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INTRODUCTION '

«

. The'-faderal comernment defines a program of bilincual education 3 oA rro-

- gram of instruction in elementary or secondary schools désiqnej for chiuifrer
; D . 1 : . :
of limjited English prcriciercy. ' Such a program includes inectructicn aiven -
N .
in, and the .study of, Fnalisk, The native lanauage of the children of 11r-1%-"
: . s

English proficiency ie used o the extent that is necesse y to perrit trosee

children *c ach:ieve cormpetence ir the Fnglish language and to proiress

Y

effectively thr-uah the educational system. s ] . s,

The Rilirau:al Eduration Act provides funds for the ﬁeveloﬁrart "¢

bilingual prearams. These funds are to be used tc supplement, erd r-+

.

supplant, state and lecal funds that would have been expenced ir t'e arcerce
" ~ .

of federal furn'* for special’proarams for children .of limited E;rlls‘

=

roficier..v. ™ fiecal year 1970 the city of COricaar re--ived 7.4 millico- .
p’ ¥ Y

dollars und:r t'= ESEA Title VI1 Rilinqual Fduca*ior Aecs o oamrlieranr - N

E}

demonstratisn h:lingual program,

The Ffollowir~ rercrs will focus on two campererte of the fiscal (o= *77
w e C

!
I

Bilirgual Educatirn Tv~cvam furded by the federal arvernrens. ohe Belote . o
. )

Reinforcemert a4 Enri-nment learning Froaram Component and the Parenr -

r £
re

Involveme~*+ "r—nmrant. .2 poemcys concerning the e+

1

de glopront oo
found 1in the apprerdix. "Fval:ation of *he FSEA Title VIT Briinmaal :
Reinforcement a=d Enr:-hment Learnrng Program: <ngservice Prograr Piss

~- 1979." -

The gener-. rurre=e of =92 gvaluya‘ 1on repors 13 *o:

I. Descrire the rroararcs implementied by mavticipating soh-- e £ v

L]
these cornororcs,

Tredera Bter, De~artment of Health Flucatior and Weltare, Off::--
Education, March 19773, vol. 41, No. €7, 'pa. 1890aA.

3 . . oy
a {

R
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»
*

II. Examine the effectiveness of the various programs relyiig upon

) the specific objectives delineated in the fiscal year -1979

E

ESEA Title VII BI;}ngual Education Program Proposal.

°

Because the Title VII program was supplementary tc the basic bilingual

e

program funded with state and local monies, "Chicago's Bilingual Education
Program: Evaluation Report Fiscal Year '1979" ig attached to this report (see

Appendix). This document ﬁrovides comprehensive information about,the

.
.

entire bilingual student population and the basic bilinaual programs. .
L, :
’ i
+ - B
' 4
t
)
[
e - '
[
®]
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Sumrary of Findinas .

A"

A total &f 4,194 limited Fnglish proficienrcy students (18 percert ~f .
the total bhilingual enrollment) in the elermertary level recedive? serviaes
under .the Title VII Filinqual Peirforcement ard Enrichme-*t Tear-inc

’Proaram.

2 large proportior (58 percenht) of the studerts raceivira Tithe "II

services were ir the primary level. A smaller err~llmert (29 par~ert)
ocurred in the irtermediate level and ir the upper level (12 percert). -

The majority of the studerts ‘97 percert) served hy

were from Hisparic hackcorounds.

Three percert ~f

tre Title Wil procrac

Fe stvdert - wire -
1

(r <

identified as heirc from Reayrian backar~uv-7, )

-

Most of the Title TIT participarts were,studert= with tte lowert Fro
langualge profliciercy: €2 percent of all rartic:iparte had 1 Y

partidl fluercy ir Fralish; 24 percent ta? btarely addcuete Fr~l:ich
fluency and 8 percent rad adequate Fnglisb fluepco, 1

Sixty-seven percert of *‘re Title
of their ins*ruction 1r Fralish.
received less than =0 pergﬁnt of

.

over 41 pescent of the crudents received *alf Pralirgh ard b=?
language instruction ir matheratjrs, wi*n 1.7 rercent nf st
-

N
VIT é;uﬁartf receyve® BT opryoary oy poRe

Thirtv-**re~ porcert of *he etodortes

A -
.

tnstruct ic- L Freli

'

receiving almnst al l tome larruace instricti-- g-d orlyv £, par-art -f
students receivina alrost all Frglish irgtrvo-tr-r. )

«

Ratings of studente'! Fralich oral profimyercs rolje~red j= a Frve me-te
perioﬁ (January-Msv ‘C79) 1ﬁaicg“ﬁ 1"rrf"pﬂpﬂt i» rarf-yroy ~e, Moy -

students were at a hriagker leve]

students were perceive? as needirag home jap~iage (metyost jon ar Mo

as compared to Jaruvary.

of Pnaligh ~r=l pr-ficyer— ar?

v

LS

'

pata collected or the Cortinuanus Procgrecy ‘Macter: mear-i=- "guelc < s
Title VIT studerts irdicate four rortre azi=e .= readirg /=7 r ra*-

between Manuvaryla-3 May 1070,

o

.. ITRS Fnalish readirc an? math mear scores veenlRa irdjeate that etyudentco’ ‘
. performances in readirc ard math were concietont it their rocommerded
Fnaligh instructi-ral needs cateearv clacssifs-ation ard ircreace? with

s

aage.

- 3 {
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DESCRIPTTON OF PROGRAME

© Overview

The Bilipgual Reinforcément and Enrichment Leérning Program was designed °
‘. to augment basic classroom instruction anavto reinforce.tﬁe language arts and:
mathematics skills of specifigd studeﬁts. Program participan;; were selected
from the basic bilingual education.programs fugded Sy the Chicago.Board of
Education and the State éf Illinois. N
_In January 1979 this programf;as ippleménted in thirty-five ' g
Chicago.public elementary schools ana five parochial elementary schoolg
locat - i? nineteeq of the twenty-seven districts in'the city. Approximately

-..4194 students in grades 1 through 8, principally of Hispanic background,

participated in this component of the program. Of this number, 2176 were

instructed by teachers who had been involved in Title VII staff development
programs or university courses in bilinéual education paid for by ESEA Title
viI funds. . -

; - , /
The objectives for the Bilingual Reinforcement and Enrichment Program

the following:
I. Participants will demonstrate skills in English reading/language

arts in accordance with age-cycle expectancy.

I1. Participants will demonstrate skills in mathematics in

ac-ordance with age-cycle expectancy.

I11. Participants will demonstrate skills in native lahguage arts

-

in accordance with age-cycle expectancy.
~ -
IV. Participants wifl demonqgrate more pqsitive growth in self-esteém ., ¢

than students of similiar age who are in basic bilingual programs

and do not participate in this program as measurcd by a sgelf- .
egteem inventory.

* .

~
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. tion and school in general. Dissemination of pertinent information and parent

The Parental Involvement Component was to encourage suppottive relation<

sQ}ps between the school dnd the parents of students participating 1n the

Bilingual Reinforcement and Enrichment Program. The intention was ‘to enlist -

3 s

the cooperation of the parents in achievina the academic objectives of
* : AN

bilingual education and to enhance parental attitudes toward bilinaual educa-

. i

education were cehtral aspects of this component. Thus, parent advisory . .
committee meetings were held monthly for parent representatives of participa-

ting Title VII schools and .a selected group of these representatives attended,

‘
.

bilingual conferences in Washinggpn D. C. and California.

The specific objectives of this component are listed below:

I. Parents of project participauts will become more involved in the

academic program of their chil'drer 4s determined by parental
A) . . /
attendance at school functions and Title VIT activitles.

4
I1I. Parents of project participants will he more aware of school

+ H

policies, ESEAR Title VII program goals, and on-golnq academic

activities than parents of non-proaram rar*i1-i1pants.

. -
I11. Parents of project particigénts wl:l perome aware of the Chicaco

curriculum and student profiles.

€

IV. Project participants will demonstrate a more positive atrtitude

A Y
toward the school than other similiar age students 1n bilingual

programs, as measured by an appropriéte ins truaent.
]
All personnel directly inyolved in the above Title VII components were '

encouraged to attend an eight-day preservice conference. This conférence was
4

to facilitate the staff's ability to meet the needs of their puplls™and
' g .
fulfill.their responsibilities more efficiently. As stated earlier, a dis-

cussion of this preservice program is,presen€bd 1n the report, "Evaluatign of .
the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Reinforcement and Enrichment Learning Program

¥ .
Inservice Prbgram Fiscal 1979." (See Appendix.) .

- s 11 \
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Staff Description o -

.t H

Tc implement the Tf%le VII1 programs describad, billnggal instructional

L3
. »

teams were created; each consisted of one bilingual resource specialist, one

bilingual school-community representative and four bilingual teacher aides.

-~

Twenty of the pafticipating schools received a full team as described above.

The femaining schools were paired anq shared a team. They shared the services
of one bilingual resource specialist and one school-commur.ity representative
and each received two of the teacher aides. Thus, staff directly involved in

?

tre programs included approximately 25 bilingual resource specialists, 25

-~

bilingual school-=community representatives, and 96 bilingual teacher aides.

The bilingual resource specialists worked in consultation with tne’board
or state—funde? bilingual classroom teacher or cooFdinator. They were
responsible for the development of reinforcement and individualized instruc-
tion actlvitles. 'Tﬁey identified the speclfic‘needs oflprogram participants
aﬁd the%igpropriate learning experience% for these students. The bilingual
teacher alség provided individual or smell—group reinforcement anelenrichment
activities te\étg?ents in the area; of English asra second l;nguage, reeding
skills and mathema ics. They also prepared and distrifuted instructional

materials and nssiste with record keeping. "All work done by teacher aides

was supervfbed clobely by, either <he Silingual resource specialist or

.bilingual classroom teacher.\ Each teacher aide served two classrooms, one in

the morning session and one i:\tbe'afternoon session. The school-community

N .

representatives served as liaieoeé‘ﬁetween the school and home. Their
responsibilities included dissemin::}gg information to parents, visiting the
home of participating students, making\>eferrals of families to appropriate

agencies wheq deemed necessary, and assis;iQ? parents in conducting meetings

and ;orkshops. - -




Pupif Description )

f

|

}

- ”

i Student participants were to be selected from the basic b;linqual

programs who met cne or more of the FolléQina criter.a (seec page 9 tor defi-
nition of cateéories degcriged.below):
1. Pupils in la iguage categories A, B and C as 1deatified throagh .
the use of the Furictional Language Assessment Tests and various -,
L
achievement data.
2. Category A, B and C pupils in bilingual classrooms whc reguire
reinforcement}activities‘in skill development 1in mathematics
and in native language instruction.
3. Category B ané C pupils needing reinforcement activities 1n
English langdage arts o that they can be transitioned tc an
English only-taugﬁt‘;ié§sroom.

- 4. Categcry NP pupils proficient inxsﬁgiishy\éut needing reinfrrce-
fer~ and enrichment activities in English reaéI;§7\matpematzcs
and/g; cultural heritage.

In fiscal year 1979,.22,900 pupils were enrolled in basic preschool or
elementary bilingual education programs. FEighteen percent of the total
x, enrollment in basic bilingual programs, 4194 students, received services under

the two components of Title VII discussed in this report. 4

pemographic Information and Time in Bilingual Program

?8 pres.nted in Table 1, a large proportion of the students receiving

mitle VII services were in the primary gracdes; 58 percent were from age 6 to 8

= »

: inclusive. These results suggest that enrollment declined as pupils grew

older. However, the drop of over-14 age children was probably a function of
. 3
their entering high school programs. The ace distribution of Title VII pupils

and other basic bilingual program non-Title VII pupils appear quite similiar;

O

HY ' " 13
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»

however, Title VII programs did nct serve preschool or kindergarten children
v
vhile the basic bilingual programs did. (In the remainder of this veport,
basic bilingual pr;gram non;Title VII pupils will be referred tn as.non—Tltle
VII pupils.)
TABLE 1

Age Distribution of Bilingual Studenti (in Percent of Studer+s)

- .

Age . Title VII Non-Title VII
under 6 . 0 21.7
6, , 22.2 1€.2
7 \\5 ) 21.7 \ 13.0
8 14.1 ' "4
9 11.8 ~ 8.3
% -
10 9.6 i 7.4 g
- o .
11 7.6 ‘ 6.8
12 : 5.6 ) 6.3
» 1 5.8
14 2.4/\ 3.2
over 14 i ) .6 . .9
100.0 ) 100.0
N=4037 N=13,619
All but 120 of the participating students were of Hispanic background. »

The 120 were of Assyrian background. Forty percent of the pupils were born in

the United States. Approximately forty~three percent were born in Mexico,

r
thiiteen percent in Puerto Rico and two percent in other Latin American ,
Y A 2

countries. The bitthplaceé of the remaining students were not identified. A N

S

total of 51.3 percent, or 2132, Title VII pupils were boys and 48.7 percent,

or 2026, of the students were girls.

14




Table 2 indicates that nearly sixty percent. of ‘the pupils receiving VII

services were’'in bilingual programs for more than one year. In contrast, the
. < -
non-Titla VII student enrollment included about fifty percent new students.
>

s

. TABLE 2
o R

Time in pilingual ,Programs for Bilingual Students (in Percent of students)

Number of Years . Title VII Non-Title VIZ
1 : 39.2 48.2
t‘iﬁ
2 37.2 33.4
3 18.3 14.6
4 4.3 2.8 \
5 1.0 1.0
) 100.0 100.°0
N‘O6B N=16,689 .

Language proficiency and Instructional Needs Ratings

In January 1979 teachers were asked to rate pupils’ English oral proficiency

on a scale of five levels:

-

Level I ~- The student understands very 1ittle and produees only

isolated words or phrases in English
’

Level IT =-- The student understands and can communicate in Fnglish, but

5';} with great difficulty.

fével III -- The student comprehends most of what is said to him/her and

communicates fairly well although his/her fluency is not

* -l
) comparable to that of Level IV students.
Level 1V - The student comprehends‘and communicates adequately, but
[

;,) his/her fluency is not comparable to that of native English-
% .
speaking peers.

Level Vv -- The studenggs English oral proficiency is equivalent to that

of native English speaking peers.

':3'»

-945 ‘




Tabhle 3 presents the distribut ion of pupiis' English oral proficiency
jevels. BSixty-eight percent of the Title VIT atudents fell into the first two

categories, Levels I and II, whileieight percent were classified in.Ahe last

[

twé:categories, Leveis IV and V. In comparison, sixty-four percent of the

non-Title VII students fell into the first two.categories and eleven percent in
E

the last two categoriest//
TABLE 3 -

January English Oral Language Proficiency Ratings of Bilingual Students
(in Percent of Students)

Rating Title VII Ngn-Title VI
% 4
1 W, 13 , 35
11 ! 35 30
111 .24 _ 24 4
=~ i — .
- 1v 7 ( 9
v ¢ — 2
100 100
. . N=3461 N=16,006

The teachers were also asked to rate students' instructional needs .
categories using the classification scheme below:

Category A -- Speaks and understands little or nc English and needs all
content area instruction in home langauge.

Category.n -- Speaks and underst+ands some English but needs some instruc~
tion in the home lanmguage.

Category C =- Speaks and understands English well enough to participate
in a classroam in which English is used most of the time.

No bilingual program is needed, acquired English oral

Category NP ~
-’

proficiency.




percent of the Title VII pupils were rated in need of bilingual instructional
, servires (see Table 4).
‘English oral proficiency.

rated in need of bilingual services and four percent as having acautivred Enaiish

In line with the Eanlsh oral proficiency ratings, nearly ninety-seven

oral proficiency.

.

. TABLF 4

-

/
Category Title VII

A 3R, 6

B ‘ } 40.3

c 1.4

NP - 2.7
100.0

N=3450

-

Based on the§aforementionﬁg teacher rating fiqures, the Title VI! preeram

Three percent of the Title VII pupils had acquired®

Ninety-six percent of the non-Title VII pupals were

“6”

January Instructional Meeds Categories of~Bi1inqual Students
({in Percent -of Students)

Y

N Non-Titie V11

—— e e

I

42.6

4.4
100.0

N=14, 958

served an appropriate sample of the intended target population. t appeare

that the Title VII students and non-Title VII students were simifiar in their

English oral broficiency and instructional needs.

.

Continuous Progress Mastery Learning Levels
*

The Ghicago Continuous Progress/Mastery Learnir

Levels (CP/ML) refer tot

the Chicago Aivision of reading and matla2matics instruction into thirteen

levels, A through N for reading and A through V for math.

Each level is

subdivided into,a number of ohjectiVes. For the first éiqht levels, to mee%

scheduled expectancies, a child is to complete two levels a year; the remaining

levels are to be completed one per vear:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- 11 -
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TABLE S »

) Continuous Progfasn Mastery Learning Levels in Terms of
Grads Equivalent anc¢ Numerical Vvalue Scale

CP/ML . Grade Equivalents Nukerical Value

TN,V \ Eight 8.0 - 8.9 .

The January CP/ML in reading and mathematicu for the Title VII students
¥

are given in Tables 6 and 7; they are givcn by ingtruction,& needs rating

and age. The students' CP/ML were'consistent with their instructional needs

ratings and incresased wiéh age. Their math achievoment yas higher than their
‘ reading achicven.ntv;_Two speculative explanations for this difference are that

math !'arninq on the one hand was more independenéfct language facility and/or

on the otheY hand was more 1#;un~tion of JLhooling than was reading learaing.

- - 12 =

A-B ' - Kindergarten )0 - .9
c-D ‘ First . 1.0 - 1.9
E-F ’ Second 2.0 -"2.9 ’
G -H . Third ‘ C 3.0 - 3.9
J Fourth * . 4.0 - 4.9
, .
;K . Fifth & . 5.0 - 5.9 .
L _ Sixth’ ' [ é.0°- 6.9
M; u s Seventh / ;.0 - 7.9

"N

-
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-y The January 1979 CP/ML in readina an% mathematics for the Title VIF

students are compared to those of the n¥n-Title VIY students in fébles R and 9.
The Title VII students’ éP/ML are slightly below those of Ehe non-Title VII
‘students. This suggests that the Title VII students were somewhat’ more needy
academically than their non-Title,; VII peers, ézrticCRarly‘in4fgaq1na:.

-

\kTABLE 8
January CP/ML by January ¥nstruetio al Needs Catégories for Bilingual Students

, Reading Mean§ ¢ Math Means
- Title VIIX Non-Title VII Title VII Non-Title VII

Category . s

A To1s 790 1.82 1.55

.-

B 1.43 1.47 2.29 2.21

c . 1.99 2.15 2.72 217

NP ) 2.64 2.56 3,70 2.82

N=3122 N=12,485 . N=3117 N N=12,737

C_, TABRE 9 ‘ .
January CP/ML by January Instructional Needs categories for Bilingual Ftudents

P

Reading Means Math Means
' d
Title VII : Non-Title VII Title VII Non~Title VII

7 1.03 1,15 ° .56 1.63
8 1.30 " 1.49 1.97 2:14
9 S *1.42 1.73 2,52 271
0 1,.68 2.10 3.05 ’ 3.47 ’
" 1.92 2.38 ' 3.57 4.01
12 2.0 a 2.82 " 4.03 4.82
13 2.51 2.76 4.82 5.07
» [ 3
N=3122 N=12,485 Ne3117 N=12,737 ’

o _ "
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- . Lanquage Use in Instruction
4 v N
Tﬂbl? 10 prcvides the ?ercentgggs of pupils rer-gi_ni_nr)v VAYYING cmonnt o o f .

>

instruction in English. About seventy-two percent of the Title VII students

- L4

were taught in English half or less of the instructional time. Enalish was wsed .
more frequently with non-Title VII students than with Title VI1 students; 7:.ty-
° L
¢ eight pércent of the non-Title VII students were taught in FEnglish half or Tezs
|
of the instructional time. Sixty-seven percent of the Title VII students ~nd
1 3
. - ]
sixty-nine percent of the non-Title VII students were taught in English a' ieas?
. -
f{gty percent of the time. :
TABLE 10 ° oo i
Amount of English Instruction for B.lingual Students (in Parcent of Stulerts)
+ Percent of English Instructijon Title VII Non-Title VIY
40 or less . .5 1,0
30 8.2 . 10.0
-~ . .
40 24.3 12,7 )
. L]
50 8.6 JRL0
60 9.3 5.7
70 10.4 7.8
) 80 . ol 1.4 ’
- . - } f
o .
90 - : 1.0 3.3
100 ’ .6 3.1
100.0 ' we.n
N=4049 ° N=12,031 -

Teachers were also asked to rer~rt on a five=point scale estimated figures

of their English and home language use when teaching language arts, mathematics, ’
-

social studies and science. The stale ranged from a value of one or almost all

,~Jhome language to a value of five or almost all English. Three, or the midpoint,
]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC ' 21 .
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designated half English and'h;if home language instruction. Social stud;es and
science instruction req&}red more frequent use of nome language than éi? :
language arts and mathematics (see Table 11). Still, in all four subject areas
the half English and half home laﬁguAge instruction strategy was preferred.
Unfortunately, the data of'language use in instruction were not anal}zed taging
into consideration pupil characteristics such as age, rated oral language
proficiency or instructional needs. ‘

TABLE 11

0'

Use af Language in Instruction by Subject Area for Title VII Students
¥ (in Percent of Students)

' Subject Area <
Scale Rating Language Arts Math Social’ Studies science
1 - Almost all home 9.6 . 16.2 24.0 23.7
language ,
2 19.7 20.8 24.3 23.2
3 - Half English and 47.1 41.7 35.9 f36.4

half home language

* . -

4 16.6 10.0 10.1
5 - Almost all English 7.0 5.8 6.6
100.0 100.0 100.0
N=2812 N=2793 N=2780

- 16 =




. EVALUATION - % .

N * Overview

Program effectiveness can be defined as goal attainment. In turn, goal I
4

. attainment can be. conceived of as d%ether or not‘the~5pee1fic objectives of the

fiscal year 1979 Title VII Proposal were met. There were two sets of

objectives, those pertaining to the pupils and those pertaining to the parents. -
: i .

. R 3
For the students, ‘both cognitive and 2 fective outcomes were described. For

L : .

parents, both attitudinal and participation goals were -established. The

foilowiy@ evaluation considers prin(ipally the student cognitive variables to

assess program effectiveness. An additional set of meashres of program effec-

tiveness were obtained also. Personnel directly involved with the Title VII
. [

program were asked to evaluate the program, indicafing its strengths and

weaknesses.

Two shortcomings of the present evaluation must -be mentioned. First, data

were not ccllected directly and/or analyzed from the students or parents

(3 ~ - \ -
concerning native language arts and the affective and attitudinal and partici-

h pation variables respectively. Only indirect heasures of the affective,
attitudinal and participation variables were available; in the staff
evaluations of the program, m;ntion is mase of these three outcomes. Second,
the analyses were done aggregating across participating schools. Therefore, in |
- comput ing changes in cognitive perférmance, in&ividual student records were not

-

matched; the data collected at the beginniny and at the end of the program

R concern sor shat different sets of students. Furthermore, concaivably the

various school programs differed in effectiveness. Such differences could be
‘ ' -
due to differences in program attributes, for instance, qualifications of .

staff, instructional materials and procedures or overall school climate. These

possibilities were not investigatéd. Finally, it must be emphasized that

o , - 23
ERIC =~ e

-
PAruntext provided by enic iK1
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v
tha Title . II program was not implemented in the schools until January 1979.
I+ takes some period of time for any prodram to begin functioning at its full “
capacity. Thus, this evaluation“is of a newly'developed, five-month program.
The above factors prevent drawing ahy definitive conciusions about the effec-

tiveness of the Title VII programs.

Pupil Achievement

- N
In this evaluation, pgyeral indicators of pupil academic achievement were
« I +
erployed: oral languagg profig}ency ratings, instructional needs categorg

ratings, Chicago Continuous Progress/Mastery Learning Levels and grade scores

- A

of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) }n reading comprehension and

mathematics. Title VII student a?hievexent will be compared to that of pon-
Title VII student gchievemegt,‘to place Title VII student achievement in some
Eontext. However, not = ch can bg made of this comparison since the criteria

used to selgct Title VII students from their non-Title VII couaterparts were

+
L

unknown; certainly the Title VII students were not a random sample of those

students participating in basic bilingual progrims. The lack of dn appropriate

comparison group makes it impossible to distinguish the impact of Title VII, a
supplementad program, from that of the basic bilingual program.
Language Proficiéhcx“and Instructional Needs Ratings

. - .
Ratings of iupilq' English oral proficiency and instructional needs at the

beginning and end of the 1979 program were compared to detect changes in pupil
performance. Based on'data collecte; in January and May 19279 there appears to
be a sligh; improvement in performance (see Tables 12 and 13). Slightly more
éupils were at a higher level of Engiish oral proficiency and_fewer pupils were
perceived as needing mostly home‘language ingtruction in May than in January.

X .

These slight rather than substantial indications of growth are not surprising

. given the duration of the program. -
~B

- . - 18 -
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~ _ ) TABLE 12

Changes in English Oral Lenguage Proficiency Ratings for Rilingual Students

(1n Percent of Students) .

- ’ - Title VII -Title VI1

Fating - January May Change Januar " May Change
' <
I i3 27 -6 . 35 . 23 -12
, o . ,
» E) 6 O 35 .3 -4 30 31 +2
) 111 24 27 +3 24 27 +3
v 7 12 +5 9 16 ,
. \ 1 3 T 42 2 3
100, 100 - 100 100 ]
N=3461 N=4156 - N=16,006  M=17,893
. B
) L J
k4
TABLE 13

»

changes in Instfuctional Needs Categories for Bilingual Students

.. . (in Percent cf Students)
. Title VII . Non-Title VII
) Category January May Change' .January May Change
A 38.6 31.9 -6.70 42.6 30.7 -11.90
JOB 4003 ©38.5'  =1.80 34.0 . 36.4 +2.4
c 18.4 24.1 +5 .80 12.0 24.7 4+5.7
NP 2.7 5.5 +2.80 4.4 8.2 +3.80
’ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N
N=3450 N=3450 N=14,958  N=14,958 .
-~ -
-19- 285
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Continuous Progress Mastery Learning Levels

N .
Based on the CP/ML of the Title Vé; students reported \1n January and May

1979, there was some improvement_in'reading and mathematics pRrformance &t

s

evgry agé and instructional needs level (see Tables 14 - 17),

e amount of
gain varied across the various ages and instructional needs level

‘meaningful pattern emerged.

: however,

no
The May CP/ML of the Title VII students\were
slightly below those of the n

itle VII students in reading and matﬁ?matics
and smignificantly below those of the citywide norms, particularly for ;ke older

. . a
children. Further, the Title VII students were less behind these two

\3
\
comparison grouﬁs in mathematics than they were in reading. ’ X
Th. s, thé"Title VII students did not meet the assessed academic objectives
”,,-\\\ outlined in the fiscal year 1979 Title VII Proposal; they did not achieVe
-

.

e
scheduled age expectamncies in English language arts and mathematics. However ,

neither the non-Title VII students nor the citywide population met these
-expectancies.

Given the Title VII students pre-program English language

proficiency and academic achievement and the five month duration of the

A

program, perhaps the objeétlyes outlined were unrealistic. \

|
\

L
N\
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TAALE 14

Changes in Mean CP/ML in Reading by Age for Bilingual Students

. Title VII Non-Title VII
Age January May Change January May
6 .69 .97 +.28 .74 1.02
7 .03 1.47 +.44 1.15 1.54
8 1.30 1.86 +.56 1.49 1.90
9 192 182 +.40 1.73 2.12
10 168 2.16  +.48 2.10 2.50
1 2.92 2,31 +.63 2.38 2.87
) 12 2.10 2.50 +.40 2.82 3.29
13 2.51 3.07 +.56. 2.76 3.08
N=3122 N=337c N=12,485 N=12,671
TABLE 15

Changes in Mean CP/ML in Reading by January Instructional Needs

Categories for Bilingual Students (in Percent of Students)

.
3

Title VII Non-Title VII
Category January May Change Januery May
A .78 1.09 +.31 .79 i.01
B 1.43 1.95 +.52 1.47 1.86
c T 1.99 2.47 +.48 2.15 T 2.66
NP 2.64 2.96 +.32 2.56 2.95
- N=3122 N=3378 N=12,?85 N=12;é71

-21- 7
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+.22

+.39
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TABLE 16
\
Changes in Mean CP/ML in Math by Age tor Bilingual Students

Title VII . Non-Title VII 1
January May Change January May Change
.97 1.40 +.43 .96 ' 1.40 +.44
1.56 1.99 +.43 1.63 2.05 4.‘2 |
1.97 2.44 +.47 2.14 2.55 +.41
2.52 2.81 +.29 2.17 2.09 +.38
3.05 3.42 +.37 3.47 3.81 +.34
3.57 3.90 +.33 4.01 4,36 +.35
4.03 4.50 +.47 4.82 5.12 +.30 i .
4.82 5.39 +.57 5,07 5.43 +.36
N=3117 N=3382 N=12,737 N=12,774
TABLE 17

Changes in Mean CP/ML in Math by January Instructional Needs
Catpgories (in Percent of Students)

v

Title VIT ' Non-Title VII

January May Change January May I Change
1.82 2.27 ’ +.45 1.55 1:30 +.35
2.29 2.74 +.45 2.21 2.61 +.40
2.72 . +.39 2.77 3.23 +.46
3.20 3.26 +.08 ‘2.82 3.20 +.38

4 V’;;;;;; i N=31382 N=12,72"7 N=1" =74
.




Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

—
Each year thﬁ\Chicago public schools administer the ITBS in May to assess .
v -*

pupils' reading comprehension and mathematics performance. Thege tests were

adninistered to a select sample of the Titlg VII students: those/btudents who
were judged go demonstrate sufficient language skills and for whom it 'was felt
testing would prove benefici 1. Duriné fiscal year 1979 reading scores and
math scores of 2567 and 2156 :tudents respectivelyswere obtained for ;itle Vil
participants. Thege results are presented in Tables 18 and 19 by instructional
needs category and age. Mean scores of reading and math are compared to. those
of non-Title VII students in Tables 20 - 23. 1In génerai, the refults indicate
that students' ;erformances in readirg and math were consistent yith their

-~
instructionai neeés categories and increased with age. This trend'diéfnot hold
for the 13 and 14-year-old students; howaver, given the small sample size for
these students these results should be interpreted with caution. gverall, the
_ITBS scores of the 1. le VII students fell below those of their non-Title VII
peers and the entire city population particularly ¢b reading scores. These

1 .
last results are congruent with those found concerning CP/ML. Thus, it appears

that the Title VII program served the limited English prpficiency’student most

in need of tutorial services. ) )




Mean

Age )

6 1.81

7 1.62

g 8 1.67
9 1.89

10 2.06

1 2.27

‘ 12 2.64
13 . 2.48

14 2.41

14 3.39

Mean
Age
6 1.53
7 1.56
8 1.86
9 2,05
) 10 2.42 .
11 2.91
* 12 3.38

A

sD

.88

45

57

64

.64

.49

1.07

.73

82

|

«95

«50

65

«76

.70

.95

.78

.96

14

45

62

55

47

38

32

15

50

65

56

47

34

— . ——— — — — — ———— —— — — ————— — — o, oo st
-

S

Mean,

2.34
2.49
2.59
3.46

3.90

Title VII Students: , Mean,

+

Mean

2.41

2.87

3.37

4.07

4.6€

5.35

TABLE 18

Standard Deviation

E |

|

sD N |
|

|

.65 22 |
|

.54 179 |
|

.75 164 |
|

.67 131 |
|

<71 . 107 |
|

.83 102 |
|

1.30 69 |
|

2.00 55 |
|

3.14 29 |
TABLE 19

E.

sD

.38

+69

.80

.84

9N

23

180

167

151

107

100

68

56

29

- 24 -
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ITBS Grade Scores in Reading by May Instructional
Title VII Students:

Mean

Mean

Needs Category and hje for|
and Number of Students

c =«

sD N
.70 29
.78 194
73 134
o N
.89 98
1.09 62
1.22 49
1.54 30
1.38 18

c

SO . N
.66 29
72 196
.84 133
.86 96
91 97
.02 62
.16 51
1.45 30
1.21 18

Mean

1.40

3.01

3.24

3.06

3.04

4.85

6.00

Mean

NP
sD N
.55 14
.82 57
I
1.4 33 i
.85 2 |
.10 32
.75 17
2.09 7
1.94 15
3,12

ITBS Grade 5c6res in Math by May InstructiénaifNeeda_Capegory and Age for
Standaré Deviation and Number of Students

NP

sD

.51
.84
1

.87

¢

14

57

33

26

32

17

15




P

10

1

12

13

14

ITBS Mean Grade Scores in Reading by May Instructional Needs Ratinngs for

Rating

O

TABLE 20

ITBS Mean Grade Scores in Reading by Age for Bilingual Students

Title VII Non-Title . I
Mean N Mean X N
1,93 79 1.95 440
. . 2.08 475 2.14 1731
2.67 393 2.40 'y 1511
2.37 328 2.61 1233 =
2.57 284 2,99 1123
2.87 216" 3.25 975
3.29 163 3.65 822
3.74 132 3.57 397
l\
4.30 67 . 3.20 7
e -
o Total = 2137 Total = 8303
TABLE 21

Bilingual Students

Title VIY Non~-Title VII \

[ 4 \

Mean N Mean N
2.04 '343 2,13 ~ 880
2.49 g7e 2.51 ~7 3029
2.7 710 2.89 3202
3.28 206 3.24 1192
Total = 2137 Total = 8303
. .
- 25 =



ITBS Mean Grade Scores

1

\

TABLE 22

in Math by Age for Biljingqual Students

Titl: VII Non-Title VII
. Mean ’ N Mean N
Age )
6 , 1.91\,/ . 80 1.7 448
7 2.01 483 2.01 1777
. 8 2.32 i98 2.38 1516
9 . - 7,46 329 2.74 1232
h ey
;1o§ 2.92/"" 283 3.35 Uzo
1 "3.43 213 3.73 966
12 3.86 . 165 4.30 818
13 4.43 T 38 4.32 TTTTIeT
14 4.58 68 4.29 70

Total = 2154

1 3 )

= <—'.-XNOtal = 8344 -

TABLE 23 .
. ITBS. Mean Grade Scores in Math by May Instructional Needs Ratings for
P Bilingual Students
- Title VII . Non-Title VII
" Mean ° N Mean N ’
Rating
A . 2.40 {,? 35¢% 2.33 905
B 2.76 881 .72 . 3045
C 2.81 712 3.05 3202
/
NP 3.33 206 3.37 1192
N
AN [
Total = 2154 Total = 8344
>
) - 26 -




staff Survey . . .

Tiflc VII program staff at all'particip;tinq schools were aurveyed‘during
April 1979. A toral of ‘27 administrators, 23 r;source specialists, 27 school-
community represenatives, and 60 teacher aides responded to tﬁ: questionnaires.
They idsntified strengths and weaknesses of the Title ;II program and
recommended changes for program'iﬁproggmegg;h'The responses given to specific
questions asked can be found in the Ap: ix in the report entitled, "Title VII
Roinforc;n.nt and Enrichment Program gz:::ry of April 1979 Evaluation §urveyx
Pro}ininpry Report.” \

The survey results indicate that the Title VII program was beneficial to
participating classroom teachers, #:udents and-parents. The strengths of the
program included the following:

. Bot“ ptofeslional and parap;;fessional Title VII staff, for the

most part, were competent, efficient, enthusiastic about working
with the Title VIi students, and todk pride in their students’
achievements. )

+ The team approach'pf the Title VII resource specialist and

teacher aldes wériing in conjunction with board and state-~funded
classroom teachers appeared to be effective in identifying and
meeting tﬁo needs of Title VII pupils.

« 'The classroom teachers' instiuction was reinforced by Title Vil

staff.
R -

« Title VII staff assisted classroom teachers in teaching and

yorkinq more closely with particular pupils.

« The Title VII staff provided greate:’opportanity for small-group

and individualized 1nltxuctio?! particularly for slow loz:norl.

+ Title VII funds provided additional instructional*materials for

pupils. o . .



) ihe bilinguaiity c¢€ the Title VII staff had a positcive impact
' -

on particfbatinq students. .

. The efforts of Title VII staff facilitated pupils' learning in

their‘\ative langquage, English and mathematics.

. The small group/tutorial learning experience helped students

o

overcame their shyness in the use of oral English.
. The development of personal rapport between the students and

-

the Title VII staff, especially teacher aides approval and
P

acceptance of the students, enabled the students to de%elop
mor; positive self-images. Ce |

. ‘The efforts of uchool-cqmmunity representatives in-contacting
parents and referring them to appropriate social service .
agencies apparently opened lines of communication between the

school and home.

. Parental awareness and involvement .n the education of their

children was heightened. Tae parents visited schools
E frequently and were involved with local school Title VI
Mvisory cOuncilg-ané committeas.

. Newsletters developed by Title VII staff provided direct

N written communication about pei:inent information to parents.
b
o ®

. ‘The Title VII Citywide Parent Advisory Council provided

instruyétional materials and various services, such as leader-
ship training, to local school advisory councils.

Pr%bloal encountered in program implementation were related principally to

program ilnlgnucnt and staffing:

- . Failure to staff bilingual resource positions at the onset of the

, prograam.




. Program guidelines and implementation procedures were unclear.
- Instructional mzterials and equipment were sometimes inadequate.
®
. Instructional space for the program was often limited.
« Title VII staff support and communication were sometimes lacking.
; There was some confusion about the resource specialists' role,‘
regponsibilities and relationship with other non-Title VII
school staff.
+ There was some ambiguity about the teacher aides' role, respon-
sibilities ané scheduling. )
« The sharing of resource specialists and school-community repre-
lengatives interfered with thc continuity of the instruction
support activit;es of the resource specialist\and the liaison
eftorts of therschool-community represent:;ives.
. The limitation of tutorial services to specific content areas
;eedlessly curtailed the potential benefits of Title VII.
« Parental involvement was not as extensive as degired. Although
attendance at Titie VII Parent Advisory Council meetings
averaced between 40-50 pegsons, usually less thanahalf were
voting Eelegutes of the councils. . ™~
The fiscal year 1979 ESEA Title VII programs were implemented in January
of t;at year because of the late approval of program funding. This delay led
to difficulties in the scheduling a;d coordination of originally proposed
activities. Therefore, many of the problems listed above can be attributep, in
part to external constraints. Consequently, Title VII staff recommended more

ti-oly.implagentation of the program, better planning, scheduling and staff

assignment in future Title VII programs.



CONCLUSION

The fiscal year 1979 ESEA Title VII programs served an appropriate sample
of the intended target population; it seemed to serve the limited English
proficiency student most irf need of the kinds of services provided by Title
ViI. It ;s unclear how well thgse students were served and whether the program
nelped improve their coggitive and affective performances. Based on the data
available, there seemed to be some improvement in the sthdentq'lreadinq and’

\ <
math skills during the five-month ;ériod and parental attitydes toward and
involvement with their children's academic program;‘were positive. Title VII
staff, perceived the Title VII programs as providing intended services and as
beneficial to participants. 5 T
The programs' late start and short duration certainly imposed man§

obstacles for demonatrat}ng significant and positive changes in student

achievement. The lack of documentation of service models and assessmént of all

of the goals of the Proposal further impeded determination of the programs’
impact. Hopefully, future evaluations will correct for the limitations of the
present one. Most importantly, more detai}ed documentation of the nature of <:f:/

various ESEA Title VII programg is needed to ascertain how specific program

variables translate into student and parent outcomes.
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Introduction

In 1969 the Chicago Board of Education initiated six Spanish bilingual
programs for students whose Iimited English proficiency prevented meaningful
participation in the regular English curriculum.' Each year thereafter
bilingual services were expanded to accommodate the ever increasing number of
students of limited ¥nglish proficiency from diverse language and cultural
backgrounds. Since 1976 the overwhelming majority of limited Eaglish
proficiency students enrolled in the Chicago public schools have received
bilingual services.2 During Fiscal 1979 bilingual instruction was provided in
16 lanquages in more than 290 programs ranging from prekindergarten through
high school. : . -

Bilingual program participants represented approximately 7 percent of the
. elementary enrollment in the Chicago publ ¢ schools in Fiscal 1979. Lespite

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 lim: :d English proficiency
students eligible for bilingual services point tc the need for expanded
services as well as the heightened importanc~ these services assume in the
task of educating a significant portion of :zne school age population in
Chicago.

This report shows that FY197¢ bilingual program participants demonstrated
vsignificaﬁt'gains in Englixh reading and matliematics, a pattern which has been
documented over a period of years.3 It alsy concludes that students are being .
moved into the regular Enclish curriculvm within a period of three yeav., a
fact substantiated by the lcw incidence <f fourth and fifth-year program
enrollments during the last five years.4 JLarge variations in achievement among
pupils were found, suggestiiy that a variety of factors play an impdrtant role

~4/*§ the academic achievement of bilingual program participants. Variations in
program implemer¢:*ion, a factor which has been cited in numerous evaluation
studies of multi-~e educational programg, may contribute significantly to tue
differences -among students. The intcraction of educational treatinent and child
input factois must be examiiw in o-der to understand achievement differences
among limited English proficiency students, as Cummins writes:

"The lack of concern for the developmental interrelationships
between language and thought in the bilingual child is one of the

\\‘~\ TFunding for these programs was __ovided by ESEA Title VII.
2article 14C of the Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 122 mandated transi-
ti? bilingua) education for limited English proficiency students effective
1, 1976.

3yinal Eveluation Report State~Funded Bilingual Education Program, Fiscal
19745 Department of Government Funded Programs, Board of Education, City of

Chicage; Chicago's Bilingual Program Evaluation Report 1975-76. Department 7
of Research and Evaluation, City of Chicago.
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major reasons why evaluations and research have provided so little
data on the dynamics of the bilingual child's interaction with his
education environment.">

A noteworthy finding of the report is the lack of significant diffeiences
in English achievement gains attributable to the amount of time limited,
English proficiency students spend in an English classroom. This points to
the need for a more in-depth analysis of the relationship hetween instructional
program types, chi%p input factors, and achievement. It also underscores the
necessity of broadening the measures of program effectiveness to include both
native language and English achievement.

Long~term studies of bilingual instruction in other parts of the country
suggest that bilingual instruction may have a cummlative effect with results
that may 1ot show up in short-term, one-year-at-a-time evaluations.® The
transitionsl study initiated in 1978 partially recognized this'need,.but in
the future, owtcome measures must be linked to a thorough documentation of
process variables. *

Tpday, bilingual services for limited English proficiency students are
generally a reality. The impetus for future evaluations must be to
isolate and understand the strategies for producing better programs for
students with varying needs. .

Y

-

5Junes Cummins. "Linguistic Interdependenée and the Educational Development of
Bi¥lingual Children" Review of Educational Pesearch, Spring 1979, Vol. 49,
Nc. 2, o. 227.

6p.s; siter. "Bilingual Education and the Hispanic Challenge” Annual Report
Csrnegie Corporation of New York, 1979, pg. 12,




Summary of Findings

Eighty-seven percent of all students receiviné bilingual services were at

the elementary level, 13 percent at the secondary level. Of the elementary level
students, 60 percent were in the primary cycle” dges 4-8.

Students most needing bilingual instruction were its primary recipients: 59 per-
cent of all slementary level participants had little or only partial fluency in
Fnglish; 25 percent had barely adequate levels of English fluancy./ It can be
concluded from.these data that the majority of students receiving bilipgual
services-had only marginal fluency in English, a condition which would have’
prez;rﬁ?’ meaningful participation in the regular En. lish curriculum.

Students receiving bilingual services at the high school level tended to be
"new arrivals"” to the Chicago public sphoblq as evidenced by the overvhelm-

fng number born outside the continental U.S., the low English proficiency
levels, and the high concentration of students in the first and second years of
bilingual instruction. )

There was a substantial influx of new students into bilingual ard English as a
Second Language programs. The number of parficipants reported increased 17 per-
¢y1t in the first five months of calendar year 1979. Seventy percent of the
increase was in the first year enrollment.

More than half of all students participating in bilingual programs were in

theiy first year; 32 percent were in their secopd year; 14 percent were in their
third year. Only 3.5 percent had been enrolled fur four or five years. The
sharp decline in the number of students receiving services subsequent to the
.third year indicates that students are moving into the regular English program.

Bixty-six percent of the elementary level students receiving bilingual
services progressed to a higher English instructional category during the
. 1978-79 academic year. The greatest gains were experienced by those
students with the lowest English proficiency.

Sixty percent of the Elementary level students receiving bilingual services
received 50 percent or more of their instruction in English. The percent of
English instruction was substantially higher for high schgol students.

As a student's Pnglish fluency increased, so did the amount of instruction
in English which he/she received. .




"
- « Students receiving bilingual services gained on the average 7.4 months in
Reading Comprehension and 8 months in math as measured by the appropriate

subtests of the ITRS. )

~ -~

. AVERAGE ITBS GAINS (FY1979}

PFADING GAINS (MONTHS) MATH GAINS (MONTHS)
BILINGUAL 7.4 8.0
TITLE 1 7.4 7.3
CITY-WIDE 8.1 8.3

. Bilingual program participants demonstrated gains of 7.5 months in Reading and *
9.7 monthg in Mathematics as measured by the Continuous Progress/Mastery learning
(CP/ML) levels. -t :

. The aMbunt of gain in either Reading or Math (ITBS) appears to be only marginally
related 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 &n
increase in instructional time in English. -
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Definjtions

English proficiencv levels -

I. Students whose Fnglish _language proficiency is no more than marginal,
i.e., the student uhderstands very little and produces only isolated
words or phrases in Fnglish.

I1. Student vhoaevanlish language proficiency is no more than partial,
i.e., the student understands a little more than a student classified
as Level I and can communicate in English with creat difficulty.

I1I. Students whose Fnglish language proficiency is greater than students
classified in Level II, i.e., the student comprehends most of what is
said to bim/her and communicates fairly well although his/her fluency
is not comparable to that of Level IV students. ’

IV.- Students whose English language proficiency is adequate, i.e., greater
than students classified in Level III. The students comprehend and
communicate adequately but their fluency is not comparable to that of
native English-speaking peers.

V. Students whose English language proficiency is equivalent to that of
their native English-gspesaking peers.

/

Ins Ca * \//
Category A: Speaks and undersfands lffé%e or no English and needs
almost all instruction in her/his home language.

Category B: Speaks and understands some English, but needs about half
his/her instruction in the home langauge.

Category C: Speaks and understands well enough to participate in a
classroom in which:-BEnglish is used most of the time;
receives almost all her/his instruction in English.

Category NP: This pupil's language ahility is equivalent to that of
her/his nativé English peers and she/he can perform
" adequately in ar all English.¢lassroom.
Bilingual endorsement is grantad to candidates who hold teacher
certificates and who have passed-both oral and written examinations in a
language in addition to English.

*(See pg. 28 for definition of Category Exit Criteria) o
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" the northwest and southwest regions. Spanish

. the lake. Districts 17 and 22 of the city'

Description of Bilinqual Services

During Fiscal 197% more than 25,500 students received bilingual
services in Chicago. The 201 bilingual programs (those serving more than 20
students) were locaiad in all but six of the 27 districts throughout the city
with districts 6 and 19 having the largest concentration of bilingual
programs. A total of 2350 students were identified as in need of bilingual
services for which staff were unavailable. Approximately half of these
students were in schools where there were less than 20 students of the same
la ge group. The remaining half, all of which were Spanish speakers, did
qualify for bilingual services on the basis of the number of limited English
speakers per school. An examination of the instructional needs categories of
those students revealed that the majority were judged by their teachers as
needing only limited support services in their native language. Thus, it
seems that those students in most need are receiving bilingual services, but
that support servicqg for students who have achieved some degree of fluency
are scmetimes curtailed due to the unavailability of qualified staff.

Instruction in 16 languages was provided by approximately 1133 teachers
of whom 85 percent were bilingually endorsed; an additional three percent were
pending endorsement. There were an additional 41 teacher positions serving
the programs with less than 20 students from one language grovp. N

. .

Spanish was the language of instruction for ninety percent of the
students participating in bilingual programs. Instruction was alsn provided in
Arabic, Assyrian, Cantonese, Chinese, French, Greek, Indic, Italian, Korean,
Ladtian, Pilipino, Polish, Romanian, and Vietnamese. Table 1 provides a
summary of bi)ingual programs and staff positions in each district for fiScal
1979. Maps 1 and 2 plot the location of Spanish and non-Spanish (more than 20
students) bilingual programs geographically. Bilingual programs in languages
other than Spanish occurred. mostly in the northern sections of the city, an
ethnically heterogeneous area. Several new progrgms were established in both
lingual programs were
‘areas and extended north along
southeast side also had a number

concentrated in the néar south and northwes

of biliggual programs.

.
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TABLE 1 - Bilingual Prcgrams and Staff by District

. Number of -
Number of Number of Programs {Budgeted)
District Schools Languages {(more than 20} Teacher Positions
1 8 6 18 35
2 7 3 ? 24.5
‘ 3 17 4 22 84
4 6 3 8 18
5 1" 2 12 86
6 28 1 28 321
7 6 1 6 17
. »
8 1 1 | 1 3
9 4 1. 4 12
10 6 B 6 65
1 ' 2 ) 3 . 8
12 ? —3 7 Lo 12 °
’ 15 4 2 ' ? 21
17 7 - 3 8 Y s
18 1 1 1 1
19 18 1 18 ’ 200
22 2 - ‘ 2 ' 13 )
24 13 9 -7 28 ‘ 74
25 € 1 6 58
26 9 1 8 50.
¢ 27 1 1 1 2
) Total 164 — 201 ‘ 1159.5
’ 7
: 50 -
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Map .2. Location of, schools with bilingual programs in languages other than Spanish
_j"q with an enrollment of 20

or more pupils .
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The majority cf students receivins ¥il .nqual cervices were at the elementary
level; only 13 percent vere at the sec>ndar; lev=1, More than 60 percent of
all elementar students receivina ‘bilinaus’ servi-~es were in the primary cycle,

ages <-8.
. "

FIGURE 1. Proportion of Students at f.emertas and recondary Levels Receivina.
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Between January and May of 1979 the n=l x of trdeizs receiving either
bilingual or ESL services increased », 17 percent.  studentd participating in
bilingual programs for the first time acrounted Ior nesriy ~7 percent of the
increase. Second and third-year enrcilimesi. .02 v r~veaced kv 13 percent and
1§ percent respectively. Four:h-year enrollrernt incraa3ed oy one percent,
while fifth-year enrollment decreasad +we tercent. Psa:ariny the continuity of
intra-year student identification pracecu~«< tha nat .ncrease * more than
1800 first-year students in a five-montl pe-icd succes:" a substantial influx
of limited English speaking students fror outsioe {i. Iriz=~~ ~rblic school
system. This conclusion is further sun.ant.a*..” L, “~-“i-g at tle enrollment
dates of bilingual proaram participants. Apcs uiinasels +hrec-quarters of the
students began in September 1°78. Fach mont: thers af r hetween 400-1200 new
students enrolled in bilingual programs At *hk> same t_- -~ a sabstartial number
of bilingual program participants left. he Chicaco pillis feonuuws. Tie data
indicate a steady influx of new students as veli as a mode cately high ac:vee of
mobility amcng program participants. The arpace ol Loil 2f treen trends on '
program continuity needs to be exanined. -

.

*aprticle VIII, Section 8.01 of the I1ll nois T 1l>: ard PRegulaticns for
Transitional Bilingual Education, Stat: Boa:-d of tducatior, uvu y, 1973,

' gtipulates that a student of limited Enslis--spe aking fivency jhall remain in

the program for a period of three years or intil su.: LIrm € a /ehe achievee
a level of English language skills which will erable him/her t> perfomm
successfully in classes in which instiuciicn I~ ~-ver oniv in fnglish, which=~

ever shall first occur. -
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FIGURE 2, Proportion of Students in Bilingual Proarams by Number
’ of Years Fnrolled
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Years in Bilingual Program
T, 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 decreased slightly from 30

percent to 28 percent.
percent.
than doubled.

.

Category C students increased from 22 percent to 24

The number of students judged not to be in need of services more

A similar pattern emerged from language proficiency evaluation of
elementary students "enrolled in bilingual programs. In January 38 percent of
the students were rated at the lowest level of English proficiency as compared
to 28 percent at the lowest level in May. The number of students rated at
the lowest English proficiency level decreased 17 percent despite a 19 percent -
increase in first-year students. The number of students rated at levels 2-5
increased thoygh the relative percentage increased only siightly.
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FIGUPE 3. Comparison of January and May EnglisH Proficiency levels of
Elementary Bilingual Program Participants

Pervent of Elementary
Bilingual Program Participants

English Proficiency Level
v
emmme-—--January (N = 17,934)
—t May (N = 20,212)

The data indicate that the students most needing bilingual instruction

were its primary recipients. Fifty-nine percent of all elementa.y stucents

€onrolled in bilinqual programs had little or only partial fluency in English
(levels 1 2.3 2 of o five-point scale), 25 percent had barely adequate levels
of English fluency; an addjtional 13 percent could communicate fairly well in
English, though their fluergcy was not comparable tc their native Fnglish~
speaking peers. Only tbhree p ent were judged to be totally proficient in
English. The fact t. t 82 perzent of those rated as level 1 and 49 percent of
trose rated as level 2 were in their first vear of bilingual instruction
suggests that the majority of studerts in the lowest English proficiency
levels were new arrivals to the Chicago public schools and/or were entering
school for the first time. The latter conclusion is further substantiated by
the fact that more than half of all the elementary students rated at the
lowes* Engli-n proficiency levels and 1in their first year of bilingual
instruction were four five, or six years of age.

-12-
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Elementary Program Description

Article 14C of the Illinpis Revised Statutes, Chapter 122, provides for
bilingual instruction for limited-English-proficiency students in content
areas as well as the home language, history and culture. In the city of
Chicago there was a broad range of bilinghal prograns designed to meet the
needs of limited-English~proficiency students from diverse language and
cultural backgrounds. Programs varied widely in organizational and staffing
patterns, instructional approaches and materials. Within broad quidelines,
wost of these fact.-e were at the discretion of local or district authorities.
Three organizational models and multiple combinations were used at the
elementary level. The Self-Contained model accounted for the largest number
of students. In this model a bilingual teacher was responsible for both the
English and native language saibject ‘areas. ‘A second irodel, Team-Teaching,
required a bilingual and the reaular classroom teacher to work together in the
same classroom for either a half day or for the entire day. Students in the
Pull-Oui model received 90 minutes of instruction in the home language from a
bilingual teacher and spent the rest of the sctool day in their assigned
classrooms with an English dominant teacher. A fourth model, Departmentalized,
was used in high school programs and in some upper grade centers. In this model
pupils received instruction from a bilingual teacher in specific subject areas
to include mathematics, science, --cial studies/culture and language arts in
the pupil's first language.

Another area which accounted for a significant amopnt of the variation
was the instructional approach employed. Three basic approaches were
identified: 1) oral and reading skills in the home language were developed as
a basis for acquiring 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 1angua€e and English.

‘i

Profiles of bilingual programs in selected schools indicate considerable
variations in key areag (Table 2). There were significant differences in the
proportiun of students from different instructional needs categories or
gnglish fluency levels as well as the total number of students receiving
bilingual instruction in each school. The differences extended from schools
naving relatively few limited English students spread out over the full range
of age cycles to schools where the bilingual program was almost exclusively
concentrated ‘n the primary grades. Acknowledging the limitations of
cross-sectional data, the profiles also suggest considerable variation in the
amount of time a student may spend in a bilingual program. In' some schools
the majority of students were in their first year of bilingual instruction
with only 2 very reduced percentage in the second or third years. Other
schools seem to have had mostly two-year programs. Still others appeared to
have a consistent enroilment over the three years.

~13-
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TABLE 2. Sample School Profiles on Selected Variables

A. Instructional Needs Categories

// ‘\\_/1

School A B C NP
A 0% 28% 56% 6%
B 10% 34% 28% 28% .
c 18% 27% 25% 30%
D 28% 32% 19% 218
E 34% 29% 9% 28%
B. Age !
School 5-7 8-10 11-13 14-16
)
A 50% 31% 17% 2%
B 48% 31% 18% 3%
c - “50% 40% 10%
D 58% 35% 7% -
d E 41% 33% 22% 4%
\
-
C. Years in Program
b L )

School 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
A 71% 12% 14% 2% 1%
B 48% 46% 6% 0 0
c © 35% 34% 25% 3% 3%
D 39% 38% 21% 1% 1%
E 44% 32% 22% 1% 1%

Te range of objectives, the implicit time frames of specific instruc~
tional strategies, and population differences are sufficient to make
generalizations concerning bilingual education very difficult. The impact of
program variation on student progress, in particular the relationship of
specific instructional program variables to outcomes measures, is an area
which demands further investigation.

Cr
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Despite the limitations of the data created by program variations, a
general description of the instructional program in terms of the amount of
time in English is possible. 1In May 1979, 60 percent of the students

, receiving bilingual services received 50 percent or more of their inZtruction
{ in English. This represents an increase from January, 1979.

N

FIGURE 4. Daily Instructional Time in English
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The increase appears to have occured equally in all subject areas. Language
arts was more likely to be given in English than other content areas. Science
and social studies were least likely to be given in English, though the
differences were minimal.

FIWRE 5. Percent of Eﬁglish Instruction for Language Arts
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FIGURE 6. Percent of English Instruct ion for Mathematics

[ /

/

100%{
!
| . NN\ anuary
80%} B May

|
|
60%/|
!
|
408

Peccant of Elementary Students
Receiving Bilingual Services
i

\ 0-20% 20-49% 50% 50-80% 80-100%
paily Instructional Time in English

FIGURE 7. Percent of English Instruction for Social 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 native language.
This expectation was generally confirmed (Figure 8). Seven percent of the
Category A studente enrolled in bilingual programs as compared to 1 percent of
Category B and C students received 25 percent or less of their instruction in
Baglish., Sixty-six percent of the Category A students as compared to 33
percent of the Category B students and eight percent of the Category C
students received between one-quarter and one-half of their instruction in
English. Over halt 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 percent of che category B

students,

FIGURE 8. Instructional Needs Category by Amount of English Instruction
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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 English into all English classrooms.
sharp decline in the number of students enrolled in bilingual programs

subsequent to the first year.

Thie appears to be supported by the
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h FIGURE 9. Mean Instructional Time in English by Years Enrolled
' in Bilingual Program
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Figure 10 indicates that the number of students receiving less than
one-quarter of their instruction in English represented only three percent of
the students enrolled in bilingual programs. Firgt-year students are more
likely to receive between 25 and 49 percent of their instruction in English
than second and third-year students.  The trend is réversed for those students
receiving 50~75 percent Erglish instruction. Nearly one-quarter of the
third-year students received 25-50 percent English instruction. More than
half of these students were between the ages of 6 and 8 when more
instructional time in the native language may be required. It appears that
English language fluency is a more accurate predictor of the amount of
instructional time in English than the number of years of bilingual .
instruction, though there is a moderate degree of correlation between years in
rrogram and English fluency.

In addition to state-funded bilingual services, approximately 10 percent
of the students received supplemental tutorial services from Tile VII support
teems. Eight percent of the students were also served by teach:rs who had
participsted 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 incréase the English language skills of
students of limited English proficiency. An additiona} four percent
participated in other Title I activities. Special reading services, the
Intensive Reading Improvement Programs (IRIP) were provided al for
approximately five percent of the students identified as being of limited
English fluency. -
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Student Achievement

This section examines the achievement of elementary students receiving-
bilingual services. 1Ideally, the measurement of the academic achievement of
limited English proficiency students should include both English and native
language measures. A significant portion of the curriSB}uQ: particularly for '
students at the lower English proficiency levels, is kely to be given in the
native language. Testing solely in English may sevefely undérestimate program
effectiveness, ignoring areas of the bilingual studénts' knowledge--areas
which may be inadequately mirrored through English/instruments.

Acknowledging the above limitations, two sures of English achievement
were used. These included the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)y—administered
anrually 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‘%re known to correlate reasonably well with the ITBS scores in }eadiqg ’
(+.67) and mathematics (+.71}.

~

of particular incerest, in light of the compensatory character of
bilingual services, was the amount of gain students at different age and fLuency
levels demonstrated. In addition, the relationship of instructional time in
English to gains in reading and mathematics was examined. ;
- i
F1gures 11 and 12 depict the mean ITBS reading and mathematics grade
equivalent scores for students receiving bilingual services. Differences in
English proficiency, reflected in the assignment of instructional categories,
appear to be operant for both reading and mathematics achievement. 1In general,
students receiving bilingual services performed bettér in mathematics than 1in
reading; the differences in mathematics achievement among the instructional

categories appear to be less pronounced than for reading.

-2




FIGURE_11.

ITBS Reading Comprehensjon Score in

Grade Equivalents
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Mean ITBS Reading Comprehension Scores by Age and by
Instructional Category
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Ace Cycle

Mean ITBS Mathematics Scores hy Age and by Instructional Cateqgory
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The academic progress of nearly all bilingual progrém participants 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 instructional category. Comparison of the two figures
reveals the effect English fluency had on achievement in both areas. 1In
reading, the distinctions among ifistructional categories were significant and
increased with age; in contrast, the category distinctions for math while
operant were minimal.

Examination of the preceeding figures reveals that students receiving
bilingual services &chieve, 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 phenamenon. As 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 bilinqual services gained on the average 7.4 months in reading
and 8.0 months in math on the appropriate subtests of the ITBS. NMhe reading and
math gains followed a pattern similiar to the grade equivalent distributions.
Overall, students 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
bilingual services in comparison to Titie I and city-wide averages. AsS
compensatory education programs, Title I programs provide the closest, though
distinct, comparison population by which to gadge the effectiveness of bilingual

- .

-or ESL programs.

e

TABLE 3. ITBS Reading and Math Gains (months) by Aye and Instructional Catedory

Reading Mathematics Reading Math
I | | Total | Total
| | | |
Age| A | B | ¢ I~ a | B | c | |
| ! | | | | | |
eg{ 7.0 | 8.3 | 8.0 | 7.4 | 6.8 | 6.3 | 7.2 | 6.9
| I | | o | | |
9] 6.9 | 7.6 | 7.2 | 6.8 | 7.1 | 7.7 | 7.2 | 7.1
| | | | | | | |
10] 6.9 | 6.9 | 6.8 | 9.1 | 9.1 | 8.1 | 6.9 | 8.9
| | | | | | | |
1] 7.3 | 7.3 | 9.2 | 5.7 | 8.5 | 7.1 | 8.0 ] 8.1
I I | | | | | |
121 7.3 | 83" 1 7.3 1 7.3 | 9.4 | 9.7 | 7.7 | 9.3
I I S | | | | |
130 7.¢ | 7.1 | 9.5 | 1.0 | 8.8 | 1.3 | 8. 4. | 10.2
| | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | |

7.1 8.1 6.8 8.1 8.4 7.5 7.4 8.0
Overall Average
Gains (months)

22 (35

|
|
|
|
o




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 13.
6
[
0 3
ﬂ -
N
4]
[=4
A 4
o
o
vd
b
° 3
[+ 4
[ =
ved
- 0 2
[V RS
> o
Qo0
-
a 1
JE
]
~ 7
a8 o
o m
FIGUPE 14.
13
5
4
)
3

CP/ML Level in Math in Grade

Equivalents

CP/MI, Levels in PReading bv RAae and Instructionqi Cateaory

i
"""
....

6 .7 g 9 10 11 12 13
Rge Cycle rl

Mean CP/ML levels in Mathematics by Poe and Instructiconal Cateagory

.

6 7 g 9 1C 119 12 12
Age Cycle

-23- 60

S —




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 15. Mean Peading Gain (ITBS) by Age
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FIGURE 16. Mean Mathematic Gair (ITBS) by Age
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Ir reading, eight and nine-year-old bilinqdal studentes aained mdre than either
camparison group. Reading gains for bilincual or ESL program participants were
above those of Title I participants -thougb below city-wide averacaes; (13-year
olds were an exceptlon ard were likely caused by a areatly reduced sample size).
Mathematics gains for students receivina bilingual services were generally ecaual
to or higher than c1ty—w1de avetaves witl the exception of eight and nine-year-
olds. Bilingual proaram patrticipants gained on ﬁﬁe average 7.5 months in
reading and 9.7 months in mathematics as measured by the CP/ML levels. CP/ML
reading and math gaips foglowed patterns similiar to ITRS gains (Table 4).

-
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TABLE 4.

ITSTRUCT JONAL CATEGORY

CP/ML Reading and Math Gains by Instructional Zategory

REA&ING CAINS (Months) MATH GAINS (Months)
A 7.1 (N = 5875) 10.0 {10 = €252)
P B.5 (N = 2486) o8 gt €Aty
o 7.8 (M = 1104) a,s 1€20)
TOTAL 7.5 (N = 94635) 9.7 (. - 10,5650

Table 5 displays reading and nath ga'ns fc. bilingual proaram participants

by age.

‘Gains tended to increase with age.
approximately a half year in reading.

Age cycle six students gained
Cons 1¢ering that most entered school waith

little or no knowledge of Zrglisk, little English reading gain would be ’

expected.

Older students demonstrated the most gain, some surpascing the

expectation of a month-for-month ~7ain (13 months).

TABLE 5.

Age

10

11

12

13

CP/ML Reading and Math Gains by Age

Reading Gain (months) Math Gain (rorths?
4.8 £.F
6.3 a.n
7.2 9.4
7.9 D.f
8.8 10,2
. 10.3 0.1
E’:‘a
S 110 12.°0
1.3 13.7
(N = 9,4¢€7) (N - 11,747)

£
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These data indicate that bilingual program participants .ere learning to
reauy 1r English and making progress equal to that of ~tudents enrolled in other
compensatory education programs. For most students, this task i1ncluded learning
to understand and speak Englisl 1n addition o acquiring basic reading skills.
At the same time, Lne rate of progress of program participants in a major
content area as mathematic~ was maintained at expected levels,

The amount of instruction i1n English has often been cited as a key
variable which affects the differential achievement of limited-English-speaking
students. An attempt was made to discern the relationship of the numbey of
periods per day of insfruction in English to
the ITBS in both Reading Comprehension and maﬁgema

Few students received less than two perio
tion. The number of students participating in bilingual p: ,grams who were
receiving more than s.« periods per day in English was also limited, thus
reducing the number of distinctions possille. The correlation coefficients of
mathemat ics and reading gains on the ITBS to periods of instruction in FEnglish
were alsc lower than expected, +.06 and + .07 respectively.

Instructional time in English contributed less than one percent to the
differential gain of students 1n mathematics when the variance in gain scores
due to age and language proficiency were held constant. For reading, the amount
of variance due to English instructional time was slightly higher but still less
than two percent. In other words, only a very smail amounti of the gain in
reading and mathematics on the ITBS could be attributed to an increase in the
amount of instructional time in English. These results suggest that other more
powerful factors account for the differential achievement of limited English
fluency students. These might include socioeconamic factors, native language
fluency, previous educational experience, instructional strategies, and school
and classroom characteristics.
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Inter-category Movement

A major goal of the bilingual program ir Chiceac is to prepere l:~ited
English proficienc 7 students to participate fully in the regular English
curriculum offerec by the schools. This acal encompasses hoth the development
of an English language competence as well &s the parallel conceptual development
of students in all other subject areas.

A principal gauge of the effectivenes. .f a proaram in attainirg this coa! 1
ie the acader .c progress of the students. A secondary measure 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 orly be \’;
a valid indicator of program effectiveness when it is strictly linked to
academic achievement.

eginning in the Fall of 1°79 new criteria were established for the
move. nt of students from one instructional category to the rext. These
reflect the relationship of instructional category placement to academic
progress. They implicitly recognize that the kind of instructional proaram a
student needs depqus to a great extent on his (her) reading ability to

comprehend materials writte:ni:/ﬁgqllsF. .
Exit Cri 1a for Elementary Students’

.Children exit from category B to cateacry R when they have
mastered the continuum of s+¥ills in readina through level
D.

.Children exit from category R to cateadory C when they aie at
mastery level in readinag in Fnolish for their cohort aage
group on city-wide data...Children who are reading in
English at one standard deviation belocw local norms for
their age cycle may also be exited from B to C based on
additional information contained in the chila's profile...

.Children exit from category C to the general program of
instruction without support when they are at mastery
level for their age cycle according to national norms in
reading in Fnglish. 'Children who are reading in Fnglish
at one standard deviation below national norms for thear
age cycle may also be exited from C to "No Program" based
upon additional information contained in the child's
profile...{pg. 3-4)

7pifferentiated Curriculum: Instructional Design--Elementary Schools. Roard
of Education: Chicago, 19279, pg. 3-4.
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Table 6 reflects these criteria depicting the total upward movement
Letween 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 greatest amount of movement occurred
between adjacent categories. Few students would be expected to move from
category A to the reqular program (NP) during the course of a single vear.

TABLE 6. Inter-Category Movement of Students by Instructional Category

Percent of Category A Students moving to Category B 67%

. o 16%

NP 43

Total 88%

Percent of Category B students moving to Category C 309

. NP 11%

Total 41%

\ 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 higher category was
smaller. An examination of the task of moving from category B to C and from C
to NP may help elucidate this phenamenon. Exit from category A requires that
a student master the equivalent Lf first-grade English reading skills.
Movement out of category B, however, reguires miniyally that a student read in
English within a standard deviation of his cohort age group. An eight-year-
0ld would have to gain zpprinimately one-half year in English reading to move
from cat-vory B to C. In comparison, a thirteen-year-cld would have to gain
the equivalent of three years in English reading to move to category C, an
awesome nd unrealistic expectation for a year's time frame. To exit to the
regqular English curriculum program (C to RP) younger students would be
expected to gain the equivalznt of one-half year in English reading, older
students, one year.




TABLL 7. Minimum Enclish Reading Gain Requir~d to Move Between
Instructional Categor:es

Age B to © C to NP

{Years) \ (Years)
8 1/2 1/2
9 : 1 1/2
10 ~ 1 1/z2 1/2
11 2 1
12 2 1
13 3 1

The amount of movement between instructional categories expected during
an academic vear must coincide 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 those 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 C within one academic
year.

The number of years enrolled i1n *'e bilingual program is another
indicator of the movement of students to the regular English curriculum.
Table 8 depicts the proportion of students enrolled by years in the program
for 1974, 1975 and 1979%. ° .

TABLE 8. Percent of Bilirgqual Prograim Participants by Years Enrolled

1974 1975 1979
1st 48.7 44.8 52.0
2nd 39.8 35.1 30.9
3rd 9.4 15.0 13.6
4th + 2.1 5.1 3.5
100% 100% 100%

N = 10,746) (N = 1161 - Sample) (N = 23,363)

The low incidence of fourth and fifth vear enrollments indicates that
students are i1ndeed moving into the regular English curriculum.

-310~
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High School Program Description

Pilingual services were extended to approximately 2,600 high school
students in 20 high schools, representing rouahly 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 including Assyrian, Cantonese, French, Greek, Italian, Korean,
Laotiar, Peclish, Spanish, and Vietnamese. .

Ninety-two percent of the high school students surveyed in mMay 1979, were
born outside the continental United States, in contrast to nearly 60 percent
of the elementary . hool 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 percent of the high school students had been receiving
bilingual servifes for one to three years. A breakdown of the data revealed
that 52 percent’yere 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 services.

Between January and May the number of high school students receiving
bilingual services increased by 12 percent. The increase at the elementary
level vas higher.

Those in the first year of bilingual services tended to exhibit the
lowest English proficiency lcvels. 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 2 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 adeguate or nearly
adeguate levels of English proficiency they no longer participate in bilingual
programs. This interpretation is corroharated by the steady decline in each
year's enrollment (Figure 17).

~
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FIGURE 17. Years {p Program by Fnglish Proficiencv
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; Most high school students (76 percent) receiving bilinqgual services were
either freshmen or scphomores, 81 percent of all freshman were in their first
year of bilingual instruction, another 12 percent were in their second year. -
The enrollment patterr’ at subsequent years confirmed the freshman year entry
point of most students into bilingual programs.

Figure 18 depicts the, English language fluency levels of limited English
proficiency high school students enrolled in bilingual programs. More than
half of the students were at the lowest Fnglish proficiency levels. &an
additional 35 percent exhibited barely adequate English proficiency. Omnly 12
percent of the students had native or near native command of English. PRetween
January and May the number of students rated at the lowest proficiency levels
declined while thuse rated at the mid to upper levels increased.




FIGURE 18. English Proficiency of High School Students Receiving Bilingual Services
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It is ciear from the data that the students receiving bilingual

“dervices at the high school level were those in most need. In addition, the
students receiving bilingual s=2rvices tended to be new arrivals to the Chicago
public schools as evidenced by the overwhelming number of students born outside
the continental United States, the low English prof iciency levels, and the high
concentration of students in the first and second year of bilingual instruction.
The. data also suggest that few students coming from bilingual programs at the
elementary level received bilingual services at the high school level.

A comparison of the estimated an-unt of instructional time 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 occurred fairly evenly over all subject areas except
language ar+s, 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, including 57 percent who received nearly
all their language arts instruction in English. The proportion of hi~h school
students receiving at least half of their language arts instruction in English
was significantly higReY 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.9 Content
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 received at least half of social studies and scieunce in English.

9cummins, p. 229.
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In addition to bilingual services, approximately eight percent of the
students participated in a readirg lab designed to give intensive practice in
specific English reading skille to those students determined to need
additional help.

Achievement

Achievement data on standardized tests were unavailable fo: high school
students as were Continuouk Progress reading and math levels. Grade-point
averages of the students receiving bilingual services showed that nearly half
of the students (48 percent) achieved at a~{ level; 27 percent at A & P;
and 25 percent at D & F. This distribution 6f grades meets normal expectations
with three guarters of the students achieving at or above a passing level.

Between January and May teacher evalvation of English lanquacge
proficiency levels of students receiving bilingual services showed a decrease
in the percentage of studen.s at the lower proficiency levels and a comparable
increase in the percentage of students at the middle level. The number of
students with native or near native Fnglish proficiency remained relatively
constant. It must/ be noted that during that same period trere was a 10 percent
increase in the first through third-year enrollments, of which over 90 percent
occurred in the 'first two years. This factor wnuld be expected to moderate any
increase in English proficiency (Figure 1°}).

FIGURE 1S. CQomparison of Jarvary and May Fnglish Proficiency of High School
Students Receiving Rilingual Services
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Special Ecducation Services

In May 1979, approximately 1600 students from homes where a language other
than Englist was spoken were identified as in ed of special education
services. Ninety-six percent of the students identified were receiving special
education services. Nearly one-fourth of these students were also enrolled in
a hilingual program of instructicn. For special education students, placement
within a nilincual proaram is contingent upon the student's Individual
Féucational Program (I.E.P.) which is developed based on the recommendations of
a multidisciplinary staffing. The English proficiency of approximately one-
ttird of the students in need of special education services waes rated at levels

1, Z, or 3; the remaining two~-thirds were judged to be adequately proficient in

English.

The number of special eJucation students receiving bilingual services
increased between Ja- iary and May. Five percent of the specisl education
students with English fluency levels 1, 2, or 3 received special education
services from an endorsed bilinrgual teacher, and 39 percent of the same
students received services from a bilingual aide. Less than one-fourth of the
students receiving bilingual special education services from an endorsed
bilingual teacher were judged tn be of limited English fluency. [ bilingual
aide was available in nearly twice as many of the cases, but as in the previous
instance, less thran half of the students were judged to hrave limited skills in
Ernglish. The data point to a meed for the areater availability of bilingual
spec1a® education services, as well as a redistrihution of services to meet the
neeéd of the students with the least Fnglish proficiency.

Special education services encompassed a wide variety of handicapping
conditions. The most freaguent of these were Moderate Learning Disabilities
{MLD), Speech, Primary Educable Handicapped (EMH) and Trainable Mentally

2ndicapped (TMH} accounting for over A0 percent of the students. MLD and
Speech services were usually supplied through a resource teacher; Primary EMH
and TMH services tended to be given by a single teefher in a self-contained
classroom.

-

The mean number of periods per day of instructional time in English for
special education students receiving bilingual services was four, or slightly
more than half of the day in Fnglirsh. BAs the students’ “English fl--ency
increased so Aid tre amount of English instruction. No appreciable “‘fferences
were discerned among the various content areas.
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Bilinoual Classroom Ohservation Survey

Summary of Resulis

A total of 153 classrooms were observed by the staff of the Rilingual
Unit of the Department of Research and Evaluation during the months of
February through May, 1979. The mean number of minutes per classroom visits
was 28. The mean class size was also 23 with 51 percent of all classes
visited having 28 or fewer students. The mean age of students in thes
classrooms was eight years, with 51 percent of the students between the ages
of five and seven, and the remainder between the ages of eight and 14. The
age distribution of the sample was similar to that of the total elementary
bilingual program population.

Number ané type of teachers

Of the classroams ohserved, 5¢€ percent had one classroom teacher, 36
percent had two adults supervising, and eight.percent had three or more adults
in charge of the class. All clussrooms had at least one regular teacher, 29
had teacher aides, five had student teachers;, and three had other adults in

; the classroor. Of the classroams with ore reqular teacher, 21 percent had a

: teacher aide. . !
|
|

Classroom characteristics

!
|
| As shown in Tables 9 and 10, Yrost of the classrooms were of the self~ |
r contained type (74 percent), and lbcated in regular classroom facilities, (85

| percent). The most frecuent type of tructional grouping was that of the

t whole class receiving instrugtion (41 parcent of the classes), followed by

| small group working with teacher (31 pdrcent), and part of class receiving

I instruction (30 percent).* The instances whereby the whole class was workina
independently 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. *

*Multiple responses allowed .
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TABLE

9

Program Model

Self- Contained
Team Teaching
Pull-Out
Departmentalized
Other
Total Responses

Total Casesg

*Multiple responses allowed

TABLE

= 158

= 153

10

Percent of Cases

Classroom Facilities

Regular Classroom

Mobile Classroom

Conference or Small Room
Other Non-Instructional Area

Total Responses =

*Multiple responses allowed

37

153

Percent of Cases

85

1"

Count

115

22

Count

130

17
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The instructional content of the classroom observed consisted mainly of
language arts-English (54 percent of the classes), language arts-native (30
percent) and mathematics (22 percent).* Thus, the typical classroom
observed consisted of one teacher, usuallyv without an aide, in a self-
contained classroom with. the whole class receiving irstruction, either in
larjuage arts-English, language arts-native, or arithmetic.

~a




Bilingual Classroom Ohservation Survey

Fegularly certified teachers had the most teaching experience; 68
percent had six or more years of experience compared to 11 percent of FTB
certified teachers. None of the regularly certified teacheis had less than
two years of experience, while 34 percent had 15 or more years' experience.
FTB teachers had the laraest rcentage of teachers with only one or two years
of teaching experience (21 ercent). Thus the large majority of all teachers
had cver two years' experience.

Teacher and teacher aide roles

Observers also noted the type of teaching methods used in the classroom.
Most of the teachers observed used "questioning and discussing" in their
classroom (B84 percent).* The next most freauent methods used were "answering
and assisting® (68 percent), and "show and tell, demonstrating” (63.percent)
and "supervising and directing" (53 percent). "Praising"™ (27 percent) and
"disciplining®™ (19 percent) were used least by teachers. Most of the
teachers used eclectic approaghes to teaching, with student participation
more predominant than teacher Jeriticism. The most frequently mentioned
responsibilities for the teacher aides were reinforcing inetruction (41.3
percent) and tutoring (30.4 percent).*

Langquage use

The. amount of Fnglish used in the classroom was fairly evenly distributed
(see Table 11). 1In one-fourth of the classrooms observed only English was
used; these were primarily English languadge arts classes and some mathematics
clusses. The mean pe-:cent of instructional time in English observed for all
classes was over 50 percent, for all content areas except nq}ive language arts
{31 percent) and science (44 percent).

Teachers were asked to estimate the percentage' of English uzed daily i .
the classroom (Table 12). The majority of teachers (54 percent) used between
one-third and two-thirds English daily; one-third used over 75 percéent
English, and 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 they used 100‘percent English in their classrooms, so percentages were
also calculated without theSe classes. The mean percent English is reduced to
51 percent without the all Fnglish classes included; 72 percent of these
classes used at least 50 percent Ei.glish. Thus, even discounting the all
English classes, most teachers reported using at least as much English as the
student's native language.

>

*Multiple responses
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Distribution of Students by Instructional Needs Cateanry

Teachers were also asked to report tre percentage of studerts ir thear
~lassrooms from each instructional needs cateaory. Few clasces had more than
5N percent cateaory 2 students (2€ percent), 22 percent haa over 50 percent “p"
students, 7.9 percent more than 50 percent "C" students, and 12.9 percent with
mor- than 50 percent "NP" students. Most classes then, were not comprised of a
majority of students at the same language proficiency level. 1In fact, only
three classes had 100 percent sturdents from a single instructional needs
categorvy.

However, classes did fall into two major groupings: (1) "A, B"
Classes--those classes with &0 percent or more "A" students, or 50 percent or
rore "R" students, or 50 percent or more "A" and "“p© students; (2) "c, Np"
classes--those classes with 50 percent or more "C" students, or 50 percent or
more "NP" students, or S0 percent or more "C" and "NP" students. Sixty-seven
percent of all classes fell into the "a, R" category, and 33 percent were in the
"C, NP" category. The distribution does differ slightly when all Enqglish
classes are excluded: for these classes, 7€ percent are "A, B" category, ard 24
percent were in the * , Np" category. Of all the English only classes, 33
percent a~e "A, B" and 67 percent are "C, NP" classes. Although these 33 percent
"R, P" c¢lassec in wrich only Enclish is used represent only nine classrcoms,
they point to possible d2ficiencies that need to ‘e studied frrther. However,
i1t must be noted that the data are unclear as to whether t“e .:mited English
students (categories A, R, and C) who were observed in all English classrooms
were receivira some form of bilingual services from reérsonnel other than the

_ teacher present at the time.

The mean percent of time that the teachers used Frglish for the two type.
of classes was also calculated; the mean fo' the "R, B" clagses was 56
percent, and that for the "C, NP" classes was 70 percent. when the all
fnglish classes were excluded, the means were %51 rercert fo6r the "A, R" classes
and 63 percent for the "C, Np" classes. These rough measures of teacher
lanavage use indicate thar teachers do differentiate their English language wvsage
based on the instructional needs of their students. However, it i3 also
apparent that varying levels of students' Fpaglish lanjuage proficiency within a
81ngle ~lassroom make it difficult for ceacher=z to gear their lanquage use to
the needs of all students.

In order to measure the magnitude of any relationship between teacher's
Frglisk language use and students' catecory placements, Pearson correlation
coefficients were calculated for teacher s daily use of Fnglish with the
per-entage of students in each cateaory per classroom. The coefficients reveal
that the percentage of "A" students in a classroom was the bztter predictor of the
amount of Engliebh used then are any of the rt} r three categories, "B, C, orGp"
(Tarle 13). The more "A" studer.ts per class, he less Fnglish used by N
the teacher. The percentage of "A" students was also the only category which had
2 negative reletionship with the amount of Fnqlish used; that is, as the
percentage of gtudents in any of the other categories increased, the amount of
Englist lanquage used was more likely to increase tharn decre: . The fact that
thre percentage of "A" students was more likely to influence a teacher's lanquage
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use than the percentage of any other category of students can perhaps he

explained by thre fact that 1f the students in a classroom all have the sare

native language bhackground, teachers will cear their lanauacge use to that know.
by all students. That is, "A" students are rot likely to know ary Fnalieh, bhut
»NpP" students may know the native lanavage of the "A" students as well as Fra'isr.
Further research is needed 1n this area in order to determine 1f studentr
instructional needs are actually being served, particularly for students ir o
classroom with students with different Fnalish lanquage needs.

TABLE 13

Correlation of Instructional Catecgory to Percent of
Daily Fnalist Irstructioral Time

® paily Engliish

% Students in Instruction
each cateqory N o= 13 .
A -.60
B .11
c L2F
NP .33

Native,
Englisbh Language Proficiency

Ohservers also rated teachers languaage proficiency an botr Engiish an'’
native lanquage on a scale from 1 to 5. Teachers proficiency in hotb langia # ¢
was generally rated high. The mean Englisn rating sas 4.7 and trat for the
native language used was 4.6. These means were relatively cimilar reagard’ces
of teacher experience or caertificatior, or amount of Fnglish uerd 11 tte
classroom.

Fnglish Readinag Groups

— .

Almost 311 of the classrooms had at least cre r-adina aroup in Fnalisk as=
well as tre stydents' home language; A.5 percent bacd ro Fnglish readirg aronrs,
6.7 percent hadj no home jananage readina aroups. The layae mainrity hewever bad
three or more yeading droups in bothF Fnalish (79 percent) ard rore largquaae
{68 percent).

Tre English lanquage approach used in teachina Fnalish lenanaoe avrts ar
most of the classroams was a readina sevies (82 percert) and TECL (WE peroerty LY
Only 20 r ~rcent of the classrooms used the Intensive Readina Impooversnt Proarar
(ZRIP) service. Approximately f4 percent of the teachers charted studept proytes.
using CP/ML cards. Few used native lanaquaae levels ce/MI. (1R percent) wnile 40
percent used individual learring plans.

*Multiple responses allowed &;;
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Summary of Rilingual Teacher (uestiorraire Retvits

A total of 419 cuestionnaires were returned from 93 different schools,
representing a Sample of more than a third of the total numher of bilingual
teachers and schools with bilingual programs. The maj~rity of teachers taught
in a self-contained program (5% percent), with most of the remaining tcacners
divided ecually among team-teaching programs (14 percent), departmentalized
programs (13 percent), and pull-out proarams (14 percent). Only three of the
total number of teachers taught in a full-day irtegrated program This
distribution differs from the 1978 sample in that the percentage of teachers
ir a tear teaching procram decreased by almost half from 23 percent to 14
rercent. While those in self-ccontained models increased from 49 percent to 59
percent. Other differences cannot, be ascertained since the categories used
were slightly different in 1978.

Most teachers inr the sample were certified at the primary (53 percent)* or
intermediate levels (48 percent). Only 32 percent of the respordents were
certified at the gecondary 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 of bilinqual teaching experience is 3.9.

At every level of teacher certification (primary, intermediate, secondary),
two-thirds or more of the teachers had three or more years of bilingual teaching
experience. Teachers in self-contained programs had the highest mcan years of
bilingual teaching experience (4.2), foliowed by *eachers 1n departmentalized
proarams (3.9), team-teaching proarams (3.5) ar’ pull-out programs (3.2). The
highest percentage cf teachers with less than two years of bilingual experience
was for those in the pull-out program (45 percent), and the lowest was for those
in the self-contained program (23 percent). Thus, teachers with the most exposure
of students on a daily pasis were those with the most experience in biiingual
teaching. )

The large majority of teachers certifie at the primary and intermedirate
levels were in the self-contained bilinaual program (&4 percent 63 percent
respectively), compared to 38 vercent of the seconda . 7~certified teachers. A
substantial number of the secondary teachers were i1 the depar'mentalized
program (34 percent), with 16 percent in the pull-ocut and 12 percent in the
team-teachina program.

*Multiple responses allowed
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Lanaquage Use

Only nine percent of the teachers indicated that their weekly use of .
Pngli h in the classroom was less than 20 percent. The larae majority of )
teachers (75 perrent) used Englisr at least 40 percent of the time; of those 20
percent used English ¢ least 60 percent of the time and over a third (35
percent) used English about equally with their native langua-ve.

Teachers certified at either the primary or intermediate lev=2ls reported .
similar amounts of language use; over one-third used over 60 percent English,
canpared to 42 percernt of the secondary certified respondents. The primary and
intermediate teachers were more likely to use both lanquage equalliy than were
secondary teachers who used either slightly more or slightly less English,

Teacters with five and siw-year-old students were most likely to use both
languages equallv. Teachers with seven to thirteen-year-old students were more
apt to use Slightly more Fnglish, and teachers with 14-year-olds reported using
slight, s more home language. Except for teachers of 14-year-olds, no moru than
one~-third of the teachers used less than 60 percent in their classrooms.

Virtually all of the teachers rated their English language proficiency as
"go0d" (31 percent) or "excellent” (67 percent), with the remaining two percert
self-rated as "fair." Over two-thirds of the teachers rated their non-English
language proficiency as "excellent" (71 percent), 27 percent as "good," &nd only
two percent as "fair."

No major differences occured in English or native language proficiengy among
teachers certified at different levels. Teachers certified at the intermediate
level had a slightly higher percentage rated as excellenu in £nglish (73 per-
cent), as compared to primary certified teachers {63 percent) and secondary
certified teachers (68 percent). The percentages were virtuallw reversed for
nacive langvage proficiengy, with secondary teachers having the highest
percentage of excellent rating (74 percent), compared to 70 percent of primary
certified teachers and 74 percent of intermediate certified teachers.
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Teacher Language Proficiency and Language Use

Teachers who rated their Englisb lanauage proficiency as "good" were
slightly. less likely to use as much Fnglish in the classroom as teachers who
rate their English proficiency as "excellent." Forty-five percent of the latter
used English at least 60 percent of the time, compered to 31 percent of the
former. However, over 72 percent of both groups used at least 40 percent English
per week. \

On the other hand, teachers who raeéd their native language proficiency as
"aood" were slightly more likely to use more English in the classroom than
teachers who rated their native language as "excellent." Thirty-five percent of
the latter used English at least 60 percent compared to 48 percent of the former.
Severty and 80 percent of the "excellent” and "good" native speakers, respectivly,
used at least 40 percent Fnglish. Thus, Enalish and native language proficiency
may play some role in determining amount of classroom English use, but it is
impossible to confirm such a relationship until both the English language
proficiency of the students and the type ot program are known. It is likely that
thege latter factors are critically important in determining the amount of English
used in the classroom. Further investigation of these variables is needed in
order to ascertain if language proficiency in either English or native language is
a consideration in the assignment of personnel to specific programs and models.

Teachers were also azked to indicate which language they were most likely
to yse in a particular situation, using a sca'e from 1 to 5, with 1 eagual teo
"orly native,” and 5 ecuzl to "only Enolish" vse. Thus, a mean greater than 3
indicstes grgatzr English use and a mean less than 3 indicates greater native
language use:?

The greater amount of English use was fcund for three commands; "asking to
line up" (3.3), "telling to put things away,"” {3.3), and "telling to be quiet”
(3.1). All of the other situations have means between two and three. The
lowest means were for the teaching 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, "telling students to pay attention,"” was slightly
higrer at 2.8. ’

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.

The same pattern of lanquage use held true within categories of overall
ianguage use. The means 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 ianguage use was
high (between 80 and 100 percentj, and the means were uniformally lower for
teachers whose overall Fnalish language use ranged between 0 and 39 percent. 1In
other wcrds, the differences in sitvational language use were cimilar regardless
of teachers overall language use. The values of the means varied, not the
pattern of differences.
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Teachers were also asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5, how much of
a probiom they have had with a series of items (1 = minor problems, & = majur
problem). Table 16 displays the i1tems in their relative arder of severity. .

The items that were the leacst problematic for teachers were "lack of
teacher cooperation" and "lack of administrative support," with means of 1.8
and 1.9 respectively. The next highest means were concerned with stulient and
classroom characteristics: "wide age range” {2.1); "student transiency”
(2.4), and “class too la.ye" {2.5). The next highest means were concerned
with a wide range of issues; "lack of parent interest" (2.6); "lack of an
aide” (2.6); insufficient supplies" (2.7) wide English proficiency range amore
students: (2.8), and "too much testing” (2.8). The two items with the higbest
means were "wide ability range" (3.3), and "too many guestionnaires and forms"
(3.5).

The four iteins that were most problematic ther, were basically of two
types: (1) student characteristics-wide ability range and wide Erqglish
proficiency range; and (2) administrative tasks-too much testing and too many
questionnairee and forms. The former problem is uﬁdcubtedly exacerbatel L,
the latter. Incorporatiny the needs of a wide rande of students is necessarily
time consuming and difficult, so that a- add1tion2ﬁ time gpent in testing and
paperwork makes these teacher johs even rore diffir%lt.

i
I

TAPLE 74. problems Citegﬁ;; Rilingual Teachrers

[

Rank Orde:r Problem
1. Too many guestionnaires 3.5
2. wWide ahility range 3.2
3. Too much testing 2.P
4. Wide English proficiency ranae 2.8
5. Ir-ufficient supplies 2.7
6. Lack of an aide 2.6
7. Lack of parert interest 2.7
B. Ciass-too large J.*
9. sStudent transiency 2.4
10. wide age range A P 2.1
11, Lack of administrative suppart e 1.9
12. lack of teacher cooperation 1.8

The instructional model i1n which the teachers worked also affected their
definition of problems. Trachers ir team-teaching situation- cited large
class size as 1rportant but were lecs ocicerned abrut & wide age ranqe.
Teachers in pull-out and departrentalized preoblepms 1ndicated that irsufficiert
supplies were a problem of moderats conrern. Those in pull-out models aleo
cited wide age rarge as a difficy}tv rnore ofren than thngse ip ather modele bBut R
were least corcerned with large clase gize.

4¢




There were minor variations in the ratings of mean seriousness of problems
amona all teaclers in various program model types. Overall, however, the
problems most teachers encountered clustered around wide ability and Fnglish
proficiency ranaes and -dministrative tasks (questionnaires, forms, testing)
apparently considered peripheral to the instructlonal process. To a lesser
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 teachexs
througt ut the school system, wide English proficiency range seems to be a
problem which affects to a greater degree teachers in bilingual programs, and
one which must be considered when making organizational decisions concerning
bilingual education programs.
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Srecial Projects

-

During F18c$l 1979 a numbe. of Special projects relevant to the Chicago
public schools' program of biliiigual education were carried out by the
Drpartment of Research and Evaluation. These included the translation and
weveiopment of the Spanish Criterion-Referenced “esis in Mathemaiics, refin--
ment of student placement procedures, updating of the longitudinal data base,
the translation of the Assyrian version of the Short Tests of Linquistic

Skills (STLS), and calibration of the Spanish/English version of the STLS.

The Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRTs) in Mathematics, Spanish e-?ition,
are a group of instruments which measure tle *erminal objectives in the
Behavior Objectives for Mathematics Levels A to V - Elementary School. The
Criterion-Referenced Tests in Mathematics, Spanish edition were developed in
order to:

. fully implement a continuous progress/mastery learning mathematics
program in the child's native langauge.

provide a uniform method of assessing mathematics progress
throughout the Spanish bilingual programs within the Chicago
elementary public schools.

. assess the Spanish bilingual student's mastery of the terminal
mathematics objectives.,

The CRTs in Mathematics cover ten skill topics: sets, meaning of numbers,
place value, operations with whole numbers, rational numbers, measurement
geometry, integers, real numbers and probability and statistics.

The CRTs in Mathematics correspond to each of the thirteen mathematics
levels A through V, as they appear in the mathematics curriculum guides.
These objectives define skills a student should have before moving on to the
next mathematics level. Although all of these objectives are considered
important, a small group of terminal objectives were selected from each level,
for a total of 249 terminal objectives.

The develorment 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 English causing a complete revision of the Mathematics
CPTs in Spanish. A small) pilot of the topic ‘'Operations with Whole Numbers'
Spanish edition haac also revealed that the format required too much
reading and would have to be changed in order to better measure the objective
and the mathematics progress of the student.

puring fiscal 1979 tests were written and/or translated for the primary
cycle {levels A through H). 1In the process of writing these tests, the
writers took care to assure t’ 1t the English and Spanish items remained
parallel, while also checking for possible cultural or linguistic bias in the
items. The tests were reviewed by a panel of bilingual anéd mathematics
educator- and after some revisions the tests were approved. 1In fiscal 1979
the intermediate and upper cvcle tests (levels J through V) were revised and !
many new items were genera*ted. It is expected that the entire Mathematics
CRTs in 7, anish will be atc¢ilable for extensive field testing in Fiscal 1981.
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Placement Procedures and Lonaitudinal Data Base

The bilingual data files were developed so that a student is added to 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 educationdl needs using the entrance criteria.
A profile of the educational data is printed for each student along with
instructional recommendations. The file is updated monthly ard 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 uvpdated 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 Parcicipant file, the
Bilingual Achievement ,1les, the Attitude Survey files, tiie Special Education
file, the Minimum Proficiency file, the Bilingual Census file, and the Access
to Excellence file. pPata from each of these files are used to update the
Bilingual data file. At the end of each year the data available for the
s-udent are cambined 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 a2 student's educational.progress and his/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, ithe 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 ior
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 completion 6f the academic year a new profile is created
for each student. This is sent to the schqgol for use in development of the
student's educational program. A summary of the student's instructional needs
is used to assist in the staffing amd organization of the schools. The
afchive tapes of éach year can be combined using the bilingual merge program
to create a longitudinal file with up to 15 years of archive files. Selected
archive years can be combined to form files of interest. The current archive
data file is being revised to collect and maintain additional data recuested
by the Illinois State Board of Education. Previous archive files and the
associated programs will_be ,converted in FY81 to reflect the additional data
requested by the state.

The Short Tests of Linauistic Skills (STLS) were developed to determine
the language proficiency of bilfngual students. Tests have been developed in
English and 11 languages including: Arabic, Assyrian, Chinese, Greek,
Italian, Japanese, Korean, Pilipino, Polish, Spanish, ané Vietnamese. Spanish
and Korean versions were field fested during Fiscal 1977 and 1978, an Assyrian
version was completed the following year.

Durina 1979 the ~TLS resul
Fnglish and 500 students fluent i
model, a latent trait model design
constrvet of fluency in English or i
iteme the English and Spanish subtes

of a sample of 1000 students fluent in
Spanish were analysed using the Rasch
to single out items which do not fit the
Spanish., After removing the defective
were calilkrated. (See Appendix F)
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX A

THIS FORM MUST BF FILLED JUD FOR:

(1) ALL STUDENYS WHO WERE CLASSIFIED INTO THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM (PROFILE CATEGORY
A,B OR C FOR ELEMINTARY STUDEN1S AND "IN PROGRAM" FOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS)
WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE CURRENTLY RFCLIVING BILING'M1. Ok ESI _SERVICES

{2) ANY OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE NOW RECFIVING BILINGUAL OK ESL INSTRUCTION OR TITLE VII
SERVICES, RECARDLESS OF THEIR BILINGUAL PROFILE CAT<GORILS

For students in a bilingual program, fill out sections A through N, P through U,
and appropriate =ections on the reverse side. For students receiving ESL only, fill in
sections A throuph N, 'S, and U, and appropriate sections on the reverse side.

For students not in a bilingual or ESL program, fill in sections A through G1,H,I,
J,U,KK, and appropriate sections on the reverse side. .

I¥ YOU ARE USING A PREPRINTED FORM, MAKE SURE THAT THE UNIT NUMBER AND AGE CYCLE
ARE CORRECT. IF THEY ARE NOT CORRECT, DLSTROY THE FORM AND FILL OUT A BLANK FORM FOR
THE STUDENT. IF A STUDENT IS NO LONGER E&ROLLED IN YOUR SCHOOL, YOU NEED NOT FILL

OUT A FORM FOR THAT STUDENT.

A. Student Identification Number. If not preprinted, enter student's eight digit number.

B. Unit Number. If preprinted, check accuracy. Fill out new form if iucorrect.

C. Room-Division Number. Fill in the student’s 3 digit room number. If the room number
contains a letter, replace the letter with the number "9."

D. Age-Cycle. If preprinted, check accuracy. If incorrect, fill out new form. If filled
out in July through December, student's age as of Dec. 1, this year. If filled out
in the Spring, student's age as of Dec. 1 last year. ie?

BE. Fill in M for male or F for female.

¥. Fill in place of birth for all students.

Cl. If student is cur ntly receiving bilingual or ESL ser-:ices, fill in "yes" and go on to
G2. 1If student 1s . receiving these services, fill in "no" and skip section G2, but
complete sections H through J, U, KK, and the appropriate sections on the reverse side.

G2. If the student 18 recelvipg bilingual or ESL services fill in the appropriate circle.
H. Lenpuage Proficiency Level. Rate the student’s current English language proficiency.

Note that the presence of an accent which does not intarfere with effective communication
should pot be considered in determining the student's level.

Level I, The student understands very little and produces only isolated words or
phrases in English.

Level IT1. The student understands and can communicate in English, but with great difficul-y.

Level IiI. The student comprehends most of what is said to her/him and communicates fairly
wvell alth.ugh har/his fluency 1s not comparable to that of Levei 1V students.

~vel IV, The student comprehends and communicates adequately, but her/his fluency is
not comparable to that of English spgaking peers.

Level V. The student's English proficiency is equivalent to that of native English
speaking peers.

I. Instructfonal Needs Category. Assess the student's current instructional needs.

A. Speaks and understands little or no English 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 Engll%h well enough to participate in a classroom in which
English 1s used most of the time; can receive almost all instruction in English.

NP The pupil's language ability 18 equivalent to that of native English speaking peers,
and she/he can perform adequately in an all-Fnglish classroom.

<

PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT E- H STUDENT'S 1.D. HUMBLR IS COIRICILY CODED. IF IT ISN'T, THE
STUDENT WILL NOT BE INCLUDFD IN YOUR SCH0OL'S TALLIES.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

J. ril1} in lanquaie speken at home. A cormplete list of codes iS5 in Appendix A

Some commonly used codes are: -

10-Arabic 21-Cantonese @3-Italian 0B-Kcrean 04-Polish 0l-3panish
25-Assyrian 02-Greek 11-Japanese (09-Pilipino/Tagalog (07-Serbo- 3J4-Vietnamese
Croatian . .

K. Fill in the wonth the student started in any bilingual program this year.
L. Fill in how many years the student has been in the bilingual program.
M. Fill in all that apply.

N. Pill in the average number of minutes per week of TESL instruction. If greater
than 299 minutes, fill in 299. //

0. Oait this section.

P. In what ianguage is student receiving bilingual instruction? See list of
codes in Appendix A.

Q. Fill in only for students in bilingual program or ESL program. If a student
does not receive home language instruction every day, determine how many
periocds per week is received, and divide this by 5 to obtain the average
number of periods per day. (English instruction includes ESL instruction)
Note: The sum of the periods per day in English and home language is usually 7.

R. Enter the relevant amount of home language and 7Fnglish used during instruction
in each cf the four subject areas. Note that the amounts are ranked in S
categories from almost all home language to alrost all English language
instruction.

8. If you are filling the form out in Sept. through Jan., omit this section. If
filling out in the Spring, fill in the number of days present and absent as
of the end of the third marking period.

T. Home Language Performance. Fill in only for students in the bilingual program.
Bstimate student's reading and speaking/listenirg performance in home language.
If you don't speak the stqdent's home language, have a bilingual teacher
familiar with the student give his/her estimate, If no estimate is available,
£i11 in "don’'t know."

U. The person filling out the form should sign his/her name and £ill in the
circle corresponding to his/her position.

TUEN OVER FORM AND FILL IN APPROPRIATE SECTIONS

If the student is in elementary school, fill out seCtions AA through GG

AA. Indicate student's English continuous progress r:ading level.
BB. Indicate student's home language continusus progsess reading level.
CC. Indicate student's continuous progress math leved.
DD. Indicate whether the stucent is in the Language in Transition program.
PE. Indicate whether the student is in any Title I pProgram other than Language in
Transition. . -
PP. ‘Indicate whether the student is enrolled in any other special reading program,
(i.e., TU-READ, IRIP, etc.)
GG. Indicate wnether the student or any one of his/her teachers is receiving
Title VIY scrvices. Fill .11 that apply.
HH. Fill in for all high schoo. >tudents. Indicate the student's year in school,
his/her grade point average, and whether he/she has been enrolied in a reading
. lab at any time during this school vear. o
II,2J. Pil1l in tnese sections ohly 1f the student has been assigned a special
education classification whether or not they are receiving b’'lingual -
sexvices. Determine the student's code from his/her status card or
from Appendix By

XK. Fill out only for students not rececivang bilingual or ESL sexvices. Indicate
the reason §tudenL is not receiving either service and fill in all that apply.
Also indicats the date the student left the program.

v

MAKE SURE THAT THE STUDIHT'S UNIT HUMRLR AND ACH CYCLY AR COFRLCTLY CODLD.
PLEASE [0 NOT ATTACH PAPLR (LIPS, STAVIY S, OH RUBRLIC BANDS TO THUIT FOPRMS
7 v
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Student’'s Name . Schpol Name: X Fill out sections A through J and U for all students .Sﬂ/
-
- - - - s . ) .
Ty a M AG L 4
STUDENT ID NO ! UNIT NO RM/DiV CY(‘EE ! SEX BIRTH PLACE Is the student currently Rater’s Instructional -
. receving Bilingual Ser- Evaluation Needs -
575" 370 ~ 5660 5 Qusa vices? of Student’s Category ,
DIGROREROCIGRORO) D, s ORE AFRICA - Languagd” ’
5 RORSNOJORONON O CJOXONNO; % % % ® M(a)le 8ASIA Yes D (Go to G2) Proficiency Qn
EENORS L0 | OY RO | QOO OD frme O cusa No O (Filt in A-J, 'd
32357 C00|CLT0 |00 | | O | Qe cend proper | o O | Os °
EOL 200 |6LOO |G C O MexIco gris s ted | et O /
FCOCOCOO |00 | 000 | © O MIOsAST S o oy | Leve O O¢
{(fill 1n one)_ .
9CO000C00 | 0000 | Q0G| O O PaciFiC ISLES , R N LW QW ‘ !
\2 ¢ ©) o OJOOX®. QOO | OO0 ® (O PUERTO RICO -Q B.ingual  A-U| Blevel Q V O ‘ (9] ]
O8G CCCC® G | CO® NO! O OTHER LATIN AMERICA O ESL only A-O ; — i
320000000000 | 000 | @ Oomen it nertner, A-J, U & KK C |
Pr.mary Month Who provides Average no of . Z
Nor English started 1n Time in the student’s minutes.’ week Location Non-English Average no of ) -
Language program Bilingual ESL of TESL n TESL |finguage of periods/day of G) .
3T Home. this year program instruction? instruction strand instruction ¢ instruction in. c
! ! ) g R
‘ . l English Home |, T >
) - . language £3 Q
" ©]0ss |Otsw [Osweman [6 & © © O @ © O 09 O g ‘% 3 8 =
® OO0 | gt | © © O © O ®@ ©f O 119 O 3 & = = “
G ® O Nov . O 2nd yr  |O Regular teacher @« @ ® ® ® ® ® O 229 O < g, g m > )
® @ | Ooe ® @ ® © 0 6 O 3390 g 3 ¢ <2
® O Oun O 3rdyr |O Endorsea B ® ® ©® ©® ©® ® O 449 O a x X 1
@ 06 O Fb - eacher , ®. 06 ® - ®‘F@ ® O 559 O Ea__ _‘ j -
® | O Mar O athyr  |{O ESL teacher ® © ® "6 ©® O 669 8 "(".") b
® @ | Oaer ® ® © 0 @ © O 7o N4
® | O May Q 5th yr  {O None of above ® ® more )
@ @ ] Odu or more ’ ® 0 © 6 & © g
Lar;guage of Attendance Home 'MPO-RTANT’ Z 'ﬂ
. . L - .
. Instruction: - Days Present Days Absent Pa:';?;igec . Please complehte allhappu-'opnate grid} _.| !
os .
ail L2 home all Speaking/ on the other side: S 3
Home lang. %2 Engl Engl. 1 Reading Listening |* AA-GG for ail elementary students
® ® @ ® ® ® O Below () » HH for all high,school students:
O QO O O O|® ©®© 0|l® ©® 0 age level » 11 and JJ for all students with special education codes
Language Arts @ ® |6 O ® O Axt . O » KK fur all students not currently receivina
o O ® 0 ® 0 age leve . bilingual services Vo
Above Signature of
i @ ® @ ® O age level O person com-
O O % 8 @ ® pieting form. ;
3 ©®© @©| O bontknow( . Filin only one’ S !
- ‘
O C) @ @ @ @ O Bil Endorsed teacher O Adjustment teacher H
® ® ® O ESt wa her O 8Bilnguat coordinator l
(") (\}) ('_') o (_) Ot by oot tea b O Othet .

{
t
|
|
i
e
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--b.---uu-----u-_......»,-u.uu,u.-uu-n....’.._---—u--a-w.uUh-w
FILL OUT FOR ALL ELEMENTARY STUDENTS ONLY »
Continuous Pragress Levels Is the student enrollod .
READING MATH in the L.I T. program? p §
English Ia:;tTa;e ves O No O |
; . Is the student enrolled .
@ @ @ @ @ @ in any, other Title | program?
O|l® O @ YesO ' N O I
© ®| 66 ® “© @] s the student enrolled in ary .
) ® ® (@] © ' (©] other special reading program?
" ®|O® @Ol O @ YesO " nO ~
@ : @ @ ® @ @ Title VIl services (including staff ’
. @ @ © development) are being received by: - ' «
- {Fill in 2ll that apply) = -
) Student Teacher Naither
. @) O O i
k-]
Fill out for all » SPECIAL EDUCATION -
HIGH (Fill out ONLY if the student has baen ¢
SCHOOL assigned a_Special Education classificaton) QTf:FR CODES
Students orly - .
Spécial Ed ) .
Grade Code ls1 the student currently receiving P] R
Year . * Paint e R Specal Education services? - »l ‘ SR S S B St
Average Yes O‘ﬁo @) , : i B
® Frest  AQB ® ® Is the Special Education teacher ® O® ©® O @ 0 6 ® © 6 0 O
® © encorsed in the pupil’s home O 6 0 O O 0O ® @ o O 0 ©
@ son €O ® ® anguage? ® ® 6 © ® 6 @ @ ® @ @ ©
o ® O Yes' O No O ® 6 06 ® 0 ® 66 6 0.0 ©
@ Js D O F @ @ Is a 'teacher ada available @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ . C
' ® ©® who can converse in the ® &6 6 66 6 @ G 66 & 6 ©6 o
0 sr ® © pupii’s homa language? © 06 6 & 0 ® ® ® © O v
s the student en- @ ‘ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ ‘G) @ @ @ C
rolled in a ® . Yes Q N0 O ® ® -® ® e © O O
reading lab? @ @- @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ C
Yes ¥ No Eill out ONLY for Students who are not receiving bilingual or ESL services
O O i {Fill in all that apply) D%Tgn{.ErT PR'DG.’RA' -1

‘ GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

O Student 1s no longer enrolled at this school

I

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

BAD MARKS GOOD MARKS

o0 O®O €00 OOO oe0 600

9y -

o
QO Frarents refused consent ®

- ey -

O Profile indicated services are no lopge[_nevdeg

O Local staff feel services are no longer needed

O%student coyld use services. but staff is not available.

O Other

-
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APPENDIX- B ) -

Multilingual Census Form Instruction Summary

This form is 'to be filled ouE for all students that are new to the Chicago
2ublic schools and are ‘from a’home where a language other than’ B\glish is
normally spoken.

N £ s
| These sections of the MCF are to be filled out - .
| FOR EVERY §TUDENT. A, B, Q, E, X, R, 8, T, U, Yor Z, BB .
| Fill out section P o nly for students currently enrolled in a bilingual
| program. ’
|

.

Fill out a blank form for the student, completing sections C, S, U, V, and X.

- 4 '
A. Language Proficiency Level: Note that the presence of an accent which
does not -interfere with effective communication ;should not be considered in
determining the student's level.

Level 1: The student understands very little and produces dnly isolated
- words or phrases "in English.

Level 1II: The student understands and can communicate in English, but
- v Wwith great difficulty.

level III: The student canpreher'xds most of what is said to him/her and
t communicates fairly well although his/her fluency is not
_ comparable to that of Level IV students.

Level IV: The student ccmprehends and communicates adequatelvy, but his/
M her fluencdy .is not comparahle to that of native English-
speaking peers.

Level V: The student's English proficiency is equivalent to that of
native English—speaking peers.

I

B. Proficlency Category (Instructional Needs) . :

A: Speaks and understands little or no English and needs all content area
instruction in home language.

B: §Speaks and understands some English _at needs some instruction in home
language.

C: Speaks and understands English well eno{xgh to participate in a class-
room in which only English is used.

aow

-t

- Note that these do not correpond to the Board's bilingual profiles classifi-

fications.

| ) ()
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C. Stwdent's birthdate. - a

* p&F. Omit these sections.
% N -
E. Fill in place of birth for all students.

XX, G, H, & I. Omit these sections.
J. Language spoken at home. A complete list of codes is in the Appendix A of
the manual. Some commonly used codes 3re:

-

. “ [
10 - Arabic 21 - Cantonese 03 - Italian 08 - Korean 04 - Polish - - o
. " 01 - Spanjish 25 - Assyrian , 02 - Greek 11 - Japanese
L 09 - Pilipino/Tagalog 07 - Serbo-Croztian 34 - \gietnamese ) -
. . LS
X, L, M, N, O, Q. Omit these sections. . . -~

) P: Fill this out only for students in & bilingual program. Estimate,‘rf‘

possible, student's performance in home language.
. v R ‘ - . - - - - [

R.. Complete this section last. Instructions are on pages 14-27%.of this booklet.
€Ce . B ‘
pa? . - )
S. Student I.D. number CHEEK ACCURACY of eiqht—digéiﬁl.D. number.

T. Special education code. Omit this section. o

.

.

U. Unit number. Fill-in for all students.
- . * :

V, W& X¢ Qmit these sections. - ) y

LY

Y. Indicate continuous progress reading and math levels for elementary
school students. . . 5 .

a . -

Z. Fill out year in school for high school students. ”Evaluat{bn" is grade ' »
point avetage: + is B or better, = is C and - is D or lower.

AA. Omit this section.
. BB. - Indicate whether the perscn who administered section E can speak the
¢ gtudent's home home language.

I < '

|MAKE SURE THAT THE STUDENT'S ID NUMBER AND BIRTHDAY ARE CORRECTLY
|CODED. PLEASE DO NOT ATTACH PAEER c2Ips, STAPLES OR RUBBER BANDS
| TO THE FORMS . X

—— —— —
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&) BELLELLL

' [[€HICAGO ONLY - ALL OTHERS OVER FILL IN FOR ALL STUDENTS
‘ STUDENT name: ' RATER'S BIRTH "ATE ENYERED PROGRAM ) AGE ON |
: EVALUATION OF MONTH YEAR MONTH VEAR | D'RTH PLACE ARRIVAL INOT n PROGRAM O
( STUDENT ID NO | S%EGF° SN E - O usa, | N .
T ¥ PROFICIENCY : O AFRICA T te
LTt O Lewtt | ®]© ©@10]® | O] O-asn ®.] Olat nY
R ORORONORONONOXO! B OXO) O LeveL o OO0 OB NONNO) ® | Ocusa OB NOIN Y
DOOOOOOO 00, O LEVEL m ® |- ® @ ® | O eurore PIPOROO®O 1
PIOOEROOO @O . O LeveL v ® |- ® ® ® | O Mexco PIPOOOO®O 2
OJONORONONONONO! N OJO) Q pEVEL V ® ® ® ® | O mip-east O]l0NOXOJONONORE
OXOXOJORONONOXO! I ONO) LANGUAGE OO | ® | ® | ® | ® | O raciFic ISLES oll0JoXoXOXOROM
DOEOOOOO O6 PROFICTENCY OB NONNO. ©® || ® | @ [ O LATIN AMERICA POOOO®O 3
©O00OOOO®El © CATEORY ole | @ @ | @ | @ | O ruerro Aico REORROA s
OO0 OGO, O OAa O8 Oc 1o ® | 4 ® | O otHER O} lORONOXORORORY
IORONOXOXORONORO) ® . ® ® O] ® — PROGOOL
QOROBOHEE ® Mo STARTED | NON-ENGL. | PRIMAF. AVERAGE MINUTES PER DAY DAYS PRESENT |Q O @ @O ® 9
CUNITNO | RM OV | BILRM | A&, NEROGRAM | LANGUAGE AT INSTRUCTION IN DURING 0XO0JOXOXOXORL!
} YEAR OF INSTR. | ‘AT HOME ENGLISH NON-ENGLISH | SCHOOL YEAR Iy H @ @ ® 11
-~ Oser Ofeb ] ‘ , OXONONOXONORY:
i OROXOROICROXOIOXOXO[OXQ) Qou O Mar b *..4(9@@@@13
OO OOOOOO IOV OnNov Q Apr ONNONNONNONNONNONNONNONNONNORNONNO) @@@@@@14'
@?CCQ@‘@C\Q?QC) O oec O May ONNONNON NONNONNONNON NON NON NON NONNON NO/ONOXORONORORE
1G5 & Q’@r RO RO B OGN NORNONNONNONNOR NG NONEOREONNORNORNGHENOIONOXONOXOKOR!
ONSRORSHONYEGHORO RO RO S ONNONNONNO), O NON O MO O RO OXONOXOXORORY)
GR2000O0CIYOE @ FUNDING CENONNONNO, ®|® ® |G ONNOONONOROEONORE
CoODQGDBC ®© SOURCES ONNONNONNO), ONNO ® | ® OB MO OXOXCRORONORE
CSOoCUOOE ® " Oroan CRNONNONNO, ©| O ® O (O NG [OJOXCXOXOROR
@-@@@,@@@ DEeE ® O s1aTE ONNONNONNC! OO ®| O OB NOIOXOX6ROXOROKS
C oM OERElE O O ritLe v ® O ®. DJ{OJOJORORONORY:
ELEAENTARY HIGH BIL TCHR (D ORNOBREONEOS) ® 1| @ 'OR KO, NOROROZOROCJOROR X!
INST [ LEver] SCHOOL : PROGRAM MODCLL OTHER DAYS ABSENT | D QO ® O &
READ | MATH| ™ £ : {Select ONLY One) PROGRAMS DURING OJOJNORONORONR
o) @,@ o & e ©®-& &} Q preschoor O SETF CONTAINED O Bilinquat Spee -Ed SCHOOL YEAR () (O @ 8 @3 %
DS TR0 O E, O wvar pay O verartmentaLized [ Ciher Speaal €4 JIOYONOROXONORY
OO OO O E D E O HAK DAY TeaM Teacitr (O IINERANT TEACHER | O UT OROXOROXOXORF
SRSHORS DO T & ob O FLEXIBLE SCHEDULE O cruster Mint cLusTer| Q) Omer Tirie M ONEOREGHOXOIO0JOXOROR
© Ci@ © Nlo & @l O omr schoot ProcrAM O 1ASD CENTER O Suppleeentyl Tu o EORNooXoXeXOJOXORL
D EID O . O GE] O BLNGUAL MULTI LEVEL O INTEGRATED HULL DAY torny - Bihinguul ONNONNOIONORONOXOROK)
® |C OO &®E] O s mnue . O omER O TESL ESL TESOL (R NOIOXORONOXOROK]
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| School e Unit __ _ _  _ Teacher /
- v o n 42 - . 1.0.)
q w0 n 3 ”(I'IDIL e
Room _ , Age Cycle » Total time of classroom visit: - — __'_minutes
RTINS 20 [ L 32 2% 24 7

1 - Class size == 25.3; 7~ In«'Lruc..lonal Content: ~(ereck an

. that el
2 = a ~ Number of adulve giving apply)

instruction or supervision 27

Arithimetic 56
1 . 2 ,3 4+ .

Language Arts/fCnglish §7
Language Arts/Rative 5¢

Scicnce &9 §:§‘1
Social Studies/Skills &0

|

l

+ b = Identify: (give number)
Teacher 23
" fTeacher aidc 29

2p° . Art, Music, Drama &/
—Student teacher Py . Physical Activityv, 'Free Play 62
Parent - . \

Other 32 < - »

. l

l

) g 8 - Role of Teacher -(check ul{ that
3 - Program Hodel: (check all that apply) apply) .
. _Sclf contained3’

. V4
Questioning, Discussing &3 .
:QT; gcachln‘g;*/ . Answering, Assisting oY ;
. D: ut 1izedsb ) Show and Tell, Cemonstrating (5
___Otf.art:.sr;enta 1ze . " --Pralsz.ng Iy ' R
1er ' ___Discipliningé7
s Supervising, Dirccoting 68
4 - Facilities: (theck all that apply) . T other b7 . _
Regular classroomi$ . ]
iobile classroom 37 . )
Conference or small room 40 : 9 - Observer's rating of time vsed
Othcr, non-instructiqnal area 4/ ) Co by teacher in Engilish and ?
: (hallway, ccat room, lunchroom)#2? native language: .
"If other, .liadeauace__‘2=inadcquate English % 70-72
5 = Role of Teacher Aida: (check all that apply) “Native . % 73.75
No aide present 43
‘Reinforcing instruction with a group 44
Tutoring 5§
Supervising ¥6 oo .
Clerical 47 ‘ . .
Resource 41 ' : : . y \
Othex 77
;6 ~ Instructional Grouping: (check all that .
apply) : - t
Whole class receiving instructidn 40 '
Part of class roceiving instruction$/
'hole class working independently 52
Srall group working with teacher 53 > .
<‘.n all qroup worrking with tcacher aide 54
Othicr; 5% :
.
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¥ \10 - Percent of Students in Catojory:

']

N )

N A )3 Np /012
\--.ﬁ Ve ___Unknown 13-/5
L7 7

L

11 - 5c}§Fnt of diily instrveticnal time

used-in cach lanjuage:
to. h .
LR Eaglish __ A
z, B ative -
3. - Kative __ . AO Py
4, }one Total

100%
o

12 ~ Number of reading groups:

4 English 0 1 .2 3 4 5+
% Other § 1 2 3 4 .5+

",/-

13 - Type of Approach usnd ir Teaching
" Ergiish Language Frtsx (chccx all
that apply)

ME3L 45
Recding Sories de

. Other: &7 - -

‘14 - Does class have-a IAI” serv1cp
available? 2¢

J-Yes 2-No

15 - Teacher keeping_t;ack of CP/ML? &7,

1-Yes 2-No \\
L . \
,16 -, Teacher uses CP cards? Je \\
. ) A .
. A
1-Yes 2-No' -~

.
-

19 - Teacher uses native CB/ML? 3/

l1-Yes 2-No

18 - Teacher uses IndividualiZed
Learning Plan? 32

l-Yes " 2-No

-~1

19 - Hurber of years ({(total) of
teaching enperiectee: 33

l,. 1 - 2ycars
.2, '3 -~ 4 ycars i}
3.. 5 - 6 ycars
4. 7 -+ 8 years
5. 9 -~ 10 years -
6. -1l - 12 years
7. 13 - )4 years
8, 15+ yéars
20 - Teaching certifycate: (Circle
all that apply)
-
9% ___FTB
35 Regular.y certified -
36___ Bilingual endorsed

KY Other

2] -~ Level(s) certifred:

33 ___ . Elementaxy
L1 Intermadiate
o 2 Secondary . v

22 - Rating of Teacher's Lanauaage

41 English 1 2 3 4 5
4% Native 1 2 3 4 5

’
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Bilingual Fducation Prodrams 1978-79

Teacher OQucslionnaire

you .

programs. .
appreciated.

Dear Teacher,

r

APPENDIX:D

smpol Jnit

Department of Research and Evaluation
Bilingual Unit, Room 215
2021 North Burling - Mail Run #32

The data obtained from this survey w1ll be part ~f t.._ cvnrall evaluation rejorct
which will ke made available = all.schools participating in bilingual educati?n
Your assistance 1n completing this gu.stionnaire is critical and most
Please return this to your principal or bilingual coordinator.

Thank

1.

Please

In
do

‘1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

- 6.

£i11 in or circle the-apyropriat@ resronscs

which bilingual program model

you teach?
Self-contained
Team Teachting
Integrated full day
Departmentalizeu R
Pull out
Other (specify)

Approxirately what percentage of
pupils who are now in your class
becan in your class in September

of

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

19782

30% to 100%
o0% to 79%
40% to 59%
20% tc 39%
0% to 19%

What is the average aje cycle of
your pupils?

1.
2,
3o
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

- 6 yrs.
yrs.

yrs.

yrs. .
10 yrs.

11 yrs.

12 yrs.

13 yrs.

14 yrs.

O @~ tn

4.

6.

23

How many years have you becen
teaching in bilingual programs?

l1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10+

For what levcl(ﬁ) are you certificl?

l. Prirmary
2. Intecnediate

3. Secc.

~

wdary

Do*§bunhave a bilingual endorsement?

Yes

Please list the languagss .

No

use

in the classroom and give your level
of proficiency in each one,

Languagc
English

ggoficiencx

~wod

Fair
1l

1l

-2

2

Excellent
3

3

In the classroom, apprcximatcly whag

English”
1. 80%
2. GO%
3. 40%
4. hos

S‘

/19t

to 100%
to 79%
<o 59%
to 39%
cr less

- percent ~f time per week do vou use




9.

11.

1. youd exprricnce this past year,
how mugh of a problem have you
had wighethe following?
L
Problem
Minor Major

A. Insufficient
supplies 1 2 3 4 5

B. Transiency of )

: students l 2 3 4 5

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

D. Class has a
wide ability
range / l1 2 3 4 5

E. Class has a
wide English
lanquage level
range l 2 3 4 5

F. Lack of cootera-
tion among
teachers 1 2 3 4

G. lack of support of
administrators l1 2 3 4

(%21

H., Lackof an ajde 1 2 3

I. Class is too
large - 1 2 3 4 5

J. Parents' lac: of
Intqrest l-2 3 4 5

K. Too ﬁuch testing 1l 2 3 4 5

L. Too many queition-
naires and forms 1 2 3

-
v

M. Other: .

What do you thinl could be done to
make bilingual eaucation more
successful?

2/

10.

12.

For cach of the following sitvalions
plrase indicate which language vru
are most likely to use with your clasc
{use the key below to answer items

A through 1.

Key:
1. only native

2. mainly native

3. beth lanquages equally
4. mainly English

5. only English

A. Asking pupils to line up to qo
to lunch.
1 -2 3 4 S

L

B. Telling pupils to put their things
away and prepare fcr dismissal.
1. 2 3 4 5 Y

. Telliny the class to be quiet.
1 2 3 4 5

w

D. Telling pupils that they s4hould
get thcir parents' wfitfen
permiswion, to go on a class trip.

1 2 3 4 5 -
[

E. Asking the pupils to pa, altention
to an { nnouncement over .th:: PA.
1 Tz 3 4 5

F. Showir:. the class how to duv a
math p: oblem.

1 < 3 4 5

G. Jcachiry Social Studies
1 b 3 4 5

H. Teachi. 7 Scicnce
1 2 3 4 5

What do v - think is the mcst
importan. .oal of bilingual educatiorn?

o
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la-A-3

la-A-5

la-A-7

la-A N

1a-A-10

"3-A-1

3-A-2

4-A-3

S-A-4

6-A-1

APPENDIX E

f

Criterion-Referenced Test%

/
e

Obfctivos Terminales
Nivel A ©

Los alumnos:

Seleccionardn el conjunto con el mayor nimero de elementos,
dado dos conjuntos, uno de los conjuntos con dos o tres
miembros, el otro de ocho a diez niembros.

Podrin decir si el nimero de objetos en un conjunto es' "mis
que," "menos que," "igual que," el nimero de objetos en el
otro conjunto, dado dos conjuntos.

Seleccionaran el numeral que nombra el n Rero de cada conjunto,
dado un conjunto de objetos, de uno hasta duatro. ’

L]
Asignarin el numeral "o'" al conjunto sin miembros.

Identificaria el primero, el segundo, y el tercero en la serie,
dada una serie de objet%s. ‘.

-
Unirdn los conjuntos y nombrardn el nimero de objetos en el
conjunto nuevo, dados dos conjuntos de objetos que hacen un
total de no mis de cuatro.

Suprimirdn un nimero especificado de objetos dado un conjunto.
de’ cuatro o menos objetos. :

1dentificarin y nombrardn cada parte como un cuarto, dada una
unidad entera que ha sido dividida en cuatro partes congruentes.

Determinardn si la longitud de dos objetos es la misma o »
distinta. .

Identificarin y nombrarin cada uno, dadas varias muestras de
c¢frculos, tridngulos, rectingulos, y cuadrados.

il

g
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~ MAESTRO

la~-A-3(a)

¢ f'] . *
El Maestro dice: Mira la hilera con la estrella. ¢(Cuidl de los
fconjuntos (grupos) tiene, mds miembros, el conjunto de
perrcs ¢ el conjunto de conejitos? Haz una "X" sobre .
el conjunto que tiene mi3s miembros.
Mira la h%lera con el corazdn. ¢Cuil de los conjuntas
- tiene mas niembros, el conjunto Je los autos o el
conjunto de los camiones? Haz una "X" sobre el
conjunto que tiene mis miembros. !‘ .
Mira la hilera con la_manzana. (Cudl de los conjuntos
N tiene m3s miembros, el conjunto de los arboles o el
conjunto de las ¢asas? Haz.una "X" sobre el conjunto
que tiene m3s miembros. °
) L)
Mira le hilera con la taza. (Cul de los conjuntos .
tiene mds miembros, el conjunto de libros o el conjunto -
de ldpices. Haz una "X" sobre el conjunto que tiene mis
miembros. ;/ s
Mirs la hilera con la flor. ¢Cu3l de los conjun;oé
tiene mis miembros, el conjunto de los -zdpatos o el
conjunto de Ias gorrasf{cachuchas)? Haz una "'X"
sobre el conjunto que tiene mis miembro;,

CLAVE DE RESPUESTAS

1) X sobre el conjunté de perros

2) X sobre el conjunto de camiones
3) X sobre el conjunto de &rboles
4) X sobre el conjunto de lépices

5) X sobre el conjunto de gorras

Objetivos

Seleccionarfn el conjunto con el nlimero mayor, dado dos conjuntos, uno de
los conjuntos con dos o tres miembrus, el otro de ocho a diez miembros.

- 11

Criterion-Referenced Tests
Department of Resea~ck and Evaluation
Board of Education of the City of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois
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APPENDIX F - . ‘

The "Short Tests of Linguistic Skills" and Their Calibration?

The Short Tests of Linguistic Skills (STLS) (i976) were developed by the
Chicago Board of Education to help the teacher determine language dominance of
Spanish bilingual children ages 8-13. The STLS battery counsists of two.
parallel tests, the English test and the Spanish test. Each test is divided
into four subtests: listening, reading, writing and speaking, with 20 items
in each subtest. Scme of the items were multiple choice, witln the number of
choices ranging from two to four; others are scored as right or wrong by
the examiner. .

>

One of the two goals of the tests is tou,K determine the level of English
prcficiency of the student. If the student knows enough English we do not
need to investigate further. The other goal is to determine the level of
Spanish proficiency which will help us determime the student's placement in-a

bilingual program, once the English test has éstablished that need. "In this. ¢
paper it will be shown how bad items can be weeded out through the use of
rasch model technique. Using the same technique of the remaining pool”of .

items develop two sets of calibrations will be aeveloped, one for “he English
tests and the otner for the Spanish test.

1.  Item Calibration and the Rasch Model

. The technique for norming is based on the Rasch model. The Rasch model is
based on some common sense coaditlons: )

1. The test is measuring performance ¢on a single underlying trait or
ability. -

2. A more able student always has a better chance of success on an
item than does a less able student.

=

3. Any student has a better chance of success on an ealy item than
on a difticult one.

Fram these conditions it follows that a student's likelihood of success
on an item is a consequence of the student's ability and the item's
difficulty. Rasch'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 making the concept of a nommind
sample irrelevant. The tests of item fit:which ure the basis for item
selaction are sensitive to high discrimination as well as to low, and =o lead
to the selection of those items which form a consistent definition of the
trait and to the rejection of exceptional items. -

TIagrawal, xhazan C. "The 'Short Tests of Linguistic Skillsg' and Their Cali-
bration.* TESOL anrterly, vol. 13, No. 2, June, 1979, pp. 185-208,, n




wright and Mead (1976) have developed -a computer program BICAL, based on _
the Rasch model, which produces estimates of item difficulties aﬁg ability
scores, as well as a test of fit of individual items. Items that do not fit
well are dropped and the remaining pool is recalibrated. The process is
repeated until one has a homogeneous set of items that represent the construct
being measured.

k4

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 Spanish test.
Students with teachers' ratings of 5 and 6 (on a scale of 1 to 6) on English
fluency are used in our calibration. We also 1imit our sample to those
students who scored above a certain number, another way of ensuring that
responses are close to students' abilities and gquessing is minimal. As
pointed out, no separate calibration for different age groups is necessaryj
the sample we have chosen is drawn across'all age levels .(8-13) to which the
test is applicable. » ‘

k ) . ‘
3. Calibrating the English Test

We started cut with a sample of 1000 students from English fluency
categories 5 arfd 6, and performed Rasch analysis on the English test jtems
using the BICAL program of 'Wright and Meade. Students with numerous missing
scores were dropped. Analyses usifdg 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
construct of English Proficiency fairly well. The final battery on which our
calibration is based draws from all four subtests. The analyses also.
suggested afeas 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 lock at the
jtems in the test (Table 1) while reading this section. The explanations 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 pessible for quick reference.’

P
4. TItems Dropped from Calibration . N

English Listening, Part A: Items 1, 2 and 5.

-

Here the tester reads a word and the students check the word they think
wag said. These items are heavy on problematic sounds, and their mastery does
not necessaryily mean proficiencysin the language or vice versa. Some testers
themselves might have idiosyncrasies in pronouncing these words, making the
students' task more difficult. - )




. 6. Items Dropped from Calibration Va

ENGLISH LISTENING,\PART C. This part is loaded with factual questions that
might have more to Bo wit’) general knowledge than with knowledge of English,

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

ENGLISH READING, PART C: ITrMS 13, 14 AND 15. Questions 13 and 15 deal with

- mathematical ability; fluency in Fnglish will be of very little help in solving

the problem, e.g., counting each person mentioned in the pa:agfaph or
calculating the number of months elapsed. In question 14, identification of
April with Spring is a culturally bound phenomerion and might not be a measure
of English proficiency. Questions 13-14 do not fit the construct.

ENGLISH WR.TING, PART A: ITEMS 1, 3 AND 5. knowledge of difficult spelling is
not an index of one's knowlédge of Englisb. Questions 1, 3 and 5 fall into a
"somewhat difficult"” category.

EﬁGLISH WRITING, PART B: ITEMS 1, 2 AND 3. These items are quite 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.

$. 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; théy were dropped and the
analysis 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).

The items on whic¢h 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,

.~

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

SFor the complete test the reader is referred to the SHORT TESTS OF LINGUISTIC
SKILLS (1976a, 1976b).

oy |
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A ’ .

SPANISH LISTENING, PART C: ITEMS 12, 14. For item 12 a student's knowledgé 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 item; there is no clear rjght

answer and knowledge of Spanish will not help.

SPANISH WRITING,

PART A:

ITEM 2.

This is a tricky bpelling item; knowledge of

this word does not have much to do with knowledge of good Spanish.

> 4

.




Table 1
The English Test

English Listening, Part A
Students darken the circle in front of the word they hear said.

X I, Oyer @)t Oyt
. 2 O pest Q beat @ vent
3. B @ bet Oban QObat
4. QO bus Q bust Q buze
. X '] S @ ship O chip O zip

+_ English Listening, Part B ,
~ Students white the dords/phrases (showvn) read to them.
E

.

6..
wilt v 8
- - ®
_ Jam ®
8. 1)
At_the table ®
9. ®
A spoonful of sugar ®
10. . ®
. There is no such thing ®

11~
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Title VII Evaluation Report
Bilingual Reinforcemeqp and Enrichment Learning Program

Inservice Program

"Fiscal 1979
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.

—~ An ESFA Title VII ﬁilingual Reinforcement and Enrichment Learning'Program
- 1nserviqe was held in November 1979 for ESEA Title VII staff, that is, -

bilingual resource specialists, bilingual teacher aides and biliﬁgual school-
»,

community repregentatives: This inservice was designed to familiarize the
-

qtaff.with the ESEA Titlg VII goals and guiQe}ines and to enhance the staff's

ability to meet the needs of the Title VII students.

. 2

Questionnaires were administered to thosez who participated in the

» . =
inservice. These guestionnaires were used to evaluate the ef fectiveness of the

@

inservice program and to discover the staff development needs of the bilingual

teacher aides.

=

Questionnaire Results -

The results of each day's inservices are listed in Appendix I with the
: . .

table number corresponding to the day of the inservice. Each inservice segmént
; . ;

on a particular day was rated as: very helpful, adequate, or not helpful.

-

Respénses are further broken down by the participants"title: Resource
. Y - -

Specialist, Teacher Aide, or School-Community Representative.

-

All aspects of the first day's inservice were rated "very helpful” by a

e

, - .
majority - of all types of participants. School-community representatives

-

(S.C.R.'s) were most positive toward the iﬁservice while the teacher aides had
'Fhe greatest percentage of "adequate" responses. The "guman Relations
Activitf“ received the gighest percentage of "very h;Ipful" ratings, while the
"Overview of the Inservice" was rated lowest. No respondent from any group

rated any aspect of the first day's inservice as "not helpful." (See Table 1

for details.)

s - L3 -




o\

"raéings.~.None of these sessions were rated as “ot helpful" by any group.

-~ The second day's inservice was rated "very helpfdl" in all cAtegories by

.t ) AN
a majority from each group. Again, teacher aides were slightly léds positive

toward the inservice than the other groups. Thé "Ancillary Services/staff
Development" session was rated least positive while all other aspects -of the

second day inservice received a nearly equal percentage of "very helpful®

’

{See Table IIX.)
f ~
The third day's inservice received the lowest rating of the six inservices,

-

’

although a majority of most g}oups rated most sessions "very helpful.” The
v a

S.G.Rt'sxagain had the most positive responses while teacher aides had the leqst
positive ;esponses.. The highest rated third-day session was the "Position

. v
Worksﬁ;p’gahiie the session entitl "Value Development and Positive Attitudes
of Learner" received the lowe rcentage of the “very helpful” ratings. :Three
teacher aides rated this session-as "rot helpful."” (See Table III.)

The fourth day's inservice -had all but one session rated ;s "very helpful”
by a majority of all participating groups. Teacher aides were the, least
positive group. The session related to "Development of Self-Concept and Self-
Esteem" received the least positive responses with less than 60 percent of all
respondents rating it as "very helpful." The "First Afternoon Workshop” and the
"pevelopment/Concept of Learning Packet" sessions were rated more positively
than the oéher fourth-day sessions. (See Table 1V.).

All sessions of the fifth~day inservice were rated "very helpful"” by a .
majority of all groups. No particular grcup or session varies significantly in

the ratings, although the resource specialists were the most enthusiastic aboyt

the fifth-day inservice. (See Table V.)

s




The sixth day's inservice was ra*ed "very helpful" in all categories by a
a majority from each group. RAgain, teacher aides were slightly less positive
toward the inservice than the other groups. The "Ancillary Servicés/staff
rated three of their four sessions as "very helpful." As a group, teacher
aides had the greatest percentage of "adequate" ratirys for the sixth-day

sessions. (See Table VI.)

The resulgg of the gquestionnaire items concerning the staff development
needs of the bilingual teacher aides are located in Appendix II. Ninety-four
percent of the teacher aides had completed high school or some years of college.
Although only nine percent of the teacher aides were currently enrolled in

college courses, fifty-nine percent of them intended to participate in the Title

VII-funded college program. Fifty-four percert stated they wou.d take courses

éuring the following year. H. _.ver, thirty-one péfﬁent of tﬁé“bili;;ual teacher
aides did not know what college courses hey would take. The remaining teacher
aides did specify in which courses they would enroll. The two courses most
frequently selected for study for both the Title VII-funded college program and
courses n?t funded by Title VII were English and mathematics. Analogously,

when asked which topics they would like to see included in future inservices,
teacher aides choose mathematics (Bixteen percent) and Englif™ (twelve pe.cent)
most. often. These results were to @e expected given that the teacher aides felt

their primary responsibilities included reinforcing studerts' basic skills such

as English and mathematics.




" English and mathematics since their primary responsibility wa

Summary and Conclusions

\
The overall results of the Inservice Questionnaire show a vast majority of

\
the participants found most sessions “fery helpful." As a group, school-
community representatives were most positive about the inservice while teacher
aides were least positive. Teacher aides rated the third day's inservice
lowest, but it received a high rating fram S.C.Rt's. The first, second and
fifth inservices received slightly higher ratings than the remaining inservices.
The low number of resource specialists prevent dfawing definitive conclusions
about the group. Their general responses were between the mqst positive
S.C.R.'s and the least positive teacher aides. However, the];esource

specialists were the most positive group at the fifth inservice. The bilingual

teacher aides desired more staff development, particularly in the - reas of

VII students' basic skills.
Future inservices might consider including bilingual teachers and other
bilingual staff on a voluntary basis. The high ratings of these inservices show

that they might be beneficial to a larger audience’




INiERVICE: DAY I

Table IA

:

Session: Overview of ESEA Title VII Programs for Fiscal 1979

-

v . .
Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful
N % - N % N L
Group: ) T
SCRs 11 100 - - - -
Teacher Aides 31 72 - 12 28 ’ - -
Resource Specialists 1 . 100 - - - -
R Table IB .«
Session: Overview of the Ywo-week Inservice nd :
Very Helpful Adegquate Not Helpful
N % N % . N %
Group: !
SCRs 9 82 ) ) 2 18 Co- -
Teacher RAides 22 51 21 49 - -
Resource Specialists - - 1 100 - -
Table IC
Session: Human Relations Activity
Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful
N % N % N %
Group:
SCRs 10 91 \ * 9 - -
Teacher Aides ) 41 95 S. - -
Resousce SPecﬁelists . 1 100 \ - - -
©  Table ID
= . . -
Seesion: The Principles of Prejudice o
Very Helpful . Adequate Not Helpful
N % . . N % N $
Group: ) .
SCRs 11 100 ) - - - -
Teacher RAides 37 86 ) T 6 14 - -
+Resource Specialists 1 100 - - - -
" Table IE
Session: Bilingual Edugation in Chicago )
/- -
R Very Helpful "~ Adequate Not Helpful
. » N L N % N L
Group: :
SCRs + 11 100 ] - - - -
Teacher Aides 34 79 9 21 - -

Resource Specialis : 1 100 . - - - -




INSERVICF: DAY II
Table IIA

Session: Board of Education Continuous Progress

Very He¢ ™ »ful Adequate Not Helpful
. N % N L 3P N 2
Group:
SCRs 13 81 3 19 - - ‘-
Teacher Aides 33 73 12 27 - -
Resource Speciaiists 1 100 - - - -
o
Table IIB
-

Session: Ancillary Services/Staff Development

Very Helpful Adequaté Not Helpful
N b ] N % N %
Group:
SCRs 13 91 3 19 - -
Teacher Aides 29 . 64 .18 36 - - .
Resource Specialists 1 100 - - - - 4 -
Table IIC

Session: Special Needs of Bilingual Studgpts’

Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful

N 3 N . 1 N %
Group: .
SCRs - 15 94 1 6 - -
Teacher Aides 39 87 6 13 - -
" Resource Specialists -t 100 - - - -
Table IID

Session: The Principles of Prejudice

Very -Helpful . Adequate Not Helpful
N ] N % N %
- Group: : ) R
' SCRs 15 94 1 6 - -
Teacher Aides 37 83 8 18 - -

Resource Speclalists 1 100 - - - - .




INSERVICE:
Table IIE

Session: Team Members Interrelationships

Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful
- N t N S N %
Group: .
SCRs - 14 88 5 12 - -
Teacher Aides 37 82 . 8 18 - -
Resource Specialists 1 100 - - - -

hi 4

2

Table IIF

ZSession: Concept/Approaches to Team Development s

Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful

N % N ) N %
Group:
SCRs 14 88 . 2 12 . - -
Teacher RAides 40 89 S 11 - -
Resource Specialists 1 100 - - - -

a
/ - Table IIG
A%

Session: ' Support services Availablie to Teams

Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful
N £ ) N ] N )
Croup: '
SCRs 15 94 1 6 - -
Teacher Aides 36 80 9 20 - -
Resource Speciaiists 1 100 - - - -

126




INSERVICE: DAY III

Table IIIA
Session: Individual Assessment Techniques

Very Helpful

. N . %
Group: :
SCRs ' 14 88
Teacher Aides : 33 72
Resource Specialists 1 100
Table IIIB

Session: Evaluation Instruments for ESEA Title VII Programs

¢

- ’ Very Helpful

- N ]
Group:
SCRs . i 13 81
Teacher Aides 25 56
Resource Specialists - - .
Table IIIC

Session: Human Relations Activity

Very Helpful .

N %
Group:
SCRs 16 100
Teacher Aides 37 81
Resource Specialists 1 100
Table IIID -

Y
#

Session: Value Development and Positive Attitudes of lLearner

-

Very Helpful

N %
Group: “
SCRs 16 100
Teacher Aldes 3 69
Resource §becialists - -
® Table IIIE

Sespibn: Position Workshop

Very Helpful

N Y
Group:
SCRs . 16 100
Teacher Alides 38 « 90

Resource Specialists 1 100

Adequate

o

FS

Not Helpful
N L

Not Helpful
N )

Not Helpful

N ]
Not Helpful

N L]

3 8

Not Helpful
N %




INSERVICE: DAY IV

Table, IVA
Session: Role of Team in 8chool

Very Helpful

N L}
Group: ’ *
SCRs 1 85
Teacher Aides . 54 86
Resource Specialists ’ 2 100
3
Table IVB

_Session: Development of Self-Esteem, Self~-Concept

Very Helpful

N L
Group: o :
SCRs . 10 77
Teacher Aides 40 64
Resource Specialists 1 50
- \
Tab}e IvC

-

Session: Development/Content of Learning Packet

. Very Helpful

‘N N .- .
Group:
SCRs o 12 109
Teacher Aides 50 83
Regource Specialists 1 50
Table IVD

Session: Interrelationship of Student Profiles, Grouping for Enstruction

.
S

Very Helpful

N ]
Group: .
SCRs 10 100 .
Teacher Aides 48 80
Resource Specialists 1 100

.

Adegpate
N s
2 15
7 12

Adequate
N ]
3 23
17 27
AM~quate
N ]
10 17
1 50

Adequate
"N )
10 18

Not Helpful

N

- OV

F 5

Not Helpful

N

-h

Helpful

]

»

2

-

s

]

N
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INSERVICE: DAY IV

- N Table IVE

| Session: First Workshop » .
| - ’
E ) Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful
| N % . N % N %

Group: .

SCrRs . 13 100 - - - -

Teacher Aides’ " 53 85 8 13 1 2

Resource Specialists 2 100 - - - -
| .
-, - Table IVF
l
[ Session: Second Workshop- ,

* Very Helpful Adequate Not Helpful

& , N ! % N %

Group: : e .

SCRs . 13 100 - - - -

Teacher Aides ) 56 91 4 7 1 2

Resource Specialists 2 100 - - * - -

o &




¢
INSERVICE: DAY V

Session:/ Overview of ESFA Title VII

Table VA

Programs for Fiscal 1979

Very Helpful Adequate
N ] N %
. Group:
SCRs 14 88 1 6
Teacher Aides 28 93 1 3
Resource Specialists 2 100 - -
Table VB
Session: Assertiveness Training IIX
\ Very Helpful Adequate
N 3 N %
Group:
SCRs . . 14 88 ° 2 12
Teacher Aides T 30 100 - -
Resource Specialists 2 100 - -
- T
Table VC ”
Session: Position Workshop
Very Helpful Adequate
N % N %
Group:
SCRs 15 100 - -
Teacher Aides ' 26 89 3 n
Regource Specialicts 2 100 - -
Table VD
Session: Dealing with the Individual Child
Very Helpful Adeguate
N % N %
Group: ©
SCRs 15 100 - -
Teacher Aides 27 92 2 7
Resource Specialists 2 100 v - -
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INSERVICE: DAY VI

: Table VIA -.SCRg Only

Seagions: Very Helpful Adequate
N % N %

Community Services and )

Resources 16 100 § - -

Board of Education Services

and Resources 16 100 - -

Record Keeping and Follow=-Up 13 93 1 7

Development of Comm&nity

Activities 15 -

100 - -

' .
Table VIB - Teacher Rides Only

. * Very Helpful Adequate
Sessions: N L N %
Individvalized/small~-Group
Instruction Techniques 43 88 6 12
Instruction Materials
Demonstration _ 44 86 7 14

.Review of Learning
Expectations 39 80 10 20

Table VIC - Resource Specialists Only

Very Helpful Adequate
Session: . N ] N ]
Examination of Materials 3 75 - -
Teacher Demonstration .
Techniques 5 83 1 17

Not Helpful
N %

Not Helpful

Not Helpful
N s

1 25

3
-

LU
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E.

Results of Inservice Quqstionnaire
Given to Title VII Teacher Aides

November,
Sex N G.
Female . 71
Male 8 R =
NR ' | ;
8¢
Schooling N
1-8 2
9-12 51
13 5
14 ™ 12
5 1
16 4
NR _S T,
80

Do you intend to participate in the
Title VII funded college program?

Yes 59
No - 13
Do not know . 28
(N = B0) 1008

Do you intend to take courses
during the next 10 months?

Yes 54
No 8
Not sure ' 38 I.
(N = 80) 100%

Are you enrolled in a college
program now?

Yes ‘9
No 91
{N = 80) 100%

College courses teachei aides would
like to take under Title VII funded
college program: .

English 19
Math 15
Education 7
Child develonment 7
Spanish 6
Social Studies s
General Studies 3
Reading 3
Other :

Not sure 21
(N = 125) 1004 13

. Not Sure

1979

.College courses teacher aides would
like to take during the next 10 months: - °

English 10
Math 12
Education 7
Child development 8
Spanish 4
Social Studies K]
General Studies 3
Reading 5
Other 8
Not sure 40
(N = 102) 100%

t topics would you like included
in"future inservice activities?

‘Math 16

English TESL 10
Teaching Methods

Social Studies '
Art, mustic

Duties of Aides

Child development

Science

Assertiveness training’

Fthnic Studies

Other

WOWwWwwsadtnn

| [ Y

|

(N = 97) 100%

Primary re5ponsib11g?e:

Help the children learn 37
Teach reinforce English reading 13
Tutoring 12
Teaching Math

Being a good aide

Awzrcuesds of child's needs
Reinforcing basics

Prepare & maintain matervials
Mo*ivate child

Help the teacher

Other

(N = 122)

-
NN NDOTN W

100%
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Introduction

In April 1979 a survey was sent by the Department of Research and
Evaluation to all schools participating in the Title VII Reinforcem~nt
and Enrichment Program. Twenty seven administrators, 23 Resource
Specialists, 22 school Community Representatives (sCR) and 60 Teacher .

. Aides returned the questionnaires. The responses were compiled and ars

{  included in the tables in this report. A summary of the most frequent
responses preceeds these tables. A final report will contain an
analysis of the data and conclusions. ‘\




Table 1

Administrator's Responses to Questions:

#1. what changes would you like to see in order to improve this Title VII program
for next year?

N = 27 Respense - 45
Fraquency wesponse
3
10 Expand programs tc all bilingual classes (more Aides); include
kindergarten and 7th and 8th grades.

6 Initiate program in Septenber (program began too late in FY1979).

6 Better selection of qualified personnel.

Aides should be interviewed by principal before they are employed.
Aide should be selected from community. )

4 Guidelines should be clear, and not depend on the interpretation of the
auditors; should be available before program starts.

4 Have a full RT and SCR rather than % unit.

2 All personnel need pré sexvice (some ;taff hired after the pre service).
Include cooperating teachers in the: 11service (in late sumner).

2 The Rescurce Teacher should also be able to spend time téaching, in
addition to coordination responsibilities. Reevaluate need for RS
(conflicts with teacher-teacher aide relationship on needs and grouping).

2 “nr,ease SCR services Rewrite SCR positions tc include helping classrocm
teacher

1 Schools should be given a choice of models (eg extra aides in lieu of the
resource teacher).

1 Expand the services the Aides may perform.

1 Aides should be allocated according to their training and ar. 1 of
expertise.

1 In addition to the RS have a professional work with the Aides .

lk 'Improve communication between schools and Central Office Staff (eg.
meetings abruptly called and cancelled without “ice).

\\1 Need clerical help for bilingual programs.

1 Teacher Aide Inservice should be on a regular basis throughout the year
(by Tistricts).

1 Select students mcre according to need than number. R

1 Introduce a parent component.




i

Table 2.

Administrator's Responses to Questions:

#2. In what way has this program benefited the target classrooms?

N=27

response - 40

Trequency

. a——

Responsae

rev—

10

5

ERIC

T
¢

’

Greater opportunity for individualized instructions
Helps improve basic skills
Reinforces instruction. Extra tutoring gives additional time on task.

Teachers have been helped a great deal. Improved adult-student ratio and
interaction.

Extra materials has assisted instruction. Materials selected for the
tutored students helps motivation.

-

. ¥ ’
Has instilled some self confidence in student. Improved attitudes

»

Parents have become more involved in education of their children thru

‘SCR visits. SCR, visiting homes decreased absenteeism.

R. Specialist has greatly helped the quality of inservice and ~
instructional packet construction )

.

Opportunity to have a concept explainedEin the pupil's native language
Team teaching approach has been aided
Help students who have special problems _

Early diagnosis of learning peeds §

137
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Table 3

Administrator's Responses to Questions:

#3. List the major problems you'have encountered in implementing this program.

N = 27 Posronse i 47
Fre¢aaency Response

11 Ambiguity of implementation procedures and program guidelines. Guidelines
introduced after scheduling was done; program initiated piecemeal. Late
assignment of Aides and personnel procedures.

7 Lack of equipment (blaékboards, table, chair) and materials. Delays in
rgceiving materials. Too much time spent re-ordering of supplies.

5 Scﬁeduling of Aides. Aides should work under classroom teacher rather
than RS. Confusion of Aide's role.

A4 Role of Resour;e Teacher not well defined

4 Lack éf qualified personnel. Unevéﬁ assignment of personnel.

3 Lack of space

3 R.S. and SCR split betwéen 2 schools

2 : Lack of adequately tcained resource teachers

2 Little time.to provide inservice for classroom teacher

2 Need more time to tgain Aides .

‘l Short notice of inservices ‘

1 Communications betweén RS and classroom.teacher

1 Aides' ;bsenteeism

1 Insufficient clerical help




[
f;ble 4

Administrator's Responses to Questions:

#4. How were the classes selected for this program

»
N = 27

4

Responses = 32

Frequency Response
20 Student need
4 Willingness of teacher participation
4 All bilingual classes are participating N
2 Evident need for parent involvement
1 Number of teacher aides availgﬁle
1 Best use of Aide's talent
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Table S

S

Resource Specialist's Responses to Question:
Py

1. What changes would you like to see in order to improve the program?

. -

N =23 Responsn - 67 ,/‘,’
Frecquency ) }/?V Response

11 Assign team to only one J;hool

8 . Inservice early in year (include classroom teachers).

6 Teacher Aides should work with only 1 classréom per school semester.

5 Materials sﬁohiﬁ be at school before program starts.

4 More help from program admini;trators {(better communication)

3 Employ more competent aides with some training in tutoring.

.

3 Space needed for the Resource Specialist to work.

2 Restrict Aides' work to tutoring and preparing own material.

2 .More support for SCR

2 Better communicatiqn amorng staff

2 Iéclude a bilingual nurse with the team

2 More and better inserxrvieas .

1 Special budget for Sdpplies and materials:té be used by R.S.

1 Appoint personnel at beginning of school year. ‘

1 Schedule duties for Teachers, and Aides

1 Clarify job description of %ides

1 hssign more teacher aides; m~ . parent involvement

1 Have a prep. period for the Aides

1 Limited the‘number of subjects to be tutorcd

1 Have resource specialist teach also

Do not schgéule more than one inservice during a week

1 Redefine role of R.S. <

1 Input from teachers concerning willingness to participate

1 Begin program in Sept. "

6 140




- . Table ¢

x -

Resource Specialist's Résponses to Question:

$2. In what ways has this program beriefited the target classrooms?

N =27  ‘esponse s 59 - s
Frequency . - . 1 Response
10 Greatly assisted the'work of the classroom teacher :
10 Students receive more individualized instruction
10 Improve basic skills
9 Reinforceﬁent helps students
4 Better and moxe meaniﬁéfui igﬁtruction have been the result of conferences
2 . between R.S. Teachers and Aides
4 - Provides supplementary instructional materials
4 More personalized instruction
, 2 Increased attendance, more interest in school
2 Parents noted positive cgange_inAchild's attitude toward. school
1l Teachers have become more aware of student needs .
1 Record keeping and monitoring of ;tudent program benefit learning
1 Parent involvement incGreased
1l Exposure to another way of'learning {ie. small groups)




- o

Tahle 7 Lo
. L)

Resource Specialist's Responses to Question:

#3. What do you think qhould be the main responsibilities of the resource

A specialist?
H = 27 Response - 68
Frequancy ” Response. ’
10 Instruct Aides (tutors) in learning activities, instructipnal methods,
technlque of tutoring, and how to work with small groups.'
7 Prepare (make) materials for pupil act1V1ties, instruct Aides in‘the use*
of materlals . -
.t )
A
7 Conduct sessions of Aides and Teachers to discuss lesson plans, and
v instructional methodology
6 Maintain and build up a resource library; select materials
. -
6 Observe aides and monitor their effectiveness, use of mate;ials and
interaction with students
. ’ ) ' .
6 - Keep up to date records of students' progress -
6 Group and schedule students according to need and ability
"4 " Periodically demonstrate a lesson tor the aides
3 Be an integral part of the instructional process; includes teacbing
3 Visit Teacher Centers to learn techniques of making materials; act as a
bridge between teacher centers and school .
2 Establish and maintaln a pleasant working relationship with the school's
*administration and faculty
2 Help deéign learming strategies for students in consultation with
3 teachers and other resource personnel in the schools
1l Consult with classfoom teachers to work up objectives and time lines for
. tutdring -
1l ” Assist SCR and confer on student—parent concerns
1 Be aware of new methods of preséntlng content and inform teachers and
aides of these
1 Serve as a liaison between school and.community
1l Inform teachers of student prodress
A .
1 Program management - scheduling, order supplies, consult with teacher,

work with SCR
’ -
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Table 8

Resource Specialist's Response to Question:

#4. what kind of support have the following given the program:

-
N = 23
Excellent Fair -PooY NA or NR

Administration 12 "2 2 1
Bilingual Coordinator 11 1 2 4
Teacher(to which

Aides were assigned) 11 3 2 2
Teacher Aides 11 4 1l 1
Title VII Central

Office and 7 3 1l 3.

District Staff

i

¥




Table 9

Resource Specialist Response to Questions #5 Are you satisfied With

The Classes Selected for This Program?

N = 22 Rosponse : 22
traquency Response
16 Yes
6 No;
Reasons’ why not:
2 - Teachers should have a voice in whether or not they wish
to participate.
J
2 - Include K and scme ESL classes
s 1 - Need more classes
“1 -Teacher Aide split between units’
1 -pifficult to work in 2 schools
, *
]
” - 14
10




Table 10

‘Resource Specialists Responses to Question: 6
How would you evaluate the following inservice activities?

-

'(N-22)

Those organized by your school:

Frequency
3 Excellent
9 Good
L~§ 5 Fair
3 Poor \ .
2 NA ’ \ '

3

Those organized by the Central and Disctrict offices

Frequency
5 Excellené\
13 Good -
3 Fair
1 Poor

11 -




N = 22

Table 13

SCR Rasponses to Question:

#2. What do you think should be the main responsibilities of the SCR?

Response = 35 -

 Frequency

Response

13

<
Serve as a liaison person between the school administratioh and
community in order to provide right information to both parties

Work closely gn& cooperatively with the parent-teachex oi Title VII
students

' Have activicies for pérents to get involved in the school

Help parents with the problems: of attendance, tardiness, health of
their children

Keep good accounf of what is going on with each one of the
students, in order to be able to inform their parents

To refer parents to organizations which are able to provide aid
for particular needs

To find out with the teachers, if the children in Title VII are
learning more with this new prograp .

Stress the importance of the bilingual program in the schools
Cooperating with the truant officer and Social Worker
Work with Title VII students only

Submit a monthly report of activities to the district
Superintendent with copies to the administrator

Work closely and cooperatively with local and city-wide ESEA
Title VII Bilingual Advisory Council ~ -

14




" Table 14

SCR Rdsponses to Question:

#3. List the mayor problems you have encountered in carrying out your duties.

[N = 22 Response_= 27 ____ .
Frequency.‘ Respense -

5° Lack of participation of parents in school meetinés and activities

5 Does not face a major problem yet

3 Going alone to dangerous areas

. 2 Have to pay m& own transpc;rtation when visiting homes

1 Be trgated as an adult

2 Two schools too much for one person to service'

1l . No interest shown‘by administrator

1 Too much record.: keeping ) -

*1 Little concern some Pgrents have for the education of their children

1 Too many duties: §uper;rise out-doér, duties, teacher's relief
period, lunchroom supervision, sc there is not en time for home
visits ' X ’

1 Parenté;ado not give right telephone numbers, and new address

1 . No answer -

1 A place to work

1 SCR should be informed of existing social agencies available to be
able to help parents

1° Information concerning meetings is late

¥
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Table 15

'

Teacher Aide Questionnaire

#1. What changes would you like to see, in order to improve this program for next

year? -
N = 50 Rasponse = 73
prd ? o \
| Fraquency ',///f// ~_ Response. )
12 A room to teach the students in other than the'regular classroom, So
pupils will not be distracted )
RN
9 More space and better materials to work w1th
5 Charts and~material should be available to teacher aides at the
beginning of the school year
5 .| workshop annouricement should be scheduled ahead of time .
5 Title VII team: resource teacher, SCR, teacher aides should be assigned
to one school only | .
4 Saldary increase ‘
3 More workshops in subjects such as: math, TESf\f§d Spanish
3 No duties or shorter-duty hours
2 Specific schedule of duties for teacher aides in the classroom
2 Certification of Bilingual Teacher Aides: must have 2 years college educ.
2 Have cooperation from the classroom teachers and other aides
2 Teacher aides should be assigned to one ¢lassroom only (daily) .
2 Less pull-out program not every day
2 Program should start in September, so that it will be much easier for
principals, teachers, and student to accept the program .
2 Not_enough time to help the slow children
2 - Spend more time with teaching of academic subjects, rather than other
, tasks, .
| 2 Like program the way it is - , .
1 Work directly with Title VII broq;am students
1 Program coordinators should get involved more in the program to provide
better materials
1l To include kindergarten pupiléii; the program so that language p}oblem
will be less in the later grades ' -
1l Selectidn of students for the Title VII-ESEA program should be planned
‘ together with school staff and the prﬁnc1pal, to insure that the pupils
selected need help
l 16
118 @
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Table 16

Teacher Aide Questionnaire

#2. In what way has this program benefited the target classrooms?

o

)

“l

N =%0 Response = 73
N .
Fréquency { - - Response
25 It gives more individual attention to each child
12 It helps children.to imprOVe and master their language and reading
skills and math skills . T
11 -Has helped the students to catch up on their work (especially the slow
\ learner) . .

9 It has allowed sufficient time for the bilingual teacher to cope with so.
many levels, different background of c¢hildren, and enforced discipline }n
the room.

4 Help in major areas of study through the tutoring program

. A Y

2 The program enables the teacher to know the instructional level of the
child v

2 It has provided the chlldren with dlfferent kinds of mater1a1 to work

) with -

2 It has provided a better understanding between pupils and teachers

2 Reinforced the learning of their native language

2 Has created 1nterest in learnlng games amoung children because of small
group ,

1 By having an aide working close with the children

1

‘Through the program students have developed more self-ccnfidence

.
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Table 17

Teacher Aide Questionnaire

#3. What ao you think should be the main responsibilities of the teacher aide?

N=60

Response = 74

Froquency

L

Response

19

Tucoring students in English/native language and in math.

Help children who are behind in their reading and writing skills in
Spanish and English. Helps them improve in math skills

repare materials, collect and distribute materials and maintain these
materials in best possible condition,and escort students to and from
group sessions.
Assist the teacher and prov.de special assistance co the students

Work directly with the children that need the most help.

Reinforce what the teacher has taught. Give a better explanation to th:
pupils

Work very close with the students that have the lowest lével and grade

Work together with resource teacher to help children improve their skills
and master all objectives.

Work with the children and help trem better understand themself,

Reinforce the classroom teacher's instruction.

See that the child is prepared and the teacher aide sl..uld le prepared for
any emergencies that may arise.

To be a very good friend of the child.

Give a hetter explanation to the pupils

Make sure that a child gets involve in something.

Outside duty, stay with the children as much as possible.

Teacher aide should provide that extra attention and encouragemert that
a .cachexr with a full class cannot provide

Teach in English
Attending to her particular students or groups, to be prepa.ed at 1l

time, and organize logs, skills, attend inservices.
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Table 17 (Cont.) :

Teacher Aide Questionnaire

#3. (Cont.) -
»
A L
N = 60 Response 74
Frequency Response
1 To be punctual enthusiastic and hard worker and to get acquainted with

all new and best methods of teaching.

i

D

|

|

1. Bring the child up to level in math, reading English/native language
Y

i

)

1 Reinforce students in their naive lu.rguage

1 Teach the children to read and get them more interested !

1 " Help thie students in any.academic or personal problem. l
| 1 To be just with the cﬁildren ghe has been given, try to work hard with |
| them.

1 Get kids motivated

.

1 School duties and lesson planning
|
i
l
[




Table 1% !

. - Teacher Aide Questionnaire

#4. List the major problems you have encountercd in carrying out your duties.

N = 60 Response 82
'requency Response
19 No major problems
17 Not enough supplies and materials
12 There is too much work: Lésson Plans, prepare materials, recess
duty, cafeteria duty, hall duty, tutoring and teaching no preparat.on
period.
6 Not enough space available to work (working in closets, hallways.)

N 4
- \
No support from the classroom teacher

\

-

3 Resource Teacher late in coming
3 No program developed for the children, detail schedule
3 More time is needed to be dedicated to the slow students.

v

9]

Assigning duties that are not my responsibilities according to guidelines

v

2 Too much noise‘and interruptions

2 Running off dittos

1 Working without materials t

1 No time for working on your personal projects (lessons, dittes, logs)

prepare material

1 Have to buy own supplies and materials
1 Substituting for absent teacher
1 Other teacher aides from the school resent us
1 Being confused as a teacher aide and not as a tutofing aide.
N 1 Being put in a non-bilingual room
L J
1 Interruptions and disturbances out 1in the hall
1 Pulling out children from receiving Title VII services and put in another
program.
[E i%:‘ 1 KHaving many persons telling me what to do
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Suirmary:

A - Changes desired to improve prograr:
> 23 Cuslren to UPLIcyYe Jroyrd

Admirictrators:

ro

keac -Ce

-
s

w1

1)
2

P-ERVERN NI
i

B - Ways thc

Yoot Trograms )
Entter selection of perssnnel; princiral shtaould irtorva woaid
aide stould be selected from the corgunity.
Iritia*te proqrar in Seg tember
Cu:idelines should be mhve clear.

srecialists: L4

Azgigr team to ore stiac]

Irservice early in year, 1rclude ciazicen tes i
Aides should wozk with one clzzsroom po - seme~ie-”
.

a -
.

Matoy cale shourd s b h St L JEnrs Toogran

vore communication with adimirnishratero.

Py N

woark i1n one gschool

2 room to tutor stude~ts (s2parete foore cl-o-zrooa )

Retter materials

notification nf 1nseviices should be o watt o2 T I
Resource unit shiould be assig.:a” to ol & rnod

program has besr beneficial

Admiriczrators:

M - P R U
! ]

RegoOuree

fad Y ket
'

[0
+

Aidecs:

[~ VST
'

Opporturity for individuilize? 1r=triciin
Improvement of basic sxills

Additional time on ta=x

Improved adult-s:udent interaziis

¢ - Main uroblems encountered
— el -

Administrators:

1l -
-

3 .

Materials helped pupi! motivatin-- *
Specialists: ; .
Assisted the classrocn teacher

Srudents receive more irdivid.eliz:=? rrgtroecian
More personalized and meaninglul ar-trf zuvy
Improvement of basic skills .
Opportunity. for reinforcement of s%111-

Mare 1nd1vicena o med ard o Tan s e

Helps pupils to impro.: and me:tey kosic <*alls
Helps slow learrere catch up o troir work

Help teachers cope witr mary le,cle of s et
Ambiguity of guaidelines and proced.te i lehe 2-7ag AT LA

pelays in receiving materials; 1217 to yeord-r s plies
tonfrucion of Aides role: Arde= s* -

'J}C" WOt K U A C]r" pewnr T




Role of Resource Teacher not well defined
Lack of quaxified personnel; uneven assignnent of personnel

[V -3
]

&

Resource Specialists:

- Receiving materials late

- lack of space for RS and Aides to work
Communication with teachers

-~ Working in two schools

- Fragmentation of programs

N wN -
'

SCR: e

Lack of participation of parents 1in activities
2 - Going alone to dangerous areas

-
1

Aides: .

i

-
)

Not enough supplies and materials
Too many duties
3 - Lack of space

N
]

D - Resource Specialists' -Perception of their Role

-~ Instruct aides in learning strategies and tutoriny

- Prepare materials and instruct aides in their use

- Help Teachers and Aides in preparing lesson plans

~ Maintain and build up 2 resource library

Monitor Aides

- Keep records of student progress

- Schedule students according to need and ability

- Demonstrate lessons for aides - )

- Be an integtal part of the instructional process; teach

COoNhONb W
)

E - Aldes' Perception of their Role

Tutoring students in English/native language and math

Help students who are behind

Prepare materials

Assist the teacher and provide assistance to students

Work directly with the student

Reinforce vhat the ceacher has taught 4

]

AUV b W
]

F - SCR's Perception of their Role

- Serve as a liaison between school and community

- Work with parents and teachers

- Plan school activities for parents

- Help parents with the problems of attendance, tardiness, and
health of children.

B W N
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