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‘elementary énrollment in the Chicago public sc

Chicago.
g

.
¢

. In 1969 the Chicago Board of Educatiqn initiated six Spanish bilingual
Programs for students whose limited Engli}h proficiency prevented meaningful
participation in the regular English curriculum.! Each year thergeafter

+ bilingual services were expanded to accommodate the ever increasing number of

students g# limited English proficiency from diverse language and cultural
backgrounds. Since 1976 the overvheMaing majority of limited English
proficiency'stud%nté enrolled in the Chicago public €chools have received
bilingual services.2 During Fiscal 1979 bilingual instryction was pfovided in
16 langpages in more than 200 progfﬁms ranging from prekindergarten through
high school. ) K

, -

—

Bilinéual program participants representeg approximately 7 percent of the*
schools in Fiscal 1979, Despite
substantial reductions in the total public school enrollment-in Chicago
during the last decade, Hispanic and other ethnic minorities have shown
marked increases.' Increases in the number of limited English proficiency
students eligfble for bilingual services point to the need for expanded
services as well as the heightene§ importance these, services assume in the
task of educating a significant portion of the school age population in

$

.
=

Thig report shows that FY1979‘pilingual Program participants demonstrated
significant gains in English reading and mathematics, a pattern,which has been
doctimented over a period of years.3 It also concludes that students are being
moved into the regular English curriculum within a period of three years, a
tact substantiated by the low incidence of fourth and fifth-year program
enrollmenbs during the last five years.4 Large variations in achievement among
pupils were found, suggesting that a variety of factors play an important role
in the academic achievement of bilingual program participants. Variations in
program implementation, a factor which has been cited in numeroug evaluation
studies of multi-site educational programs, may Yontribute significantly to the
differences among students. The fnteraction oF 'educational treatment and child
input factors, must be examined in order to understand achievement differences
among limited English proficiency students, as Cummins writes: Vi

“"The lack of zoncern for the developmental interrelationships

between language and thought in the bilingual chigd is one of the

-

* -

i

TFunding for'these programs was provided by ESEA Title VII.

2prticle 14C of ‘th Illincis Pevised S;atuég;, Chapter 122 mandated transi-

*tional bilingual ucation for limited Engldish proficiency students effective
July 1, 1976. . . ) C

3pinal Evaluation Report State-rFunded Bilingual Education Program, Fiscal
1974. Department of Government Funded Programs, Board of Education, City of
Chicago; Chicago's Bilingual Program Evaluation Report 1975-76. Department
of Research and Evaluation, City of Chicago. ’
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- major reasoné why evaluations and research have providedsso little
data on the dynamics of the bilingual chlld s interaction with his
. oot education env1ronment "5’
i T oa noteworthy finding of the report is the lack of 51gn1L1cant differénces
e in English achievement gains attrlbutable to the amount of time limited
* English proficiency students spend in an Enalish classroom. This points to RN

the need for a more in-depth analysis of the relationship between instructional
program types, dhi%p input factors, and achievement. It also underscores the .
-necessitz of broadening the measures of programgeffectiveness to include.both’
native language and English achievement., »

Long-term studies of bilingual instructiog in other parts of the country
s suggest that bilingual instruction may have a cimmlative effect with results
that may not show up in short-term, one-yeir—at-a-time evy luations.® The o
transitiomal study initiated in 1978 partially recognized this nepd, but in
the future, outcome measures must be llnked to a thorough documentation of
process variables.

Today, biltingual services for limited English proficie students are
generdlly a reality. Tre impetus.for future evaluations mfist \be to
isolate and understand the strategies for producing better programs for
students with varying needs.

( | " |
. - W p
. , | \
)
L 4
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o ' . : T
. 5James Cummins. "Linguistic Interdependence and the Educatiopal Development of
- Bilingual Children" Review of Educational Pesearch, Spring 1979 Vol. 49,
No. 2, p. 227. (\

- * 6alan pifer. "Bilinqual Education and the Hispanic Challenge" Annual Report
Carneale Corporation of New York, 1979, pg. 12.
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| - _Summary of Findings
S I
- Eighty-seven percent of all students receiving bilingual services were at
the elementary level, 13 percent at the secondary level.. Of the elementary level
students, 60 percent }ere in the primary cycle ages 4-8. )

.. Students most needlnq bilingual instruction were its primary rec1p1ents- 59 per=-

cent of all elementary level participants had little or only partial ‘lLepcy in .
English; 25 percent had barely adequate levels of English fluency. It can be'

concluded from these data that the majority of students receiving bilingual

services had only marginal fluency in English, a condition which would have

pPrevented meaningful paf%lgipatlop in the regular English curriculum.
Students receiving bilinéuél services at the high school level tended to be -

"new arrivals" to the Chicago public schools as evidenced by the overwhelm~

ing number born outside the continental U.S., the low English proficiency -
levels, and the high concentration of s{udents in the first and second years of

bilingual instruction.

*»
There was a substantial influx of new students into g‘glngual and English as a
Second Language programs. The number of participants reported increasél 17 per-
cent in the first five ﬁonthsrof calendar year 1979. Seventy percent of the

_increase was in the first year enrollment.

;%s-‘ . &
More than half of all students participating in bilingual programs were in = :
their first year; 32 percent were in their second year; 14 percent were in their
third vyear. On¥§ 3.5 percent had been enrolled for four or five years. The
sharp decline in the number of students receiving services subsequent to the
third year indigates that stud%pts are moving into the ‘regular English program. ,
Sixty=-six percent of the elementary level students receiving bilingual® s A
services progressed to d higher English instructional category during the
1978-79 academic year. The greatest gains were experienced by those . ’ LS
students with the lowest Enclisb proficiency, - .

Sixty percent of the Elementary level students receiviné bilinguval services
received 50 percent or more of their instruction in English. The percent of
English instruction was substantially higher for high school students.
Y
As a student's Englzsh fluency incyeased, so 3id the amount of instruction —
in English which® he/she ,received. 3 e \
. - .A
\\’ . .
14 -
Jﬁ — 5 \ - .
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. Students receiving ballngual services gained on the average 7.4 months in -
Reading Comprehen51on and 8 months in math as measured by the appropriate’

# subtests bf tHe-ITRS." ) . ' <p'
- B £ . - . i + &‘a
< AVERAGF ITBS GAINS {(FY1979)

‘ - ' RFADING GAINS (MONTHS) MATH GAINS (MONTHS) . T
. : g

PILINGUAL ,7.4 8.0 .

. TITLE I 7.4 ) 7.3
d CITY-WIDE o T8, 8.3 .

0y
) ]

+ Bilingual program participants demonstrated gains of 7.5 months in Reading and
9.7 months insMathemitics as measured by the Continuous Progress/Mastery Learning
~~\\ (CP/ML) levels. .
. - .
.~ The amount of gain in either Reading Or Mxfh (ITBS) appears to be only marginally
xelated to instructional time in English. Less than two percent of the dif-
ference in reading gain of a sample of students could be accounted for by an

increase in instruction?l time in English. \
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+ English proficienc vels i .
I. Students yhose Engllsh language proficiency is no more than marginal, g
1 e., the student underktands very little and produces only isolated 3
“words or phrases in English. . ‘ H

.

IT. Student whose English language proficiency is”no mcre than partlal, a
i.e., the student understands a little more than a student cla531f1ed
as Level I and can” ccnmunicate in English witht great difficulty.

«- IIX. Students whose -English language proficiency is greater than s®udents
classified in Level I, . €., the student comprehends most of what is >
said to him/her and commuplcates*¢airly well although hls/her7f1uency t>‘ '
is not comparable to that of Level IV students. Y

- 3 '

IV. Students whose Engllsh language proficiency is adequate, i.e., greater i
than students classified in Level III. The students comprehend and- )
- canmunicate adequately but their fluency is not comparablﬁ‘t9/that of
. native Engllsh—speaklng peers.
i

5

Sy
V. Students whose English language proficiency is egquivalent fo that of
their native English-speaking peers.

- Instructional Needs Categories* ' v ﬁf

Category A: Speak% and understands little or no English and needs ) /
almost all instruction in her/his home language.
. =
Category B: Speéks and understands some English, but needs about half -
his/her instruction in the home langayge. ST .

&

- ] -
- Category C: Speaks and understands well enough to participate in.a
: B classroom in which English is psed most of the time;

\

. ’receives almost all her/his irfstruction in English.

‘Cajegory WP: This pupil's language ahility is eguivalent to that és v < !
her/his native English peers and she/he can perform
Jadequately in an all English classrodm. E
- A
-~ .
. Bilingual endorsement is granted to candidates who hold feacher
certificates and who have passed both, oral and: written examinations in a

language in addition to English. > ’

¥ a

*(See pPg. 28 for definition of Category Exit Criteria) ) s
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- N Degscriptioh of Bilingual Services " a

= - ) y /’
+ During Fiscal 1979 more than 25,509 students’ received bilingualy
services in Chigago. The 201 bilingual programs (those serving more than 2Q »
students) were located in all but six of tﬁ? 27 districts throughout the city-
with districts 6 and 19 having the largest concentration of bilingual
programs. A total of 2350 studeifts wkre identi d as 'in need of bilingual . .
sexvices for which staff were unavallable. Appf%ﬁimately half,of these
students were in schools where thére were less than 20 students of the same
‘language group. The remaining half, all of which were Spanish speakers, did .
gualify for bilingual services onm the basis of the number of limited English
speakers per school' An "examination of the instrustional needs categories of
” thosé studenhs revealed that the majority were judged by their teachers as
needing only llmited support services in their native language. Thus, it
seems that those stqupnts in most need are receiv1ng bilingual sgrvices, but
that support.services for students who have achieved some degree of fluency . -
are sometimes cqpﬁﬁlled due to the unavallabllity of qualified staff.
Instructi in 16 languages was provided by approximately 1133 teachers
of whom 85 cent were bilingually endorsed; an additional three percent were
pending endorsement. There were an additional 41 teacher positions serving ig!b
the programs with less than 20 students from one language group.
. roe »
Spanish was the language of imstruction for ninety percent of the
students participating in bilingual programs. Instruction was also provided in
Arabic, Assyrian, Cantonese, Chinese, French, Greek, Indic, Italian, Korean,
Laotlian, Pilipino, Polish, Romanian, and Vietnamese. Table «1 provides a )
. summary of bilingual programs and staff positions in each district for. fiscal jy
1979. Maps 1 and 2 plot the locatjon of Spanish and non-Spanish/ (more than 20
students) billngual programs geog hically. Bilingual programs in languages
other than Spanish occurred mostly in the northérn sections of the city, an
ethnically heterogeneous area. Several new programs were established in both
the northwest and southwest regions. Spanish bilingual programs were ,
concentfrated in the near south and northwest areas and exténded north along
the lake. Districts 17 and 22 of the city's southeast side also had a number *
of bilingual programs.
T
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TABLE 1 - Bilingual Prograxgs and Staff by District .
o v ) - Numper of -~ . N
- & . ) Number of Number of Programs {Pudgeted)
'*Distrg'.ct . Schools Languages (more than 20) Teacher .Positiens
: ' s
1 g 6 + i8 35
2 7 3 7 . 24.5 ~
3 17 4 1 22 s 84 . :
' 1 *
4 . 6 3" 8 18
1 - *
5 11 .2 12 N 86 - .
6 28 o 1 28 321
7 €, 1- 6 17 :
5 ) .
8 M 1 1 3
- - . -
9 4 1 4 12 ’
10 6 1 6 6[’5
11 2 2 3 g
12 T 3 7 12
15 4 2 <7 21 e
: !
17 7 3 8 -1 #
185? 1 1 1
19 18 . 18 200
22 2 1 ’ 2 w13
24 2 13 9 - 28 74
25 6 1 6 58
26 g -1 8 50
X
27 1 1 1 2
Total 164 - ( 201 1159.5
. . 7
\ ;.
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‘Map 2. Iocatlon of schools with blnngg‘al programs J.n languages other than Spanish
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.- The majority of students receiving bilingual services were at the elementary
level; only 13 percent were at the secondary leve
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‘Between Januar§ and May of 1979 the numbey of students receiving either I
- biliqgual or ESL services increased by 17 percknt. Students participating in i .
.- ®bilinqual programs for the-first time accounted\for nearly 70 percent of the
'increase. -Second -and third-year enrollments alsd ncreased by 13 percent and
1§ percent respectively. Fourth-year enrollment increased by one percent,
. while fifth-year enrollment decreased two percent. Assuming the continuity of
intra~year student identification procedures, the net increase of more than
1800 first-year students in a five-month period suggests a substantial influx
: of limited/%nglish speaking students from outside the Chicago public school
system. This conclusion is further substantiated by lotking at the enrollment
dates-.of bilingual program participants. BApproximately three~quarters of the
¢ + students beggﬁ ir September 1978. Fach month there after between 400:1200 new
students enrolled in bilipgual programs. At the same time, a substantial number
of bilipgual program participants left the Chicago public schools. The data
-indicate a steady influx of %EW‘students as well as a moderately high degree of
mobility among program participants. The impact of both of these trends on
program continuity needs to be examined. -
- ‘ -~ . R
™~ =
*Articlg VIII, Section 8.01 of the Illinois Rules and Pegulations for
C Transitional Bilingual Education, State Board of Education, July, 1976,
stipulates that a student of limited Enalish-speaking fluency shall remain in
o the program for a period of three years or until such time as he/she achieves
. a level of English language skills which will enable him/her to perform
successfully in clas#es in which instruction is given only in English, which-
) ever 5hall first occur.
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FIGURE 2. Proportion of Students in Bilingual Programs by NUﬁPer ’
of Years Fnrelled
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In May 1979, 26 percent of all students surveyed were judged to be in ‘
category A as compared to 36 percent in the preceding January. The number of
category B students increased though the percent débreased slightly from 30

* percent to 28 percent. Cgteqory C studerts increaced from 22 percent to 24
percent, The number of students 3udaed not to be in need of services more
than doubled. o -

@-‘

A similar\pattern emerged from language proficiency evaluation of ¥
elementary students enrolled in bilingual pregrams.  In January 38 percent of
the students were rated, at the lowest level of English proficiency as ccnpared
to 28 percent at the lowest level in May. The number of students rated at
the lowest English proficiency level decreased 17 percent despiie a 138 percenE
increase in first-year students. The number of students rated at levels 2 -5
increased though the relative percentage anreasec only slightly,
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Comparison of Jamuary and May English Proficiency levels of.
Elementary Bilingual Prograrm Particip?nts .

.
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The datax indicate that the students most needing bilingual ipstruction
were its préﬁ?iy recipients. Fifty-nine percent of all elementary students
enrolled in bilingual proorams had little or only partial fluency in Fnglish
(levels 1 and 2 of a five-point scale), 28 percent had bafély adeguate levels
of English fluency; an additioral 13 percent could communicate fairly well in
English, though their fluency was not compar®ble to their native English-
speaking peers. Only three percent were judged to be totally proficient in
English. The fact that 82 percent of those rated as level 1 and 49 percent of
those rated as level 2 were in their first year of bilingual instruction- ’
suggests that the majority of studerts in the lowest fnglish proficiency
levels were new arrivals to the Chicago public schools and/or were entering ,
school for the first time. Tre latter conclusion is further substantiated b&
the fact that more than half of all the elementary students rated at the
lowest English proficiency levels and ir their first year of bilingual
instruction were four five, or six years of age.
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Article 1m§,of the Illinois Revised QtatuteS%QChaﬁter 122, provides for
‘'bilingual Instruction for 11m1teq-£ngllsr-prorlclency students in content
‘areas as well as the home language, history and culture. 1In the city of r -
Chicago there was a brbad range of billngual programs designed to meet the
needs of limited-English-proficiency students from diverse language and
cultural backgrouhds. Programs varied widely in organlzatlonal and staffing .
patterns, instructional approaches and materials. Within broad guidelines,
most of these factors weregat the discretion of local or district authorities.
Three org#nizational mo8els and multiple combinations were used at the
elementany level. The SelfyContained model accounted for the Jlargest number
of.students. In this model a bilingual teacher was. responsible for both the
English and najfive language subject areas. A second model, Team—Teaching,
required a bilingual and the regular classroom teacher to work together in the . .
same classroom for either & half day or for the.entire day. Students in the
Pull-Out model received 90 minutes of instruction in the home language from a
bilingual teacher §nd’5pent the rest of the schéo; day in their assigned__
classrooms with an English dominant teacher’. A fourth model, Departmentedized,
wag used in high school %rograms and in some upper grade centers., In this model -
pupils received instruction from a bilingual teacher in specific subject areas
to include mathematics, science, social studies/culture and language arts in
the pupil's first language.

-

/4 Bnother area which accounted for a significant amount of the variation
was the instructional approach employed. Three basic roaches were
identified: W oral and reading skills in the home l::ﬁ%?ge were developed asg
a basis for acquirlng English 2) the home language was used for explanative

-

~ purposes but literacy was developed or continued exclusively in English.

3) literacy was developed concurrently in both the home language and Englisgh. /

Profiles of blllngual programs in selected schools 1nd1ca£e conslﬁerable
wariations in key areas (Table 2). There were significant difference€s in the N
proportion of students from different ifistructional needs categories or
English fluency levels as well as the total number of students rece1v1ng
bilingual instruction in each school. The differences extended from schools
having relatively few limited English students spread out over the full range
of‘ag cycles to schools where the bilingual program wag almost exclusively
concentrated in the primary grades. Acknowlddging the limitations of
crosg—~gectional data, fhe profjiles ,also suggest considerable variation in the |
amount of time a studeht may spend in a bilingual program. In some schools ’
thefimajority of students were lnsghelr first year 'of bilingual instruction
with only a very reQuced percentage 1n the second or third years. Other
schools seem to have had mostly two-year programs. Still others appeared to
have a consistent enrcllment over the three yPars. ’

\




¥
. E
13 . .
. + s A -

TABLE 2. Sample School Proﬁ;les én Selected Variables :

L ] - \ 7 i !
) ) .
A, Instructional Needs-Catedbries
School A, \ B ¢ ! NP .
A 10% © 28w 56% 6%
B 10% 34%° 28% 28%
- C 18% 27%, ~  25% 30%
D 28% ‘3 32% - 19% 21%
E * 34% 2os 9% 28%
)
/ . \ -
% B. Age -
- - 1
School : 5-7 8r 10 11-13 | 14~ 16
1] X ’
A - 50% 318 17% 2%
B 48% 31% 8% 3% §
C . - 50% 40% 10%
D ¢ 58% 35% 7% -
E 413 33% 228 4% (
. - /
o ‘ i
= - ﬁ *

C. Years in Program

School ™ = gt 2nd 3rd A4th 5th
- . Yz
A s 71% 12% 14 2% 1%
B 48% 46% 6% -0 0
c . 35% 343 25% 3% 3%
) 39% 3ge 21% ‘ 1% ‘ 1%
E 443 32% 22% 1% 1%
LN

The range of objectives, the implicit time frames of specific instruc-
tional strategies, and population differences are gsufficient to make
generalizations concerning bilingual education very difficult: The impact of
program variation on studént progress, in particular the relationship of
specific instructional program variables to outcomes measures, is an area
which demands further invesgtigation. ggr*N\\
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Despite the limitations of the daty created by program variations, a
gengral description of the instructional program in terms of thé amount of

time in English is possible, May 1979,.60 percent of the studentsy
receiving b1lﬂ§gua services recCeived 5( percent or more of their instruction
in English. This represents an increase from January, 1979.
%
FIGURE 4. Daily Instructional Time in English . ' \
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The increase appears to hHave occuréa equally in all subject areas. Language
arts was more likely to be given in English than other content areas. Science
and socials studies were least l;keiy to be given in English, though the
d;fferences were minimal. §
A
“FIGURE 5. Percent of Eﬂglish Instruction for Language Arts
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FIGURE 6. Percent of Engli‘s'h Instruction for rﬂat@;ics
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FIGURE 7. Percent of English Instruction for Sdcial studies and Science
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It was expected that those students with the least fluency in English

would receive a greater portion of their instruction in their ng&ive language.
. This expectation #uS—gcucIaLLy uunllrmeu {Figure 8). Seven percent of the

Category A students . enrolled in bilingual programs as compared to 1 percent of
Category B and C students received 25 percent or less of their instruction in
English. Sixty-six percent of the Category A students as compared to 33
percent of the §ategory B students and eight percent of the Category C
students received bet#een one-quarter apd one-half of their instruction in
English. Over half of the Category B students and two-thirds of the Category
C students received 50 to 75 percent of their instruction in English.
One~quarter of the C students received between 75 percent to 100 percent of
their instruction in English in contrast to nine pergent of the category B
students.

'

FIGURE 8. instructional Needs Category by AﬁBUnt of English Instructiqn
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s The percent of English instruction per day increased slightly with the
number of years enrolled in the bilingual program. It is likely that the
increase is small due to the.movement of students who have been proficient
in Pnglish into all English classrooms. This appears to be supported by the
sharp decline in the number of students enrolled in bilingual programs

subsequent tq‘the first year. N
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Figure 10 indicates that the number of students receiving less than 4
one-quarter of their instruction in English represented only three percent .of
the students enrolled in bilingual prggrams. First-year students are more
likely to receive between 25 and 49 cent of their instruction in.EnglishK
than second and third-year students. The trend is reversed for those studenﬁs
receiving 50-75 percent English instruction. Nearlyjone-quarter of the _ —:
third-year students received 25-50 percent English jpstruction. More than
half of these students were between the ages of 6 and 8 when more
instructional time in the native language may be zeguired. It appears that
v English language fluency is a more accurate predictor of the amount of .
instructional fime in English than the number of years. of bilinguai
instruction, though there is a moderate degree of correlation between years 1n
+ program and English fluency. ' oo . .

-

.

N

In addition to state-funded bilingual servi es, approximately 10 percent
of the students received supplemental tutorial services from Title VII support
teams. Eight percent of the students were also served by teachers who had
participated in Title VII sponsored staff development programs under the
auspices of the Chicago Board of Education and/or cooperating universities.
Eight percent of the students participated in Language in Transition (LIT) , a -

- Title I funded activity designed to increase the English language skills of
students of limited English proficiency. An additional four percent
participate in other Title I activities. Special reading services, the
Intensive Reading Improvement Programs (IRIP) were provided also for
approximately five percent of the students 1dent1fled as being of limited
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Student Achievementt =

- 1

LThis seftion exgMines the achievement of elementary students recel&ing
bilingual services. deally, the measurement of the academic achievement of
limited English proflcxency studegts should include both English and native

v language measures. A signlflcant portion of the curriculum, partlgﬁlarly for
students at the- lower Engllsh proficiency levels, is likely to be given in the
native language., Testing solely in English may severely underestimate program
effectiveness, ignoring areas of the bilingual students' knowledge~-areas
which may be. inadequately mirrored through English instruments.

Acknowledging the above limitations, two measures of English achievement
were used. These included the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), administered
annually to students enrolled in Chicago public elementary schools, and the
Continuous Progress/Mastery Learning (CP/ML) reading and math levels. ITBS
“ scores are reported for only a limited number of students receiving bilingual
services. CP/ML levels, however, were available for the majority of students
and are known to correlate reasonably well with? the ITBS scores in reading
(+. 67) and mathematics (+.71). -

.

-

Of particular interest, in light of the compensatory character of
‘ jt bilingual services, was the amount of gain students ag different age and fluency
tevels demonstrated. In addition, the relationship of instructional time in
English to gains in reading and mathematics was examined.

Figures 11 and 12 depict the mean ITBS reading and mathematics grade
equivalent scores for students receiving bilingual services. Differences in~
L "'English proficiency, refle¢ted in the assignment of instructional categories,
appear to be operant for h reading and mathematics achievement. 1In general,
students receiving bilingual services performed better in mathematics than in
..' reading; the differences in mathematics achievement among the instructional

; categories- appear to be less pronounced” than for reading. .
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The academic progress of nearly all bilingual program participaﬁts in
English reading and math was assessed by a series of locally developed
criterion~referenced tests. Figures 13 and 14 show the mean performance of
these students by age and instructiopal category. Comparison of the two figures'
reveals the effect English fluency had on achievement in both areas. 1In
reading, the distinctions among instru€tional categories were significant and’
increased with age; in contrast, the category distinctions for math while
operant were minimal. . o N

Examination of the preceeding figures reveals.that students receiving’j .
bilﬁngdhl services achieve, in general, several years below expected grade
level in reading and math; The transitional nature of the bilingual program is
a factor contributing to this phencmenon. BAs students become able to function
in all English classrooms they no longer receive bilingual services. Once
students function at or near grade level they usually do not participate in
state-funded bilingual programs.

Gain scores are more useful for the purpose of program evaluation. Stu-
dents receiving bilingual services gained on the average 7.4 months in reading
and 8.0 months in math on the appropgigte subtests of the ITBS. The reading and
math gains followed a pattern similiar to the grade equivalent distributions.
Overall, e€tudents gained slightly more in math than in reading. This was
particularly true for students 10 years of age and older. Category B students
showed the most gain in both areas (Table 3). Figures 15 and 16 depict the
average reading and math grade-equivalent-month gains of students receiving
bilinqual services in comparison to Title I and city-wide averages. As
compensatory education programs, Title I programs rovide the closest, though .
distinct, comparison population by which to gauge the effectiveness of bilingual
or ESL programs. : :

S

TABLE 3. ITBS Reading and Math Gains (months) DBy Age and Instructional Category

Reading Mathematics . Reading Math . :
| ’ - | | Total | Total 1\\
l l I I
Apge| A | B | C I a | B | c | l
I S I l l l F s l
g 7.0 | 8.3 | 6.0 | 7.4 | 6.8 | 6.3 | — 7.2 | 6.9
| - | l |- | ! I
9l 6.9 | 7.6-1 7.2 | 6.8 | 7.1 | .7 7.2 I 71
I I l. |- I |- I l
10] 6.9 | 6.9 | 6.8 | 9.1, 9.1 |. 8.1 | 6.9 | 8.9
l o I ~ | l I I |
111 7.3 | 7.3 | 9.2 | 5.7 |85 | 7.1 | 8.0 | 8.1
! I I - ! I l | l .
‘12 ] 7.3 | &3 7.3 | 7.3 | 9.4 | 9.7 | 7.7 | 9.3
|- I I I l B l I
134 7.1 | 7.1 | 9.5 | 1w.0 | Bls | 1.3 | 8.4 | 10.2
l I I l I I ! I
7'! l | | I__ I l ..
7.% 8.1 _ 6.8 8.1 - 8.4" 7.5 744 8.0
Overall Average )
Gains (months) '
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FIGURE 13. CP/ML Lgvels in FReading bv Aoe and Instructional Category
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FIGUPE 14. Mean CP/ML Levels in Mathematics by Age and Instructional Category
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FIGURE 16. Mean Mathematic Gair (ITBS) by Age
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e I reading/ eight and nine-year-old-.-bilingual students gained more than either)
ceamparison group. .Peading gains for bilinghal or ESL program participants were
abcve those of Title I participants though below city-wide averages; (13-year
olds wdre ar exception and were likely cause8 by a greatly reduced sample size).
Mathematics gains for students receivifg bilinqual services were generally egual
to or higher than city-wide averages with the exception of eight and. nine-year-
olds. Bilingual program participants gained on the average 7.5 months in

reading and 9.7 months in mathematics®as measured by the CP/ML levels. CP/ML

- reading ard math gains followed patterns similiar to ITBS gains ( e 4).
&
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TABLE 4. CP/ML Reading and Math Gains by Instructional Category

=

I’:NS'TRUCTIONAL CRTEGORY READING GAINS (Months) MATH GAINS (Months)
A 7.1 (,N = 5875) 10.0 (N = 6252)
( .
B 8.5 (N = 2488) 8.8 (N = 2697) .
C 7.8 (8 = 1104) 9.5 (¥ = 1626) .
TOTAL 7.5 (0 = 3465) - 9.7 (N 0, 565)

Table 5 displays reading and math gains for bilingual program participants
by age. Gains tended to increase with age. Age cycle six students gained
approximately a half year in reading. Considering that most entered school with,
little or no knowledge of English, little English reading gain would be
expected. Older students demonstrated the most gain, some surpassing the

expectation of a month-for-month gair (10 months). 11 .. ) .
; 1 .
TABLE 5. CP/ML Reading and Math Gains by Rge - \
) H
Age Reading Gain (months) Math Gain (months)
€ 4.8 e . 8.6
7 ) 6.3 ‘ 9.2
/ 8 7.2 9.4
. 9 7.9 9.6
10 8.8 . ' - 10.2
H .
11" ’ 16.3° 10. 1
12 LT ' R P ’
13 . 11.3 “13.7
. ’ ' (N = 9,467) (N = 10,642)
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These data indicate that bilingual program participants were learrning to
read ir English and making progress egual %o that of students ®nrolled 1n other
compensatery education programs. For most students, this task includedgdearning
to understand and speak English :r addition to'acquiring basic reading skills.
At the same time, the rate of pgress ox.rroaram participants inp a major
content area as mathematics wiifﬁ intained at expected levels.

The amount of instructien in English has often beern cited as a key
variable which affects the differential achievement of limitedeEnglish-speaking
students. An attempt was made to discern the relationship of the number of
periods per day of instruction in English to the amount of gain demonstrated on
the ITBS in both Reading Comprehension and mathematics.

Few students received less than two, periods per day of English instruc-
tion. The number®f students participating in bilingual programs who were
receiving more than six periods per day in English was also limited, thus
reducing the number of distinctions “ossible. The correlation coefficients of
mathematics and reading gains on the ITBS to periods of instruction in English
were also lower than expected, +.0€ and + .07 respectively.

Instructional time 1in English contributed less than one percent to the
dirfferential galn of students 1n rathematics when the variance in gain scores
due to age and language profici@ncy were held constant. For reading, the amount
of variance due to English instsEctional time was slightly higher but sti1ll less

an two percent. In other words, only a very small amount of the gain in
reading and mathematics cn the ITBS could be attributed to an increase 1n the
amount of instructional time 1n English. These results suggest that other more
powerful factors account for the differential achievement of limited Engligh
fluency students. These might include sdZ?10econamic factors, native language
fluency, previous educational experience, 1nstructlonal strategies, and school

and classroom characteristics. v ¥
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Inter—category Movement /

* A major goal of the bilingual prograr in Chicago is to prepare limited
English.proficiency students t6 participate fully in the regular English
curriculum offered by the schools. This goal encompasses both the development
of an English langfiagd gmpetence as well as the parallel conceptual development
of students in allﬁiffzj\ggbjest areas,

. A principal gauge of the effectiveness of a program in attaining thas goal
is the academic progress of the students. A secondary memsure is the amount
of movement from one instructional category to the next and finally into the
regular English classroom program. This second measure, however, can only be

a valid indicator of program effectiveness when it is strictly linked to
academic achievement. :

Feginning in the Fall of 1979 new c:it;ria weke established for the
movement of students from ore instructioral categy to the next. These
reflect the relationship of instructional categdry placement to academic
progress. They implicitly recognize, that the kind of instructional program a
student needs depends to a great extent on his (ber) redding ability to
ccmprehend materials written in English.

’ Exit Criteria for Elementary Students’
.Children exit from category A2 to category B when, they have
mastered the continuum of skills in reading through level

=
R «Children exit from category B to category C.when they are at
- mastery level in reading in English for their cohort a
group on city-wide data...Children who are reading in
English at one standard deviation below local norms for
their age cycle may also be exited from B to C based on i
additional information contained in the child's profile... )

Hay

.Childrel exit from category C to the general program of
instruction without Eupport when they are at mastery
level for their age cycle according to national norms in
reading in Fnglish. Children who are reading in English

*
"

age cycle may also be exited from C to "No Program" based oA
upon additional information contained in the child's
profile...(pg. 3-4)

*
Tpifferentiated Curriculum: Instructional Design--Elementary Schools. Board
of Education: Chicago, 1979, pg. 3-4.
¥
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. Table 6 reflects these criteria depicting the total upward movement
between instructional categories by elementary school students during the
1978-79 academic year. -

More than two-thirds of the students receiving bilingual services
progressed to a higher category. The greatest amount of movement both in
numbers and percent was experienced by those students with the lowest English
proficiency. As would be expected, the grtatest amount of movement occurred
between adjacent categories. Few students would be expected to move from
category A to-‘the regular program (NP} during the course of a single year.

i

&
TABLE 6. Inter-Category Movement of Students by Instructional Category
3} =
Percent 6f Category A Students moving to Category B 67%
’ o 16%
NP - 4%
Total 88%
[

Percent of Category B students moving to Category C - 30% -
CT ( NP 11%
Total . 413

A Percent of Category C students moving to Category NP 20% *”

Total ‘percent of inter-category movement 66%

-

In comparison to the movement demonstrated by the category”A students,
the proportion of category B and C students moving to a h;ghgsscategery was
smaller., An examination of the task of moving from categery B to*C “and from C
to NP may help elucidate this phencmenon. Exit from category A requires that
a student master the equivalent of first- gﬁade English reading skills.
Movement out of category B, however, requires minimally that a student read ‘in
Engl;sh within & standard deviation of his cohort age group. An eight-yeax-
old would have to gain approxlmately one-half year in English reading to move . !

rcm category B to C.  In cemparison, a thirteen-year-cld would have to gain
the equivalent of three years in Engllsh reading to move to category C, an
awesome and unrealistic expectation for a vear's time frame. To exit to the
regular English curriculum program {C to NP} younger students would be
— expected to gain the eguivalent of one-half year in English reading, older
students, one year. .

’

/-~
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TRBLE 7. Minimum&English Reading Gain Required to Move Between -
Instructiongl Categories

. : . - . (\//\*“\

Age B to C "' C to NP
(Years) (Years)
T8 , 1/2 1/2 ’
= b _
.9 1 1/2 -
i [ 12 1/2
. ™ 2 1
12 2 1
13 3 o , .
- The amount of movement tﬁiii instructional categorles expected during
an academic year must coincid¢ with realistic possibilities. Achievement data

have shown that students receiving bilingual services gain seven to eight
months in reading and 8~10 months in math, gains comparable to tho of other
compensatory education programs, and in the case of math, eguivalent to
city-wide gains. However, few could be expected to gain the equivalent of
‘several years in reading to move from category B to € within one academic
year. i

The number of years enrolled in the bilingual program {'s another
indicator of the movement of students to the regular English curriculum.
Table 8 depicts the proportjon of students enrolled by years in’ the pr
for 1974, 1975 and 1979

-

N\

TABLE 8. Percent of Bilingual Program Participants by Years Enrolled e s

f’ . 1974 1975 1979 -
= .- ¢ . )
") . T
) 1st 48.7 44.8 52.0
2nd | 39.8 35,1 36.9
3rd 9.4 15.0 ‘ ) 13.6 . ~
* ,“’
4th + 2.1 5.1 3.5
100% - ) 100% _ 100%
(N = 10,746) (B = 1161 - sample) (N = 23,363) *

: The low incidence of fourth and fifth year enrollments indicates that
students are indeed moving into the regular English curriculum.
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High School Program Descr;ggion -

Filingual services were extended to approximately 2,600 high school __
students in 20 high schools, representing roughly 13 percent of all students
receiving bilingual services. There were 31 separate (more-than-20) bilingual
programs with 131 budgeted teacher positions. Instruction was provided in ten
languages-—inclvding Assyrian, Cantonese, French, Greek, Malian, Korean, .
Laotian, Polish, Spanish, and vietnamese. .

Ninety~-two percent of the high school students surveyed in May 1979, were .
born outside the continental United States, in contrast to nearly 60 percent -,
of the elementary school students. More than half of those students were
born in Spanish-speaking countries. When only bilingual program participants
are considered, the percentage of students born outside the continental United
States may be somewhat higher.

Ninety-seven peroent of the high school students had been receiving
bilingual serxvices for one to three years. A breakdown of the data revealed
that 52 percent were in the first year, 31 percent in the second year, and 14 '
percent in the third year. This pattern was identical to that of.the'
elementary school students receiving bilingual_gervices.

. e ~

Between January and May the number of high school students rec iving
bilingual services increased by 12 percent. The increase at theléﬂimentary
level was higher.

a

Y
Thase in the first year of bilingual services tended to exhibit the

lowest English proficiency levels. The majority of second-year students (75
percent) were rated in the mid range (levels 2 & 3), while 69 percent of the
third-year students were in the mid to upper ranges (levels 3 and 4). The

sharp decrease in the number of students rated 4 or 5 on the English ¥
proficiency scale suggests that as the students attain adequate or nearly .
adecuate levels of English proficiency they no longer participate in bilingual
7 programs. This intérpretation is corrobarated by the” steady decline in each

year's enrollment (Figure 17). .

- - -
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FIGURE 17. Years in Program by [Fnglish Proficiency
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ot high schoel students (76 percent) receiving bilingual services wer?
. either\freshmen or sophomores, 81 percent of all freshman were in their first
year of bilingual instruction, another 12 percent were in their second year.
The enrollment pattern at subseguent years confifmed the freshman year entry
point of most students into bilingual programs. ,

-~

Figure 1B depicts the English language-fluency levels of limited English
proficiency high school students enrélled in bilingual programg. More than
half of the students were at the lowest Fnglish profidiency levels. An
additional 35 percent exhibited barely adeguate English proficiency. Only 12
percent of the students had native or near native command of English. Between
January and May the number of students rated at the lowest prxoficiency levels

declined while those rated at the mid to upper levels increased.
. e )
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FIGURE 18..,English Prsﬁiciency of High School Students Receiving Bilingual Servigeéf
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It is clear from the data that Uh&*students rece1VLng bilznguar v
services at the high sechool level were thoge in most need. In.aédltxon,.the
students receiving bilingual services tended to be new arrivals to the Chlcggé .
,public schools as evidenced by the overwhelming number of students born outside
the continental United States, the Jow English proficiency levels, and the high:
concentration of students in the first and second year of bilingual instruction.
The data also suggest that few students ceming from bilingual programs at the
-elementary devel received bilingual services at the high_gchbol level.

"

A comparison of the estimated amount of instructional ;iﬁe in English and
- the native language of high school students receiving bilingual services .
showed a slight increase In the amount of English between January and May. The
increase in English usage oocurred fairly evenly over all subjest areas except T
language arts, suggesting that English language usage increased throughout the
year. Virtually all of the students received fifty percent or more of their
language arts instruction in English, incIuding $7 percent who received nearly
all their language arts instruction in English. *The proportion of high school
gtudents receiving at least half of their language arts instruction in English —-
wag significantly higher than elementary students. Current research supports
the appropriateness of this approach citing the higher linguistic competence
and literacy levels in the native language of older students as factors which
permit a higher concentration of instruction in the second language.g Tontent
areas as social studies-and science were slightly more likely to be given in
the native language than mathematics, though for both, over 70 percent of the
students réceived at least half of social studies and science in English.

-

:

cummins ,\, p. 229. ' .
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" inérease in Efiglish proficiency (Eigfre 18).

. . .
& -

H o ) . :
DR G addition to bilingual’servicgs,'approximately eight percent of the .
students participated in a reading lab designed to gi¥e intensive practice in
.specific Engl?bh reading skf1ls to those students determined to need
" additional help. - . o

Achievement =
. Achievement data on standardized tests were unavailable for high school
students as were Continuous Progress reading and math levels. Grade-point
averages of the students receiving bilingual gervices showed that nearly wd1f
+ of the students (48 percent) achieved at a C level; 27 percent at A & B;
and 25 percent at D & F,. ‘This distribution of grades meets normal expectations
with three quarters of the students achieving at or above a passing level.
Between Japuar};anc‘r May teac er evalvation of English language
proficiency levels of students re iving bilingual services showed a decrease
in the percentage of students at the 1lower proficiency levels and a comparable
increase ‘in the percentage of students at the middle level. The number ‘of
studentg with native or near native English proficiency remained relatively
constant. It myst be noted that during that same peripd there was a 10 ﬁ@icent
increase in the first through third-year enrocllments, of which over 90 percent
occurred in the first two years. This factoxr would be expected ta moderate qgg

=

. ’ M
FIGURE “19. Comparison of Janvary and May English Proficiency of Higg School

Stydents Receiving Bilingual Services }3
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Special Education Serviées ’ ’ n

In May 1979 approximately 1600 students from homes where a 1angnage other
than Englist was sporen were identified as in need of special education
services, ’Nlngty—six percent of the students identified were receiving specxal
education services. Nearly one-fourth of these students were also enrolled in
a bilingual program of instructigp For special education students, p&acement
within a bilihgual' program is contlngent upon the student's Individual
Fducational Program (I.E.P.) which is developed based on the re;}mmgndations of
a multidiscipllnary staffing. .The English proficiency of approx¥imately one-
third of the students in need of’ special education services was rated at levgls
1, 2, or 3; the remalning two—-thirds were judged to be adeguately proficient in -
English. . .

The number of specia; ducation students receiving bilingual servicés
increased between qanuary and May., Five percent of the special education
students with English fluency 1eve15 1, 2, or 3 received special education
services from an' endorsed- blllngual feacher, and 39 percent of the same
students received services from a bilingual:aide. Less than one-fourth of the
dtudents receiving bllingual special educatLOn services from an endorsed 4
ﬂﬁ&ingual teacher were judged to be of limited ‘English fluency. A bilingual
aide was available in nearly twice as many of the cases, but as’in the previous
instanceé, less than half of the students were judged to have limited skills. in
English. The data’ point tq a need for the greater availability of bilingual
special education services, as well as a redistribution of services to meet the
needs of thgﬂstudﬁtzé with the least Engllsh—proFiclency. <V,;' )

Special education services encompassed a wide variety of handicapping
gorditions. The most freauent of these were Moderate Learning Disabilities
(MLD), Speech, Primary Fducable Handicapped (EMH) and Trainable Mentally
Handicapped (TMH) accounting for over _60 percent of the students. MLD and -

peech services were usually supplied througb,a resource teacher; Primary EMH
aM TMH services te to be given by a single teacher in a self-contained
clasgsroom.

£y

{
The mean number o of ifistructional time in English for

spe'ciale education studen recel ing bilingual services was four, or slightly
more than half of the day inr-English. -Ak the students' English fluency
increased so did the amount of English igstruction. No appreciable differences
- were discerned 'among the various content areas. )
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Bilinoval Classroom Obgervation sSurvey
Summary of Results . . .

- -
.

% total of 153 classrooms were observed by the staff of the Bilingual

" 'Unit of the Department of Research and Evaluation during the months of

February through May, 1879. The mean number of minutes per classroom visits °
#ag 28. The mean class size was also 28 with 51 pexcent of all classes
visited having 28.or fewer .students. The mean age of students in these
classrooms was eight years, with 51 percent of the students betwesm the ages
of five and. seven, and the remainder between the ages of eight and 14. The
2ge distribution of the sample was similar to %hat of the total elementary
tilingual program population. <

Number and’ type of teachers .

Of the classrooms observed, Sg percent had one classroum teacher, 36 .
_percent had two adults supervising, and eight percent had three or more adults
in charge of th® class. All classrooms had at least one regular teacher, 29
had teacher aiges, five had student teachers, and three had other adults in
tre classroor. Of the classrooms with ore reqular teacher, 21 percent hagd a

teacher aide. ) )

»Classroom characterigtics

[ - -
sﬁ; shown in Tables 9 and 10, most of the lassrooms were of the gelf-
contaifled type (74 percent), and located in regular classroom facilities, (85
percent). The most frecuent type of instructional grouping was that of the
whole class receiving instruction (41 percent of the c¢lasses), followe{ by
. Bmall group working with teacher (31 percent), and part of class receiving

instruction (30 percent).,* The instances whereby the whole class was workina
irdependently accounted for only- 12 percent of the classes, and those where
the whole class was working with a teacher aide accounted for only 10 percent
of the responses. -

~
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TABLE ©

=

Prograﬁ Modei

=

Total Responses = 153

~ * p
w“

=

4 4
regpongses allowed .

*Myltiple

<

i I
\|| "']
l!l |

N

Percent of' Cases Count .

Selé- Lonta’ined 74 ’ 115

Team Teaching - 14 22

N

Pull-Out . ’ "5 9

. &

Departmentalized ) . 4 7

Othe; ‘ - 3 . 5 ’

/ Eotal Response£z= 158 \/’ -

-~ Total Cases = 153 j -

tpglitiple ;es;onses al lowed ) .
B . . . ”

H R

TABLE 10 .
. . Classroom Facilities ‘ - -
J 5 - :

) %} Percent of Cases " count )
Regular Clagsroom 3 8%5 130 .
Mobile Classroom 11 17
Conference or Small Room 1

. H
Other Non-Instructional Area 3 .5

[
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The inst?uctional content of the classroom observed- consisted mainly of
language arts-English (54 percent of the classes),- lanjuage arts~native (30
percent) and mathematics (22 percent).* *Thus, the typical classroom

ohserved consisted of one teacher, usually without an aide, in a self- ..
contained classroom with the whole class receiving instruction, either in V.-
language arts-Englisk, languaae arts-native, or arithmet%p. e AR e 4 4
' . M ’
. ¥ -
€ ’ -
P - ’ )
. ) R
»~ _ - _ - - "‘,’H
i - i he . N ',“ .
-~ ¢ -
T -
3 Y . R
S - + & : )
- r a - ¢ ¢
= * 5 ” -
SN o - VAR
{
L]
v . -
* -
L7 2 . . Lo P
. ) . -
. .
- gt ; - ’ -
- - A - f . - =
- 3 s -t *
£ .y : .
b ’
5 -
N - -
- - <
"
- * v :
’ . i N
‘ 2 ' .

.
a2
o

FRIC . x

y —
SARuTex: provided by nic [EESeeae S =




* \,‘ -" .
: had over two years'

_and aésisting" (68 percent), and

:ﬁsed:'tﬁese were prirmarily Fnglish language arts classes and some matiematics
"classes.,

Bilimgual €Classroomr Observation Survey
: t - .

“Pegyularl y cer*lFled teackters bad the most teaching experience; g8
percent had six or more years of experience compared to 11 percent: of FTB
cert;frpd &eachers. None of the regularPy certified teachers had lesg than
two years of experience, wthe 34- percent had 15 or more years' experience.
FTB teachers had th& largest percentage of teacWéxs with anly ane or two years
cf teach;ng exper;ence (21 percent}. Thus the large ma:orlty oF all’ teachers

exper;ence. . T e . i . -

. | - ) '
Teacher and teacher ajde roles

L - -
- - B
-

- .

ObsaYvers alnn rovad the t§pe of teacb;ng methods ueed in tho, class roon.
Most of the teachers obgserved used - aue&tlonlnc .and d;schssxng" in their
classropm (84 percent) * The next most” freguent methods used were "answering
"show and tell, demonstrating” (63 percent)
and superVisinq apd. directing” (53 pevcent). "Praising” (27 percent) and
“disciplznind* {19 percent) were used least by teachers. Most &f the
teachers igsed eclectig apa*eacbes to *egat¢hing, with student participatzon
hore predcm‘nant tran teacher criticism. The most freguently mentioned-
respons*hzlltzes for the teacher aides were reinfcrc11c 1nstruct10n {41.3

-

percent) and tutorz*c (30.4 percent).* - -

- =
fx2E=

Language use o R . ) N

£ s
= z
z . *

The amount of Erglish used 1n the classroom was.fairly evenly distributed
(see Table 11). 1In one-foufth of the classrooms observed 6nly English was

The mean percent of instructionsl time in English observed for. all

classes was over 50 percent for all content aréas except native language arts

(3t percent) and science (44 percent).* .. . . ", -
Teachers were agked to estimate the percentage of English used daily in

the classroom (Table 12). .The majority of teachers (54 percent) used_tetweén

one-third and two-thirds English daily; one-third used over 75 percent

English, ard only 13 percent used less than 30 percent English. The mean

percent English used was 61.3. However, 20 percent of the teachers stated

that the sed 100 percent English ir their classrooms, 56 percentages were
also calculated without these clazses. The mean percent English is reduced to
51 percpnt without the ‘all English classes included; 72 percent of these

classed used at least 50 percent . English. Thus, even discounting the all
English claskes, most teaghers reported Using at least as much English as the
student’s native language. .

*miltiple responses
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‘ ' TRBLE 11 ] -
. , Fercent of English used by Teachers
» .
Percent ’ i
0 - 35% 25.2
36 - 60% 21.9 ) -
T 61, 95% . ) 26.5
- 100% = ; 26.5
) N = 151 .
. \ o : : ]
- % TABLE 12 .

~ Teacrer Estimated Perxcent of Daily Fnglish Use

Percent

. 14.4

© 411 .

. 24,0 ]
20.5 ,

N = 146
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Distribution of Studen by Instructional Heeds Category “‘ .

. =

\ - '
Tead hers were‘also asked to report the percentage of uderts in their
classroowms from each instructional needs category. _Few classes had more than
50 percent category B students (26 percent), 22 percent had over 50 percent "B"
students, 7.9 percent more“than 50 percent "C" studénts, and 12.9 percent with
more than 50 percept 'NP" studefits. Most claeses then, were not comprised of a .o
majority of students at the same language nroflﬂlency level. 1In fact, only )
three classes had 100 percent students from a single instructional needs
category. i
h 4 X . £ -
However, classes ¢id fall inte two major groupings: (1) "a,
classes--those classes with 50 percent or more "A" students, or/A50 percent or .

more "R" students, or Ed percent or more "A" and "B" students Np"

(2} "¢, ¥r
classes~~those classes with 50 pgrcent or more "C" students, or 50 percent or -
more "NP" students, or 50 percent or more "C" and. "NP" students. Sixty~-seven

percent of all classes fall into the "A, B" catedory, and 33 percent were in the

“C, WP* category. The digtributior, does differ slightly when all English "
clagses are excluded for these, classss, 76 percent are "A, B" category, and 24
percent were in the "C, ,R“ category. ©Cf all the English only classes, 33’ ! '
percent are "A, B" and 67 ?ercent are "C, NP" classes. Although these 33 percent

"A, B" clapses in which oniy EngliSh is used represent anly nine c¢lassrooms, L
they point to possible def;clenczec that need to be studied further. However,

it must be noted that the data are unclear as to whether the limited Efglish

students (categories A, B, &and C) who were observed in all English classrooms

were receiving some Form of bilingual services from personnel other than the

teacher present at the e':*.me. :
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The mean percent of -time that the teachers used English for the two types
of classes was also calculated; the mean for the "A, BR" classes was 56
persent, and that for the "C, NP" classes was 70 percent. Wwhen the all
Fnglish classes were excluded, the means were 51 percent for the "R, B" clasegs
and 63 percent for the "C, NP" classes. These rough measures of teacher
language use indicate that téachers do differentiate their English language usage
based on the ‘instructional needs of their students. However, it is also
anparent that varying levels of students’ English language proficiency within a

ingle classroom make it difficult for teachers to gear tkeir language use to

the needs of all students.

P

In order to measure the magnitude of any relationship bhetween teacher's
English lgnguage use and students' category placements, Pedrson correlation a
coefficients were calculated for teacher's daily use of English with the
percentage of students in each category per classroom. Thq coefficients reveal

that the perﬂentage of "A" students in a classroom was the |better predictor of the
amount of Englisb used than are any of the other three catedories, "B, C, or NP"
(Table 13). The more "A" students per class, the less Fnglish used by

the teacher. The percentage of "A" students was also the only category which had

a pegative relationship with the amount of Fnalish used; that is, as the%:‘af ’

o

percentage of students in any of the other categories increased, the amoynt of
English language used was more likely to increase than decrease. The fact that
the percentage of "A" students was more likely to influence a teacher's language

v < *
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use than the percentage of any other category of students can péfhaps be
explained by the fact that if the students in a classroom all have the samé
native language background, teache?s will gear their language use to that known
by all students. That is, "A", students are not likely to know any English, but
"NP" students may know the native language of the "A" students as well as Engllsh.
Further research is needed in this area in order to determine if students

instructional

needs are actually being served, particularly, for .students in-a

classroom with studentsfwith different Fnglish language neéds.

TABLE 13

{

, . .’ . ,',' P
Correlation of Instructional Categdry to Percent of

% Studernts in

eachk ¢

Hative,

%
English Language Proficiency

Daily English Instructional Time -

% Daily English
Instruction
ategory - K = 131

i I '\
»

. -.60
. - 11 R
. e .28 ’
.33

Ohservers
native languag
was generally

" native languag

A

also rated Xeachers language proficiency in both English and

e on 2 gcale from 1 to 5. Teachers proficiency in both languages
rated high. The mean English rating was 4.7 and that for the

e used wis 4.6. There means were relatively similar regardless

of teacher experience or certification, or amount of English used in the

classroom, R «
/3 .
A
English Reading Groups 9 ' - . T
Almost all of the classrooms had at least one reading group in English as
well as tre students’' home language; 6.5 percent had no English readingwgroups,
6.7 percent had no home language readina groups. The large majority howéver had

three or more
(68 percent).

reading groups ‘in both English (79 percent) ané home language

©

The EngTPsh language approach used in teaching Friylish language arts in
most of the classrooms was a reading series.(82 percent) and TESL (68 percent).*
Only 30 percent of the classrooms used the Intensive Reaéinc Improvement Program

(IRIP) serv;ge
uging CP/ML ca

.percent used individual learning plans.

. Approximately 84 percent of the. teachers ‘charted student progr
rds. Few used native language levels CP/ML (18 percent) while 48

L

*Multiple responsés allowed .

-
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Summary of Bilingual Teacher Questionnaire Results :

A .otal of 419 questionnaires were returned from 23 different schools,
representing a sample of more than a third of the total number of bilingual
teachers and schools with bilingtal programs. The majority of teachers taught
in a self-contained prooram (59 percent), with most of the remaining teachers
divided. equally among team-teaching programs (14 percent), departmentalized
rrograms (13 percent), and pull=out programs (14 percent). Only three of the
total number of teachers taugrt in a fuvll-day integrated program. fThis

distribution differs from the 1978 sample in that the percentage of teachers
"in a team teaching program decreaded by almpst half from 23 percent to 14
percent. .While those in self-contained models increased from 49 percent to 59_
percent. Other Jdifferences cannot be ascertained-since the categdries used

€

were Plightly different in 1978. T .

Most teacters ir the sample were certified at the primar§ (53 percent)* or
intermediate levels (48 percent). Only 32 percent of the respondents were
certified at the secondary level. Most of the teachers were bilingual endorsed
(96 percent), and 71 percent have had three years or more of bilingual teacher
experience. The mean number of years 5f rilingual teaching experience 1s 3.9.

At every level of teacher certification {primary, intermediate, secondary),
two~thirds or more of the teachers had trree or more years of bilkingual teaching
experience. Teachers in self-contained programs had the highest mean years of
bilingual teaching experiencé (4.2), followed by teachers in departmentalized
programs (3.9), team—teaching programs (3.5) and pull-out programs (3.2). The
highest percentage of teachers with less than two years of bilingual experience
was for those in the pull-out program {45 percent), ¢wnd the lowest was for those
in the self-contained prograr .(23 percent). Thus, tefchers with. the most exposure
of students on a daily basis were those with the most experience in bilingual
teaching. : . g

The large majority of 'teachers certified at. the primary é&é intermediate
levels weré in the self-contained bilingua? program (64 perceﬁt 63 percent
respectively), compared to 22 percent 'of the éeccndary-pertified teachers. &
substantial number of the secondary teachers were in the éeﬁarthentalized
program (34 percent), with 16 percent in the pull-out and :12 percent in the
team-teachking program. — .« 4~ . -
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Language Use . .

.
-,
.

.

J o Only nine percent of the teachers indicated that their-weekly use of

i English in the classroom was less than 20 percent. The large majority of

i teachers (75,percent) used English at least 40 percent of the time; of those 39
l percent used English a¥ least 60 percent of the time and over a third (35
percent) used English about egually with their native language.

Teachers certified at either the primary or intermedigate levels reported
. similar amounts of language use; over one-third used over 60 percent English, ,
campared to 42 percent of the secondary certified respondents. The primary%and -
¢ 1ntermediate teachers wére more likely to use both langu&ge equally than were
secondary teachers who used either slightly more or s/;ghtly less English.

Y

Teachers with five and six-year-old students were most likely to use both
languages egually. Teachers with seven to thirteen-year-old students were more
apt- to use slightly more English, and teachers-with 14-year-olds reported using 7
slightly more home language. Except for teachers of 14~year-olds, no more than s
one—third of the teachers used less than 60 percenfﬂfg thelrrc}aﬁsrooms.
¥
Virtually all of the teachers rated thelr English language proficiency as

"good" (31 percentr or "excellent" (67 pe;cen%), with the remaining tWwo percent
self-rated as "fair." Over two-thirds of -the teachers rated their non-English .
language profitiency as- "éxcelient” (71 percent), 27 .percent as “good " and only .
two percent as-‘"fair." “ ) )

&

No major differences, occured in English or native language proficiency among
teachers certifjedlat different levels. Teachers certified at the intermediate
level had a slightly higher percentage rated as excellent in English (73 per-
cent), as compared to primary certified teachers (63 percent) and secondary ) .
cexrtified teachers (68 percent). The percentages were virtually reversed for ’ e
native language proficiency, with secondary teachers having the highest . .
percentage of excellent rating (74 percent), compared to 70, percent of prlmary .
certified teachers and 74 percent of -intermediate certified teachers.

%\‘ ‘ \ # E 8
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Aruitoxt provided by ERic

‘Teacher Language Proficiency and Lancuaae Use

Teachers who rated their Encllsb language p;&f1c1ency a8 "good" were
slightly less likely to use ag much Fnglish in tbe classroom as tedchers who
rate their English proficiency as "excellent." Forty~-five percent of the latter
used English at least 60 percent of the time, campared to 31 percent of the

former. However, over 70 percent of both groups used at least 40 bercent English
per week. - P J . - E
s .
On the,other hand teachers who rated ;helr natlve language proflclency as
"good" were slightly more Yikely to use more English in the classroom than

teachers who rated.their native language ,as "excellent." Thirty-five parcent of
the latter used English at least 60 percent compared to 48 percent of the former.
Seventy and 80 percent of the "excellent™ and "good" native speakers, respectivly,
uged at least ‘40 percent Ehgllsh. Thus, English and native language proficiency
may' play some role in determining amount of ‘classroom English dse, but it is
impossible to confirm such a relationship until both the English language
proficiency of the students and the type of program are known. It is llke’" tha
these latter factors are critically important in determining the amount df Engli
used in the classroom. Further 1nvestlgation of these variables is needed in
order to ascertain if language proFlclency in either English or native languaae is
a consideratior in the assignment of personhel to specific programs and models.

A=
[
4

ig

sh

Teachers were also asked to indicate which language they were most llkely
to use in a particular situation, uszng a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 egqual to
only native,” and’ 5 equal to "only Enclish” use. Thus, a mean. greater than 3

. indicates greater English use and a mean less than 3 indicates greater native

lapguage use. =
/g h ]

The' greater amount of English use was found for three commands; "asking to
line up" (3.3), "telling to put things away,” (3. 3), and "telling to be guiet”®
(3.1). A1l of the other situations have means between two and three. The
lowest means were for-the teachipg of subject matter; "teaching science" (2.5),
"teaching social studies" (2.6),-and showing a math problem (2.6), and for
telling the students to get their parents permission for something (2.5). The
mean of the remaining item, "telllng students to pay attention," was slightly
higher at 2.8, - . s

Therefore, when’ teaching subject matter, teachers were somewhat more likely
to use the students’ ‘native language than English, but no language was necessarily
preferred for every command.

7

&

The' same pattern of language use held true within categories of overall,
language use. The medns for teachers whose English language use per week ranged
between 40 and -50 percent were virtually the same as those just reported. The
means were uniformly higher for teachers whose overall English language use was
high (between §§kand.100 percent), and the means were uniformally lower for i
teachers whose dverall Fnglish language use ranged betwees 0 and 39 percent. In
other words, the differences in situational language use were similar regardless
of teachers overall language use. The values of the‘means varied, not the
pattern of differences. -

s
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Teachers were also asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5, how much of
a problem they have had with a series of items {1 = minor pzoblems, 5 = major
)problem). Table 16 displays the items in their relative order of severity.

N . -, . - %

*The items that were the least problematic for teachers were “lack of
ieacher cooperation” and "lack of administrative support,” with means of 1.8
and 1.9 respectively. Th? next highest means were concerncd with student and
classroom characteristics: "wide age range" (2.1); "student transiency"
(2.4), and "class too large" (2,5). The next highest means were concerned
with a wide range of issués; "lack of parent interest” (2.6); "lack of an
aide" (2.6); insufficient supplies" (2.7) wide English proficiency range among
students: (2.8), and "too much testing” (2.8). The two items with the highest
means were "wide ability range" (3.3), and "too many guestionnaires and forms"
(3.5)., ..

The four jtems that were most problematic then, were baéically of two
types: (1) student characteristics-wide ability range and wide English
proficiency range; and (2) administrative tasks-too much testing and too many
questionnaires and forms. The former problem is undoubtedly exacerbated by
thetlatter. Incorporating the needs of a wide range of students is necessarily
time consuming and difficult, so that any additional time spent in testing and
paperwork makes these teacher jobs even more difficult. ' -

* * -

-

/ - =
TABLE 14, Problems Cited by BRilingual Teachers T

Rank Order F Problem
) }
1. Too many ¢guestionnaires, <;\ ‘
2. wide ability range -
" f 3. Too much testing
J 4. wide English proficiency range -
5. Insufficient supplies .
6. Lack of an aide

. - - .

b BB RN N NN N LW W
M

WO WO s B 300 W
»

T 7. Lack of parent interest . .
e 8. class too large - . :
9. Student transiency . .
10. wWide age range ) . -
- . 11. Lack of administrative support .

12. Lack of teacher cooperation

The instructional model in which the *teachers worked also affected their
definition ofiﬁroblems. Teachers ' in team-teaching situations cited large
class size as important but were less’concerned about a wide age range.
Teachers® in pull-out and departmentalized probléms indicated that insufficient
supplies were a problem of moderate concern. Those in pull-out models also
cited wide age range as a difficulty more often than those in other models bu

were leagt concerned with large class size. / : » -
. N

o>
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There were minor variations in -the ratings of mean seriousness of probléms
among all teachers in various program model types. Overall, however, the
problems most teachers” encountered clustered around wide ability and Fnglish
proficiency ranges and_administrative tasks (questionnaires, forms, testing)
apparently considered peripheral to the instructional process. To a Yesser

degree a lack of resources, both staff and supplies, were cited as troublesome

areas. / -

. While some of the problems cited- are common to a majority of teachers -
throughout the school system,{wide English proficiency range seems to bhe a
problem which affects to a greépter degree teachers in bilingual programs, and

one which must be considered when making organizational decisions concerning
Qé{ingual education programs.
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Special Projects ' -

- .

* puring Fiscal 1979 a number of spe01al projects relevant to @he Chicago
public schools’ _program of bilingual education were carried out by the
Department of Résearch ‘and Evaluation. These included the translation and
development of the Spanish Criterion-Referenced Tests in Mathematics, refine-

t of student placement proc¢edures, updating of the longitudinal data base,

translation of the Assyrian version of the Short Tests of Linguistic
Skills (STLS), and calibration of the spanish/English version of the STLS.

The Criterion~Referenced Tests (CRTs) in Mathematics, Spanish edition,
. are a group of instruments which measure the terminal objectives in the
Beha¥ior_Objéctives for Mathematics Levels A to V - Elementary School. The
Criterion-Referenced Tests iff MathematiCS, Spanish edition were developed in
ordex to: ¢

. f011Y implement a continuous procress/mastery learning mathematics
program in the child's native langauge. ] @

.+ bprovide a uniform method of assesging mathematics progress
f_%gg throughout the Spanish bilingual prodrams within the Chicaga
%%  elementary public school@. 5

. assess the Spanzsh bilingual student's mastery of the terminal * .
& mathematics obj ectives. ..

: Lt N
The té?s in Mathematics cover ten skill topics: sets, meaning of numbers,
place value, operations with whole numbers, rational numbers, measurement
geometrv, 1ntegers, real numbers and probability and statistics. N

The CRTs in Mathematics co;respond to each of the thirteen mathematics
levels A through V, as they appear in the mathematics curriculum éﬁidee.
These objectives define skills a student should haves Before moving dn to the
next mathematics leyel. Although all of these objectives are considered
important a small group of terminal obgectlvesayere selected from each level,
for a total of 249 terminal Jbjectives. : &

The development of the Spanish CRTs in Mathematics began in Fiscal 1978
at which time the complete set of intermediate and upper level tests were
. translated and/or developed. However, major revisions were made in the
Mathematics CRTs in Engllsh causing a complete rev1sion of the Mathematics
CRTs in Spanish’. A small pilot of the topic_‘Operations with Whole Numbers'
spanish edition had also revealed that € format required too much
reading apd would have to be changed ifi order to-better measure the objective
and the mathematics progress of the student. -

&~

During fiscal 1979 tests were written fnd/or translated for the primaryfF
cycle (levels A through H)., In the process of writing these tests, the
writers took “‘e to asBure that the English and Spanish items remained
paraLlel while also checking for possible cultural or llrguistic bias in the
items." The tests were reviewed by a panel of blllugual and mathematics .
educators and after some revisions the tests were approved. 1In fiscal 1979

the intermediate and upper cyCle tests (levels J through V) were revised and ™w_
mdny w ltems were generated. It is expected that the entire Mathematics

CRTs Spanish will be available for extensive field testing in Fifcal 1981.

¥
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« Placement Procedures and Longitudinal Data Base -

3

The bilingual data files were developed so that a student is added,t6/the

. . file when be or she enters the Chicago school system. The student is
classified as to the type of instructional program that would be most
“appropriate to meet his or her educational needs usgng the entrance criteria.
A profile of the educational data ¥ printed for each student along with '
‘inFtructional recommendations. The file is uypdated monthly and students who
transfer from one school to another are identified along with students who
leave the system. The information on each student from a non-English
background is updated from the various educational and program participation
files which include the student Master File, the StandardiZed Achievement
record file, the Title I Achievement file, the Title I Participant file, the
Bilingual Achievement files, the Attitude Survey files, the Special Education
file, the Minimum Proficiency file, the Bilingual Census file, and the Access
to Excellence file. Data from each of these files are used\;g_gpdate the
Bilingual data file. At the end of each year the data available for the
student are combined to form a final record for the student. This file is
retained as an archive for that year. The archive file is then used to

, ¢ - evaluate a student's educational progress and Bis/her educational needs for

.the next year using the exit criteria.

/ Following the reevaluation of students a new record is created with the

original instructional needs category, the instructional needs category from

the previous year and the new instructional needs category. The most recent

achievement data are also retained and additional space is allocated for '

recording of new data from the files listed above. The new record becomes the

archive record at the end of the next year. !

Following the ccmpletio' of the academic year a new profile is created
for each student. This is seént to the school for use in development of the
- student's educational program, & summary of the student's instructional needs
is used to assist in the staffing amd organization of the schdols. The
archive tapes of each year can be combined using the bilinguval merge program
to create a longitudinal file with up to 15 years of archive/files. gelected
archive years can be thbined to form files of interest. e current archive
data file is being revised to collect and maintain additional data requested
by the Illinois State Board of Education. Previous archivel files and the ) -
associated programs will be converted in FY81 to reflect the additional data - o
recjuested by the state.

. The Shgrt Tests of Linaguistic Skills (STLS) were developed to determine
the langquage proficiency of bilingual students. Tests have been developed in
English and 11 languages including: Arabic, Assyrian, Chinese, Greek,

Italianjf Japanese, Xorean, Pilipino, Polish, Spanish, and Vietnamese. Spanigh
and Korean versions were field tested during Fiscal 1977 and 1978, an Assyrian
version was completed the following year.

buring 1979-the STLS rerults of a sample of 1000 students fluent in
English and 500 students fluwent in Spanish were analysed using the Rasch
model, a latent trait model designed to single out items which do.not fit the
construct of fluency in English or in Spanish. After removing the defective
iteps the Engligh and Spanish subtests were cé%%brated. (See Appendix F)
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BILINAUAL PARTIRTPANT Fun r'c*;'fr*z I SLBAY
FILLED JUT FCR: )

.THIS FORX MUST BE
(1) ALL JIUDENTS WIO WERE CLASSIFIED 51
A,B DR € FOR ELEMENTARY STLDTHTS a0 V1% PO

N

INGLAL PRUSRAM (PROFILE CATEGORY
4 WHERHER OR NOT THEY ARE CLEREWTIY pee o
e BT INGTAL
]
For students receiving ESL only, fill In

RAMY FOR HILH SCIOL STUDENTS)
UERENTIY FiC < 1%4 31 L‘I\(‘!'*-Hﬁ*r"Fl SLRVICES
% (2) ZAH;} CTHER STUDENTS MWHO ARE NCY #-
H
{
% For students in a biiingual prograr
'i riate sections on the reverse side,
H * T
H
1
X
H
4

L\ LB
INTD ThE
.

H
{
¥
t

\

) E

hd i

!
H
1
!

£ o i . FSL INSTRUCTLON OR 1ITLE VII f
VICES, REGARDLRESS OF THE LE CAT-GORIES

=, 11 i
and appropriate cections on tne reverse side

£111 out sections ‘A througﬁ N, P through U
sections A through N, S, and U, iand appre- v
e

-
FPor students not in 3 bilingual cr ESL program, fill in sections A through G1,H,I,
J,U,KK, angd appropriate se:{égns on the reverse side,

. ‘ ,
. \ IF YOU ARE USINC A PREPRINTED FORM, MAXE
| ARE CORRECT.

£ _AURE THA JNIT NUMBER AND AGE CYCLE
IF THEY ARE ROT COQRECT DESTROY THE/FORM ARD FILL NK FORM FOR
THE STUDENT. IF A STUDENT IS NO LO; &PR SROULED T
OUT A I"ORM‘ FOR THAT STUDENT

A. Student Identification Number.

If
3

not preprinted, enter student's eight digit number.
B. "Unit Humber.~ If preprinted, chews

agcuracy.
c.

Fill out new.fbrm 1f incorrect,
Rooﬂ-Division Number.

FifY the/ student's 3 digit ‘room number.
containg a letter, replace the letter si:h the nupber "9."
Age— Czcle.,

If theAroom nugier
b.

+ .
If preprinted, check accuracy. f ingdrrect, £11l out new forn. 1f filled
out in July through December, student's age as of Dec. I, this year. 1If filled out
in the Spring, sradent’s age as of Dec. 1 1a#t year. >
E, Fill in M for male or F for female

. F. Fi11 in place »f birth for all students,.

Gl. If student is currently receiving bilingual or ESL ser; : “yes” and go on to
G2. 1If student {s not recelving these service s, £111 1 " and skip section G2, but
complete sections H through J, U, KX, and the appropriate sections on the reverse side.

GZ. 1f the student is recelving bilingual or ESL services f1ill in the apptopriate circle,

H. Language Preficieagy Level. " Rate rhe student’s current Eﬁglish language proficiency.

should not be considered in deterzinimg the student's level.

Bote that the presence of an agcent which dces not Intrrfere with effective communication

Level I. The student understands very little and prodices only isolated words or
phrages in English.

*

Level ZI The student understands and can tozpunicate in English bu:ﬁ}rié great difficulty.
‘ Level III.

The student comprehends most of what Is said to her/him and communicates fairly
vell although har/his fluency 1s not comparable to that of Level IV students.

Level IV. The ztudent corprehends and

communicates adequately, but her/his fluency is
not comparable to that of English speak*ng peers.
Level V.

The student’s English proficiency is equivalent to that of native English
speaking peers.

L]

Instructional Neads Category.

Assess the student’s current instructional peeds.
A Spesks and understands little or no En
B

% and needs all content area instruction
in the home language.

B Speaks and understands some English, but needs about half of her/his instruction in
. the home language,

C Speaks and understands Eaglish well enough to participate in a classroom in which
English 1s dsed zost

of the time, can receive almost all Inatructien in English. -
HP The pupil’s language abilic

ity is equivalent to that of native English spesxing peers,
and she/he can perform adequately in an ali- -fnglish classroom.
. QU . .
" PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT EACH STUDENT'S I.D. 3LMBzR IS CORRECILY CODED. 1IF IT ISN'T, THE
[MC STUDENT WILL NOT BE INCLUDED IN YOUR SCHOOL'S TATLIES. -
= W




f *
FR s =
= o Jo Pi1l in largisse ep-¥en at Reme 4 Surplete last of codes 15 AN Appendix A
. Some commonly used codes are: ' -
. 1g-Arabic 21-Cantonese 73-Italian T8-¥Crean O4-Polish 9$l-Spanish
25-Agsyrian ©2-5reek il-Japarese “3-Filar ira>/Tagal~>y 907-3erbo-  34-Vietnamese
) : Croatian .

. N 3 -

K. Fill in thc month the stadert sour e ¢ ary biliagual progrm this year.
- . L. Fill in how many years tne s*tudent *as roen in =he bilirgual program.

# M. Fill in all that apply. - B RN

¥ * : ~ = a

. N. Fill in the average number of minates .,e- week of -TESL instruction., If greater
than 299 minutes, f£111 1n 293, /

]

0. Omit this section. ' o -

- e

P. In what ianguage is studént receivin g bilingual instruction? See list ,of
cedes in Appendix A, ©
Q.+ Fill in only for studerss in‘tbilzri;;a’ program cr Z5L program. If a student . .
- does not receive home language insericey ver s day, determine how many
- pericds per week 1s received, ard d:v: 57 3 ©o obtain the average
number of periods per day. {Englisn in iom includes ESL instrpction)
~ Hote: The sum of the y‘azﬁ.ods per day i iisn~and home 1 aneﬁg e 15 usudlly 7,

R. Enter the relevant amcunt of hope lancuage and =nglish used durisag instruction
e

A .in each cf the four subject areas. %Noue <hat thne amounts are rakked in 5
categories from almost all home larguage to almost all English Yanguage - - - ‘e
instruction. : : ;
8. 1If you are £illing %he form ocut in Se ept. through Jan., omit thys section. If
i filling out in the Spring, £i11l in the rumber of days present dnd absent as '
. of the erd of the third markirg period. ‘ . .
T. ﬂee langiage Performance. Fili in only for stidernts in the bxnngual program. -

Bstimate scudent's reading and spﬁax“"/’ 1sten*rq per‘armnce in ‘zmsa iavsquage. .
If you don't speak the student'
familiar with the student give
£111 in "don't know."
. U. The person\filling out the form skhejid
f\‘circle coryespahding to his/her posit:
A

sign kis/her name and fill in the:
or. g’

TURN _OVER FSRM AND FILL IN AFPROPRIATE SECTICNS :
If the studert is in elemantary school, fill out sections AA through GG.

AAh. Indicate student's English SontinuLSaS progress rrading level. ‘
88.. Indicate student's home xawq:.af'é TOnTLlnuous progress reading level.
CC. Indicatef®Nudent's continudus progress math levei.
DD. ether the student 15 1n the Languade in Transition program.
¥E. hether the student 13 1in any Title I Program other than Languagg in
Trangition. :
FF. Indicate whether the student 15 enrclled in any other spcocial reading program,
(i.e., TU-READ, IRIP, etc.}
GG. Indicate whether the studernt or
Title VII gservices. Will 1n all a
HR. Fill in for all hign school 5§i§éﬁt3
his/her grade point average, ard whe
w lab at any time during this =chool
I1,33. PI1! in these sections oniy ident has been assigned a special
education classification wnethervor not they are rece 1ving bilingual
services. Determine tne 3tudent's =ode f s;’hez status card or
from Apperdix B, L
FX. Fill out only for students not receiving bilingual or ESL services. Indicate
the reason student {35 not receiving either service and fi1l1l in all.that apply.
Alzo indicate the dfte the student 1eft the pregram.

Indizate

any one of his/har teachers is receiving
4 agrsli‘. . .
ndicate the student's year in school,

r he/she has been enrolled in a redding

”
8
'\'

(W
-

MAXE SURE THAT THE STUMLN

HT'S UNIT NUMBER AND ACE T{CLE ANE CORRECILY COLED.
PLEASE DO NOT ATTACH PAPER €

Li®Z. STA®LEZ, CR RUBBER BANDS TO TUF FORMS




fa

<

-

~

I UNIT NO I RM/DIV I"'iﬁifg Isex

iy omm ST

- -
EEERRER NN EE R
¥

Fill out sections A _through J and U for el nude-mx

* STUDENT ID NO. -] . BIRTH PLACE Is the student currently | - Rater's Instructional
E recsiving Bilingual Ser- Evaluation Needs
Qusa icos? of Student’s ‘Category .
0PP00OPO0 | 0000 OO0 | OO || OAmCa & fanguoge
POOROQOTIOODD |000 |O® | O | Orsn Ye gmgsz; ” Oa
POROOOOL OO0 | 000 | OO |rame| Ocwsa No O (Fill in A-J. U -
0O00R000 | OFIQ (00 | B | J| Ouwnor ang proner wd - B G Os -
VOO FIOE0 | 0FBO |0RE |~ @ | | Omexcd " __gnds onbac *  feg,
PRI | PG |[F® | -® | | Omoeasr - il inono) Level il . Oc
PEOOLRLEEE |G |PEG ® O PACIFIC ISLES Fgm | leve Qv -
QOO0 OO | 0O | OO0 @ _(O PUERTO RICO @Eﬂ}ngsau AUl Levet Qv Orp (ws)
0JOJOXOJOXOXOXOMNONOXOXOMEOZONO)] (O OTHER LATIX “AMERICA OBSL only A0 . -
P0PPEOEO | P0G |00 | 6 O othe i neither, AJ, U & KK =
Primary Month . " Who provides Average no of _— i
Non-English started n Time n the student’s minutes- week Location Non-English Average‘ no of . 2
Language program Bilingual ESL. of TESL in TESL languag? of penods ‘day‘ of G)
at Home this year programy mnstrucuon? instructon strand instruction instruction in C
. * - % -
4 " |, English Home . ®
= . g languege o 3 g el r>-
® © | O0se |Ciuw [Os =mo- ® O ©® 6 ® O C -° O 8 2 © & -
® Q| Coa -t e O ¢ O @ O @ O w90 8 & 2 o
®@ @Ot |Dzuy O yeenel ® O 6 © © © O & 229 O c 2 2 N 35
@: A @’ Qgec = R > £ H @. @ z @_. @ i @-i @ O‘ 335 O: ,A;E" g gg N g . s,
@ % @, Gdan C3xavr 1O E;idotsad Bt ® 6 @®@ ©® @ O a4 O 7 . y)
@7 Q@ | OF eacher ® O ® O @6 © 5353 O 2 - -
® "® | OMar | Oamv [Sesieion ® O © © © © O e6s O O
@ @] 0ar O @ ©-0 @ & O r7a O v/
®@ @ | OMs | Obh jf QO Nor - agcoe ’ G ® © - more o
@ ©.] O or more ® @ & 6] &6 @ >
‘ tanguage of Attendance  _ Home ) 1 ORTANT! Z
Instruction. - Language Please completé all appropri i . .
pimost 8 ot | awa Prosant [ Doys aSwent | > parformance on the other sider ~
Hoﬂ:"lang 7, ré?-;?jp Ezg; - § Reading S;ff;’::?n%’ « AA-GG for alir elementary students
: ® & .G| o &6 4 < Below = HH for &l high school students
0 0 0 oA § ,;\*’ OO @J Q age level © + 1l and JJ for all students with special education codes
Language Arts, Z 7 ' D1 .6 O A': o |* KK for all students not curreitly receiving
) S G g8 leve: bilingual services
g ( { 3) G D1 g
Mgh O4 @ O ~ r:;;} g ’% %‘ m  Above - Signature of
g Y . = =1, ~ age wvel person com:
Q C’ O C‘ ‘: ® o' ;{E} (s ) : pleting form _
Socual Studies o C] ©  ® O oortxnow(r #~ Fillin only one_
O O ®© 217, © 6, . JO B Endorsed teacher G Adustrons macher 6
RO &) @ | ESL teacher ) Bunguar coordinator g
) &, @ ! " o @7 10 O omer ¢1assron™ teacher O omer &

&




F!LL OUT FOR ALL ELEMENTARY STUDENTS ONLY .

Ill!lllIlll(llillll(llllllllllllllllllililllll.

Continuous Prograss Levels

‘ ~ is the student enroiled . - K
: READING MATH n the LJ T. peogram? oL

Engush 5:;;3;28 ; Yes \J "JO c
1 . ) is the student enrollad

A e A, =, & & in any other Title | program?

5 L|la Pl Ee D YD mnO : ) o
-] @ ® ’C, “ © %) Is the swdent enrolied in any -

@ DG © | 8 (©)]other specil feading program?

€ 2. B © vsC 1m0

ff: @ ; 'E @ @ @ Title VIl services {including staff

@ =3 O] development] are being received by:

(Fif in all thet apply}
Stgem Teager Neiger .

(:—-C [N TR CUR T

Use ONLY a soft (No. 2 or softer) black lead pencil
Fill in the desired circle completely and darkly
Erase any answer you want to change cleanly and completely
i

BAD MARKS GOOD MARKS
O0d OO 600 O0@ 080 €00

O Parents refused consent

QO Profile indicateg services are no IK&

O Local staff feel services are no longer needed

®~,

(O Student could use services, but statf 1s not available

;

O ot

0IO100I0ICIOIONCIS,

OO

Bl et tor v L SPECIAL EDUCATION =
HiG.1 | Fill out ONLY f the student has been .
SCHGC i assigned a Special Education classificatioh OTHER CODES
Flodeme o ; Special Ed L 5 ' S
srade - Code Is the student currently receiving »
Yeat Point - Special Education services? 2] > - = - % »
Avsrage ves ) Ne ) % = % F = ! | 1 [
-~ . S f’i’j @, Is the Special Education teacher ® ® O] ® ‘@ O) ® © ® & .0
| O endorsed n the pupil s home 'ONENO) O] OO 0] © O] G ;‘\ 'OBERO]
| & N NG tanguage® ® @ @ ® ® @ 6 @ ¢ ® T ©
I ONC e Ot O ® @ @ © 0§ @ @ @ & ® & G
A5 e - 1y @® Is a teacher aide available ® ® @© @ @ 0] @ ® ® @ O] ® ]
. ’ Y who can converse in the : & & 6 & & & &6 66 &6 © 6 &
H @ $- @ @ pupil s home language? @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ ) @ @
E Is the studeni - @ A @ @ @ O @ D @ @ - @ @ Q ®
3 rofled in o {E} s O No O @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ -4
2 ri-sding lab” @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ f?\f) @
; Yes G - Fill out ONLY for Students who ara not receiving bilingual or ESL services
3 i':; ;:} - {Fill in all that apply} DATE LEFT F‘ROGRAM
k-4 onth | Year
i . 3 i
; . o Student 15 no longer enrolled at this school : = -~
: GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS ©

EPEREEOOCOEL

‘:%_
=
€L
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. APPENDIX B

- A
. ?’b )
Muls TOYM ETSLIUCT YN rmaiy .
This form 1s w ¥re £ili:d -8 ;L1 ev~ydants *roi are -ew . tne Chicagg
Puklic schools ani are Frur :© hene wnare . language otler than English 1s
normally spoFen. ) .

.

— - T -

- . > ", . . t
Thése sections of the MCF are to be filled out '

FOR EVERY STUDENT: A, B, ©, E, J, R, S, T, iU, ¢ or Z, BB .

Fill out section P only for students currently enrolled in 2 biincual
program. .

) «
Fi1ll out a blank form for <re student, campleting sections &, =, ", 4, ari ;.

£

A. Langyage Proficiency Level: Note that the presence of an azcent wFi-»
does not interfere with Pf‘ﬂ’*&Je rcmmanlca“lon shouls n~t De ¢
_determlnlng the student’'s level.
Level 1: The student understands very little and proiuces « ml, isclatew
! words or phrases in English.

Level The student understands and can ﬁcvmnnlgate in English, but

. with i/fat dl:fl”ul*?. N - . , <

L]
L&)
o

hY

v o

Level III: The student comprehends most of what is said to him/her and
communicates fairly well although his/her fluency 1s not
comparable %o tha* of Level IV-students.

Level 'IV: The student campreherds and communicates adeguately, but his.

. hér fluency is not comparable to that of native English-
‘speaking ye@rs.

level V: The student's English prof:ciency is equivalent to that of

native English-speaking peers. :

B. Proficiency Caregory f{Instructional Needs) -

A: Speaks and understands little or nofEnqliéh and neaeds all content area
instruction 1in home langquage. -

B: Speék and und-rstends some ,Erglish but needs some instruction 1ﬁ home
lanquage. - -

Speaks and understands English well enough to partlr;pate in a class-

room in which only Engllsh 15 1sed.

@]

Note that these dc not cerrepond to the Board's bilingua} -profiles.classifi-
fications.

- 3

AFullToxt Provided by ERIC




. C. Student's birthdate. ‘ - . kﬂ

,' - D&F. Omit thege sections. - < ,
1 . E. Fill in place of birth for all students.

’ XX, G,.H, & I. Om;t these sectzoés&v ‘ ' o -

-

J.- Language spoken at home. & ﬂomp;ete list of codes is in the Appendlx A of
the manual. Some commonly used codes are:
10 - Arabic 21 - Cantonese 03 - Italian 08 - Korean .04 - Polish
01 - Spanish 25 - Assyrian 02 - Greek 11 - Japanese-

% 09 - Pilipino/Tagalog 07 - Serbo-Croatian 34 - Vietnamese

-

. « K, L, M, N, O, 9. Omit these sections.

P. Fill this out only for students.in a bilingual program. Estimate, if
possible, stuﬁent'sﬂperformance in home language.

s -
. T .

R. Zcmplete thls~sectlon last. Instructions are on pages.l4-27 6f‘th;s_booklet.

Y

-

page.
S. Student I.D. number CHECK %CCURACY ofleight-d%git‘;.?: numpeg. - e
s T. Sspecial 'educa,tion code. Omit this section. T e
LY * ' ] 5
» . LR : ” i s N ‘ ) .

- U. Unit number. Fill in for all gtudents.

“

V, W& X. Omit these sections. ; P L T T

Y. Iné&cate continuous progress reading amd math levels for élémentary‘
.school students. -

-
+

Z. Fill out ye#t in school for high school students. "Evaluation" is grade,
point average: + is B or better, = is C and - is D or lower.

AA. Omit this section, == &

BB. Indxcate whether the person who administered section E can speak the
“student's home home language. .

- l i - -
|MAKE SURE THAT THE STUDENT'S ID NUMBER AND BIRTHDAY ARE CORRECTLY
|CODED. PLEASE DO NOT ATTACH PAPER CLIPS, STAPLES OR RUBBER BANDS
- |TO_THE FORMS

LERIC_ i , .

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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CHICAGO ONLY - ALL %ue! RS OVER

STUDENT NAME

[SSEENRENRRREEENERENRIRRNERRNNRT]

FILL IN FOR ALL STUDENTS

SRR

; \TER" BIRT -
Z EVALUATION OF i DA;LEAR —MoNTR T VEAR BIRTH PLACE NOT in PROGR
STUDENTID NO . | “Cooe " \ fl‘é‘éﬁ”i&? O usa N AR 5 B
"PROFICIENCY O ArrICA 08 g .. B 32
(OJOXOJONOXOXOX | IO @ 8 :: ! 3 8 8 % "% 8 oo o X#
FWE 1 cuBA T . v

OOTOOOOO OO O wevBL w al ® ¥1-.. ®-. | O eurofE 8 O]

( 4 GET- . ROPE . OJONONOXO;
PROEHOE® % O Lever w oA ® G |3 ® | O mexico IPOGOOG
@@@@@@ .3. QO teveL v ® ® ® @® | O mp-gasT PEOOGOG®O
OOOPTOOGE O &6 LANGUAGE ®10|® ®@ | ® | ®1 O raciricisies PPOEO®G

- [[©XCXOoXOXOXOXOXO I OYO) F’gﬁ .E%%lng ®|6 |6 ® | ® | ® | O LN avericA RROGEO®E
@@@@@@@ ® £ ONNONNO, @ | @ | ® | O ruerto aICs 0] (CJOXOXOXOJXO)
-j[03oJoJOXOXOXOXO] O] O~ Q0es Oc¢ ® ® | O omHER PIEROOOOG
@@@@@@@ ® ® ® ® PEOOO®OG
[0JOXOXOXOXOXO), ® Mo STARTED PRIMARY AVERAGE MINUTES PER DAY DAYS PRESENT @ D@ O @ C
UNITNO | RM DIv | BiL RM | ASE, s SR LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION IN DURING RORGEE®E1
{ { ] I o YECA)R AT HOME ENGLISH NON-ENGLISH SCHOOL YEAR 10 W @ @ @ G 1

P H } Sep (JF=t v, (2 3 (5
OXOXO [OXOXO [OXOXOHOXO] Ooa Omn / %‘%8%88:
0J0X0, [0X0XO[OXOXO {0XO; O"Mv(Qf*w{ O NONNONNONNONNONNONNONEONNONEONNORNOHOROXGEONOXOR
f@@@@@@@@@@@ QD“f,\:}\‘h ONNONNONNONNONNONNONNONEROLNONNONNONNOISZOROXOXONOR
OORAGOD @ O O OREONNORNONNONNORNONNONNONNONNONNONEOIOJOXaNOXOXOR
@OOOOOOOL ® HORNONNONNO ®| 6 @06 O N6 OXOXONONOROR!
OO [OXOXO [OXOXO, O] FUNDING ® ®ﬁ ®|® ®| 6 ®|® | OEOOEOOG1
®@@®@@@@®\}®/ ONNONNONNO) O MO, ® 6 O NOIOXOXOXONOROR!
0JOXO [0XOXOOJ0XO IO .OsoarD OB NONNONNO) ®| 6 ® |6 ® | OGO :?2
OGO ® @ sTaTe OB NONNONNON ONNO) ONNO) Q| OGO G2

PPOPIEEREGEE®E ® . O1ime v ®| 6 ® @ '§ O][0JOJOXOJOJOF:

ELEMENTARY Sg:’%HOL BIL TCHR 1D ] ®. ONNO) ON O] B NONNO) ®| OO :?2

INST | LEVEL [PROGRAM MODEL - OTHER DAYS ABSENT @ OO O ® O 2

READ [MATH| | = E |/ (Select ONLY One) PROGRAMS DURING DO O ®B:2

® G066 . ® OXOXO) @I . O erescHoOL O SELF LONTAINED O Bungual Spec Ed SCHOOLYEAR | O @ O & G 2

QI® O ¢ & g OOOO®O® O Hack pay” O oerARTMENTALIZED | Other Sgecat Ec 'oYoJoXoXorox:

0 [OXO N OROR @g@ @ @] O HALF Dav TEAM TEACHER - () ITINERANT TEACHER : COOOOG:2
OIe © @é OB OO, O FLEXIBLE SCHEDULE O cuuster mini-cLuster| O Othe, MITLE | @60 OO E:2
®E © NI® TF@® TG O Jomt SCHOOL PROGRAM O1AsD cenTER O supplemeriai Tu ONNONRNOI[CXOXOXOXOXOK!
©® © g ® 19 % % (C?) 8‘ O BILNGUAL MULT! 1 EVEL O INTEGRATED FuL toring Bif ngt ! N NONEOI0XOXOXOXOXOK
. ® J O S0TMINUTE O omeR j TESt ESL TESG > ¥ 2 (5
GAN RATER CONVERsE |D D@ @ O 8 8 g 8 8 % 8 8 g
IN STUDENT 5 NON [ . )

_ENGLISH LANGUAGE 8 % *8 , HOME LANGUAGE PERFORMANCE A % 8 %8 % 8 % 8 ,
s O no O ) READING SPEAKING ’ ON NG OXOXOROJOXOK
- RQLER‘S Q BFLOW AGE .FVEL O ® | OGO O®E:3

NAME - 8 AT AGE LEVEL 8 OB NOIOXOYONOJOYOK

. N - ABOVE AGF LEEL ) OJORONOJOK!

e 1~ e — O LONT KAON @ PO 4

]

ng-a.c:mooummhwn«acwmummbuh’—ncamwummth»
. e P

30w e
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¥
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CHICAGO ONLY - ALL % ue! RS OVER

i1}
CHICAGO ON FILL IN FOR ALL STUDENTS SEX M of -
) —— TH DA RAM e AGE ON 4
Z EVALUATION OF MONTBF: Dvgm - ;Norrﬁ?rfo PROEEAR ] BIRTHPLACE | ARD'YA [NOT in PROGRS
STUDENT ID NO __ | Sespe® . LANGUAGE : Ousa n = ¥
PROFICIENCY O arricA T N %
- Oy ONNO; ONNONNO, @ | O asia @ | O." ¥ .-
COOOOOOE® 006 O @ ®© % OB NORNON O | Ocusa ® | O g v
OCOUOOOOO OO O tevkL Al ® GET- @- | O Eeurort TOEOOOO®O 1|
QOOEHDO G % O LEvEL W oA ® oHE ® | O mexco HOl[CXOXOXOXOXO I
OJONOX-. —ONONOXO) O LEVEL V ® ® ® @ | O min-easT PIPOCGOEE 3
P06 &0 CANGUAGE ®lo|® ®| ® | ® O racrcstes OPOOODO 4
OJOROXOJONOXOXO!MNONO) PROEIGIENCY CHNONEO) ® | © | ® | O LATIN aMERICA PIPOOEO®O 5
o¥o¥oYoJooXoJo ® CAIEGORY @0 |0 @ | ® | ® | O ruerto acy REPOOO® O st
OJOJOXORONONONO) @ OAa0Os Oc¢ ® ® | ® | O om=er LLOGIGE 7
(OJOROXOJOJOXOXO] ® ® ® ® ® OJOJOXONOXOROM:!
[0J0JOXOXOJOXOXO) ® Mo STARTED | NON.ENGL | PRIMARY AVERAGE MINUTES PER DAY DAYS PRESENT @ D@ O @G 9
UNIT NO | RM DIV | BiL RM | ASE, }';‘_I,‘;RS&ROAC?’L' LANGUAGE {“‘?NNGE'X%‘% INSTRUCTION N DURING ROE®E 18
I ] T S YEAR OF INSTR | AT HOME ENGLISH NON-ENGLISH SCHOOLYEAR I M @ ® @ G 1
i ! i O sep OF-t OJORORONONORY:
OJOROJOHOROXOHOXOXO [OXO) O oect Omar ) OROXORONORORK]
(0X0X0X0/[0J0J0/[0XOXO {0XO] One Qanr OSNONNEONNEONNORNOENEONNONEONNONEONNONNOHONOROROJOJORL
QOGO EE® Qoec G ONBONNONNONNORRONNONRONNONNONNONNON N SHOROXONONORT
CEORABIGOEB| © O Oaur ONBONNONNONNONNOREONNONNORNEONNONNOREBOIOKOXONOXORKORT:
@OV OGOB O 1ORNONNONNO) @10 OO, @|OLHOOGG®G 17
OXONONO[OJOXO [OXOXO, O] FUNDING @016 |6 ®]6 ® 6 G| OIOOOOO G 18
@OOOEEGGEE|® SOURCES ONNONNONNO) ® |6 ® | ® | ORAO®OG 19
@@@@@@@@@@»@’ .OB0oARD ®| ® ® ®| 6 ® O NOIOXONONONONONII
OJCJOXC[0XOXO! [CHOJO) O] ®sTate ONNONNONNON ®|® @O OB NOIOJOXOXONOROR]!
POORGORIOE®E ® « OT1LE v ®| |6 O NO) ®|6O. ON O [OXOXONORONOR 7]
ELEMENTARY | o BIL TCHR ID OREHOBREORNO) O NO) NEONNONE ®|OOOOO®E 23
insT | tever| SCHOOL |77 PROGRAM MODEL - OTHER DAYS ABSENT OO @ O O® O 24
READ | MATH E Ly i *(Select ONLY One) PROGRAMS ° DURING OJOJONOXOROF
AOEO O @ ® ® @ G . O rrescHoo. s O SELF ZONTAINED O 8 nyual Spec Ed SCHOOLYEAR I D @O O ® ® 26
Qe O E@'@‘{ OOOO® O O Har pay” O oepARTMENTALIZED | O Other Specal Ea '6J0XOoXOXOXOK,
ORIOBIADOL IO @@ ®] O Hair par Team TeacHER . O IMINERANT TEACKER | [O LT i COOOO®O 28
® Ole © O @g@fg@ # (O FLEXIBLE SCHEDULE O cruster MinEcLUsTeR| O Othe. TITLE ONNONNOIIOROXOXOXOXO¥::]
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. ~ APPENDIX C

’

2 - a = Number of adulcs giving
. dnstruction or supervision 7

— 1 2 3 4+ g
b ~ Identify: (give number)
Teacher 23 .
29

— Teacher aide
___Student %cacher 30
___Parent 31
__ Other 3> -

8
3 = Program Mogel: (check all that apply)
_Self ¢ontaineds’ .
__#cam (tcaching 37
—__Pull Out 25
. Departrentalizeddt
Other 37

4 - Pdcilities: (check all that apply)

Reqular classrcom33
Mobile classrcom 29
- I3
. Conference or small room 4¢
» NOn-instrustional area 4/

9
Other
(hallway, ccat room, lunchrocn) 22

|

If other, d=zadequate 2=inadequate
5 = Role of Teacher Aids: (check all that apply)
No aide present 44

t
‘Reinforcing instruccion with a group 44
Tutorirg 3
Supervising ¥
Clerical ¢7
Resource /7
Other 71

L]

|

6 - Instructional Grouping: (chcck all that
apply)

__Whole class receiving insctructien fo
_Part of cla = receiviag i.-.oruction s/
Whole clags vorring inte ndintly L2
:&.:.qli Grout w.TKing with 1:‘-.3(_:}1:‘-1‘ 5%
Srall arous woreing with tacher aide £4
_—Othf‘i‘és
—_
4
o =

OBSLRVERZ ~ 2 DA
. . (mﬂ) ( (I. v)
ol [
"CHICA ) PILITNCUAL PEOGEAYS 10Y8-79 ? >
- CLASOROQIL GESLaVaTIU POt .
School Unit . Teacher / _—
8 10 1 U2 - I.D.
. . ¥ 3 ( i4 ,?;
Room __  , Age Cycle + Total time of classroom visit: — __'__minutes
g g ) 20 i 22 235 24
1 - Class size = 25.5 7 < Instructional Content: (creck all
- =

that apply)

___Arithmetic 56

—..Language Arts/Cngliszsh 57

Language Arts/Native 5%
Science 59

. Social Studies/Skills 60

Art, Music, Drama Gl

— Physical Activity, Free Play ¢2

|

|

|

P .
- Role of Teacher (check.all that
apply)
___Duestioning, Discyssing &3
Angwering, Assis%ing L7
" Show and.Tell, Pemonstrating 45
T_Praiséng ok *
___Discipliningt?
_—Supc:vising, Directing 65
__Other 69
=~ Observer's rating of time vsad
by teacher in English and

native language:
Englizh _ % 75.74

Nativz ~ 2% 72.75

(o
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36 Tilanctual en ooy

41 Ctior

43 Englich J 1 2 3 4 £4
2% Other o 1 b 3 4 5+
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14 = Doey class have &« IRID service
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I~Yes 2-No ¥/ Engllsr. L 2 3 4 S
.,/- 9% nati-x T 2 3 4 =
15 = Jfeacher haseping tracxk of CP/VLT 29
1-Yes 2-No .
4
16 — Tzacher uses CP Curde? 3:
l1-Yes 2-Ho
* L 4
17 - Teacher uv... native (P/ML? 3. ,
1-Yes 2-Ko ) -
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APPENDIX D
Bilingual Educatior Programs 1978-79 School Unit+
v ’ — —_——
Teacher Ouestionnaire . /-~ 9-

Deaxr Teacher,

The data obtained Trom this survey will be part -~f the overall evaluation reroct
which will be made available to all schools participatzng in bilingual education
Programs., Your assistance in completing this cu.stionnair is' critical and most
appreciated. Please return this to your principal or bildngual coordinator. Thank
you. ) ¢

Department of Research ani Eval ation

Bilingual Unit, Room 215

2021 North Burling - Mail ®un #32

Please fill in or circle the appropriat. responses

1. In which bilingual Program model 4. How many years have you been
do you teach? teaching in bilingual prograns?
1. Self-contained 12345673849 10+ |
2. Team Teach:ng ) . .
3. Integrated full day 5. For wha% leVel(s) arc you certified?
4. Departmentalized 1. Prirary '73
5. Pull out 2., Inte:nediate 18
6. Other (specify) > 3. Secc.lary /9
Approximately what percentage of 6. Do you have a bilingual endorsemeant?
pupils who are now in your class :
began in your class in September Yes ] No 29%
of 19787 ;
1. B80% to 100% ) 7. Please list the languages ycu uce ;
2. 60% to 79% in the classroom and give yocur level ;
3. 40% to 5%% y of prof:.iency in each one.
4. 20% to 39% ' 4
5. 0% to 19% £ Languag- Proficicney
. Fair Good Excellent
What is the average ajge cycle of 4+ English 1 2 3
your pupils? -
2 . 1 2 3
1, 5 - 6 yrs. b ’
2. 7 yrs. { 8. In the - . 1ssroom, approximately what
3. B yrs. percent -f time per deek do veu yse |
4. 9 yrs. Englisi. <
5. 10 yrs. ’ 4
6. 11 yrs. 22 1. 80% -0 100%
7. 12 yrs. 2. G0 .5 79%
8. 13 yrs. 3. 406- -5 59%
9. 14 yrs. 4. 20 5 39%
5. 19 =r less B
s
s

|WMW




In your experience this past vear,
qu much »f a problem heve you
had with the followinu?

Problem
o Minor Majcr
A. Insufficient

supplies 1 2 3 4 5

B. Transiency of
students 1 2 3 4 5

C. Class has a
wide age
range l1 2 3 4 5

D, Class has a
wide ability
range . 1 2 3 4 5

E. Class has 4
wide Erglish
language level
range l1 2 3 4 5

F. Lack of coorera-
tion ammong
teachers 1 2 3 4 5

G. Llack of suppcrt of
admiristratoers 1 2 3 4

[ #4]

F T ool o
1y M2 5H UL

w
]
)
..l
[wh
o
Yot
8
w

| .
n
vt

i. Class is too

large 1 2 3 4 5
J. Parents' lacl: of .
Interest 1 2 3 4 5

XK. Too much testing 1l 2 3 4 5

L.‘ Too many gue:ticn-
naires and forms 1 2 3 4 5

M. OQther:

What do you thin!: could bs done %o
make bilingual ecucation more
successful?

]

For cach of the foliiTlrj St otong
please indicate which lar v oo
Are most likely to us~ wic . yeour clas-
(use the key below to o wer $tens
X throuogh H}.

1. only native

2. malnlx nat ive

3. both lanquagrs equally
4. mainly Enclish

5. only English

to lunch.
1l 2 3 4 5

3. Telling puniI;?to put their things
away a~d prepare fcr dismissal,
1. 2 3 4 5

T. Tellir; the class %o be caret,
1 2 3 4 5

D. Tellinz pupils that
“get tt-r pa arerts
bermis<ion to g¢ on & crass rip.
1 - 3 4 5 .

o)
bl
n
-
o
o
o}
+
J
vl
o
[
o
™
ok
w
t
0
b
W
b
W
‘*r

1 : 3 4 )

howir gng_ggass how to du a
Jblem.

=3
oLy
r+ :
g
b

G. Tcachii Social Studies
1 : 3 4 5

H. Teacn* - Science
1 . 3 4 5

What do - think 13 *‘he nest
impertan. .l of rilingual gsu,a icn’

1

A. Asking pupils to line up tc o i
3
|
|




la-A-3

la-A-5

la-A-7

la-4-9

la-A-10

3-a-1

3~-A-2

4-A-3

5-A-4

6-A-1

Ao Providedby R e es——— i ————

"dado un congunto de objetos, de uno hasta cuatro.

Asignaran el numeral "o

al conjunto sin miembros.
Identificaridn el primero, el segundo, y el tercero en la serie,
dada una serie de objetosy

Uniran los conjuntos y nombrarin el niimero de objetos en el
conjunto nuevo, dados dos conjuntos de objetos que hacen un
total de no mias de cuatro.

Supr%mlgaﬁ un niimero especificado de objetos dado un conjunto
de cuatro p menos.objeros. ~

IdentificarZn y nombraran cada parte como un cuarto, dada una
unidad entera que ha sido dividida en cuatro partes congruentes.’
Determinardn si la longltud de dos objetos es la misma o
distinta.

Identlflcaran y nombraridn cada uno, dadas varias muestras de
circulos, triingulos, rectingulos, ¥y cuadrados.

~}
w

APPENCIX E .
Criterion-Referenced Tests ’
-
Objetivos Terminales
Nivel A
Los alumnos:
Seleccionarian el conjunto con el mayor niimero de elementos,
dado dos conjuntos, uno de los conjuntos con dos o tres
miembros, el otro de ocho a diez miembros.
Podran decir si el numero de oDJetos en un conjunto es "m3s
que," "menos que," "igual que," el nimero de objetos en el
otro conjunto, dado dos conjuntos,
Seleccionarfn el numeral que nombra el nimero de cada conjunto,
i
=




MAESTRO ’ la-A-3(a)
v El Maestro dice: ., Mira la hilera con la estrella. ;Cuil de los

conjuntos(grupos) tiene mis miembros, el conjunto de
perros o el conjunto de conejitos? Haz una ''X" sobre
el conjunto que tiene mias miembros.

- . Mira la hilera con el corazdn. iCu3l de los conjuntos
tiene m3s miembros, el conjunto de los autos o el
conjunto de los camiones? Haz una "X sobre el
conjunto~que tiene mis miembros.

Mira la hilera con la manzana. ;Cui3l de los conjuntos

tiene mis miembros, el conjunto de los irboles o el

conjunto de las casas? Haz una "X" sobre el conjunto
B} que tiene mis miembros.

Mira la hilera con la taza. ¢Cual de los conjuntos
tlene mis miembros, el conJunto de libros o el congunto
~ de ifpices. Haz una "X" gobre el conjunto que tiene mis

miembros.

. Mira la hilera con la flor. ;(CuZl de los conjuntos
tiene m3s miembros,’el conjunto de los zdpatos o el '
conjunto de las gorras(cachuchas)? Haz una "X"

sobre el conjunto que tiene m3s miembros.
sy

CLAVE DE RESPUESTAS

1) X sobre el conjunto de perros

2) X sobre el conjunto de camiones
3) X sobre el conjunto de Arboles
4) X sobre el conjunto de li3pices

5) X sobre el conjunto de gorras

Objetivos R

3

. Seleccionarin el cénjunto con el nimero mayor, dado dos conjuntos, uno de
los conjuntos con dos ¢ tres miembros, el otro .de ocho a diez miembros.

_ : 75
Criterion-Referenced Tests

Department of Research and Evaluation
Board of Education of the City of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois
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Spanish bilingual children ages 8-13. The STLS battery consists of two

parallel tests, the English test and the Spanlsh test. Each test is divided
into four subtests: 1listening, reading, writing and speaklng, with 20 items
in each subtest. Some of the items were multiple ch01ce, with the number of
choices ranging from two to four; otbers are scored as rlght or wrong by .
the examiner. = .

One of the two goals of the tests is to determine the level of English
proficiency of the student. If the student knows enough English we do not
need to ihvestigate further. 'The other goal 1s to determine the level of
Spanish proficiency which will help us determine the student's placement in a

. bilingual program, once the English test has established that need. 1In this
paper 1t w111 be shown how bad”items can be weeded out through the use of
Rasch mode¥ technique. Using the same technique of the remaining pool of
items develop two sets of calibrations will be developed, one for the English
tests and the other for the Spanish test.

1. Item Calibration and the Rasch Model

I
n

The techn:igue for normmg is based on the Rasch model. The Rasch model
based on some common sense conditions:
. £
1. Mhe test is measuring performance on a single underlying trait or
;zbility.
- §
ore able student always has a better chance of success on an
m gran does a less able studeﬁt. .

.

)ffffffg;y student has a better chance of success on an easy item than
on a difficult one.

Y N
W
~
*
APPENDIX F
The "Short Tests of Linguistic Skills"™ and Their Calibration!
: The Short Tests of Linguistic Skills (STLS) (1976) were developed by the
Chicago Board of Education to help the teacher determine language dominance of
From these conditions it follows that a student's likelihood of success !
on an item 15, consequence of the student's ability and the item's
difficulty. BRasch's stochastic response model describes the probability of a
successful outcome of a person on an item only as a function of the student's
ability and the item's difficulty. Item difficulties can be estimated
independently of the student's abilities, thus makingeihe concept of a norming
sample irrelevant. The tests of item fit which are the basis for item
- selection are sensitive to high discrimination as well as to low, and so lead
to the selection of those items which form a consistent definition of the
trait and to the rejection of exceptiocnal itéms.

-

TAgrawal, Knazan C. “The 'Short Tests of Linguistic Skills' and Their Cali;_~\
bration." TESCL Quarterly, vol. 13, %No. 2, June, 1979, pp. 185-208. .
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b repeated until one has a hom{geneous set of items that represent the construct
being measured.

2. Sampling Considerations

In order to minimize the proportion of students that might have guessed
the answers, we use those students who are relatively fluent in English for
the English test, and those primarily Spanish-speaking for the Spanlsh test.
Students with teachers' ratings of 5 and 6 (on a:rscale of 1°'to 6) on English
fluency are used in our calibration. We also limit our sample to those
students ‘who scored above a certain number, another way of ensuring that
responses are close to students' abilities and guessing is minimal. As
pointed out, no separate calibration for different age groups is necessary;

- the sample we have chosen is'drawn across all age levels (8- 13) to which the
x test is applicable.

1
A -~
Wright and Mead (1976) have developed a computer program BICAL, based on
- . the Rasch model, which produces estimates of item difficulties and ability
scores, as well as a test Qf fit of individual items. Items that do not fit
well are dropped and the riﬁilnlng pool is recalibrated. The process is “
-

: * 3. Calibrating the English Test

Wwe started out with a sample of 1000 students from English fluency
categories 5 and 6, and performed Rasch analysis on the English test items
using the BICAL program of Wright and Meade. Students with numerous missing
gcores were dropped. Analyses using different cut-off points (minimum and
maximum acceptable scores) were attempted, to obtain optimal conditions to
test the fit. Also separate Rasch analyses were carried out on the four
subtests of Listening, Reading, Writing and Speaking. All the analyses were
in general agreement as to the items that did not fit well. -,

Dropping some misfitting items resulted in a battery that measured the
construét of English Proficiency fairly well. The final battery on which our
calibration is based draws from all four subtests. The analyses also 7
suggested areas of the test and cluster of items, which were subsequently
dropped, that did not conceptually measure the construct being measured. In
the following pages we briefly discuss those parts of the subtests from which
items have been dropped and the reasons why. The reader should look at the
items in the test (Table 1) while reading this section. The explanatjons are
by no means exhaustive; on the contrary, they are merely the most simple and
obvious. Table 1 gives a brief sketch-of the test along with the correct
responses where possible for gquick reference. -

4, Items Dropped‘from Calibration .
English Listening, Part A: Items 1, 2 and 5.

+ Here the tester reads a word and the students check the word they think .
was said. These items are heavy on problematic sounds, and their mastery does
not necessarily mean proficiency in the language or vice versa. Sole testers
themselves might have idiosyncrasies in pronouncing these words, making the

-~ students'- tagsk more difficult.

A

o
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ENGLISH LISTENING, PART C. This part is Toaded withzfactual questions thag .
L might have more to do with general knowledge thar Mlth knowledge of - Engligﬁ“‘aw

- .

- ENGLISH READING, PART A: ITEM 1. This questien is too easy, and dlscrlmlnates
poorly between people with good and poor English proficiency.

ENGLISH READING, PAPT C: ITEMS 13,.14 AND 15. OQuestions 13-dnd 15 deal with.
mathematical ability; fluency in English will be of very little help 1in solving
the problem, e.g., counting each person mentioned in the paragraph or
calculating the number of months elapsed. In question 14, identification of

- April with Spring is a culturally bound phenamenon and might - ndt be a measure
of English proficiency. Questions 13=-14 do not fit the construct.

ENGLISH WRITING, PART A: ITEMS 1, 3 AND 5. Knowledge of difficult spelling is
not an index of one's knowledge of English. Questions 1, 3 and 5 fall into a
"somewhat difficult" catecgory. . -
ENGLISH wg;mlmc PAFT B: ITEMS 1, 2 WD 3. These items are guite easy. It
appears that students with lower ability are doing as well as or better than
more advanced groups who might tend to become careless about easy items. These
items might also be measuring some ability not confined to English proficiency.
In any case, they do not fit well in the construct.

S

5. Calibrating the Spanish Test
For the Spanish test we choose a sample of 500 from the English proficiency
: category 1, i.e., primarily Spanish-speaking students. As with the English
) sample, this sample was drawn randomly from all age groups. Rasch analysis was
performed using the BICAL program. Only a small number of items were found to
be misfits in the construct of Spanish proficiency; they were dropped and the
an?lysis was repeated until a good fit was obtained.

The dropped items are discussed below, followed by a brief layout of the
Spanish test in Table 2 (Pp. 198-206).3

The items on which the Spanish test is calibrated are in Appendix C; the
conversion table for raw score from these items.to ability scores is in
Appendix D. v

- . 1

-

1
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o

I
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rom Calibration by

SPANISH LISTENING, PART A: ITEME 1, 2. Students who in general have more
knowledge of Spanish seem to do poorly on these items; they do not, therefore,
belong in the construct.

JFor the camplete test the reader 1is referred to the SHORT TESTS OF LINGUISTIC
SKILLS (1976a, 1976b).
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SPANISH LISTENING, PART C: ITEMS 12, 14. Form\?Nastuderit_."s knowledge ‘of

arithmetic is more important than his/here knowledge of\Spanish. Item 14 has-a

cultural bias and, therefore, does not fit in the construct of Spanish

‘proficiency. . . )

. SPANISH READING, PART D: ITEM 19. This is a bad 1tem; there Is ng clear right
answer and knowledge of Spanish will not help.

",“,_

* ' -SPANISH WRITING, PAPT A: fﬁ@g;@. This 1s a tricky spelling item; knowledge of
this word does not have much to do with knowledge of good Spanish. .

- \‘1 " -
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& ) Table 1*
N ! - The English Test ‘
L ) .
English Listening, Part A ) . R
' - Students darken the circle 1n front of the word they hear said.
E Y N ) ‘ '
- i Qe - J O'eet
' X 12 O pest O best @ veut
] 3 a . 3 @ bet \O bait Q bat
x ; . o ) O bus Ogus( © buus
X 5 ' @ \hup . Ojclup Omp
: ¢
: English Listening, Part B - "
. Students write the words/phrases (shown) read to them.
v ! ) &
- -1 . -
- 0}
. . Will ®
- U ’ 7 .
o= . O
.. e . I\:am @
- * 8_ = .
. . . 1O
i At the table 1@
- - + 3 g ‘ N
. . T ®
. L . A spoonful of sagar G
: . 0 i
. & : A ®
- . There 15 no such thing ®
& ! - ’ 4 .
. & Do e
. ~ s v - \4’ £ N
b4 n
A Y
. —_ )
Lt - ..
. \: = b B =7 ) ’
i : s
1 Py k2 a
« B :
- . U ’ . ’
¥ A i . - L 2 .o .
. . .
\ ¥
'e . . . PR . .
> € . L *
'-E‘é N —4 L3 =
x . B - .
- * = ¥
. - . ‘: 2 1 .
[ : v’ . . t
’ ’ kA !\z
: “* B 7_7»- - Lol %S-{"L .
) ¥ K . -
\4 . e -
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- Table 2
The Spanish Test ¥ .

Spanish Listening, Part A Escuchando espafiol, parte A)
Los alumnos obscureceran el circulo al frente de la palabra que han escuchado.

.

1. . QOsula & jaula O jala
2. , Oola © oila Ojoya -

L 3. N 'O esta . QO esto [=] esta |
4. Opena G.peror O perro }
s, O pilla Opillo o Opina

i

¢

Spanish Listening, Part B { Escuchando espandl. parte B} .
Los alumnos escnbiran la< palabras;frases ¢ mostradas ) que le han sido lerdas

W

A

© indicateé? the correct response

6. .
. ®
. Creja : ®
7. N ;
% Guttamra 8
8' *
Traze de baso 8
9. b 1)
La gallina come maiz . 0
10. . 1o
El nifio juega en el parque ®
® 4
% indicates tem was dropped from cahibration i
e -
& : '
’ . 3
53 -
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