmed formats eliminated the need to follow conventional

key punch verification procedures used with computer cards. The Data Entry

Supervisor periodically checked the entry error rate of each data 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. Checks were made on a segment-by-segment basis, as well as an

individual basis. To verify that all cases had been properly entered (i.e.,

no omissions, correct identification numbers), frequency counts by dis-

position codes were done for each segment. These marginals were performed

for Texas and California eligible, ineligible, and neighbor information

respondents and for eligible cases from New York and the Remainder of the

U.S., Texas and California. Totals were compared against field supervisor

summary reports, compiled from data collection reports. Discrepancies

were used to identify 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. Some inconsistencies remained

TABLE 11-15. LMILAI Disposition Code Categories

'
Category Code Category Definitions

e

Outcome

Completed test 1 The child responded correctly to enough items

on the test to continue to the last item
Complete

Refused 2 Either parent of child refused to allow the
test to be conducted

Incomplete

Oreakoff 3 Either parent or child stopped the test aftet
allowing it to start

Incomplete

Terminated 4
.

Test administrator stopped the test in accord-
ance with the test directions after a given
number of questions were incorrectly answered

Ccmplete

Child over age 5 The chi.d turned arse 15 (beyond the testing
range) after intetviewing but prior to ad-
ministering the test

n.ae

Handicapped 6 The child was either physically or emotion-
ally unable to respond to the rest

Incomplete

Not available during
test Period

7 The child did not keep testing appointments
or was otherwise unavailable for testing after
the parent had given consent

Incomplete

IS-18 year old 8 Beyond the testing range but in the sample of
selected children

n. A.

Cannot determine 9 No test was given but nformatioo was in-
sufficient to determine the roasoc why a
test was not given

Incomplete

Wrong age level
Lest given

10 The child's age did not correspond to the

level of test elven and retesting could not
be completed within the field period

Incomplete
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and were attributed to inaccuracies in the field report tallies which were

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 LM&AI 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 existing 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 Management - 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; LM&AI 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 forms 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 could be maintained together.

One problem in materials management was tte correct processing of dupli-

cated LMELetests. 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

Data 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 valid 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 weights 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 first 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 were

identified and PSU-SEGMENT-DU numbers were corrected.

MAI tests were scored and total scores were coded as LESA or

non-LESA. Tests were reformatted to be the same length and the MAI

information was appended to the Screener and Household Questionnaire

person records. Appending the LM&AI was more difficult since
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identification numbers included person number from the surveys as well as

the tests. Several transcribing errors from the Screener to the test

packet had to be corrected.

The sample weights were calculated and added to the master data file.

Since the weighting procedures were not finalized un tember 25, 1978,

weights had to be recalculated in October. Previous weigus 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 laag-

uage (see Table 11-16.). Membership in subpopulation groups (California,

Texas, New York, and the Remainder of the U.S.) was coded to more

quickly identify groups than if PSU numbers were used.

TABLE 11-16. Language Group Definitions

Language Group Response to S2
* ,

Response to SJa
**

Spanish Spanish Eneith
Spanish Blank
Spanish Spanish
Spanish Other non-English
Blank Spanish

English Spanish

Other non-English Other non-English English
Other non-English Other non-English
Other non-English Blank
Other non-English Spanish
Blank Ot'aer non-English
English Other non-English

*Screener item S2:

**Screener item S3A:

What language do people in this
household usually, speak at home?

Do the people in this household often

speak any other language here at home?

(Al YES) What is that language?

1
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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 LM&AI 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 children.

Definition and Verification of Variables - Special editing

attention was given to selected variables essential for calculating weights

accurately. These variables included:

o Screener and Household Questionnaire disposition code

o MAI test disposit"41 code

o LESAinon-LESA code

o 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 MAI test scores and LESA codes involved independently hand-

scoring 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

deci4ion rules to accurately asd consistently categorize possible contra-

dictory information. Each of these variables appeared in several places

on the survey and test instr, ts. 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 weights to the

distribution of cases in the Survey of Income and Education, conducted 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),

S15 (person's usual language), and S17 (other language often spoken by the

person). On the Household Questionnaires, language was reported in items

Box C (from S2 or S3A), H23 (child's usual language to siblings), r..14 H24

(child's usual language to best friend). The packets were reviewed if

Box C did not agree with S2 or S3A or if more than two language codes

appeared among any of the items. Key punch and editor errors were corrected

on the data tape for S2 and S3A. Some cases remained with more than

two valid languages among the several items.

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 11-16. Only two language groups were used because the sample was not

designed for further breakdown. 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 used in the weight adjustment to the SIR

distribution was sex. Sex was reported on the LM&AI tests and on the

Screener. !Men 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 as either male or female.

has; - The editing of age was most difficult since there were so

many ways to determine age from he instruments. Five variables provided

age information" (date of birth and age from the Screener, date of birth and

age from the LM&AI, and LM &AI 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

produced 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 computed age was taken as age level on the LM&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;

(b) If Screener age was not equal to LM&AI age and:

o the child's larthday was in March, April, May, or

June and the LM&AI age was one year greater than the

Screener age, then no change was made in Screener

age or in LM&AI age, but computed age was taken as the

LM &AI age;

o all other variables agreed with LM &AI age, then

Screener age was changed to match the LM &AI age;
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o all other variables agreed with Screener age, then

correct LM&AI age was noted on an editor's print-

out but was not changed on the data tape;

o 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, etc.), then computed

age was determined by the two or more that did agree;

o 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. (Notes not always the

case when time of test administration was close to

birthdate and the child reported being older);

(c) 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 a selected child, the LM &AI test was deleted,

and the computed age 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
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it was assumed that the child accurately reported his or her age

to the test administrator. On the Screener enumeration 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 selection

and testing.
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Data Analysis Procedures - 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. The data analysis tasks included (1) production of

information concerning the data collection efforts (i.e., the sample

yield), (2) scoring 101246AI 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 conr-

pleted Screener and Household Questionnaires could be made for all

four subpopulations from the edited data tape: '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 Remainder of the U.S.

Wes tat had done a similar count for its field report for New York and

the Remainder of the U.S. based on its receipt control procedure counts

72
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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 disposition codes if necessary. RDI

also produced frequency counts of the other screener disposition codes

by segment fosr 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

Questionnaires. The frequencies of the disposition codes by subpopula-

tion are presented under the section Disposition Codes on page 77.(Also see

Tables 11-22, 11-23, 11-24, and II-26).

Frequency counts were also produced in 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 tape. Table 11-17

compares the number of expected and identified NELB households and

corresponding NELB children by subpopulation. Table 11-18 shows the

number of eligible and selected children by age groups 5 through 14

and 15 through 18.

LM &AI Scoring and Rescoring - The LM &AI tests consisted of ten

separate instruments, one for each age between 5 and 14 years. RDI

developed computer programs to score each test, record the total

score, compare it to 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 11-17. Sample Design and Yield for
NELB Households and NELB Children

Category California Texas New York
Remainder
of U.S.

NELB HOUSEHOLDS

Expected 424 332 349 1,020
Complete 411 324 248 769

NELB CHILDREN (5-18)

Expected 634 498 524 1,533
Complete 538 695 408 1,312

Total

2,125

1,752

3,189

2,953

TABLE 11-18. Eligible and Selected Children
by Subpopulation

Remainder
Category California Texas New York of U.S. Total

5-14 YEAR OLD CHILDREN

541 697 417 1,238 2,893
Selected 422 533 327 988 2,270

15-18 YEAR OLD CHILDREN

Eligible 170 223 110 449

Selected 116 162 81 324

TOTAL

Eligible 711 920 527 1,687
Selected 538 695 408 1,312

952

683

3,845
2,953

A preliminary distribution of LESA and non-LESA children was pro-

vided by age level. Table 11-19 shows the distribution of LESAs by

age using the original scoring procedures, prior to the final editing
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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 to 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 11-19. Unweighted LESA Percentages

Age Level
Initial Score Distribution Revised Score Distribution
% LESA No. of LESA % LESA No. of LESA

5 83.1 148 71.0 125

6 83.0 176 70.9 151

7 80.0 168 72.9 151

8 82.8 168 82.1 165

9 81.7 165 68.7 134

10 71.5 133 82.6 152

11 73.9 136 55.7 102

12 63.7 114 72.9 129

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 clascified 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 be more numerous

11G
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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 IFLMAAI 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

11-19. Tables 11-20 and 11-21 document the original and revised cut-

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

Table 11-20. Initial and Revised LM&AI Scoring Procedures

Scoring Age Level of Test

Information 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Original Cut-off* 35 48 39 57 65 63 56 59 67 56

Revised Cut-off* 13.54 26.36 39.06 38.51 43.10 49.03 41.39 46.32 48.32 52.31

Deleted Item 23 35 29 22 19 21 20 19 20 22

I_ I

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

..11
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Table II-21

Codes. for Correct Answers to LM&AI Test Items

Item .o.

Age Level of Test*

.
.._

S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1 1
.

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 I I 1

S 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

7 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
8 1 I 1 1 2 3 1 3 3 3

9 1 1 3 2 3 1 3 3 1 1

10 total 1 3 1 total 3 2 3 3 3

It total 1 2 2 total. 2 3 2 2 3
12 tote. 1 1 total 2 3 total total total total
13 2 I 1 total 2 3 total total total. total
14 2 1 3 2 1 2 1 2 3 3

IS 2 1 total 1 1 total 3 3 1 3
16 1 2 total 1 1 total 2 3 2 2
17 2 1 total 3 total 2 1 total 3 2
18 1 2 1 2 total 1 total total total 1

19 2 3 2 2 total(D) total total total(D) total 1
20 total 1 1 total 2 total total(D) '4 total(D) total
21 total 2 2 total 3 total(D) 3 2 2 total
22 total 2 1 total(D) 1 3 1 3 1 total(D)
23 total(D) 2 1 3 3 1 1 2 1 2

24 1 I 3 2 2 3 3 2 4

25 1 2 2 3 I 3 2 I 1

24 total total 3 2 2 3 1 4 I

27 total total 1 3 3 2 1 4 4
28 total. total 2 1 1 3 1 4 1
29 2 total(D) 1 2 3 1 4 1 2

30 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 3 2

31 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2

32 total 3 3 5 2 1 3 1 3
33 total 3 3 4 1 3 4 1 4
34 total 2 1 3 3 5 3 3 3

35 total(0) 3 1 2 5 4 6 6 1

36 3 1 1 4 1 4 4 2
37 1 2 3 2 4 2 2 3
38 2 2 3 3 5 5 6
39 3 1 1 4 1 1 4
40 3 1 4 4 2 2 2

41 2 1 3 2 1 3 5
42 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
43 1 3 1 2 2 3
44 3 1 I 2 4 2
45 2 1 1 2 4

46 1 3 3 4 4
47 2 4 2 4 3
48 1 1 3 4

49 3 2 4
SO I 2

51 1 1

52 3 1

53 2 3

54 2

* The numbet of items vatted by age level of test. After the last item on a given age level test, the coition
vas left blank. The "D" La.:litotes the deleted item vben the test vas reseoted.

-1.1 5
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Additional analyses of LM &AI test characteristics among CESS sample

respondents were not conducted. Subscale scoring, score distributions

by child characteristics, and item-total characteristics were considered

by HIE 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 used 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, one set of disposition codes was used 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

11-22 and 1/-23 present the disposition codes and their corresponding

designations of completeness of the interview form and eligibility of

the respondent.

As shown in Table 11-22, 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,

1 .1.
)
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3, 4, 7, 8), cases with codes 1, 2 and 3 were considered to have complete

Screene7s. 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 Questionnaires.

For the LISA! tests, only children 5 through 14 years of age were

eligible to take the test. The disposition codes in Table 11-23 indicate

that 15 to 18 year old children (codes 5 and 8) and handicapped children

(code 6) were excludes as ineligible for testing. Cases with codes 1 or

4 were counted as having completed a test.

TABLE 11-22. Household Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition Codes

Code R or
8*

Category**
Completeness

Household
Eligibiliry

Screener
Household

Quesrionnaire

1 E. Selected household Complete Complete Eligible

2 A Selected household,
incomplete HHQ Complete Incomplete Eligible

3 R Non - selected household Complete Incomplete ineligible

4 R
or
8

SCRbreakoff. refusal,
unavailable during field
period, unable to enter
structure, cannot contact
R; HIRE indicated "un-
known children and/or
unknown Language" Incomplete Incomplete Unknown

5 - Vacant Incomplete Incomplete Ineligible

6 - Not a dwelling unit Incomplete Encomoiece Ineligible

7 H E/RF indicated eligible
household, "children-

Incomplete Eligible

8 8

ocher language"

i

MIRY indicated ineligible
household, "English only

Incomplete

and/or no children" Incomplete Incomplete Ineligible

* Respondent (R) or Seighbor (3) concacred

** SCR: Household Screener Quesrionnaire
HHOt Household Questionnaire
NIRF: Non-Interview Response For

1 ri
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The following sections indicate how the disposition codes were

used to determine the response rates for eac instrument as well as

the non-response weight adjustments for the snple.

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"

cases corresponding to the weighting procedures. The frequencies of

cases by disposition code and subpopulation and the corresponding

response rates are shown in Tables 11-24 to 11-27.

The Household Sc:aener response 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 number of potentially

responding households, represented by codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8. At

the screening prior to intevriewing, 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 natiouial Household Questionnaire response rate was 93.75 percent.

The number of completed Household Questionnaires (code 1) was compared

to the number of households determined to be eligible for participation

in the OAS stu% (code:, x, 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 interviewed.

151

/ 777.44,4.4 /4044&;44..

4



TABLE 11-23. LMAI Disposition Codes

Code Category Completeness Eligibkittr

I 7omoleted test Complete Eligible

2 Refused to be tested Incomplete Eligible

3 Breakoff by child or family member Incomplete Eligible

4 Terminated by test administrator due to predeter-
mined pattern of several incorrect responses Complete Eligible

3 Child over-age; turned 13 years old between assign-
ment and administration of test; incorrect age
'mutiny recorded; test not given incomplete ineligible

6 Handicap or language problem prevented cestirg Incomplete Ineligible

7 :foe available during testing period incomplete Eligible

S 13-18 years old; test not given Incomplete ineligible

9 Test not given. reason unknown Incomplete Eligible

10 Wrong age level test given incomplete Eligible

The frequencies by disposition code and subpopulation for the

LE.:AI test are shown in Table 11-26. The number of completed tests

was comp,: .o 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 11-27). 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.

71744.044--- 44444
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TABLE II 24. Household Screener and Household Questionnaire
Disposition Codes by Subpopulation

Code Category * California Texas New York
Balance
of U.S.

Total

1 SCR complete;
HHQ complete 293 390 232 737 1,652

2 SCR complete;

3

HHQ incomplete

SCR complete;

8 10 11 24 5:,

Ineligible Household 3,482 1,747 2,734 15,690 23,653

4 SCR incomplete;
Ineligible Household 311 190 269 1,308 2,078

5 Vacant 140 160 191 1,225 1,716

6 Not a dwelling unit 46 36 17 287 386

7 SCR incomplete;
Probable eligible
household 23 11 5 18 57

8 SCR incomplete;
Probable ineligible
household 728 260 848 3,954 5,709

Total 5,031 2,804 4,307 23,243 35,385

* SCR: Household Screener Questionnaire
HHQ: Household Questionnaire
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TABLE 11-25. Screener an, Household Questionnaire

Response Rates

Response Rate Components* California Texas New York
Remainder
of U.S.

Total

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

2,977

4,099

16,451

21,731

25,358

33,283

SCR Response Rate 78.08% 82.32% 72.63% 75.70% 76.19%

Total Complete HHQs
(Code 1)

Total Possible HHQs
(Codes 1, 2, Z)

293

324

390

411

232

248

737

779

1,652

1,762

HHQ Response Rate 90.43% 94.89% 93.55% 94.61% 93.75%

SCR: Household Screener Questionnaire;
...
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TABU 11-26

LM&AI Dispoaition Codes by Subpopulation

Code Category

Completed Test

California

277 415

New York Remainder
of U.S.

811

Total

230 1,733

2 Refused to be tested 7 26 28 66 127

3 Breakoff 2 0 2 4

4 Terminated 33 45 49 49 176

5 Child over age 3 3 1 1 8

6 Handicapped 1 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
unknown 35 12 1 17 65

10 Wrong age level test
given 14 8 2 8 32

Total 538 695 408 1,312 2,953



TABLE 11-27

LM&AI Response Rates

Response Rate Components California Texas New York
Remainder
of U.S. Total

Total Completed LM6AI
Tests (Codes 1, 4) 310 460 279 860 1,909

Total Possible Tests
(Codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 7,
9, 10) 419 532 324 982 2,257

MAI Response Rate 73.99% 86.47% 86.11% 87.58% 84.58%

Weighting Procedures - Six weight adjustments were made to derive

estimates of totals and proportions 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 also made for subsampling children, since all children in a

household were not selected for subsequent 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 (BSU) for each segment in

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

z7f;
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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-.

ling units. The adjusted basic sampling weight (BSW(1)) for each segment

was provided by Westat and the five Labsequent adjustments were calculated

by RDI using the BSW
(1)

Values.

The Household Screener non-response adjustment was applied to the

BSW
(1)

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 were differentiated

within the study's four subpopulations: Texas, California, New York, and

the Remainder of the U.S. 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 density; 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(1)

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 11-28. The BSW(1) of each segment was multiplied by

the appropriate adjustment ratio to produce the first non-response ad-

justed weight, BSW(2), for each segment.

The Household Questionnaire non-response adjustment was computed

in a similar manner. The adjustment ratios were found by comparing
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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 11-29). The BSW(2)

for each segment was multiplied by the appropriate adjustment ratio

to produce the second non-response adjusted weight, BSW(1) , for each

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

Table 11-28. 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 11-29. 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 1.0784 1.0060

I



The next adjustment increased, on a household-by-household 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 yeai 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(3) ) to produce

the first basic child weight (BCW
(I)

) 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 18 year old child could

be selected, the household weight BSW(3) was multiplied by the number of

15 to 18 year old children in the household to produce a BCW(1) for each

selected 15 to 18 year old child. Thk ....ujustment ratios varied by

household from 1.0 to 4.0.

The fifth adjustment pertained to non-response on the language

assessment 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(1) 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

ratios 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 I.M&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 11-30. The BCW(1)

for each selected 5 to 14 year old child was multiplied by the appropriate

adjustment ratio to produce a BCW
(2)

.

88
.4(. sibp;r4414___Aam.0!!/1604447,414....



Finally, the BCW
(2)

values for 5 to 14 year olds and the BCW (1)

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 were used: Spanish and Other Non-

English Language. Westat computed ratios to adjust 13CW(1) and BCW
(2)

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 Non-

English Language groups in Texas and California where only sex was dis-

tinguished. The adjustment ratios are presented in Table 11-31. The

appropriate ratio was multiplied by the BCW
(1)

and BCW
(2) values to

produce the final weight, BCW
(3)

, for all selected children. The

weighted NELB and LESA counts are tabulations of these final BCW
(3)

values.

Table 11-32 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 shown.

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

Low Density High Density

Subpopulation
SMSA NonSMSA 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 U.S. 1.2385 1.1605 1.0607 1.1843

1 6:1
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TABLE 11-31. Correction Factors for Correcting Age
and Sex Distribution

Subposulstlon

Age

6-3 9-11 12-14 15-18

24 F
-I-

4 F 4 F 4 F

Spanish
California 1.6803 1.5512 1.3696 1.3694 1.6143 2.0216 1.6447 2.6218

Texas 0.7065 1.0700 1.1406 0.2459 1.3218 0.9580 1.1467 1.704e
Vey York 1.0063 1.0821 0.6051 2.5246 0.6162 0.8818 1.1003 0.8837
tessInder of U.S. 1.3625 1.2409 1.3655 0.8718 1.4382 1.3022 0.7762 1.2450

Other :ton- English

Ca1ifon:1a 2.6157 0.9620 2.6157 0.9620 2.6157 0.9620 2.6157 0.9620

Texas 56.8603 2.5037 56.8603 2.5037 56.8603 2.5037 56.8603 2.5037

New York 1.0453 1.8235 2.0154 0.8567 1.4146 1.1024 1.4978 2.2672

tesateder o2 U.S. 2.1990 1.0560 1.3932 1.4208 1.9126 1.0910 2.4267 1.738)

TABLE 11-32 LESS Sample Weights

Weight

Range
um of Weights

-__
Minimum Maximum

BSW(1) 65.0 19,118.0 2,282,075

BSW
(2) 76.9 25,752.0 2,979,982

BSW (3) 82.9 26,540.5 3,178,169

BCW(1)

(15-18 year olds)
82.9 53,081.0 1,036,590

BCW
(2)

(5-14 year olds) 140.8 49,304.6 3,048,452

BCW
(I) for 15-18 and

BCW(2) for 5-14 year

olds 82.9 53,081.0 4,085,042

BCW(3)
(5-18 year olds) 112.7 72,322.8 6,i82,434*

* Estimated number of NELB children between 5 and 18 years old
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Procedures for Estimating Variance - Coefficients of variance

(CVs) were computed for each of the 26 categories of children for

which NIE requested LESA and NELB counts. Fifteen source specified

characteristics listed in Table 11-33 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". The set of 15 source specified characteristics among NELB

children who were also LESAs was represented by "Y". The 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 distinguished 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 associated probability of 1.0 were

referred to as Certainty counties. Those with an associated prob-

ability of less than 1.0 were labeled don - certainty counties. Different

initial sets of procedures for calculating CVs were used for Certainty

and Non-certainty counties.

For the 51 Non-certainty counties, Westat identified 15 groups of

two or more counties each. In calculating a weighted sum of squares

for each of the 15 g':oups for each source specified characteristic of

interest, the child weights (BCW(3) values) for children in each county

were summed for each characte'istic. The deviations of the county sums

from the group mean were found, squared, and summed to produce weighted



TABLE 11-33. Source Specified Characteristics of NELB (X)
Children and NELB-LESA (Y) Children

Characteristic
Number

1

2

1

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Source Specified Characteristic

Any eligible, selected child (`SECS)

S -6 years old

7-8 years old

9-11 years old

12-14 years old

Spanish background

Other non - English language background

Spanish background, 5-6 years old

Other non-English language background.
5-6 years old

Spanish background, 7-8 years old

Other non-English language background.
7-8 years old

Spanish background, 9-11 years old

Other non-English language background.
9-11 years old

Spanish background, 12-14 years old

Other non-English language background.
12-14.vears old

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 Y/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 covariance. its segments in that county were split into

two "artificial" counties using an odd -even split method. Child weights

(BCW(3) values) were then summed for children within each of the two

artificial counties. Group variances and covariances were computed

for the artificial counties using the differences between the odd and

even county sums. The resulting values 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

between 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 minus 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 was based, the data ane.ysis procedures produced

the following information about the CESS data base and the estimates

of NELB and LESA children. The results are preliminary in that much

additional information can be obtained from the data base to further

examine characteristics of NELB and LESA children.

NELB and LESA Counts and CVs NIE specified LESA and NELB counts

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

co'.its were found using the BCH
(3)

values. The counts were limited

to 5 through 14 year old children, as specified by the study design, since

the language proficiency of 15 to 18 year old children was not measured.

Tables 11-34 and 11-35 present the NELB and LESA counts and indi-

cations of their reliability iv: tha 26 groups. For the whole U.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 Thildran is . 09,000 at a 95 percent confidence level.

Characteristics of Respon-4nts - Considerably more information may

be compiled on the CESS study respondents. Over 20 items en tha

Screener and 35 items on the Household Questionnaire were presented

to eligible, selected respondents to collect data regarding language

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

a mini.al number 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 responses, decisions will be

made on recoding laLguage-related items into appropriate language

groups and computing other marginals that would be useful in evalu-

ating and supporting data analysis results.

VI. CONCLUSION

Congress presented three Landates (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 National Institute of Education,

provides the requested data in terms of population estimates ta

Non-English Language Background (NELB) and Limited English Speaking

Ability (LESA) persons. The study was a cooperative venture involv-

ing a Consortium of Contractors, a national Review Group of Advisors

(see Vol:me I), and major participation by the staff of National

Institute of education and National Center for Education Statistics.
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Table 11-34

NELB and LESA Counts with LESA Proportions

Category !NUB Count ILESA Count

I I

LESA Proportion

% CV I 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

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
12-14 year olds 1,210,000 740,000 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 67.0 7.54 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

1>Panish
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
New York 364,000 316,000 86.9 4.64 78.78 94.92
Remainder of U.S. 770,000 488,000 63.4 11.13 49.28 77.49

Other non-English
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.* 977,000 421,100 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.
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Table 11-35

Calculation of NELB and LESA Counts

Category

NELB Totals

Unweighted Weighted

N N

LESA Totals

Unweighted Weighted

N
7. I

Whole U.S. 1909 3,812,000 1360

Sub oulations
California 310 855,000 233
Texas 460 630,000 324
New York 279 608,000 229
Remainder of U.S. 860 1,718,000 574

A e

5-6 year olds 389 722,400 276
7-8 year olds 408 780,000 316
9-11 year olds 562 1,099,000 388
12-14 year olds 550 1,210,000 380

Lan ua e
Spanish 1482 2,390,000 1117
Other non-English 427 1,422,000 243

Spanish
5-6 year olds 304 467,000 233
7-8 year olds 320 486,000 257
9-11 year olds 430 690,000 312
12-14 year olds 428 747,000 315

Other non - English

5-6 year olds 85 255,000 43
7-8 year olds 88 294,000 59
9-11 year olds 132 409,000 76
12-14 year olds 122 463,000 65

S anish
California 276 654,000 215
Texas 456 602,000 323
New York 226 364,000 200
Remainder of U.S. 524 770,000 379

Other non-ET,,zlish

California 34 201,000 18
New York * 53 245,000 29
Remainder of U.S. 340 977,000 196

71.2 2,409,000

75.2 594,000
70.4 438,000
82.1 468,000
66.7 908,000

71.0 484,000
77.5 534,000
69.0 652,000
69.1 740,000

75.4 1,744,000
56.9 665,001

76.6 352,000
80.3 390,000
72.6 462,000
73.6 540,000

50.6 132,000
67.0 144,000
57.6 190,000
53.3 199,000

77.9 502,000
70.8 438,000
88.5 316,000
72.3 488,000

52.9 93,000
54.7 152,000
57.6 421,000

*
For other non-English language by subppulation, Texas was included with

the Remainder of the U.S.
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ESEA TITLE VII, BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED IN 1974



APPENDIX A

1974 ACT

'BILIIIGVAL ZDUCATIOtial. MOM=

81 Stat. 820J SE0. 103. (a) (1) Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary
ea SU*. 151. Education Act of 1965 is amended to read as follows:
20 LSO 880b.
2111bgea3 Woo ."TITLE 4IIBILDTGV.4.1; EDUCATION
astion Ant.
20 MC Saab %SORT 21712
iscrto.

"Sac. 101. This title may bs cited as the 'Bilingual Education Act.

uPOLICT; APPROPP2AllOWS

20 MC sob. "Sac. 102. (a) Recognizing
"(1) that there are large numbers of children of limited Eng-

lish-speaking ability;
"(2) that many of such children have a cultural heritage which

differs from that of English-speaking persons;
"(3) that a primers means by which a child learns is through'

the use of such childi language and cultural heritage;
4(4) that, therefore, large numbers of children of limited Eng-

lish-spealan ability have educational needs which can be met by
the use of bilingual educational methods and techniques; and

"13) that. in additior, children of limited English-speaking
ability benefit through the fullest utilization of multiple language
and cultural, resources.

Mlle Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States, in order
to establish equal educational opportunity for all children (A) to
encourage the establishment and operation ;where appropriate, of edu-
cational programs using bilingual educational practices, technique&
and methods, and (B) for that purpose. to provide financial assistance
to local educational agencies. and to State educational agencies for
certain purposes, in order to enable such local educational agoncies
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to develop and carry out such programs in elementary and secondary
schools, inchtding activititat at the preschool level, which are designed
to meet the educational needs of such childreis;, and to demotutrate
effective ways of providing, for children of limited English-speaking
ability, instruction designed to enable them, while using their native
lung gage. to achieve competence in the Ent Usk language.

"(b) (I) Except as is otherwise provided in this tale, for the per- SppropriaM.on.
pose of carrying out the provisions of this title, there are authorizes! to
be appropriated $133,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,1914;
SI:1300.000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913; $140,000,000
for the fiscal year ending thus 30, 1916: $130.000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971; and $160,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
jurte 30,1978.

"(2) There are further authorized to be appropriated to carry out
the provisions of section 721(b) (3) $6,730,000 for the fiscal year p. S07.
ending June :30. 1914: $7.250000 for the fiscal year ending June 30.
IOU: V.730.000 for the fisral yeer ending June 30.1:116 :- $8,730,00f
for the fiscal year ending June 30,171; and $9,730,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30,1978.

fiscal
) From the sums appropriated under paragraph (1) for any(
year--
"(A) the Commissioner shall reserve 316.000,000 of that part

thereof which does not exceed $70,000,000 for training activities
carried out under clans. (3) of subsection (a) of section 7"..1, and
shall reserve for such activities 3314 per cent= of that part
thereof which is in excess of $70,000.000; and

"(B) the Commissioner shall reserve from the amount not
reserved pnrsuant to Anus. (A) of this paragraph such amounts as
may be necessary, but not :a excess of I per centura thereof. for
the purposes of section 732. p P. 510.

".moss; arenz-virone
"Sze. 703. (a) The following definitions shall apply to the terms 20 MC 3E64.

sued in this title:
"(I) The term 'limited Englishipeaking ability', when used with

reference to an individual, mesas
"(A) individuals who were not born in the 'United States or

whose native language is a language other than English. and
"(B) individuals who cone from environments where a lan-

guage other than English is dominant, as further defined by the
Commissioner by regulations:

and, by reason thereof. have difficulty singing and understanding
instruction in the :Smith's language.

IQ) The term 'native language , when used with reference to an
individual of limited Engliah-spialang ability, means the language
normally used by such individuals, or in the case of a child, the Ian-

normally used by.the pacts of the child.
) The term low.inebine' when used with respect to a family

means an mud income for such a family which does not exceed the
low annual income determined pursuant to section 103 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. .4311, P. 493.

"(4) (4) The term 'prowtam of bilingual education' means a pro-
ram of instruction. desired'i for children of hoilted English-speak.
mg ability in elementary or secondary schools. in which. with respect
to the years of study to which such program is applicable

k(i) there is instruction given tn. and study of. English and. to
the extent necessary to allow a child to progress effectively through

-2-
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the educational system, the cadre language of the childrete of
limited Englishspeeldng ability, and such instruction is given
with appreciation for the cultural heritage of such children, and,
with respect to eiementary school instruction, such instruction
shall, to the 'veer neeetaare, be in all courses or subjects of
study which will snow a child to progress effectively through the
Mutational system: and

"(ii) the revirements in subparagraphs (B) through (E) of
this paragraph sad established pursuant to subsection (b) of this
section are met.

regiasbspeamas "(B) A program of bilintrual education may make provision for
etitteren, en- the voluntary enrollment to a limited degree therein, on a regularreueret. of children whose language is English. in order that they may acquire

an understanding of Ate cultural heritage of the children of limited
Englisltopeakitig ability for whom the particular program of bilirtmtal
education is deaipe d. In determining eligibility to participate in such
prober.. s, prionty shall be given to the ebihtren whose langiutge is
other titan English. In no event shall the program be desiguell for the

. purpose of teaching a foreign language to English -speaking children.
"(C) In such courses or subjects of study as art, music, and physical

education. a Itrogrant of bilingual education shall make provision for
the participation of children of limited Englishspeaking ability in
re.gularciasses.

"(D) enrolled in a program of bilingual caimans§ shall.
if gratles1 eliueles are used. lie placed, to the extent practicable. in
classes with children of approximately the same age:m and level of edu.
rational attainment. If children of significantly varying ages or levels
of educational attainment are pieced in the same class. the program
of bilingual education shall seek to insure that each child is provided
with in struction which Ls appropriate for his or her level of education.
al attainment.

"(F.) .1n application for a program of bilingual education shall be
ilovelopell in consultation with petunia of children of limited Eng-
lishspeaking ability. teachers, and, where applicable, secondary
school students, in the areas to be served. and assurances shall be given
in the application that. after the application has been approved under
this title, the applicant will provide for particination by a committee
composer of, and selected by, suck parents, and. in the case of second-
:try schools, representatives of secondary school students to be served..

"(5) The term 'Office' means the Office of Bilingual Education.
-(6) The term 'Director means the Director of the Office of Bilin-

gual Education.
"(7) The term 'Coma means the National Advisory Council on

Bilingual Education.
::ottal. pm. "(V) The Commissioner after receiving recommendations from
m'a'ws Fitsue and local educational agencies and groups and orcnt,.. nizations

involved in bilingual (duration. shall establish. euhlish, and distribute.
with respect to programs of bilingual education. sat...Tested models
with respect to pupilteacher ratios. teacher qualifications. and other
factors affecting the quality.of instruction offered in such programs.

"(c) In preerrihing regulations under this section, the Cont, l's-
sinner shall consult with State and loral educational agencies. appro.
striate organizations representing parents and children of limited
Englishspeaking ability and appropriate groups and organizations
representing teachers and educators involved in bilingual education.
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"PART AFINANctAg, .if.strrANCE EMI Famarrio$

Poona=
uMr.t:nit'af. rztCallo$ rnocntsts

"*Sco. 71/. (a). Funds available for groats under this part shall be I:ranta,
used for 20 05C 6500-1.

"(1) the establishment, operation, and Improvement of pro-
grfans of bilingual education:

"(V) auxiliary and suRptemeatary community aril educational
activities designed to facilitate and =pand tho implementation of
programs describer% in clause (1), including such activities as
(A) adult education vograms related to the purposti of this title,
particularly for parents of children participating in programs
of bilingual education, and carried out, where appropriate, in
coordination with programs assisted under the Add It Education
Act, and (B) preschool programs preparatory and supplemen. en seat. Usl;
Lary to bilingual*duration programs; Post. p. $16.

(3) (A) the establishment, operation, and improvement of 2° 412 12"
teaming programs for personnel preparing to participate in, or °°"
personnel partivipating in. the conduct of programs of bilingual
education and tE) auxiliary and supplementary training pro-
grams. which shall be included in each program of bilingual
education. for personnel preptring to participate in, or person-
nel participating in. the condnet of such programs: and

"(4) planning. and providing technical assistance for, and talc.
ing other steps leading to the development of, such programs

4*(b) (1) A grant may he made under this mction only upon avec*. Application.
tion therefor by one 0r more local educational agencies or by an *nati-
o:don of higher education. including a junior or connunnfty colleg%
applying jointly with one or more local educational agencies (or. in
the case of a training Iwtirity described hi clause (3)1.1) of admire.
tion (a) of this section, by eligible applicants as defined in station IV3). aeszp p. sta. ,

Each such application shall be made to the Commissioner at such time.
in such manner, and containing ands information as the Commissioner
deems necessary, and

"(.t) include a description of the activities set forth in one or
more of the clauses of sulisection (a) which the applicant desires
tc carryout; and

NB) provide evidence that the activities so described will make
substantial progress toward making programs of bilingual edam-
tion available to the children having need thereof in the.area
served by the applicant

"if.) An application for a grant uncle; this part may be approved Always'.
only if

"(.t. ) the provision of assistance proposed in the application
is consistent with criteria established by the Commissioner. after
consultation with the Stets educational agency. for the purpose
of achieving an equitable distribution of assistance 'under this
part within the State in which the applicant is located, which
criteria shall be developed by his taking into consideration (i)
the geographic distribution of children of limited Enelblt-
speaking ability. (ii) the relative need of persons in different
geographio arras within the Fade forlhe kinds of services and
activities described in snbsertiOn (a). MO with respect to grants

-4-
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to carry out programs described in clauses (1) and (2) o` sub-
.section (a) of section 721. the relative ability of particular !oral
educational agencies within the State to provide such services awl
activities. anti (iv) with respect to twit grants. the relative num-
licrs of 1$131.011S front low-income families sought to he beiteritted
by such taros rams;

-( li) 15 the case of applications from local educational agencies
to carry out progruins of bilingual education under CISILSO -(1) of
SlibSeCtitO1 (a) of Sertion121. the Comntissimwr determines that
not low than 15 per centuni of the amounts paid to the applietint
for the jam poses of such programs shall be exawieded for anxilin ry
and simplerticutary training programs in acrorilance with the

Lat., p. 505, iirovisunts of clause (3)(11) of such subsection and section Mr
1W) the Commissioner determines (i) that the promm will

use the moat fit:Miffed available personnel and the best resolvers
and will substantially increase the educational opportunitieti for
children of limited Vaiglishiraking ability in the area to be
served by the applieunt. and (is) that. to the extent consistent with
the munter of children enrolled in nonprofit. nonpublic schools.
in time area to he served who educational needs are of the type
which the program mis intended to meet. provision has been ade
for participation of each children ; and

Is(D) the State educational agency has been notified of the
application and has been given the opportunity to offer lecomnien-
dations thereon to the applicant and to the Ctinuniasioner.

"(3)(A.) trpon an application from a State educational aoency. the
Commissioner shall make provision for the submission antrappmval
of a State program for the coordination hy such state *pricy of
technical assistance to programs of bilingual education in such
State assisted under this title. Sitch State program shall contain sitch
provisions. agreements, and assurances as the Conunissioner shall. by
regulation. determine necessary and proper to achieve the purpose:" of
this title. Including assurances that funds made available under this
section for any fiscal year will be so used as to supplement. and to
the extent mantral. increase the level of funds that would. in the
absence of such funds he made available by the State for the purpose"
described in thine section. and in no case to supplant such funds.

"(13) Except as is provided in the second sentence of this subpara-
graph, the Clommismorter shall pay from the amounts authorized for

; w47...t e , p. sm. these purposes pursunnt to section 702 for each fiscal rear to each State
educational agency which has a State program submiited and approved
under subparagraph (A) such sums as may be neepasary for the
proper and efficient conduct of such State program. The amount paid
hy the Commissioner .to any State educationalagency under the preced-
ing sentence for any fiscal year shall not exceed S per rentimi of the
aggregate of the amounts paid under this part to local educational
agencies in the State of such State educational agency in the fiscal year
preceding the fiscal:rear in which this limitation applies.

"(c) In determining the distribution of funds under this title. the
Commissioner shall give priority to areas haying the greatest need
foe programs assisted under this title.

20 II: e8eb-4.

"IHMAN CHUDRE.I tH SCHOOLS

"Sac. 722. (a) For the purpose of carrying out programs under this
part for individuals served by elementary and swami:try schools
operated .predominantly for Indian children. a nonprofit institution
or organization of the Indian tribe consented winch operates any
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such school and which is approved by the Commissioner for the pur-
poses of this section may be considetea to be a local educational agency
as such tennis used in this title.

"(b) From the sums appropriated pursuant to section 701(b), the
Commissioner is authorized to make payments to the Secretary of the
Interior to carry out prognuus of billugual ',disc:trial* for children
on reservations served Sy elementary and secondary schools for Indian
children operated or funded by the Deparauent of the Interior. The
terms upon which payments for such purpose may be made to the
Secretary of the Interior shall he deternunea pursuant to such criteria
as the Commissioner determines will best carry out the policy of
section 702(a),

"(c) The Secretary of the Interior shall prepare and, not later than
.'S'ovember 1 of each year, shall submit to the Congress and the Presi-
dent an annual report detailing a review and evaluation of the use,
during the prreedbut rear. of ail funds paid to hint by the Com-
missioner under subsection (b) of this section, including conipleto
fiscal reports, a description of the personnel mitt information paid for
in whole or in part with such funds, the allocation of such funds.
said the sratus of all programs funded from such payments. Nothing
in this subsection shall Ise construed ro renew the Director of any
authority or obligatiou under this part.

"(4 The Secretary 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 needs of Indian children with
respect to the purposes of this title in schools operated or funded be
rite Department of the Interior, including those State ednaitionil
agencies and local educational vencies receiving assistance under the
Johnson-O'Malley Act (25 U.S.C. 4:t.i et seq.) and en assessment of the
extent to which such needs are being met by funds provided to such
schools for educational purposes through the Secretary of the interior.

"rnartram

"Sem 19.3. (a) (1) In earning out the provisions of chamois (I) and
() of subsect ton (a) of section ital, with rettpect ro training. the Com-
missioner shall, through grants to, and contracts with, eligible von-
cants, as defined in subsection (b), provide for

"(A) (I) training, carried out in coordination with any other
programs training auxiliary educational personnel, dvsig'ned (T)
to preplre personnel to participate in, or for personnet partic-
ipating in, the conduct of programs of bilingual education, include
ugs, programs entplistsizing opportunities for career development,
advancement and lateral mobility, (II) to train teachers, athnin-
istratom, paraprofessionals, teacher aides and parents, and ( TII)
to train persons to teach and counsel such omens, and (i1)
training programs designed (I) tomcat individual needs,an7rIlna'
to encourage Ifortn, innovation, and improvement in applicable
education curricula graduate education, hi the structure of
the academic profession, and in recruitment and retention of
higher education and graduate school facilities, as related to
bilingual education; and

4. (13) the operation of short-term training institutes designed
to Improve the skills of participanN iniiregranti of bilingual edu-
cation in order to facilitate their effectiveness in carrying oat
rcsoonsibilities in connection with such programs.

n(2) in addition the Commissioner is authorized to award fellow-
ships for study in the field of training teachers for bilingual trio.

a,

es STAT. Sed

Pay.--ents.
Ajrts, p. 503.

Ans:ssal report
to Congress
and ems-
dent.

Assesscont of
needs or Init.
air chadzone
autorittai to
rangroes and
President.

49 SUL. 1455.

20 CSC 1160t9.
Ante" p. SOL

Fellowships.
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cation. For the fiscal year ending; June 30, 1973
,

not less than 100
fellowships leading to a 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
proportion to the need for teachers of various groups of individuals

Resort to with limited English-speaking ability. For each fiscal year after June
senaressloral 30,1975, and prior to July 419713, the Commissioner shall report to the
eenastasee. Committee on Education and Labor of the Rouse of Representatives

and the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate on
the number of fellowships in the field of training teachers for bilingual
education which' he recommends will be necessary for that fiscal year.

Stipend*, "(3) The Commissioner shall include in the terms of any arrange.
meat described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a) of this
section provisiors for the payment, to persons participating in train-

programs so described, of such stipends (including allowances for
ce and other peases for such persons and their dependents)

as he may determine to be consistent with prevailing practices under
comparable federally supported programer.

"(10 In making gra.nts or contracts under this 'action, the Com-
missioner shall give priority. to eligible applicants with demonstrated
competence and experience in the field of bilingual education. Funds
provided under grants or contracs for training activities described
in this section to or with a State educational agency, separately or
jointly, shall in no event exceed in the aggregate in any fiscal year
15 centura of the total amount of funds obligated for training
ectivitiesursuent to clauses (1) end (3) of subsection (a) of section

Alt!" p. WC 721in such year
"(3) An application fora grantor contract for preserrice or inserv-

ice training activities described In clause (A) (I) and clause (A)
(ii) (I) and in subsection (a) (1) 03) of this section shall be considered
an application s. program of bilhyual education

all
pupas=

of subsection (a).(4) (E) of section 403.
"(b) For the purposes of this section, the term 'eligible applicants'

means
"(1) institutions of higher education (including junior colleges

and community college%) which apply, after concultation with or
jointly with. one or more local educational agencies;

"(2) local educational agencies; and.
"(3) State educational agencies.

. "Purr BAosimisrmi.vios

p. 504.
MI:41bl*
vplicents:

"orricz or stmamt, Tin.V.vrtox

zedAblishnent. "Syr. 731. (a) There shall be in the Of of Education, an Office of
20 tic seot-10. Bilingual Munition (hereaf..r in this section referred to au the

'Office') thmugh whirl* the Coinmissioner shall carry out his functions
relating to bilingual education.

"(b) (1) The Oilier shall he headed by a Director of Bilingual Eau-
eetion, appointed by the rominksimwr. to whom the Cun nuip-ioncr
shall delegate all of his delegable functions relating to %nomad
education,

"(2) The Office shall he °minim' as the Director determines to be
appropriate in order to enable him to carry out his functions and
responsibilities effectively.

**fore to "(c) The Commissioner. in consultation with the Collodi. shall.pre-
:Ineress end pare and, not later than nivember 1 of 1973, and of 12r mt,shall ;oult
President. to the Congres and the President a report on the condition of 1 lingual

education an the Nation and the administration and opcmtion of this

-7-

1 7

+NI



Augaist 21, 1974 Pub. Law 93.380
title awl of other programs for persons of limited Englishspeaking
ability. Such report shnll le canttats.

"(1) a national assessment of the educational needs of children
lad other persons with limited English-speaking ability and of
the extent to which such needs are being met front Federal, State
and local efforts, including (A.) not later thou July 1,19?, the
results of a survey of the nmbor of such children and pentane in
the States, and .(113) a plan, ittskludingcost estimates, to be carried
out during theme -year period beginning on such date, for extend.
ing prognuns of bilingual education and bilingual vocational and
wait education programs to all such preschool and elementary
school children and other persons of limited English-speaking
ability, including a phased plan for the training of the nereioncy
teachers and other educational personnel necessary for :men
purPosei

"(2) a report on and an evaluation If the activities carried out
under rids title during tho preceding fiscal year and the extent to
which each of oath activities achieve; the policy set forth in
section ier3(a)

"0) a statement of the activities intended to be carried out
, during the succeeding period, including an estbnate of the east

of such krtivities:
"(4) nn assesoneut of the number of to:niters anti other cilium-

daunt personnel needed to carry out programs of bilingual edu-
cation under: this title and those carried out under other programs
for persons of limited Esiglishspeaking aliility and a statement
describing the activities carried out thereunder designed to pie."
pare teac.bets and other educational personnel for skwh prustImuu
awl the number of other eiltiettional personnel needed to carry
out programs of bilingual education in the States and o statement
describing the activities curried out tinder tide tide designed to
prepare teachers and other educational iersounel for stall pro.
grants; and

"(5) a description of rho personnel. the funr...ons of such per
sonnel, and information available at the. regional offices of the
Department of Health. Education, and 'Welfare dealing with bi-
lingual programs within that region.

"xsamat...ortstiav couvert. o'f rurarter.o. epee mut

4STG.C. Tat (a) Stibieck to part 1) of the General Education l'rovi. tztabliphavut,
$1014 Act, there shalt he it National Advisory emoted on Bilingual 20 Ma 502h-12-
Education composed of fifteen members appointed by the :garret:Irv, WA' P
one of whom he shall designate as Chairman, At least eight If trio 114=b1" --41.P..
members of the Council shall be persons experienced in dealing with
the educational problems of children and other parson* who are of
limited Enr tishspeaking!tbility, at least One of whom shall be repor
solitaire o

dhingual
serving on boards of education operating pro.

grams of idingual education. lit least three membei:s shnll be
experienced '1% this tmining of teachers in progrims of hilia;rual cduca-
den- At least two members shad 1* persons with general experience
in the field of elementary and secondary education. At leeht two stem.

Lars ::hall he classroom teachers of demonstrated teaching abilities
nsing bilingual methods and techniques. 'roe members of the Council
shall he mipointed in such a way as to be jtetterally represntative of
the iigniffeant segments of the popalatico of pcmons of limited
Englishspeakieg ability and the geograpluc 'ryas in tt Melt they
reside.

9.3 57V HO
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"(b) Tile Council shall meet at the call of the Chairman, but, not-

withstanding the provisions of section 448(2.) of the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act, not less often than four times in each year.

"(c) The Council shall advise the Commissioner in the preparation
of general regulations and with respect to policy matters arising in
the administration and operation of this title, including the develop-
ment of criteria for approval of applications, and pleas under this
title, and the administration and operation of other programs for
persons of limited Engfish-speaking ability. The Council shall prepare
and, not later than ;November 1 of each year, submit a report to the
Congress and the President on the condition of bilingual education in
the Nation and on the administration And operation of this title,
including those items specified in section 731(c), and the adniinistra
Lion ancroperation of other progremstfor persons of limited English-
speaking ability.

"(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 accordance with section 445, of the General
Education Provisions Act, end shall make available to the Council

. such stet; informed", and other assistance as it may minim to carry
out its activities effectively. -

"Paw C.Simeon= Senviczs AXD ACTIVITIES

ADNI:C4111724370:1

"Sac. 741: (a.) The provisions of this put shall be administered by
the Assistant Secretary, in consultation with

"(I) the Contraissioner, through the Office of Bilingual Edu-
cation: an .

"(2) the Director of the National Institute of Education. not -
withstanding the second sentence of section 405(b) (1) of the
General Lducation Provisions Act; '

im accordance with regulations.
"(b) The Assistant Secretary shell, in accordance with clauses (t)

and (2) of subsection (al, develop and promulgate regulations fie: this
part end then delegate his functions under this part, as may be appro.
priata underthe terms of section 742.

zszencat 883CONVIIUMION mono=

"Sac, 142. The National Institute of Education shall, in accord-
ance wigs the provisions of section 405 of the General Education Pro-
visions Act, carry Wit a program of mearch in the field of bilingual
education in order to Inhume the effectiveness of bilingual education
preplan carries: on under this title and other programs for persons
of limited English-spec ldng 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 competitive contracts with public and private educational agen-
cies. institutions and organizations for such purpose.

"(c) In carrying out their responsibilities under this section. the
Commissioner and the Director :ball, throue competitive contracts
with appropriate public and private agencies, institutions. and orga-
nizations

"(1) undertake studies to determine the basic educational needs
and language acquisition characteristics of, and the most ettective

-9-
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conditions for. educating children of limited English-speaking
ability;

"(i) develop and disseminate instructional materials and
equipment suitable for use in bilingual education programs: and

"(3) establish and operate a national clearinghouse of informa-
don for bilingu al education, which shall collect, analyze. and
disseminate information about bilingual education and such bilin-
gual education and Mated programs.

"(d) In carrying out their responsibilities under this section. the
Commissioner and the Director shall provide for periodic consulta-
tion with representatives of State and local educational agencies and
appropriate groups and or-Anizations involved in bilingual education.

There tsauthorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year prior
to July 1. ion. 5,000.0011 to carry out the provisions of this section?.

(2) (.1.) The amendment made bY this subsection shalt be effective
upon the date of enactment of this Act. except that the provisions of
part A of title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1066 (as amended by subsection (a) Of this section) shall become
effective on July I. tors. and the provisions o f title VII of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1983 in effect inimediately prior
to ihe date of enactment of this Act shall remain in effect through June

1073. to the extent not inconsistent with the amendment made by
this section.

(B) The National Advisory Council on Bilingual Eduration, for
which provision is made in section 732 of such Act, shall be appointed
within ninety days after the enactment of this Act.

(b) Section 703(a) of title VII of such Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

"(8) The term 'other programs for Remarks of limited English-
speaking ability' when used in eeetions 7:4 and 7:12 means the program .

nuthodied by section 708(c) of the Emergency School Aid Act and the
programs carried out in coordination with the provisions of this title
pursuant to section 122(a) (4) (C) and part J of the Vocational Edu-
cation Act of 1083, and section 106(a) (II) of the Adult Education
Act. and programs and protects serving MILS with high concentrations
of 1.ersone of limited krig ish-apetking ability pursuant to section 6
( b) (4) of the Library Serrices and Gotta:action. Act.n.

STATCTZ OF LINATATIONs

SW. 106. Title VITI of the Elementary and Seamdair Education
At of 065 is amended by inee.-ting after section 803 the following
new t....zion

"STATUTE 3r t.13tEr.4770:TS 07( ItITCSO ter PAT5t7MTS

"Sec. 804. 'So State or local educational agency shall be liable to
.refund any payment made to such agency under this Act (including
title I of this Act) which was subsequently determined to be unau-
thorized by law, if such payment was made more than five years
before such acenev received final written notice that snrh payment
w03unanthorized.t

3110POrt MEM4710/( raarzors

Sze. 107. fa) Section NE7(c) of the Elementary and Seeondar.
Education Act of 1088 is amended by inserting beic:* the period at
the ena thereof the following: ". and each of the five succeeding fiscal
veers, except that no funds are authorized to he appropriated for ob-
(ip:ion during any year for whirl' funds are available for obliratinit
for carrying out part of title IV-.

fb) The amendments made by this ce.aian shall IA ef:eetive ott and
a free July 1. 1073.

-10- 4
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION AND WELFARE

.44~4OrON Dr. ,r112ffit

Honorable Carolyn Warner.
Superintendent of Public Instruction
State Department of Education
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Superintendent Warner:

I am writing to you on behalf of agencies in the Education Division
of 6tie 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 -4e
Bilingual Studies Task Force of the Council, of Chief State School Officers'
Committee on Evaluation and Info- oration Systems (CEIS) and by a larger
review team representing the State Education Agencies.

This study is 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 opnortunity
to recontact some schools in the future that are selected for participation
now.

The data collection burden among individual schools is expected to be
very modest. Additional, information about the study and specifics related
to your cooperation are contained in the enclosures. If you wish to have
more information about the study, please contact Dr. J. Michael O'Malley,
the NIE Project Officer (202) 254-7940 or Mr. Leslie Silverman, the NCES
Project Officer (202) 245-3397.

cc: CEIS Coordinator

Enclosures 1

Sincerely,

Mary F. Berry,
Assistant Secretary for Education
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Date

Supervisor

Interviewer

SUPERVISOR'S INTERVIEW

City/State

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 k of the time)

Other (s) (please specify)

Yes, 11 of the time

Almost no difficulty at all

-1-
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b. Unavailability of household member 16 or older.

Yes, quite often

Very infrequently (no more than 14 of the time)

Yes, 11 of the time

Almost no difficulty at all

Other(s) (please specify)

5. Have you been able to verify 10% of each interviewers work?

yes no

If yes, ask to go over the verification log and some verification
forms.

6. How are test administrators receiving their assignments:

always from supervisors

always from interviewers

% from supervisors

% from interviewers (fill in % ages)

7. Are TAs able to contact the home 24 hours after the child has been

identified?

Yes, always

About 1.1 of the time

Yes, at least 75% of the time

Infrequently, less than 25% of the time

If 11 or less than 25% of the time, ask why iz this the case?

.imx...Nerowkmmwr

-2-
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8. Are test administrators having any difficulty administering the
tests?

Yes No

If Yes, what kinds of problems are they having?

scheduling (describe below)

availability of test (describe below)

other(s)
Please specify and describe below.

-3-



9. Have you been able to review the first 5 tests each TA administered
using the answer sheet review checklist?

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 review
checklist and discuss each item. Make notes here.)

If No, Ask why not?

no rests completed to date

no time, too many other responsibilities

didn't know I was supposed to

others (specify) and describe below

-4-
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I0. We would like to know how data collection is progressing and how
manageable your work has been to date? Will you please share with
me your views on: a. How smoothly field work is going?

b. How manageable your work has been and
c. What the home office can do to help you?

a.

b.

C.

h7,44.44r14--- 42444 /14:044tet-Ag<- I
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GUIDELINES FOR USE OF THE TEST ADMINISTRATION

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 4 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 himself or herself and the child organized for actual testing,
you can complete Item #1.

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 to the
TA's compliance with these rules. The observer should faml.liarize himself
or herself with the rules for administration of the test being given. Note
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 t e

error occurs. Thus you will have a frequency count, by error, for ea h
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 frequency'- tally in the space provided.

4.z /1.40,94,01,....



gm.

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
room, 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.

c. 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 establish 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 correctly.

Item #5 Discontinuing the Test (to be completed at the time of discon-
tinuation or at the end of the obse:vation.

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 you 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 booklet
or Examiners Manual the point at which the test should have been dis-
continued. You will discuss with the tezt administrator later the rules

he or she should have observed.

If test is appropriately discontinued indicate that in item #5

-2-
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Date

City/State

Observer

Child's First Name

Introduction/Establishing Rapport

Sex Age

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
memberAwesent.

`.-1

spends too much time establishing rapport with child or house-
hold member present.

During the testing

a. Use frequency counts Oral. Written

1. Misreads test instructions - minor errors

. -

2. Misreads test instructions - major errors _

3. Rewords or paraphrases test instructions

4. Define words for child

5. Reads written items for child

6. Helps or prompts child (when no prompting is

7.

allowe-;

Translates test items or instructions for child

8. Speaks to child in language other than English]

9.

during the testing

Gives tests in incorrect sequence _

0. Omits items

193
-3-
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Oral Written

11. Does not adhere to rule for length of exposure
to words or pictures

12. Does not follow rules for recording responses

13. Other(s) - please specify

-4-
1,9.1



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, and so on. Continue until you have com-

pleted the story

A NIGHT FIRE

31. My father phoned the fire department, then gave Mother

our rope ladder.

32. At 3 A.M. yesterday morning, our dog started barking

and Father smelled smoke.

33. Mother threw our rope ladder out the window.

34. As we reached the ground, we heard the fire engines

racing to our home.

35. My sister and I climbed down.

4-95
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1

TEST ADMINISTRATION MONITORING CHECKLIST

Test Administrator

Observer

Child's First Name

Date

City/State

Sex Age

Introduction/Establishing Rapport (Check one)

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
member present.

spends too much time establishing rapport with child or house-
hold member present.

During the testing

a. Use frequency counts Oral Written

1. Misreads test instructions - minor errors

2. Misreads test instructions - major errors

3. Rewords or paraphrases test instructions

4. Define words for child

5. Reads written items for child

6.

_ ----

Helps or prompts child (when no prompting is
allowed)

__

7. Translates test items or instructions for child

8. Speaks to child in language other than English
&zing the testing

9. Gives tests in incorrect sequence

0. Omits items

I
-6- 19g
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vitten
. .

11. Does not adhere to rule for length of exposure
to words or pictures

12. Does not follow rules for recording responses

13. Other(s) please specify
_

S



b. Control of testing situation (Check One)

has no control of testing session (many interruptions, child
gets up for breaks, bathroom frequently, etc.)

.1111M1111

.
has little control of session (allows child to get up more
than once, is interrupted by household members more than once.)

maintains good control of session (gives child a break when
appropriate. Does not allow household members to interrupt
session.)

too controlling/rigid during the session (doesn't allow child
to take ona break when requested)

c. Giving information Co child (Check One)

,,M.

1/..
during testing encourages child but does not tell whether
answers are right or wrong

during testing encourages child, and sometimes Cells whether
answers are right or wrong

during Che test encourages child and frequently tells whether
answers are right or wrong

other (please specify)

Test Setting

a. Where in the home does testing take place?

b. Other Chan child and tester, who was present?

c. Was the test setting (the area in Che home where Che test was ad-
ministered) quiet? (Check One)

ommlImm

yes, very quiet

no, act quiet many distracting noises

somewhat quiet, a few distracting noises

Finishing tjmysl

Check all appropriate:

thanks child

reassures child no one will know test results

thanks household membtr(s) present

198
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1

reassures household member (s) present that no one will know
test results

does not tell parent or child how many items the child com-
pleted correctly

5. Discontinuation of Test (Check One)

test should have been discontinued but was not.

test was appropriately discontinued.

COMMENTS:

-9- 199
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APPENDIX E

PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING
NON-RESPONSE AND SUBSAMPLING WEIGHT ADJUSTMENTS

AND COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION
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WESTAT PROCEDURE FOR EST1MATTNIZ TOTALS Ann PROPORTIONS

The following paper wag provided by Westat to RD( for use in calculating
estimates of totals and proportions. It may also be found in the Westat
Field Report.

3.4.1 Estimation of Totals and Proportions

The following notatIon was used to estimate the totals

and proportions:

h denotes the stratum; h = 1, 2, 3, 4;

i denotes the county in stratum h;

j denotes the segment in county i;

m denotes the housing unit in segment j;

n denotes the child in housing unit m;

rhij is the number of adjusted listings (= listings
-vacancies/not Oil's) of housing units in
segment j;

r'..
hl) is the number of screened housing units adjusted

for neighbor information minus vacancies/not OU's
in segment j;

shi.
) is the number of eligible housing units adjusted

for neighbor information in segment j;

s'
hi) is the number of housing units in segment j for

which household questionnaires were completed;

chijm is the number Of children in the age group 5-14
in household m, segment j;

chijm is the number of sampled children in the age
group 5-14.in household m, segment j;

chijm is the number of sampled children in the age
group 5-14 in household m, segment j, for whom
LAI questionnaires were completed; and

whij = "hijm is the weight for household m, in segment ),
county i, stratum h.

-1-
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The estimation procedure was divided into two parts

as follows: (a) estimation of totals and proportions of house-

hold characteristics; and (b) estimation of totals and proportion

of child characteristics in the age group 5-14.

A. Estimation of Totals and Proportions of

Household Characteristics

1. Screened Households:

$

(a) Enter w raj,.. for each household.

(b) For making nonresponse adjustments,
group the sample counties in each
of the four major strata (California,
Texas, New York, and remainder of
the United States) into the follow-
ing four nonresponse adjustment
groups:

(1) Segments with density codes 1-4 in
certainty counties;

(2) Segments with density codes 5-8 in
certainty counties;

(3) Segments with density codes 1-4 in
noncertainty counties; and

(4) Segments with density codes 5-8 in
noncertainty counties.

(c) For each of the above groups prepare two sets
of estimates:

(1) L =

1

E

3

w' .r .

hs . . hi3 hi3
,-,a--.= 1,2,3,4

summed over all the segments in county i
in stratum h. This is the weighted total
of adjusted listings (Listings - vacancies/
not MI's)
A

(2) Ltis =
1E 3

w..r' ..
s . . h:0 h13

where the summation extends over all the
segment's in county j, in stratum h. This
is the weighted total of the completed
screenings adjusted for neighbor informa-
tion minus vacancies and not NJ's.

-2-
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(d) For each of the four major strata, compute
the adjusted weight for each household in
segment j, county i.

Lhs(1) = ..whij hi)
L'

w

hs

(e) Use the adjusted weight for each completed
screened household to obtain the totals and
proportions of completed screened household
characteristics.

2. Eligible Households

()(a) Enter why each household
ij

(b) For making nonresponse adjustments, define the
nonresponse adjustment groups as in A(1)(b).
Prepare two sets of estimates for each of the
nonresponse adjustment groups in stratum h.

M =
iE j

w (1)

hs hi) hi)

summed over all segments in county i,
stratum h. This is the weighted total
of eligible households adjusted for
neighbor information.

M' =
i,j
E w (1) s..

hs hi3 hl)

where the summation extends over the
segments in county i, stratum h. This
is the weighted total of the eligible
households for which household question-
naires were completed.

(c) For each of the four major strata, compute
the adjusted weight fdr household in segment j,
county i,

(2)
Mhs

(1)
. w

whi) hi)
Mt
hs

-3--
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(d) Use the adjusted weight for each household to
obtail the totals of MEL'S children possessing
characteristics of interest. The estimate
ia.of the form

X
h x

ijmn
hi) hijmn

For dichotomous characteristics, = 1,
xhijmn

if the nth child in household m possesses the

characteristics of interest, otherwise = 0.

For example, when interested in finding

the number of NELB children in the age group

5-14, = 1 if the en child in house-
xhijmn

hold m is the age group 5-14, otherwise = 0.

For calculating the proportion of Spanish

children in the age group 15-18, .we

define xhijmn
= 1, if the nth child in

household m is in the age group 15-18, and

0 otherwise Yhijmn = 1, if the n
th child

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

Yh
(2)

= E w y and
hij hijmn

ijmn

provides the estimate of the
X
h

proportion.

-4-
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B. Estimation of Totals and Pr000rtions of Child

Characteristics in the Age Group 5-14

(a)
()

Enter for each child.why

(b) Since the children were subsampled, the ad-
justment due to subsampling was made as:

=
hlchijm

w(2)
hijm c'.

jm
hij*

(c) For making the nonresponse adjustment,
define the nonresponse adjustment groups
as in A(1) (b). Prepare two sets of
estimates for each of the nonresponse
adjustment groups in stratum h.

(1) N= . c'..
hs 1,j,m hijm hijm

Summed over all households in
segment j, county i, 'stratum h.
This is the weighted total of
sample children in the age group
5-14 in stratum h.

(2)
Ns = . . ..
hs 1,3,m hijm hljm

summation extends over all the
households in segment j, county
i, stratum h. This is the
weighted total of all the sample
children for whom LAI question-
naires were completed.

(d) For each of the four strata, compute an
adjusted weight for each child:

Q =
N
hs Q'

hijm hijm

N'
hs

-5-

I t
.

205



ti

a

(e) Use the adjusted weilht for each 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

A

Xh ijmn hi3m n13mh

For dichotomous characteristics xhijmn = 1

if the nth sampled child in the age group

5-14 possesses the characteristics of

interest, otherwise 0. When interested in

finding the proportion of LESA in the age

group 7-9, xhilmn = 1, if the nth child

is in the age group 7-9, and 0 otherwise;

Yhijmn = 1 if the child is LESA and is in

the age group 7-9, and 0 otherwise. So

the estimate of the total number of LESA

children in the age group 7-9 is of the

form

Q y and
Y = hijm hijmn
h ijmn

A

"h provides the estimate of the
proportions.

X
h

C. Estimation of Totals and Proportions of Child

Characteristics in the Age Crouo 15-18

Since presently we do not intend to 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, J15-18) record for estimating totals

-6-
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and characteristics in the age group 15-I5,
as explained in A(2)(d).

If it were to be decided to use pupil survey
date., procedures must be written to develop
a new weight reflecting subsampling and
nonresponse adjustments pertinent to that
part of the survey.

D. Procedures for Adjusting Weights for Age and

Sex Distribution

After looking at the tabula:- on by age and
sex, should it be decided to adjust the
weights, we would proceed as follows:

(1) Tabulate both weighted and unweighted
NELB data, separately for Spanish and
other NELB, for California, Texas, New
York, remainder of U.S., and total
U.S. combined (separately -- 10 tables
in all) using the following as a guide:

All Male Female Total

5

6

7

8

9

in
A..
12
13
14

Subtotal
15
16
17
18

Subtotal
Grand total

(2) we would examine the data and decide on the age
groups to be collapsed for age and sex adjust-

ment.

-7-
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(3) The Census SIE made estimates of the number of
NELB children in 1976 in the age range 5-14
years. since 1976 there has been some decline
in the number of children in that age range.
Estimated only on the basis of decline in live
births, the downward adjustment is about 4.4
percent. Thus, the estimates of total NELB
children, as estimated by SIE and adjusted to
1978, are as follows:

Adjusted to
1976 SIE 1973
(in 000s) ((in 000s)

California 889 850
Texas 659 630
New York 663 634
Remainder of U.S. 1,741 1.664

TOTAL 3,952 3,778

-8-
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6.6.2.Non-response and Subsampling Weight Adjustments

The following adjustment ratios were produced as a result of applying the
Wes tat procedures to the CESS sample.

Seceener Non-Reeronee :10etmenc Patios

WV :Weir! Hien transit.:
Subpopulation

SHSA 11on5MSA S05A NanSHSA

California 1.2399 1.1123 1.3744 1.1339
Texas 1.2117 1.3391 1.2377 1.0977
Hey Yock 1.3301 1.3301 1,4107 1.40:
Regal:Wet of U.S. 1.3410 1.1632 1.3166 1.3046

.

Household Questionnaire InetAesponsl Adjustrwne Ratios

Lou Density High Density

Subpopulation
SNSA SengiSA snsa SonSMSA

California 1.1268 1.0099 1.1039 1.0780

Texas 1.1295 1.0000 1.0366 1.0900

Vey 'Pick 1.1153 1.1153 1.0661 1.0661

lemalndoc of U.S. 1.0306 1.0000 1.0704 1.0060

LM4A1 Non-Response Adjustment Ratio'

bow Donsicr Hith Denstc
Subpopulation

SHSA NonSMSA SUM ::onSMSA
...

California 1.7103

-
1.4667

.

1.2571

.

2.4321
Texas 1.5213 1.0769 1.1602 1.2730
Vey Yock, 1.2272 1.2272 1.1549 1.1549
Ressinder of V.S. 1.2385 1.1605 1.0607 1.1843

--.-.---

Cocreetion Factocs foc Correcting Ate nn4 Sex Distribution

Subpdpulacion

F
-

Ago

5-8 9-11 11- 15-/1

0 f H r x F H r

Itert.fth
Ca1lbcnia
Togas
Nev York

"mai"" of U.S.

Ocher Hon-Enettek

1.6603
0.7065
1.0061

2.3675

2.6137
36.8603

14457
20999

1.5512
1.0700

1.0821

1.7407
....

,' %4

0.9610
2.3037

1.4715
1.1360

1.5594
1.1405

0.6031

1.3633

2.6137

;6.6403
1.0154
1.3432

I .444
4.1459

2.5248
0.8718

5 1420
2.1017
0.8557
1.4206

1.514)

1.3213
0.6152
1.4182

2.415;
56.1697
t.414.6

1.11:4

2.0215
0.9380

0.1913
1401:

4.9621

2.5017
1.1e::
!mt.)

1.540
1.540
1.1097
9.7:42

2.415;
i4.A403
1.41111

2.:25:

:.621e

1.7046

0.8017
1.2430

9.14:D
:.5047
1.247:
1.,341

Californta
Texas
Nev York
Reowindec of U.S.

-9-
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6.6.3. Uistri.bution of CESS Sample by Age, Sc..x, Lunguugu, and liubpouulatIon

The following tables show the distribution of cases prior to the final weight adjustment
to the SIE sample.

POPULATION: wuOLE U.S, (weiehtcd) 10/15/78

.0101

Language Spani.sh Other

Total
Sex is F

z 4 0

Age 5 86,991 8.8 92,746 8.8 32,718 8.1 50,541 8.4

6 114,883 11.6 99,905 9.5 52,477 13.0 42,415 7.0

7 125,066 12.6 103,816 9.9 42,110 10.4 117,588 19.5

8 92,944 9.4 101,545 9.7 16,527 4.1 48,510 8.0

119,221 12.0 112,192 10.7 12,452 3.1 40,154 6.'

10 89,506 9.0 127,847 12.2 36,374 9.0 47,532 7.9

11 78,945 8.0 85,312 8.1 87,704 21.7 71,829 11.9

12 78,501 7.9 98,926 9.4 41,104 10.2 76,784 12.7

13 73,998 7.5 96,475 9.2 35,350 8.8 46,916 7.8

14 131,949 13.3 130,495 12.4 46,663 11.6 61,439 10.2

Subtotal 992,004 48.6 1,049,259 51.4 403,479 40.1 603,708 59.9 '3,048,450

15 135,680 36.2 87,158 28.3 27,527 18.1 68,063 33.8

16 84,494 22.5 87,293 28.4 51,769 34.0 71,477 35.5

17 110,732 29.5 92,505 30.1 28,480 18.7 44,412 22.1

18 44,387 11.8 40,699 13.2 44,673 29.3 17,241 8.6

Subtotal 375,293 55.0' 307,655 45.04 152,449 43.14 201,193 56.9 4,036,590

Total 1,367,297 1,356,914 555,928 804,901 4,085,040

* These percentages are noc the sum of the column percentages, which sum co 100.02,

but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/15/

POPULATLON: MOLE. MUTED srArEs (Unweighted)

Language Spanish Other

Total

Sex 1.1 F 1.1 F

. 7. I/ 7.

Age 5 65 9.0 73 9.6 15 7.5 23 10.1

6 85 11.8 81 10.6 28 14.1 19 8.3

7 78 10.8 82 10.8 24 12.1 23 10.1

8 71 9.9 89 11.7 15 7.5 26 11.4

9 79 11.0 79 "0.4 14 7.0 23 1.0'.1

10 68 9.4 77 10.1 19 9.5 20 8.8

11 64 8.9 63 8.3 24 12.1 32 14.0

12 66 9.2 74 9.7 17 8.5 20 8.8

13 65 9.0 65 8.5 22 11.1 23 10.1

14 79 11.0 79 10.4 21 10.6 19 8.3

Subtotal 720 48.6* 762 51.4* 199 46.6* 228 53.4 1,909

15 88 35.2 89 35.3 20 23.8 29 28.4

16 81 32.4 71 28.2 30 35.7 28 27.5

17 49 19.6 65 25.8 18 21.4 32 31.4

18 32 12.8 27 10.7 16 19.0 13 12.7

Subtotal 250 49.8* 252 50.2* 84 45.2* 102 54.8; 688

Total 970 1,014 283 330 597

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages, which num to 100.02,

but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/15/78

POPULATION:

,,/1/"..

CAIORNIA (weighted)

Language Spanish Other

Sex M F H F

I Z a z .
Total

Age 5 19.040 10.4 24,343 11.0 0 0 28,080 24.4

6 18,722 10.2 24,817 11.2 3,158 9.1 4,215 3.7

1 20,492 11.2 16,434 7.4 0 0 7,813 6.8

8 18,538 10.1 23;660 10.7 1,318 3.8 25,049 21..8

9 22,687 12.4 20,724 9.3 0 0 0 0

10 16,091 8.8 18,114 8.2 13,299 38.5 8,306 7.2

11 17,764 9.7 33,798 15.2 826 2.4 12,754 u.:J.

12 13,680 7.4 21,827 9.8 9,202 26.7 19,198 16.7

13
12,497 6.8. 11,528 5.2 5,665 16.4 8,141 7.1

14 24,184 13.2 26,871 12.1 1,054 3.1 1,593 1.4

Subtotal 183,695 45.3* 222,116 54.7* 34,522 23.1* 115,149 76.9t 555,482

15 19,964 33.2 21,287 38.6 6,068 27.4 8,099 21.8

16 21,755 36.2 14,184 25.7 7,745 35.0 19,756 53.1

17 13,992 23.3 12.968 23.5 7,182 32.5 9,328 25.1

18 4,441 7.4 6,684 12.1 1,130 5.1 0 0

Subtotal 60,152 52.2* 55,123 47.8 22,125 37.31 37,183 6Z.71 174, 583

Total. 243,847 277,239 56,647 152.332 730,065

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages, whlch sum to 100.07

but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

279...4
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POPULATLON: L4111011141A ipnweinbted)

10/15/78

Language Spnnish Other

Total
Sex H F H F

g 'X

-
% .

Age 5 11 8.0 18 12.9 0 0 6 27.3

6 18 13.1 12 8.6 1 8.3 1 4.5

7 13 9.5 14 10.1 0 0 2 9.1

8 17 12.4 16 11.5 1 8.3 4 18.2

9 17 12.4 16 11.5 0 0 0 0

10 14 10.2 10 7.2 3 25.0 2 9.1

11 10 7.3 15 10.8 2 16.7 3 13.6

12 12 8.8 15 10.8 2 16.7 2 9.1

13 10 7.3 8 5.8 2 16.7 1 4.5
.

14 15 10.9 15 10.8 1 8.3 1 4.5

Subtotal 137 49.6* 139 50.4* 12 35.3* 22 64.7* 310

15 18 34.0' 18 36.0 2 28.6 3 37.5

16 21 39.6 13 26.5 2 28.6 2 25.0

17 10 18.9 12 24.0 2 28.6 3 37.5

18 4 7.5 7 14%0 1 14.3 0 0

Subtotal 53 51.5* 50 48.5* 7 46.7' 8 53.3* 118

Total 90 189 19 30 428

* 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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10/15/78

POPULATION: 11.Y.AS Nuightedi

Language

Sex

Age 5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Subtotal

15

16

17

18

Subtotal

Total

a

35,938

37,340

61,652

33,884

17,918

41,856

26,510

22,295

18,019

23,609

319,021

24,007

27,863

14,407

11,614

77,891

396,912

Spa nish Other

Total
t1 F F

z 0 z1
11.3 24,143 7.5 0 0 0 0

11.7 29,021 9.0 0 0 0 0

19.3 39,053 12.2 0 0 0 0

10.6 25,506 7.9 0 0 0 0

5.6 23,430 7.3 0 0 237 50.0

13.1 53,220 16.6 0 0 0 0

8.3 24,629 7.7 0 0 0 0

7.0 27,336 8.5 237 50.0 0 0

5.6. 26,422 8.2 0 0 237 50.0

7.4 48,521 15.1 237 50.0 0 0

49.0 321,281 50.2* 474 50.0* 474 50.0' 641,250

30.8 20,712 32.7 156 100.0 2,807 22.8

35.8 16,755 26.4 0 0 6,216 50.5

18.5 18,931 "29.8 0 0 156 1.3

14.9 7,029 11.1 0 0 3,137 25.5

55.1* 63,427 44.9* 156 1. 1* 12,316 98.7 153,790

384,708 630 t2,790 795,040

* These percentages are not the sum of the column percentages. which num to 100.07.,

but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/15/7

POPULATION: T I I.?,(.ii.Vgval glex dl___

Language Spanish Other

Sex M F M F

. II y 0
Total

Age 5 24 10.7 18 7.8 0 0 0

6 30 13.4 28 12.1 0 0 0

7 31 13.8 27 11.6 0 0 0

8 22 9.8 21 9.1 0 0 0

9 21 9.4 20 8.6 0 0 I 50.0

10 20 8.9 27 11.6 0 0 0 0

11 18 8.0 21 9.1 0 0 0

12 17 7.6 21 9.1 1 50.0 0 0

13 23 10.3, 22 9.5 0 0 1 50.0

14 18 8.0 27 11.6 1 50.0 0 0

Subtotal 224 49.1* 232 50.9* 2 50.0* 2 50.0: 460

15 25 32..1' 24 30.4 I 100.0 1 20.0

16 26 33.3 21 26.6 0 0 2 40.0

17 14 17.9 24 30.4 0 0 I 20.0

18 13 16.7 10 12.7 0 0 1 20.0

Subtotal 78 49.7* 79 50.3* 1 16.7* 5 83.3- 163

Total. 302 311 3 7 623

* These percentages are not the cum of the column percentages, thick sum to 100.07,

rbut ere the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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* These percentages a're not the sum of the column percentages, which sum

but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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10/15/71

Ofnweirhied)POVULATION: REW 'MN:

a

Language Spanish Other

Total
Sex 11 F H F

11 z li z II z 11 7.

Age 5 6 5.0 9 8.6 5 19.2 4 14.8

6 11 9.1 10 9.5 6 23.1 1 3.7

7 9 7.4 10 9.5 4 15.4 4 14.8

8 9 7.4 18 17.1 0 0 0 0

9 15 12.4 11 10.5 0 0 3 11.1

10 17 14.0 10 9.5 1 3.8 3 11.1

11 10 8.3 4 3.8 4 15.4 6 22.2

12 11 9.1 14 13.3 1 3.8 2 7.4

13 15 12.4 5 4.8 2 7.7 2 7.4

14 18 14.9 14 13.3 3 U.S 2 7.4

Subtotal 121 53.5* 105 46.5* 26 49.1* 27 50.9 279

15 10 34.5 15 44.1 5 41.7 2 28.6

16 9 31.0 10 29.4 4 33.3 0 0

17 S 17.2 5 14.7 2 16.7 4 57.1

18 5 17.2 4 11.8 1 8.3 1 14.3

Subtotal 29 46.0* 34 54.0* 12 63.2' 7 36.8 82

Total 50 139 38 34 361

* These percentages are not the gum of the column percPutagim, which num to 100.01,

but are the percents of the',total males and females by language group.
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POPULAT1OU: !MAME (Weighted)

Language Spanish Other

Sex
1,1

ii 0

Age 5 27,335 9.6 35,451 10.6 15,870 5.6 11,830

6 27,302 9.6 27,447 8.2 32,291 11.5 34,824

7 26,378 9.3 26,940 8.0 25,310 9.0 94,375

8 29,995 10.6 27,421 8.2 15,209 5.4 23,461

9 49,846 17.6 56,913 17.0 12,452. 4.4 29,546

10 13,929 4.9 43,074 12.8 19,171 6.8 27,454

11 20,986 7.4 22,368 6.7 72,688 25.8 33,772

12 25,578 9.0 20,962 6.3 27,760 9.9 47,811

13 13,426 4.7 50,513 15.1 27,009 9.6 29,093

14 48,757 17.2 24,170 7.2 33,757 12.0 47,804

Subtotal 283,533 45.8* 335,258 54.2* 281,516 42.6' 379,969

15 80,129 41.5 26,493 21.3 10,637 10.5 44,020

16 22,799 11.8 43,183 34.7 34,405 34.1 45,505

17 71,101 36.8 35,564 28.6 15,424 15.3 22,724

18 19,091 9.9 19,072 15.3 40,51L 40.1 9,673

Subtotal 193,120 60.8* 124,312 39.2* 100,976 45.3h 121,922

Total 476,653 459,570 382,492 501,891

Z
Total

3.1

9.2

24.8

6.2

7.8

7.2 :II

8.9

III
12.6

7.7 1

12.6

57.4 2,280,2.461/
1

in
36.1 II

37.3

i II
18.6

7.9
lir

54.7.' 540,331 '

11

1,820,60

* These percentages are not the sum of the colomu percentageks, which sum to 100.02
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.
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...

10/15/7

POPULATIOUt RALLHCC (UnwolGhtc41_

Language Spanish Other
-- ...--

Sex H F Al F

i---
Total

# % Y .- z #

Age 5 24 10.1 28
...,

9.8 10 6.3 13 7.3

6 26 10.9 31
-

10.8 21 13.2 17 9.6

7 25 10.5 31 10.8 20 12.6 17 9.6

8 23 9.7 34 11.9 14 8.8 22 12.4

9 26 10.9 32 11.2 14 8.8 19 10.7

10 17 7.1 30 10.5 15 9.4 15 815

11 26 10.9 23 8.0 18 11.3 23 13.0

12 26 10.9 24 8.4 13 8.2 16 9.0

13 17 7.1 30 10.5 18 11.3 19 10.7

14 28 11.8 23 8.0 16 10.1 16 9.0

Subtotal 238 45.4* 286 54.6* 159 47.3* 177 52.7 860

15 35 38.9 32 36.0 12 18.8 23 28.0

16 25 27.8 27 30.3 24 37.5 24 29.3

17 20 22.2 24 27.0 14 21.9 24 29.3

18 10 11.1 6 6.7 14 21.9 11 13.4

Subtotal 90 50.3* 89 49.7* 64 43.8* 82 16.2', 325

Total 328. 375 223 259 1,185

* These percentagls are not the sum of the colors, perecntnes, which sum to 100.07.,
but are the percents of the total males and females by language group.

-19-
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12,

6.6.4. WesLat EstimaLien of Vdriaace Prmederes

The following paper was provided by Westat to RDI to follow in calculating

estimates of variance. It may also be found in the Vestat Field Report.

3.4.2 Estimation of Variance

For variance estimation, Westat divided the certainty

counties within each group in a stratum into two parts. One at
consisted of segments listed at odd numbers and the second part

consisted of segments listed at even numbers. These parts are

called odd and even segments within a certainty county. The non-

certainty counties within a density class are grouped together.

The certainty and noncertainty county groupings within each of

the four strata are shown in Table 3-7.

variance:

The folLowing notation was used to estimate the

h denotes the stratum; h = 1, 2, 3, 4;

i denotes the groups

j denotes the county; (for a certainty county, j=1,2
odd and even)

k denotes the segment;

m denotes the household;

n denotes the child;

is the number of sampled children in house-
hold m, segment k, county j, group i, stratum h.

Billijk is the number of sampled households in segment k,
county j, group i, stratum h;

M is the number of sampled segments in county j,
ni3 group i, stratum h;

Nhi
is the number of sampled counties in group i, stratum

Dh is-the number of groups in stratum h;

220-20-



(1)

Whijk

(2)

Whijk

Qhijkm

Xhijkm
or Yhijkm

Xhijkmn
or Yhijkmn

is the adjusted
household m, in
stratum h;

is the adjusted
household m, in
stratum h;

weight associated
sesment k, county

weight associated
segment k, county

with screened
j, group i,

with eligible
j, group i,

is the adjusted weight associated with sample
child n in the age group 5-14 in household m,
segment k, county j, group i and stratum h;

is the value of some specified characteristic
of household m, in segment k, county j, group i,
stratum h;

is the value of some specified characteristics
of child n in household m, segment k, county j,
group i, stratum h.

For example, when interested in calculating the variance of the pro-

portion of LESA children in the age group (6-10), we assigned

Xhijkmn = 1 if the n
th child is in the age group (6-10), and 0 if

th
not. We assigned Yhi

jkmn
1 if the n child is LESA and was in

the age group (6-10), and 0 if not.
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4

Table 3-7. Scheme of grouping the counties in the four strata

(continued)

County code Nature of countyGroup number

New York 1 34,674 Certainty

2 34,675 Certainty

3 35,676 Certainty

4 35,677 Certainty

5 32,680 Noncertainty

33,672 Noncertainty

33,673 Noncertainty

33,678 Noncertainty

33,681 Noncertainty

Remainder 1 43,448 Certainty
of U.S.

2 43,514 Certainty

3 43,513 Certainty

4 43,725 Certainty

5 43,728 Certainty

I

, 6 44,138 Certainty

7 44,270 Certainty

8 44,512 Certainty

9 44,513 Certainty

10 44,521 Certainty

11 45,265 Certkinty

12 41,129 Noncertainty

41,134 Noncertainty

41,135 Noncertainty

41,144 Woncertainty

41,722 Noncertainty

13 42,140 Noncertainty

42,1.46 Noncertainty

42,149 Noncertainty

42,153 Noncertainty

42,154 Noncertainty

42,157 Woncertainty

42,160 Noncertainty
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(1) For elicible hous.ahold characteristizs

(2)
X' . W X . ,

h131cm hijA hijAm

Bhijk
=

hijk
E hij4m

Mhij
E .,

xhij nijA

1

Nhi

X.
ni

E

1

X' .

hij
j=

Ohh hi
X' = E X' .. ..

i=1 j-1 hi]

4

E

h=1

Other characteristics are similarly defined.

(2) For screened household characteristics;

(1) (2) .Substitute W .. for W in (lb.
hijk

(3) For a sample child in the ace aroup (5-14):

XIlijkmn = QhijkmXhijkmn

h

'

n1

hijkm
X
hijkm hijkmn

E

bhijk
X' = X'

m=1
hijk hijkm
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mhij
X' hi] . E X'

hijk

nhi

7111i
-n1

Ehi j=1 13

Dh n
hi

= E E Xeu..
t=1 j=1 "13

4
X = E X'

h=1

Other characteristics are similarly defined.

Approximate Variance for Totals

Variances for noncertainty and certainty counties were

determined separately.

Non-certainty Counties (Stratum h)

n.
D
hn

nhi
hi

02 = E ----- E (X' - f
X' Ow)

e )2

i=1
n
hi

-1
j=1

hij hi

where D
hn

denotes the number of groups of non-

certainty counties in stratum h.

Certainty County

Let

nhil
denote the number of segments in the odd
certainty county of the ith certainty PSU
in stratum ho

denotes the number of segments in the even
nhi2 certainty county in the ith certainty PSU

in stratum

226
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D
h(c) denotes the number of certainty counties in stratum h,

then the contribution to variance from certainty counties
will be

02

D
h(c)
E nhi2 (nhi2 nhil Vhi2I.

h(c) i=1 nhil nhi2 nhil nhi2

(a) Variance at Stratum Level

So, variance of the total (X'h) for the stratum h will be

2
A

a = 0 2
X

,

+
(12:

X/
h(c)h h(nc)

The estimated relvariance of VII is

,2
xi

Ar2 k
XIII X1112

(b) Variance at National Level

Estimated Variance for the National Totals (X)

4

X
(12

Xi
o2" = E

h=1 h

Estimated relvariance is given by

V2'..
X

2.
= a X-

x2
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Relvariance of Proportions

(a) At stratum level

. . . .

v2
YI

h
= v2

Y'
h

+ v2
' h

- 2 V
x'

h
Y'

h
X'h

where

...

2

412
Y'

h=vY'
h V7-7-

h

(12x'
,h

VZX,h = -Tr-y

o

X'
h
Y'

hVXthy,h=
h

To calculate proceed as follows:
ha h

(i) Non certainty counties

n
h.hi
l=

D
h

n
(rhi3 Thi-tx hihY

" x
13

h(nc) i=1 hi i=1

(ii) Certainty counties

05roo
h'vh(c)

= t 4

D
h(c) (n X' -n X'

hi2 hil hil hi2

c=1
nhil+nhi2

(

nhi2 YhilnhilXhi2
n
hil

+n
hi2

. . .

oXY 0
X'

+ a
X'h Y'

h h h h(nc) h(c)
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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 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 unique response
recorded.

Page Added
Item No. or Description No. Codes Code Definition

Year structure built front I 1970 or later
2 Before 1970
3 D.K., no idea, etc.
4 Unoccupied, vacant

Usual language: S2, S3A,
S5, SI5, S17 1-2 19 Czechoslovakian

20 Lithuanian
21 English and Spanish *
22 Dutch
23 Sign Language
24 Yugoslavian
25 Hungarian
26 Armenian
27 Hebrew
28 Persian
29 Ukranian

30 Turkish
31 Albanian
32 Hindi - Eastern Indian
33 Arabic
34 Maltese/Spanish
35 Gujarati

36 Igbo
37 Macedonian
38 Samoan

39 Hawaiian
40 nanish
41 Urdu
42 Farsi (Persian)

43 Norguishiw - Norowish **
44 American Indian
45 Swiss
46 (deleted)

* All of these combinations found on S2 and S3A items were recoded as either
English or Spanish depending on which appeared forst on the survey.

* All of the language 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.' -az /11seet';44.14
2j1



Item No. or Description
Page
No.

Adde
Codes Code Definitions

47 Romanian
48 Flemish
49 Togoto *
50 Lebanese
51 Cambodian
52 Thai
53 Amnion *
54 Hindu
55 Bengali
56 Slavic
57 Mandarin
58 Assyrian
59 Harti *
60 Indonesian
61 Apache
62 Latin
98 Don't know

Origin: S18 2 30 Lithuanian
31 Czechoslovakian
32 Hungarian
33 Yugoslavian
34 North European
35 Sweden
36 American (U.S.)
37 Armenian
38 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

All 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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Item No. or Description
Page
No.

Added
Codes Code Definition

56 Morocco
57 Iraq
58 Argentina
59 South America
60 Brazil
61 Thailand
62 Guatemala
63 Czechoslovakia
64 Rumania
65 Haiti
66 Hungary
67 Samoa
68 Indonesia
69 Bulgaria
70 Ukraine
71 Uruguay
72 Pakistan

Telephone location: S25 3 Friend, landlord, apartment
manager

4 Other relative
5 Public phone

6 Office phone

Type of structure: S26 5 7 Motel
8 Garage Apartment
9 Rooming-Boarding House

10 Garden Apartment
11 Apartment Complex
12 Condominium
13 (deleted)

14 Mobil home
15 Hogan

Interpreter: $29 5 3 Neighbor
4 Cousin, other relative

5 Friend

Language of interview: S30 5 See codes used for Screener items
S2 and S3A

-4-
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Household Questionnaire
OpenEnded Item Codes

Codes were developed for openended 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 Definition

Why child not in school:
3 8 Graduate

9 Personal problems, married
10 Cannot speak English
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

Language spoken
to siblings: H23

to friends: H24

Who is teaching
English: H26

It) See codes used for Screener items
S2 and S3A

11

11

See codes used for Screener items
S2 S3A

See codes used for Screener.items
S2 and S3A

13 5 Coach
6 Lay person

-5-



Household Questionnaire
Open-Ended Item Codes (Cont.)

Page Added
Item No. or DesciLption No. Codes Code Definition

Where is English
taught: H27 13 5 Home

Instruction in non-English
language: H29 15 See codes used for Screener items

S2 and S3A

Who is tee'hing
nnglish: H31

Where is English
taught: H32

Household
income: H36

17 5 Coach
6 Lay people

17 5 Home

19 1 None
2 Loss
3 Less than $2,000
4 $2 - 3,999
5 $4 - 5,999
6 $6 - 7,999
7 $8 - 9,999
8 $10 -11,999
9 $12 -14,999
10 $15 -19,999
11 $20 -24,999
12 $25,000 up
13 Refused
14 Don't know

-6- 236
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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 comments
into provided categories. A new code was created for each new response
as recorded.

Item No. or Description
Page
No.

Added
Codes Code Definition

Additional information:
N3 6 1 Information given

2 Information not given

N1O 7 1 Information given
2 Information not given

Language problem: N6 6 See codes used for Screener items
S2 and S3A

Type of structure: N12 7 See codes used for Screener item
S26

-723
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APPENDIX G

QUESTIONNAIRES

/COPIES OF QUESTIONNAIRES MAY BE SEEN
BY ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE PROJECT OFFICER,

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION,
WASHINGTON, D.C.)

7?7,44.4,444.-
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