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S _F%WORD '

This report is the second of two documents presenting the results of the Children’s English
and Servicgs Study (CESS), a national inveStigation of educatlonal needs and services
conducted with langpage minority students with limited English proficiency. ‘The first
«decument, Language Minority Students with,Limited English Proficiency ©’ Malley, 1981),
students aged 5-14 years by age, -
language background, and area of the country. The pfesent volume contains information en the
educational nceds of these students and on the sghool sexvices prov1ded to them An executive
summary of the first report appears in the Ap ndrx \ A \ d

The study, sponsored by the National IaStitute of Educatlon and the Natipnal Center for
Educanon Statistics, represents the firstfime’ that 4 number of important methodological
refinements over previous investigations converged. No previous national survey had .
specnﬁcally deSIgned a samgle to 1mpr8ve the yleld of langu‘agc minority households. This was

households, but also because a general sample could\tod easily have missed important
segments of the United States where language minorities are quateqﬁ:gefore this study, no
investigation had attempted to develop a single definition of limited English proficiency that
was acceptable to both bilingual practitioners and State Education Agencies and conformed to-
the definition in Federal legislation. The study also represents thg first occasion for obtaining
national information on school services provided to limited English proficient, language
minority children and the first time when indicators of edu¢ational need have been ldennﬁed
on a nationa! sample of language minority studens. . ot

.

o~ -

J. Michael O'Malley is prOJect dxrecwr forethe 19801981 Teachers Languageg Skills Survey,
a study designed to determine the number Of teachers in the United Statés who have the
appropriate language skills and background to offer instruction to limited _English proficient
children. The project is administered by InterAmerica Research Associates throygh support
from the Office of Bilingual Edication and Minority L.anguages Affairs in the U.S.
Department of Education. Dr. O’Malley has been research cansultant and ‘director {or various
projects and evaluative studies in the areas of early childhood education, bilingual education,
and youth employment While a senior research associate at, the National Institute of
Educanon, he was project officer for the Chlldren s English and Services Study
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One of the activities of the National Cleannghouse for Bilingual Education is to pubhsh
'documents addressing the specific information needs of the bilingual edlication community. We
are pleased to make this title’ available through our growing list of publications. Subsequent
Clearinghouse products will similarly seek to contribute information that can assist in the
education of minority language and culture groups-in the ‘United States. .
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: Lo e EXECUTIVE © SUMMARY : )

' . . EDUCATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR LANGUAGE MINORITY
» CHILDREN WITH LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY ’

-

Lo " . . SPRING 1978 ¢

In Spring 1978, fewer than six percent of children aged 5-14 who were from non-English
language backgrounds and who were limited in Englxshptoﬁcxency (LEP) received bilingual
instruction that constituted minimum acceptable services. These findings were based on a
national household survey of language mrinorities in the United States, including school data on

* children living in thdbe - househqlds. !

The study design followed the speclﬁcatlons of an external review group composed of
rcprescntanves of State Education Agerties (SEAs). Chief State School Officers in all 50
States had been asked to designate a person to serve on the review group who could represent
the SEA views on bilingual education and language minority children. Among.those s
designated to serve on the review team were State Directors of Bilingual Education or theirr -
designates; members of the Committeg on Evaluation and Infq;matlon Systems, of the Council

* of Chief State School Officers, and otlfer persons involved in bilingual education, language

* assessment, dr data collection systems in the State. In all, 30 States were represented .
throughout the sexies of advisory group meetings that spanned the life of tlfe project. The

" group was responsnble primarily for establishing criteria to detine limited English proficiency
among language minorities and for developing specifications to collect information on school |

- services prdvxded to language minority students. . )

-~ Limited Enghsh proficiency was established in the survey through a.specially constructed
‘test of speaking, understanding, readmg, and writing in Engllsh individually administered to
children. Criteria used to define minimum acceptable services in this study weré formulated by
the task force. According to the task force, minimum acceptable services for language
minority chlldren consisted of: . . . '

-

* 1. Assessment-of proﬁclency in English and the non-Enghsh
o laﬁguages
// 2. A minimum: of five hours pcr week mstructlon each in English . -
. ang.non-English languages . : .

3. Professional swifing i in all mstructlon

'
N

Addmonal ﬁnamgs covered the types of mstructlonal services the schools provided, the
proportion of limited Enghsh proficient, language minority children who received bilingual or
other special language services, the number of task force criteria that were met or not met by
iavmlable services, and the unmet educational needs of limited English proficient children.
General findings were: . T <

v L Ser\;ices proyidéd to LEP children varied, depending on the _ ’
specific cnteria designated by the task'force. )
« 3

1. The report is based on information from Califotuia, New York, and the remainder of the country. Data were not r *
available for Texas. Sample sizes and response rates restrict the interpretation of the findings, as dlscusscMater
in this report. . . .




2. Nearly all LEP children were taught by an individual .
considered to be a professional by the certification and hmng g
policies of the school district.

3. Schools appeared to-be concentrating available reefources on th{
students who were most in need.

4. LEP children were.descrihed as more often belew grade level
in reading achievement, more frequently retained in grade, and
more frequently overaged in grade.than language minority
children whose English proficiency was not hmlted

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTRUCTION
FOR LIMITED FRGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

’Eduéauonal services provided to language minority children in the study were classified as

.bxlmgual when langge aris or content-area instruction was offered in or through the child’s o

native language. The services were classified as English as a second language (ESL) when
special forms of English instruction were provided. .Services were classified as standard,
English-fnedium instryction when the child was taught with no apparent effort to accommodate
the student’s English language proficiency or background. Findings apply to language minority
children aged 5-14 in all_areas of the country except Texas. Major findings were the following:

® An estimated 23% of all language minority children with
limjted English groﬁcxency réceived instruction bilingually
either in content arcas or in language arts instruction of a non-
English language.’

@ Approximately 11% of all- language minority children with
‘limited English proﬁcxency receivedy English as a second
language (ESL) instruction,’ apart from those children who- may_

. . have received ESL mstructxon along with bilingual instruction.

® An estimated-58% of lxmxted English proﬁc:eht childrer from
language minority backgtounds received standard, English-
medium instruction, and 7% received some Other form of
instruction not described by the above categories. . Tos

¢ Ofthe limited English proﬁcient children-who received
bilingual instruction, 54% were in grades K~3, 29%, were in
grades 4-6, and 17% were in grades 7-9. In comparison, of
the language minority children who were nor limited in-English
proficiency (as defined by this study’s criteria) and who
received English-medium instruction, 36% were in grades
. K=3, 37%- weren grades 4-6, and 26% were in grades 7-9.

® An estimated 24% of all limited English proficient, language
minority children received instruction under Federal support -
from ESEA Title 1 (Compensatory Education); 7%, from
ESEA Title VII (Bilingual Education); and less than 5%, from
any single other Federal source.

® State bilingual support for instruction was received by an
estimated 14% of the limited Englith proficient, language
minority students, while 12% received other State support. N

~ -
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» . ) o ‘ 4 ' ’
TARG%TED SI;:RVlCES FOR LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT,
LANGUAGE MINORITY CHILDREN

The results of thc CESS school survey-identified the propomon of LEP, Ianguage minority
, children aged 5-14 receiving language- -related instructional services compared with those who °
were not limited in English language proficiency, but who were also receiving services. The
results were as follows:

* An estimated 82% of language minority children rcCeiving
bilingual types of.instruction were limited in English
* proficiency. . /-

® An estimated 83% of all language minority children reCeiving e
English as a second language instruction were liinited in °
English proficiency.

® An estimated 79% of all language minority. children réceiving
instruction under Federal ESEA Title I (Compensatory
Education) support were limited in English language
.proficiency. ’

® An estimated 83% of all Ianguagc minority ¢hildren receiving
Federal support from'ESEA Title VII (Bilingual Education)
were limited in English proficiency.

® An éstimated 75% of all language minority children receiving
! State bilingual support for.instruction yere limited in English
proficiency, and 76% of thpsc_receivirfg'beal bilingual support
for instruction were limited in English proficiency.

TASK FORCE CRITERIA FOR AREQUACY
OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
. f . ‘

Services provided to limited English proficient children varied, depending on the specific
criteria designated by the task force of State Education Agency officials. The criteria were
formulated in terms of three characteristics of instruction: staff qualifications, clock hours of
instruction per week in English and non-English, languages, and type of assessment
administered in English and non-English languagcs In all results which follow, English as a
second langiage and standard, English-medium instruction are grouped as Enghsh-medlum
instruction.

»
3

® An estimated 96% of all limited English proficient children -
received, instruction from & person designated by the schogl as
a qualified teaching ‘professional. This figure was slightly
higher for bilingual and English-miedium instruction, but
dropped to 57% for limited English proficient children
receiving othcr forms of mstructlon

L]

® Five or more houm per week of instructiop in English were
received by an estimated 83% of the limited English proficient

. children in bilingual instruction, 76% of those students
encolled in English-medium instruction, and 35% in other: )
forms of instruction. : Lo .

ix
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' - ® Fivesor more houis’ instruction in non-English languages were
) received by an estimated 71% of the limited English proficient ) ~
% ' students in bilingual instruction, 8% of those in English- :
. medium instruction, and 4% of those in other forms of
S . .. instruction.

! v - ’
AL \ \ ~ . ® Of the total populatiom of lfmited English proﬁcicnt childrcn,
¢, " approximately 17% received bilingual instruction that was | o
. acceptable for the task force specifications on.hours of [ non-
English language use. ° . ' :

s¢

¢ In bilingual instruction programs, tgsts to assess English
i language. proﬁcxcncy were administerzd to an estimated 4 1% of -
, : the language minority children, and tests to assess non-English
Wy, language proficiency were admmIStered to an estimated 23% of
il the language minority children.

. . & In English-megdium settings, tests to assess English language =~ . . .

- * \ proficiency were administered to an éstimated 29% of the . S
Janguage minority studertis, and tests to assess non-Bnglish .

language proficiency were administered4o an estimated 12%<of

the languagc minority students.

e Of the total populanon of language minority chlldrcn,
approximately *10% received English language assessment
acceptable by task force specifications for a bilingual settmg, -
2Kd about 6% received non-English language assessment u'[ a
bilingual instructional setting that mqt the task force o
Specifications.

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF LANGUAGE MI ﬂRITY CHILDREN /

The study used four indices to reflect the overall extent to whxch school services provided to
language minority children were responsive to student educational needs:

1. Subject area assessmant administered in reading, math, and
other areas

2. School classification of needs of students designated to be
limited in English proficiency according to an extemal test
+ criterion

3. School-reported level of reading achievement

N * .+ 4. School-designated grade retention and overagedness in grade.
B )

The results are reported in the aggregate for all instructional types:*

® An estimated 62% of the limited English proficient childrer
received assessment of reading in English. Approxlmately 57%
received English-language assessment in math. The
percentages for non-lirhited English proficient children did not
s differ apprccxably There were no marked differences from
: these estimates for children with Spanish compared with all
’ . other language backgrounds combmcd

. R . l 1




‘to Congressional mandates in the Bilingua! Education Act (Elementary-and Secondxry

" designed to provide representative numbers of children in California, Texas, New York, and in

_:Bxllngual Education Act. Representatives of 30 State Education Agencies served on 2 review
team tor the st dy and developed specifications for the test. The reviewers found that no

® An estimated 5% of the limited English proficient children
received assessment of reading in non-English languages.
These results were ‘similar to those for assessments
administered in ‘math and othér areas in non-English languages,
and differed litde for children from Spanish compared with all
other language boskgrounds combined. |

® An estimated 22% of the limited English proficient children
were rated by schools as able to use English very well, 19% as ‘
able to use English adequately, and 14% as slightly limited;
34% were not rated at ‘all. These results showed little
difference by language background of the child. -

@ Schoolc rated an estimated 52% of the limited English
proﬁcnem children as being one-half year or more below grade
level in reading in English..In compmson only 12% of non-
limited English proﬁcxent language minority children were
rated below grade level in reading to the same degree. . ' . .

® Schools reported that an estimated 11% of all limited English
proﬁcxent students repeated at least one grade or course, in
comparison with about 2% for non-limited English proficient,

* language minority children. Figures for different language
groups were roughly comparable. ‘

@ Schools reported an estimated 9% of the total limited English
proficient population to be 2 or more years older than the age
expected for chlldren in their grade lgvel.

SOURCE OF DATA . .
The Children’s English and Services Study was conducted under contract from the National
Institute of Education ‘with shared support from the National Certer for Education Statistics
and other agencies in the U.S. Department of Education. The study was designed to respond

Education Act, Title VII) to estimate the number of children with limited English speaking
ability in the United States, and to determine the educational needs of limited English.
proficient children. The work was carried out by a consortium-headed by L eranda and ~
Associates, Inc., of, Washington, D.C. as prime contractor. |

Adults were interviewed in the Spnng of 1978 in a nationally representative sample of
approximately 35,000 households. About 2,200 households were identified where a language
other than English was spoken’end where childrep between the ages of S and 14 were living.
Within these households, selected children were individually administered a test in Enghsh that .
determined whether or notthey were limited in English language proficiency. A questionnaire \
was sent to the schools to identify educational needs of children enrolled. The sample was

the remainder of the country; However, school information for Texas is not reported because of
a low response ratc

The test in Enghsh wis désigned to meet the definition of limited English proﬁcxency in thc

X1,




existing test would meet the Congressional intent, and urged development of a test measuring -
age-specific speaking, lrstemng, reading, and writmg skiiis ik English. The identification of

limited English proficiency is a cut-off point of the total score that accurateiy classifies childrgn

as limited or not limited in English for their age level. The criterion for this score was school .

district determination of limited Englrsh proficiency, derived from: field work with an

independent sample. The State reviewers also specified the school quest'nmarre desrgned t0, .

determine educational needs and school services, biged on criteria for acceptable provrsron of .
services which they developed and agreed upon. .

‘i: * The’ Chrldren s English and Services Study is one of a number of studies being undertaken
E *by the U.S. Department of Education to assess /educatronal reeds of and to improve -
'nstrucuonal effectiveness for limited English proﬁcrent chrldren.

<

N

ﬁ' ACCURACY OF THE DATA

Thic results of this study are based on a sample All figures provided in this report are . -
estimates of what would be obtained with a complete census. Response rates and accuracy of
data for the household survey are discussed in a report prepared by the contractor {Miranda,
i979b). The response rate on the school survey for California, New Yoik, and the remainder of
the country except for Texas was 67%. The school survey results sfiouid be taken only as .
suggestive because of the level of nonresponse and the variatiop in $chool practree that could \
result from responses to a mail-out questionnaire. Additionally, it shotuld &e kept in mind that
the level of services reported are for LEP and NLEP students as determined by a test speciatly
constructed for this study. The 1dent1ﬁcatron of LEP and NLEP students based on this test does
not necessarily agree with the various procedures used in each ‘school site. Consequently, the
level and type of services provi ided to students in the study may reflect differences i in
identi’cation procedures used-fn various communities. "~ .

- . ) o
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L IN;I'RODUCTION »

_ Limited English proficient children have
been the focus of Federal and State legislation
in bilingual education and of a Supreme Court
decision directing schools not to discriminate
against national origin minority children on the
basis of English language proficiency. Con-
sequently, for the pdst several years the U.S.
Department of Education has performed a se-
ries of studies to determine the educational
needs of language minorities living in the Unit-
ed States. School-age children with limited
proficiency in English are of particular concemn -
in these studies. -

" Through these investigations, the Depart-
ment of Education Has attempted to answer
questions about the level and type of educa-
tional'services appropriate for limited English
proficient children. The questions are of the
following kind: First, how many children are
there with limited proficiency in English? In
the absence of information on the total number
of children, projections to establish appropriate

levels of services would be based on specul-_

tion. Second, what are the educational needs of
limited English proficient children? Beyond the
count of children, projections of future service
requirements should take into account the spe-
cial needs these children may have. Third,
what types of services are required for children
whose needs are not being addressed? Specific
information about types of pgograms available
and staffing requirements is needed.

A report on the number of limited English
proficient children livifig in the United States
has been published by the National Clearing-
house for Bilingual Education under thg title
Children’s English and Servites Study: Lan-
guage Minority Childrep with Limited Englishi
Proficiency in the United States (O’Malley,
1981). According to the report, in the Spring of
1978 there were 2.4 million language minority

* background children aged 5-14 years with lim-

ited English language proficiency in the United
States. This represents 63% of all children aged

3[4 Tiving in households where "a Tangygge

other than English was spoken. The present

_report adds tothe count the results of an educa-

tional needs assessment for limited English
proficient children.

x
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Prior Resézi;é‘h to Count Limited Engllsh o

Legislative Mandates

“The needs assessment for limited English
proficient students was first mandated in the
Bilingual Education Act as amended in, 1974
(Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act). The needs assessment was re-

_ quired in the Bilingual Education Act as part of

a report onthe condition of bilingual education
in the Nation.to be submitted by the Commis;
sioner of Education, which would include:

A national assessment of the educational needs of
children and other persons with limited English*
speaking ability and of the extent to which such needs
are being met by Feddthl, State, and 'ocal efforts,
including (A) . . . the results of a survey of the num-
ber of such children and persons inthe States. (Section
731 [C][ID

In the Education Amendraents of 1974, Con-
gress went on to mandate the'count by the
National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES): o L

The National Center for Education Statistics shall con-
duct the survey required by Section 73l(C)(_A) of Title
VII of the Elementary and Sccondary Education Act.
(Section 501 [BJ[A])

At the same time, the Bilingual Education Act
required the National Institute of Education
(NIE) to ‘“‘determine the basic educational

. needs of children with limited English speak--
.ing ability” in section 742 (C)(1).

In combination, the Congressional man-
dates to identify needs and services for the
Commissioner’s report, to count limited En-
glish speakingchildren, and to determine basic
educational needs constituted an extensive
effort to obtain information to support policy
decisions in bilingual education. The count of
limited Englishrproficient children and the edu-
cational needs assessment were the basis for

attempts to establish the scope of bilingual edu-

cation in future revisions of the Biljngual Edu-
cation Act. .

~

Proﬁcient‘Children

A series of coordinated studies within the
Education Department has been completed to




. ’ "
count limited English proficient children. The
following discussion traces the diréction of
those efforts, and identifies their relauonshxp to
the mandated needssassessment.

Survey of Income and Education (SIE).
The'SIE was the major NCES response to the
mandated survey. The SIE was required in the
Education Amendments of 1974 to furnish cur-
rent data on the number of school-age children
in poverty for purposes of formula allocation of

- ESEA Title I support. By cooperative agree-

ment with the Bureau of the ‘Census, whi¢h
conducted the SIE, NCES included language
questions on the SIE household interview and

supplemented the SIE sample inselected States
wherever necessary to provide acceptably ac-"

curate State-level estimates of language minor-

ity persons of school age. In a series of reports, -

NCES indicated the geographic distribution,
country of origin, and school enrollment status
of language minoritie$ based on the SIE (Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics,. 1978a,

1978b, 1978c, 1979). The SIE language ques-

tions concentrated on language background,
usage, and English proficiency. Because de-
tailed information on these language charac-
Jeristics had not been coliected previously on a
national scale, extensive development work on
the language questions was required to carry
out the response to the mandate. The followmg
describes this work.

vaey of Languages. The Survey of Lan-
guages 1.ad two putposes. It was a pilot survey
for questions on language characteristics and
place of birth for the SIE, and it provided
preliminary estir@a},es of language background
characteristics at the national level. The Survey
of Languages was a supplement to the July
1975 Current Population Survey (CPS), a
household survey performed monthly by the
‘Bureau of the Census for the U.S. Department
of Labor to obtain employment estimates and
other information about the labor ‘?grce. If the
Survey of Languages, alternative® interpreta-

~~-tion&of~me—lcgislative definition-of-‘*language - - -

minority” were developed and tested. Each
interpretation yielded an estimate of the qum-
ber of language minorities, among whom
would be found persons with limited English-
speaking ability. These estimaes” were de-

-~

scnbed in the nrst Commissioner's Report on’
the Condition of Bilingual Education in the
Nation in November 1976.

Messure of English Language Proficiency
(MELP). In the SIE, direct assessment of the
language proﬁcxency of school-age chxldren
from language minority backgrqunds was not
possible. The Bureau of the Census wished to
maintain a household interview format on the
SIE and prohibited the use of paper-and -pencil
tests, electronic recordings, or5d1rect inter-
views of each household member in the sam-
ple. Thus, field work separate from the SIE was
needed to identify a set of census-type ques-
tions that would predict English language profi-
cjéncy as a surrogate for more thgrough assess-

‘ment. This set of census-type questions

constituted the MELP. In the field work, per-
formed under contract with the National Center
for Education ‘Statistics (Hartwell et al., 1976;
Stolz.and Bruck, 1976), the assessment criteria
were an English language proficiency test, di-
rect ratings by the ifiterviewer of the child’s’
English language proficiency, -and-school- dis-
trict classification of language mmonty chil-
dren as either limited or proficient in English-
speaking ability. The miethod for predicting
English language proficiency from the MELP
was based on correlational techniques and pro-
cedures that maximized accurate classifications
when predicting the assessment criterion. Sim-,
ulations of the ~prediction in the field test re-
vealed that questions on language usage and
skill in 'speaking and understanding Enghsh
were useful in the prediction. However, it was
also found that MELP items varied depending
on the proportion of limited English speaking
children in the language minority group. Be-
cause the proportion was then unknown, a sep-
argte study was required for the MELP in the
SIE to be useful in providing State:level esti-
mates of the number of lin]ited English speak-
ing children. )

Children’s Enghsh and Services StudL
(CESS)_. .

By interagency agreement among the Na-
tional Institute of Education (NIE), the “a-
tional Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
and other agencies in the U.S. Department of
Education, a study to determine the proportion

’

2 15 , .




of language minority children with /!imited En-
glish proftciency was performed by L. Miranda

-and Associates, Inc. (LM&A) of Washington,

D.C.-as prime contractor. Westat ef Rockville,
Maryland and Resource Development Institute
of Austin, Texas were LM&A’s major sub-
contractors in the consertiufn (Miranda, 1979,
1979b). The study was titled the Children’s
English and Services Study (CESS) (O’Malley,
'1981).
In.addition to providing estimates of the
proportion of language minority children with
limited English proficiency, the CESS was de-
signed to provide estimates of the number of
limied English speaking children from Span-
ish language backgrounds apd the aggregate of
all other language minorities combined in ma-
jor geographic sections of the United States.
The CESS used a sample of households in
which a language other than English was spo-

ken usually or often, consistent with the CPS

and SIE definitions. Responses to the MELP
questions were collécted from adult respon-
dents-for-children-aged-S-14- in-those house-
holds. The external criterion for limited En-
giish proficiency among these children was an
individually administered test of speaking, un-
derstanding, reading, and writihg in English
constructed especially for this study. Children
whose scores on the instrutnent fell below a
criterion score were designated as limited in
English proficiency (LEP), while children
whose scores fell at or above the criterion score
were considered non-limited in English profi-
ciency (NLEP).

Determining the proportion of children with

_limited English proficiency.and estimating

-t

\

~ -

2. For a discussion of the cutoff score see Children’s
English and Services Study: Estimates of Limited
English Proficient Children in the United States—
Methodological Reviews, published by the National
Clearinghouse for Bilingial Education (Rostlyn,
Virginia), 1982 *

4
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numbers of limited English proficient children
were the primary purpose of the CESS. This
information was basec on the CESS household
survey, completed in Spring 1978. Results and
details on the methodology for the household
survey are contained in O’Malley (1981). Re-,
sults are reported for two language groups
(Spanish, all others), four age groups (56,
7-0, 9-il, and_12-14), and four geographic
areas (Galifornia, Texas, New York," and the
remainder of the country).

~

CESS Needs Assessment . .

‘A secondary purpose of the CESS was to
respond to the mardated needs assessment in
bilingual education—that is, to determine “the

" extent to which . . . (educational) needs are
_ being met by Federal, State, and Local

efforts.” The CESS also was designed to re-
spond in part to the NIE mandate to *‘determine
the basic educationa] needs of children with
limjted English speaking ability.” To meet

which followed specifications established by
the CESS advisory groups. The survey ques-
tionnaire was mailed to schools enrolling lan-
guage minority children aged 5~14 in the CESS
household sample. The pupil survey was com-
pleted in Spring 1979. The present report pre-
sents the conceptual framework and survey
methodology for estimating educational-needs
of limited Englishproficient children based on
the pupil sutvey. The results indicate the types
of educational needs that characterize limited
English proficient chiidren and the types of
instructional services the students receive.

s

dates, .a.pupil_survey_was desigoed—_
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II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND SURVEY METHODS FOR o
ESTIMATING EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF AND SERVICES FOR
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT CHILDREN

In the Children’s English and Services Study

‘(CESS), English language assessment of a

sample of 1,909 language minority children in
a household survey provided information on
the number of limited Er glish proficiency chil-
dren aged 5-14 years. A pupil survey com-
pleted by the schools provided information

about educational needs of and instructional”

services provided to a sample of approximately
1,000 language minority child~en.

This section of the report focuses on the
pupil survey and describes the conceptual
framework for the néeds assessments, specifica-
tions for the survey questionnaire, the field data
collection effort, and response rates. Detail on
this information js provided eisewhere in Ap-
pendix A. ’

Conceptual Framework

N\

The framework for the educational needs

assessment was tied to the count of limited
- English proficient children, and consisted of an

interrelated set of research questions and an
approach for coordinatirig the school-and
household procedures required to address the
questions. The research questions pertain to

~ language minority children with limited En-

glish proficiency who are in need of special
instructional services and are as follows:
e How many children are.in need?

® How many children in need are being
served?

. ® What types of educational needs do these

ghildren have?

The first question was the focus of the effort to

* count limited English proficient childrzn in the

household survey portion of the CESS. The
second:and third questions are the focus of the

school survey. The third question’ was refined

into three subquestions:

® How many children receive full service? -
e How many children receive partial service?
e How many children receive no service?

v

Understanding the number of children who.
receive different levels of bilingual instruction
and other services not ¢nly provides important
information for Congressional deliberations
about the scope of future legislation, but also
supplies inforiation for the Education Depatt-
ment to focus its future program efforts in
bilingual educaticn.

The approach uséd to address the research
questions entailed coordinating definitions and
procedures from two surveys: the household
survey, designed to count the number of chil-
dren in need, and the pupil survey, designedto
determine the needs and services for limited
English proficient students. Definitions of es-
sential terms in both surveys were identical,
particularly definitions of *language minor-
ity”. and “limited English proficiency.” Pro-
cedures in the two surveys were. coordinated by
performing the school survey with children
identified in the household survey.

§ .
Specifications for the Pupil Survey
Questionnaire . - )

The pupil survey was designed to ‘meet two
purposes. The first was to obtain-information
on the_nature of instructional services

provided to limited English proficient children. -

The second was to identify the educational
needs of limited English proficient children in
comparison with language minority children
who were more proficient in English. The
CES$ advisory group established complete
specifications for design of the pupil services
questionnaire (Appendix B) to meet both

purposes. :

Instructipnal Services. The pupil survey
questionnaire was designed to determine both
the type and level of instructiona! service. The
type of service was determined from responses

-to-questions-about-four-instructional -.compo-

nents: (1) English language instruction (includ-

ing English language arts, English as asecond

language, and remedial English); (2) language
arts in the non-English language; (3) content
area inst:uction in the non-English language;
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and (21») instruction related to the cultural back-

ground of the children. Bach component is an *

essential element-in the definition of bilingual
education provided in the Bilingual Education
Act. It was expected that students would re-
ceive these components singly or in combina-
tion. Instructional types were defined from dif-
ferent combinations of components and in-
cluded the following:

o Bilingual bicultural instruction (English lan- .

guage instruction, either non-English lan-
guage arts or non-English language content,
or both, and instructien related to the
cultural background of LEP pupils)

» Bilingual instruction (English languagé in-

struction, and either non-English language

“arts or nan-English language content, or
both)

® English as 4 second language (with or with-
out instruction related to cultural
background)

® Engiish-medium instruction (either English
language arts or remedial English, with or
without instruction related to-cultural
background) !

The levél of mstmctronal service to stu-
dents was depicted according to three criteria
applied to thé instructional types. Th criteria

T 77 were establishied by atask forceof tae-CESS

advisory group as minimum requircments for -

instruction to meet the educational needs of
limited English proficient children, and were as
follows: -

® Assessment of English Ianguage proficiency
and, for bilingual instructional types, of pro-

. ﬁ;:ﬁri)‘l/iﬂhe‘ non-English-language . .
o Statfing by professionals in all instructional

areas Y a

' ® Instruction for at least 5 hours per week in

‘English and, for bilingual instructional

— —&ypes——at—least»—.‘»hour&pcpweck«m the-non.

English language

- The number of limited English proficient chil-

dren receiving servrqes in instructional types
that meet the relevant criteria gives a prelimin-

. ™

ary picture of the ways in which combined
Federal, State,~and local efforts address the
educational needs of language)minorrty
children®

Educational Needs, The CESS advisory
group recommended using multiple indices of
need to encompass the full range of difficulties
limited English proficient children might expe-
rience. -Included among the rndrces of needs
were the\followrng

-

® Reading achievement

* ® Grade retennon

® Overagedness m grade .

Additionally, information was requested on.
the procedures by which schools could identify
hether language. minority children were’in

need, and could monitor their; ‘progress through '

the school system. The information-fequested
wa. of two types:

® School assessment to identify limited En-
glish proficiency among language minor-
ities and, where avallable the specrfrc
“classification .

®_ Schoal assessmenL.m,anitomegress
through\the educational system in readrng
and subject areas for both English and non-
Enghsh languages. .

Prlot Study

The pupil survey, questionnaire was pilot
tested at three sites surrounding a major metro-
politan area in the nartheastern United States.
The sites varied in concentration of language

minority students and in size. of schools. The *

questionnaire was maileq td sites after-initial
telephone contact with a coordinator in the
local education agency, requesting completion
of the questionnaire according to instructions.
provided. Recommendations for revisions of
the instrument obtained in debriefing sessions
with teachérs and school coordinators were in-

o

a

~
.

corpdrated i final vVersions of the inNstrument.

Field Data Collection

Data collectron wrth the puprl survey ques-
tionnaire was coordinated with the household

. 18 . .




! }grvey in Spring 1978. A folioyv-up in Spring tion, the range was substantial and varied from
79 was performed on the pupil survey to . 10% in Texas to 79% in the balance of the

" intrease the response rate. Pupil survey ques- country excluding Culifdrnia and New York.
tionnaires were mailed to schools enrolling  The response rate in Texas was far too limited
children in the 5-14 age range where coopera- to justify includingthe data in analyses. To ,
tion had been obtained from parents and from build a sufficient number of cases for analysis, .
State and local education agencies. As many as data. for California, New York, and the re-
four call-backs were made with alocal or State mainder of the country were combined. The
‘coordinator for the study to 2ssure that ques- . overall response rate in these areas, once Texas
tionnaires were returned completed. had been removed from the analysis, was 97%
‘ Y - for the parent consent form and 67% for the-
' " Response Rates . pupil survey questionnaire. .
Response rates for the school survey_ere The low response rates for. Texas and Cal-  ~
determmed foy the following major subpopula- ifornia were due mainly to the State procedures
/ tions in-the CESS: California, Texas, New réauired te obtain permigsion to contact local
York, and the remainder of the copntry com- school districts under the Committee on Edu- .

‘ bined. Results Jre shown in Table II-1, Re- cation and Information System (CEIS) of the
j sponse Rates by Subpopulation for the Parent Council of Chief State School Officers. In Cal-

-

Consent Form and Pupil Survey Questlonnalre ifornia, notification of permxssnon t%pproach

for Children Aged 5-14 Years. - * local education agencies (LEAs) ' was nof re-
The response rate nationally for the parent ceived until late in the school year. Thus, fol-
weonsent form (Appendix C) for releasing ac- low-up was limited by proximity to the end or
cess to school information was 96%. That is, the school year. In Texas, only 5 out of 21
nearly all of the language minority parents with school districts sampled in the State agreed to
- children in the study on whom school data participate in the study in response tc a mail
“ would be collected gave their signed appsdval request from the State Education Agency. Only ; /
. for gaining access to school records: those thet agreed could be contacteddirectly by *
. .o The response rate nationally .for the -pupil project personnel. Non-response adjustments
survey quesuonnalre\was 54%. By subpopula- were built into the survey: weighting pro-
N . t i *
—— e— o e . 4._Table -1 T N
" Response Rates by Suhpopulatlon for the Parent Consent Form and the Pupll Survey T
Questionnaire for Children Aged 5-14 Years "y
o .
x . ,  Pupil Survey \
Subpopulation Eligible Parent Consent Form Questionnaire
N T % N " % N
Califomia . . 310 9% 301 38% 114
Texas 460 95% 437 10% 44
T “NewYork ~ - 279" WB%p -~ -~ 273 - T - -64% 175
. oo Remainder 860 9%6% - 826 79% 654
" Total'! ~ . 1909 . 9%6% 1833 54% 990

L Th}(PUpi.l Survey Questionnaire fesponse rate not including Texas is 67%.




cedures, and are described in the CESS report
on the count of limited English proficient chil-

* dren (O Malley, 1981). Further comments on
the response rates for Californiz and Texas are
given in Appcndnx A of this document.

ts

Sources of Error . ° -,
The particular sample used in the pupil sur-
vey is only one of all possible samples of the
same size that could have been selected using
© this sample dcsngn from the yopulatnon of lan-
guage minorities. Because each of the possible
samples is unique, estimates derived fror: the
/ different samples wotild diffef from each other

(;, and produce sampling error. Confidence inter-

valsgwhich sepresent an indéx of the size of

S lng error,“were not computed for esti-
mates based on the pupil survey-because they
would lend :g&se sense of security to data that

' %ntain other known sources of error. Ra.:her,
ough the sample wgs selected to be represen-
tative, low respons rates may have introduced
error or bias into the sample edtimate in dertain

~locations. (It could be argued that insjruc ional

approaches in Texas or California schools rep-
resent types of approaches which are under-
Jepresented because of low responsc rates.)
* "These low response rates in some cases may be
responsible for low cell frequencies in data
analyses. Tg:ls , numbers associated with popu-
lation estimates that are based on small samples
are not presentedin this report. Percgntages dre

reported because errors associated with per- -

centageswlend to bé lower than with the raw
ber they-represSenit in the numerator of a
roportion. Any attempt to generalize to the
total population should be madg with extreme
cautlon N




IIL. RFSULTS OF THE PUPIL SURVEY TO ESTIMATE. EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF-
*"AND SERVICES FOR LIMlTED ENGLISH PROFICIENT CHILDREN

The type of instruction received by hmxted
Efglish proficient children has been a point of
conjecture since the 1974 needs assessment
-was mandated in ESEA Title VII. Federal sup-
port for bilingual programs can'be documented
more readily than support from State and local
sources. Yet the extent and source of support;
even when support is available, offer no infor-
mation about the type and-level of services it
provides. .

The U.S. Office of Bilingual Edacation sup-

- ported programs enrollm’g approximately 186

thousand children in Spring 1978 for Califor- -

nia, New York, and the remainder of the coun-
try (excepting Texas), the geogiaphic areas rep-
.resented in the school data analysis for the
CESS. The number of limited Englist: profi-
cient children enrolled in special programs of
all types under State and local support has
never been determined nationally. Further, the
proportion of limited English proficient (LEP)
to non-limited English proficient (NLEP) lan-
* guage minority children enrolled in programs
funded from all sources has-been subject 10
- considerable-speculation.

g e

The results of the CESS provxdc only a pre-'.

liminary picture of the type and level of ser-
vices received by LEP children in three major
geographic subpopulations: California, New
York, and the remainder of the United States,
excluding Texas. The picture received from
this study should be considered preliminary for
‘at least four reasons. First, children identified
in the CESS on whom school information was
received are different from children with no
school information. Differences in basic sam-
pling weights between children with and with-
out school information were evident, par-
ticularly in California- (Appendix A). The
precise influence of this difference on school
data is unknown in the absence of additional
anaiyses of the CESS data, which were not
~--possible-for-this-reports -~ ~—-s—=om o

Second, variations in actual school practice
may exjst for similar patterns of responses to
the survey questionnatre. Although the CESS
was designed only to provide a general picture
of these services, the potential variation in un-

derlying services must be recognized. For ex-
ample, schools-reporting to have employed
professional -staff in implementing language
arts in the students’ non-English language
could have retained either highly or minimally
qualifi€d staff by reason of training, experi-
ence, or langnage proﬁcxency A national sur-
vey of teachers providing instruction to limited
English speaking students performed by the
National Center for Education Statistics
strongly indicates that only a smal}}percentage
of these teachers are trained for their task and
possess the proficiency to use the student’s non-
English language in instruction (Waggoner,
1979). Responses to the CESS $chool qugstion-
naire only indicate whether, froxa the schools
point of view, the person who speaks'to the
child in English and non-English languages is
professional or not. In a similar manner,
schools reporting to have used the student’s
non-English language for, say, 10 clock hours
per week may have used the language to only a
limited degree for actual instruction and more
for casual communication. One study, al-

- though_on_a limited sample, suggests thaf =

teachers overestimate both the extent of non-
English language use in general and'the extent
to which the language is used in instruction, as
contrasted with general directions or social di-
alogue (Bruck and Schultz, n.d.). As a final
example, the survey questionnaire simply .
asked, ““‘Does the stvdent receive instruction
on the culture or heritage associated with his or
her non-English language background?”
Schools reporting to have included culture in
instruction could be doing nothing more than
discussing foods or, on the other hand, could
actually be adapting: .insiructional strategies o
the particular learning styles associated with a
given cultural background. - :

A third, and perhaps mogst important, reason
to term the study’s picture.preliininary is that

-.services-are-examined-forchildrenidentifiedas-- .. .

LEP and NLEP on the basis of the assessment
administered as part of ihis study. The assess-
ment procedures may or may not agree with
those used by the schools participating in the
study. School districts might not be providing

, 21 C
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» the school survey respd

special, language-related services because ¢
ther the s€rvices were not available or the chil-

dren were not consndered tobe cligible for them
based on district assessment procedures. The
CESS pupil survey data must be. interpreted
with respect to the languagc instrument admin-
istéred to children in the CESS household sam-

~ ple.and used for making LEP/NLEP distirtc-

tions. This points to the need for examining
procédures used for identification, the diffi-
culty in performing this type, of study, and the
need for, further analysis-of‘the data. -

-Finally, confidence intervals within which
the estimates fall were not cémputed. Con-
fidence intervals- would indicate the range in’
which similar estimates based on the ame
sample size would fluctuate. However, provid-
ing confidence intervals would lend a false
seénse of security to the interpretation of num-
bers that should be considered tentative given
nse rates and potential
variation in school practice for similar re-
sponses to the school questionnaire.

In Sum, the CESS school data should be

. interpreted with caution.-At best, the results

provide an estimate for the type and level of
school services offered to LEP children—but
only for children in schools that elected to
‘respond in three subpopulations: California,
New York, and the remainder of the couq}ry
except for Texas. As will be seen, the results
_nevertheless show an interesting pattern, and,

it is hoped, will generate a paradigm for future
investigations, in terms of both what the ap-
proach reveals as well~as what it fails to dis-

close about the educational services provided °

to LEP students.

" Results of the pupil survey are prcsented in
four broad categories. "The first includes a de-
scription of student enrollment by instructional .
types for LEP and NLEP children from Span-
ish and’non-Spanish language minority back-
grounds The sscond category cantains infor-
mation on the grade distribution and the source
of Federal, State, and local support received for
__different instructional types. The third catego-
"ty identifies and applies criferia for the quality

~ orlevel foreachmajor instructional type. Inthe
final category are indices of educational need

for LEP and NLEP students from Spanish and
non-Spanish language minority backgrounds.

A}

i.Student Enrollment by, Instructional Type

Instructional types defined in the CESS in-
cluded the following: Bilingual'bicultural, Bi-

lingual, English as a second language (ESi.)y/

and English language instruction (ELI). Al

bilingual instruction contained some form of
English language instruction, possibly ESL or
other variations such as.English language arts
and remedial instruction in English. Both ESL
and ELI represent program approaches that
with some children contained a cultural com-
ponent, but with others was provided without
cultural emphasis: ESL could haye been ac-

, companied by an English Ianguage arts compo-

nent or remedial instruction in English, where-
as ELI included either of these but no ESL. An
“other” category was provided for all pro-
grams that did not fit §ne of the specified types.

For each instructjenal type, CESS task force
requirements for level of service were applied.
The criteria were requirements, in the judg-

ment of the task force, for a program type to be

offered;at a minimally acceptable level of

quality and are discussed in detail in Appendix

A. The criteria were as follows:

@ Language assessment in Engllsh and for
bilingual instruction, in nonnEngllsh

" languages N

® Flly professional staffing in all instruction‘

- @ A-minimum-of 5-hours per week in-English

and, for bilipgual instruction, S haurs per
week in non-Eg\glish language instruction.
‘3{

Preliminary analyses revealed that less than
1% of the limited English proficient children

aged 5-14 years received bilingual instruc- -

tional types to a level acceptable to- the task
force (Miranda, 1979b). These results were
based on analyses of data obtajned from New
York and the remainder of the country, exclud-
ing California and Texas. The percentage of
limited English proficient children receiving
bilingual instruction at a level acceptablé to the
task force was far smaller thav had been antici-
pated. Because the percentage was so small,
data analyses-planned for identifying variables
associated with bilingual service provision had
to be altéred.
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Table lll—l C .

Estimated Number of Languag: Minority Chlldren, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Background, English '
Proficiency, and Type of lnstructnon in the United States Spring 1978 (l§lmbers in’000)' ’

, Total ' Sp;znish Non-Spanish
[ _ ]
. . * ’ ‘
B Proficiency . || A Proficiency Proficiency
Program Typé Total LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP || Total  LEP ~ NLEP
. , . T t
Bilingual Bicultural - n 362 29% 64 318 275 43 43 - 22 21
) % 12% 17% . 5% || 19% 23% 8% 3% 4% 2%
Bilingual ' /' n 131 108 23 90 79 11 41 29 12
% 4% 6% - 2% 5% 7% 2% N 3% 5% 1%
B . . 3
. 4 . -
ESL n. 29 189 40 135 19 15 .{|* 95 70 25 .
% . 7% 11% 3% 8% 0% 3% %  13% 3%
English Language . n 2,149 1,003 1,146 1,014 604 410 1,135 400 7358 -
Medium % 69%  58% 83% 60% 51% 81% 80% 1% - 8%
—owdr—- n 226, 124 102 ||.124 e 27 || 1w 2 15
' . % 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 5% 7% 5% 9% |
" Total n 3,097 1,723 1,375 1,681 1,135 507 1,416 548 858




‘Subsequent data analyses were designed to

¢ reveal the number of children aged 5-14 years

receiving alternative types of instruction inde-
pendent of the task force requirements. Each
task force criterion for level of service was then
applied to determine which of the criteria were
not met. All analyses include California, New
York, and the remainder of.the country except
Texas. Table III-1 presents the percentages of
limited English proficient (LEP)-and non-lim-
ited English proficient (NLEP) children receiv-
ing different .orms of instruction.
~ Special instructional services for LEP chil-
dren were shown to vary considerably when
task force requirements for level of service
were removed. An estimated 297 thousand, or
17% of all LEP children, received instruction in
one or more courses through a non-English
language accompanied*by a cultural compo-
nent (bilingual bicultural type). An additional
108 thousand,”or 6% of all LEP children, re-
ceived this form of instruction without culture
(bilingual type). An estimated 189 thousand, or
11% of 411 LEP children, received ESL, where-
as 1 miilion, or. 58%, received an all-English
instructional program without ESL.

For the differenit language groups, roughly

_ 30% of the Spanish language LEP children

received either bilingual bicultural or bilingual
instruction, and 10% of the Spanish language
LEP children were in ESL. Just more than 50%
of the Spanish language minority LEP children

received standard English-medium instruction,

compared with 73% of the non-Spanish lan-

guage minority LEP students. The sma}l per-
centage of children in the ‘“other” category
indicates that most instruction in which{ both
LEP and NLEP children were enrolledcouldbe
classified with the typology used.

The extent to which targeted bilingual and
ESL services reach LEP. as contrasted with
NLEP, children can be constructed from

Table III-1. Of the language minority children -

who received either bilingual bicultura] or bi-
lingual instruction, 406 out of 493 thousand, or
82%, were LEP, while only roughly 87 thou-
sand, or 18%, were NLEP. Of those who re-
ceived ESL, 189 out of 229 thousand, or 83%,
were LEP compared with 17% NLEP. When
neither bilingual instruction nor ESL was avail-
able, as with English-medium instrg_c&n‘

N

services were roughly evenly divided betwee
LEP and NLEP students. Approximately 1 mil
lion, 0r47%, of ail Janguage minority children
recewmg standard Englxsh-medlum instruc-
tion were LEP.

Characteristics of Instructional Types

Grade level and sources of support for pro- °
grams enrolling LEP -children are two major
characscristics about which little has been
known. Conventional wisdom and some data
from State and Federal sources suggest that
most bilingual instruction occurs at the elemen-
tary level. Information is virtually nonexistent
about lc<al support for bilingual or other in-
struction offered to LEP children. In Table

‘[II-2 and subsequent tables, in order to build

sufficient cases for analysis, children receiving
all bilingual types of instruction were com-
bined, as were those receiving all types of
English language instruction. '

Grade Distribution. By far the majority of
children aged 5-14 receiving bilingual instruc-
tion were concentrated in grades K-6, as
shown in Table III-2, Estimated Number ?’
Language Minority Children, Aged 5714
Years, by Type of Instruction, Enghsh Profi-
ciency, and Grade Level in the United States:
Spring 1978. The greater concentration in
lower grades is consistent for both LEP and
NLEP children. LEP children enrolled in En-
glish instruction are also concentrated in lower
grades--However, NLEP -children-in-English
programs are more evenly distributed across
the grades.

Source of Support. Federal. support for
children receiving bilingual instruction comes
from a variety of sources, as shown in Table
I1I-3, Estimated Number of Language Minor-
ity Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of
Instruction, English Proficiency, and Source of
Federal Support. The results in Table III-3
show four different sourcea of Federal support:
ESEA Title I (Compensatory Education),
ESEA Title I Migrant Education, ESEA Title
VII (Bilingual Education), and ESAA Title VII
(Asczistance for Desegregating Schools). Al-
though each source of funding shown is pre-
sented independently, it is expected that some
of the children are recipients of multiple fund-
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Table III-2

" Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type :)f Instruction, English
Proficiency, and Grade Levei in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)*. .

~

, Total ' Bilingual _ ° English - . Other

-

* X

Proficiency | Proficiency - . Proficiency Proﬁciel‘icy: _

Grade Level ‘I‘otalﬁ LEP NLEP || Total - LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP || Totsl LEP NLEP

K-3 n|1,368 8L 517 275 217 58 1,008 58 423 8 . 49 37
%|  44%  49%  38% 58% 4%  66% 2% 49%  36% 36% 3%% 36%

46 n| 950 471 479 44 118 26 760 323 438 || 46 30 16
%| 31% ' 2% 35%||:29% 29% 29% 2% 2% 3% || 2% 24%  16%

7-9° n| 718 372 347 74 10 4 567 259 308 78 43 . 35
%| 2% 2% 25%|| 15% 1% 5% 2% 2% 26% (| 34% 4% 4%
NotReported[n | - 60 29 31 [ b b b || 4 26 18 || 16 2 14
: % 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2%. 1%||] 1% 2% 13%

. . v % . > .
| Total, _ |n[3,007 1,723 1,375 493 406 87 ||2378 1,193 1,186 || 226 ; 124’ 102

a- Totals may not add due to rounding. Regions include California, New York, and the rcmaihder’of the country except for Texas.
b. Fewer than one thousand. ) ' ) .
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ing ca;cgoncs Schools could have indicated
other sotirces ofsitpport on the pupllqucstmn-
naire, such as Follow _Through of Right to
* Read, bit only in the four catégories shown-
was the'ineidence sufficient to warrant report-
ing the, results. .

In adﬂmon it should be pointed out that the
pcrccntages reported in Table IlI-3 reflect the
types qf services received by language minor-

ity children identified as LEP and NLEP ac-
cordmg r? the Study’s criteria. The criteria {or
identifyirlg LEP students do not necessarily
always agree with local criteria for identifica-
tion. This means that certain students may not
have been identified as LEP and NLEP accord-
ing to the schools’ criteria and thus were not
targeted for particylar types of services. The
data must be interpreted with this caveat in
mind. .

The type of support received by LEP stu-
dents varied, depending on the type of class-
‘room instruction. Of LEP children receiving:
bilingual instruction, 27% recéived funding
from ESEA Title I; 4%, from Title I Migrant
Education; 18%, from ESEA Title VII; and
4%, from ESAA Title VII. For LEP childrenin
English language programs, 23% received
funding from ESEA Title [; 3%, from Title I
- Migrant Education; 4%, from ESEA Title VII;
and 2%, from ESAA Title VII. Across all types
of instruction, ESEA Title VII ‘support was
received by an estimated 7% of all LEP stu-
dents. These percentages should be interpreted
in light of the relative numbers of LEP students
estimated to be enrolled in each instructional
type. The nuinber of students in English-medi-
wm instruction is much larger. Total LEP en-
rollment in all bilingual instruction was 406
thousand, compared with 1.2 million in En-
ghsh -medium instruction and 124 thousand in

“other” instruction.

Table 113 can also be used to construct -
the number and percentage of students receiv-

.. ing a particular type of instruction for a given

.funding source. Qf the 417 thousand LEP stu-
dents receiving support from ESEA Title I, 273
thousand, or 65%, were in English-medium
instruction, 26% were in bilingual instriction,
and 9% received “‘other” instructional types.
Of the 76 thousand LEP students receiying

support from ESEA Tnle I, Mlgrant Educa-
tion,. 16 thousand or 21% were¢ in bllmgual
instruction, 41% were in anl:sh-mcdxum fn-s
struction, and 38% were in other types df ih-
struction. Of the<37 thousand LEP children
receiving ESAA Title VI support, 46% re-
ceived bilingual instruction, 54% rccelvcd En-
glish-medium instruction, and a ncgllglble per-
cent received “other” forms of instruction.
Of the 126 thousand LEP children receiving
support from ESEA Title VII, the Federal bi-
lingual program, an estimated 58% were in
bilingual instruction; 40%, in English medium

instruction; and 3%, in ‘‘other” forms of in- ,

striction. Overall, of the 173 thousand lan-
guage minority children receiving ESEA Title
VIl support, an estimated 105 thousand, or
61%, received support for bilingual instruc-
tion, as contrasted with 64 thousand, or .:7%,
who received ESEA Title VII support in an
English language program. While this appears
to indicate that not all ESEA Title VII support
was expended for bilingual instruction, it may
simply represent differences between identi-
fication procedures used in this study and those
used by the school district.

If one discounts the type of |nstruct|onal'

" support and keeps in mind the differences:in -

identification criteria, targeted Federal support

for LEP- students compared “with potcnually ’

misdirected resources for NLEP language mi-
nority children can be constructed from Table
I1I-3. For example, LEP students rcpresent
between 66% and 82% of all language minority
children (compared with 18% and 34% NLEP)

‘receiving Federal support. The estimated fig-

ures for each funding source are as follows:
ESEA Title I, 417 thousand, or 79%, LEP
students outof 529 thousand language minority
recipients; ESEA Title I Migrant, 76 thousand,

.or 66%, LEP students out of 116 thousand

language minority recipients; ESEA Title VII,
126 thousand, or 73%, LEP students out of 173
thousand language minority recipients; and
ESAA Title VII, 37 thousand, .or 82%; LEP-
students out of 45 thousand language minority

- students. In general, it appears that the major-

ity of Federal resources are targeted to LEP
Studeats, with the re\mamdcr going to NLEP
language minority students who may meet
other Federal eligibility requirements.

.
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‘. N S o Tablg -3 o \ .
Estimated Number of Languag. Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of Instruction, English ' j
Proficiency, an‘dVSQurce of Federal Support in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)*
\ . . . 1) , . - . "’ . ” t‘
3 ’l
. . N English Medium-
Total * Bilingual Instruction - Instruction . *  Other .
. " . hd N * - * ~
! . . ! { N
Proficiency Proficiency | . Proficiency Proficiency
urce of = . — ] -
port . | Total LEP NLEP Totsl LEP NLEP || Totalr LEP NLEP | Total, 'LEP NLEP .
. , . v !
Title I n.| 529 417 ‘2 11i 108 3. 346 2713 . 74 72 3 36 .
% 17% 79% 8% 23%, 26% 4% | 15% 5% 6% 32% 29% 35%
Title I Migrant | n | 116 76 40 2 -6 6 {| 3 3 "5 P 8 -2 29
%| 4% 6% 3%|| 5% 4% 1% 2% xjé 0% |1 2% 23% 28%
CESEATile VIl| n | 173 126 46 || 105 73 3l 64 ‘50 14 4 4 0
i % 6% 3% . 3% 61% 58% ¢+ 36% 3% + 40% 1% 2% 3% 0%
ESAATitle VII| n | 45 37 8 17" 17 b || 28 2 .8 || b K. b
(Desegregation)’ | % 1% 82% 1% 3%. ° 46% 0% 1%  54% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Total ‘n |3,097 1,723 1,375 493 406 87 2,378 1,193 1,186 226 124 102 ;
a. Estimated numbers may not add up to total because of overlapping sources of support.*Regions include California, New York, and the f
remainder of the country except for Texas. ~ L - .
b. ?‘nplc size too small to repdit. Fewer than one’thousand.
. * -,
4
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‘ . Table 114
| . I ~, 4 . ) . : : v o
P Estimated Nuymber-of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of Instruction, English _
Proficiency, and Non-Federal Source of Support in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)* -
/ - - N . .0
SR : . English Medium
' Total Bilingual Instruction Instruction Other
l’ . -. . 4 - + ,
) Proficiency . Proficiency Proficiency * Proficiency
Source of TN ' : ' —
Support Toial LEP NLEP || Totaj LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP
L % : ’
State Bilingual {n| 330 248 82 161 147 14 - 128 '90 -38 41 12 29
. % 11% 14% 6% B% 36% 16% 5% 8% ", 3% 18% 10% 28%
OtherState  |n| 297 204 93 s6 ss f || 26 141 79 14 1B :
. |% 10% 12% 1% 11% 14%- 1% | 10% 12% 7% 6% 1% 13% ﬁ ' ..
) : : ’ 4 ' ‘
Local Bilingual | | 296 225 n 209 . 169 39 87 . 56 b b b b
% 10% 13% 5% 2% 2% 45% 4% 5% 3% 0% ., 0% 0%
Totat |n 3,097 1,723 1,375 493 406 '87 2,378 1‘193 1,186 * 226 124 102 . 1
a. Estimated numbers .nay not add up to total because of overlap among sources of support Reglons include California; New York, and the 1
remainder of the countrg except for Texas. |
p. Sample size too small to report. Fewer than one thousand. T . ‘
° ’ - . |
. ) |
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Finally, the number of children‘estimated to
receive ESEA Tiue VU support by the CESS
and by the U.S. Office of Education’s (USQOE)
Office of Bilingual Education can be ‘com-
pared. In the CESS, an estimated 173 thousand
LEP and NLEP children Were enrolled in class-
rooms of all types that were reported by schools
to have received assistance from ESEA Title
VII. These children were all aged 3—14 years in
Spring 1978 and were from language minority

‘backgrounds residing in the three areas for

which CESS school data were repgried:® Cal-

ifornia, New York, andthe remainder of the .

U.S. excepting Texas. USOE reported that an
estimated 186 thousand children were efirolled
in programs receiving ESEA Title VIl funds in
Spring 1978 in the same geographic areas.
USOE'’s figures were obtained from grant pro-

" posals submitted*at the beginning of the aca-

demic year 1977-78.

"USOE-s figures for ESEA Title VII enroll-
ments are remarkably close to the CESS esti-
mates. The slight diserepancy could stem from
a number of sources. The 8frection of the dis-
crepancy can be anticipated only for the first
two of these sources. First, age differtnces
between the CESS and USOE groups could
produce a larger figurg for USOE’s estimated
enrollments in ESEA Title VII programs. Al-

though concentrated in the 5-14 age range, as '

were the CESS children, ESEA Title VII pro-

grams extend throughout secondary school:,

Second, enrollments in ESEA Titfe VII most
likely include English langiage background
students, as required by law, thereby producing
a larger figure for USOE’s estimate . Third, the

USOE figures were collected before the begin-

ning -of the school year, whereas the CESS

figures were obtained in Spring 1978; enroll-
ments could have changed over that duration. "

The final potential sources of difference are the
CESS sampling error and the non-respense
rate. In any case, the discrepancy is very small.

Non-Federal sources of support are shown'in
Table [l1-4, Estimated Number of Language
Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type
of Instruction, English Proficiency, and Non-
Federal Source of Support. Of LEP children
receiving bilingual instruction, 36% received
State bilingual support and 42% received local
bilingual support, whereas only 14% received

~

other State support. State and local support for
children ig bilingual instruction clearly was
more prevalent than any source of Federal sup-
port. Potential overlap between sources of sup-

«port was not analyzed. For LEP children en-
rolled in English language programs, only a
very small percentage received special support
from either State or local funding.

Levels of Instruction

The CESS task force for program types and
levels of service identified a series of criteria
that are requirgd, in their judgment, for bi-
lingual and English language instruction to be
delivered acceptably. The criteria, as noted ear-
lier, dealt with three issues: (1) hours of instruc-
tion in English and non-English languages; (2)
staffing by professionals rather than non-pro-
fessionals; and (3) assessments of both Eniglish
and non-English language proficiency.

Hours of Instruction. The CESS task
force required acceptable bilingual instruction .
to include at least 5 hours of English language
instruction and 3 hours of non:English lan-
guage instruction per week. The results are
shown in Table III-5, Estimated Number of
Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14
Years, by Type of Instruction, English Profi-
ciency, and Clock Hours of Instruction in En-
glish and Non-<English Languages per Week.

Inspection of Table.lll-5 indicafes that the
percentage of LEP children for whom the task
force criteria on hours of language instruction
were met depgnded on both the language and
the type of instruction. Criteria for English
language instruction tended to be met in botlt
bilingual and English-medium instruction.
Five or more hoursof instruction in English per

_'week (constructed from information provided)
were given to an estimated 83% of the LEP
students in bilingual instruction, and to 76% of
the -LEP students in English-medium instruc-
tion, but to only 35% of the LEP students in
other forms of instruction. The clock hours
specifiéd for English include only English lan-
guage arts (ELA), English as' a second lan-
guage (ESL), and remedial or corrective in-
struction in English (RCE). In contrastsclock
hours specified for nqn-English languages in-
clude language arts, content areas, history an
culture, and other subjects. :

31
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. . . Table JIE-S \ .

Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14, by Type of lnstmction, Engllsh Proﬂcieucy, nnd Clock Hours of Instruction in ’
English and Non-English Languages per Week in' the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbérs in 000)

- < ' N \
-\ Total Bitingual Instruction English Medium Instruction || - Other
< ‘ ~ &
Preficiency ~ Proficlency . Proficiency . Proficiency
* ' hﬂl‘”&e of ¢ ’ - R . v + W
Instruction - | Hours Total LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP i} Total LEP NLEP Total *° LEP NLEP
] English .0-4 n| 638 275 363 94 55 39 540 216 324 4 4 b - / .
% 21% 16% , 26% 19% 14% 45% 23% . "18% 27% 2% 3% 0%
5-9 n | 1,060 511 549 154 142 12 || 873 336 537 34 34 T b
- % 34% 30% 40% 31% 35% . 14% 37% 28% 45% |} ' 15% 27% 0%
N 10+ |.n ] 1,096 775 7 321 228 196 b 858 - 569 288 1 10 N
% 35% 45% 23% 46% 48% 31% 36% 48% 24% 5% 8% 1%
N Not 4 n 303 162 141 17 13 4 108 72 36 178 77 101
Reported { % 10% 9% 10% 3% 3% 4% 5% 6% 3% 79% 62% 99%
Total | n {3,097 1,723 1,375 493 406 87 2,378 1,193 1,186 . 226 124 102 .
. '/ . - .
Non-Engt 0-4 n {2,743 1,427 1,316 154 117 38 2,371 1,193 1,178 218 118 100 s
; ; % 88% 83% 96% 31% 29% 43% 97% 100% 9% 96% 95 9%6%
N 59 |n| 149 121 28 145 118 26 b b b 4 °3 b
% 5% % 2% 29% | 29% 30% 0% 0% 0% 2% - 2% 1% s
10+ n 205 174 31 193 170 ° b b b b b b b ’ )
% 7% 10% 2% 39% 4% 26% 0% 0% 1% 2% 3% 0%
) \
Not i 3 b 3 b b b b b b 3 b 3
N Reported | % 3% . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% |
« . . » . i
Total | n |3,097 1,723 1,375 493 406 87 2,378 1,193 1,186 226 124 - 1102 T
M ' i) ‘3
a. Estimated numbers may not add up to total because of rounding. Regions mc}hdc California, New York, and the remainder of the country except for Texas. . w 3 9D
b. Sample size too small to report. Fewer than ont thousand. |
2 .
S-. v , t ) s !
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. Task force requirements in non-English lan-
guages tended to be met inbilingual instruction
1t rates only slightly-below the level of require-

-ments for English language instruction. An

estimatéd 71% of the students in bilingual in-
struction were taught in a_non-English lan-
guage for 5 hours or more per week. The per-

centage of students taught 5 -hours or more per -

week in non-English languages for other in-
structional types was 4%, and for what was

, reported to be' English-medium instruction, an

estimated 8%. Rurther analysis indicated that
the 8% was generally-associated with English
instruction that was accompanied by cultural

instruction, whether it was English as asecond -
language or English language arts.

Of all LEP language minority-students, the -

percentage receiving bilingual instruction con-
sistent with the task force recommendations for
minimum quality can be constructed from
further analysis of the data”underlying Table
[II-1 and Table III-5. An estimated 406 thou-
sand, or 23%, of all 1.7 million LEP language
minority children received -bilingual instruc-
tion, as noted in Table II-1. Roughly 289 thou-
sand, or 71%, of thes¢ 406 thousand LEP chil-
drenreceiving bilingual instruction were taught
in non-English languages at least 5 hours per
week, as shown in Table III-5. The figure 289
thousand represents approximately 17% of the
total 1.7 million LEP language minority chil-
dren. Thus, based on this'task force criteriom,
an estimated 17% of all language minority chil-
dren in need, those who are LEP, received

bilingual instruction that could be considered -

acceptable.
Students whe were not receiving bilingual

instruction could nevertheless be receiving in- ~

struction in an English-medium environment
that meets other task force criteria. An estimat-
ed 1.2 million, or 69%, of the 1.7 million LEP
students were receiving English-medium in-
struction, as noted in Table ITI-1. Applying the
task force criteria for hours per week in English
to English-medium instruction, as was per-
formed above, 76% or about 905 thousand of
the 1.2 million LEP students in English"medi-
um instruction were taught at least 5 hours per
tveck in English. The figure 905 thousand rep-

resents approximately 53% of the total 1.7 mil-

v

?

er

" lion LEP language minority children. There-

fore, based only on the criterion concerned
with hours of instruction in English for a stu-
dent in English-medium instruction; roughly
two out.of three LEP children were receiving
instruction consistent with the task force rec-
ommendations in this area. i
Staffing: The task force recommended that
all instructional staff should' be professional
irrespective of the language; component, or

" program type.. Neither paraprofessionals nor

volunteers were an acceptable substitite for a
staff-considered to be qualified by schoql dis- -
trict standards for professional status. The re- .
sults of analyses for staffing are shown in Table
II1-6, Estimated, Number of Language Minor-
ity Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of
Instruction, English Proficiency, Staffing, and
Language of Instruction. «

Task force criteria. for staffing were gener- .
ally met irrespective of student language-back-
ground for the two major instructional types.

- Anestimated 98% or more of the LEP children

in bilingual and English-medium instruction
were taught in English by .persons the school
designated to be professional. However, for
“other types” of instruction, 57% of the LxP
students were taught-in English by a profes-
sional. Innon-English languages, a profession-
al taught 93% of the LEP children in bilingual
instruction. As indicated earlier, staff desig-
nated as professional by the school may not
have been trained or experienced in bilingual
instruction or in other areas where they were
expected to offer services to limited English
proficient children. -

The level of educational service pro{/ided to
LEP studeis can be constructed based of
assumptions made about appropriate instruc:
tion in'the light of the task force criteria. If °
bilingual instruction with professionals teach-
ing non-English languages is the minimum ac-
cepted, the percentage of LEP students esti-

.mated to receive acceptable seivice is 23% or
* 402 thousand ox“of the total 1.7 million LEP

children. On the other hand, if English-medi-
uminstruction by professionals is the only con-
dition required, #n estimated 96%, or.1.6 out of
1.7 million, LEP children received acceptable
service.
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, Table I11-6 N /
! .  Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of Instruction, English Proficiency, Staffing, and *
Language of Insq-uction in the'United Smes: Spring 1978 (Numbers in /000)- ) .
. . Ve "
o ‘ R - English Medium
Total Bilingual Instruction Instruction Other
. f P )
Proficiency Proficiency " Proficiency \ Proficiency’
’ Language of * . : .
Instruction ©  Staffing _ Total LEP NLEP || Totai LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP
English - Professional |{n (2,923 1,647 1276 || 489 . 402 87 2,350 1,174 1,176 71 13
: % 94% %% 93%|| 9% 9%. 100% %% 98% N% 51% 12%
" Non-Profes- |n| 174 76 o8 4 4 b 8 .19 9 53 ° 89
. sional % 6% 4% 1% 1% 1% 0% || 1%, « 2% 1% 43%  88%
NotRepoted |n| b ‘b b b b b b b bl o} /b b
% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N 0% 0% |
Totl |[n3,007 1,723 1375 493 406 87 2,378 1,193 1,186 124 102 “
5 -
Non- Professional * [n| 486 402 84 || 450 3719 T 19 8 ~ 11 17 15 2
English % 16% 2% 6%l 91% 9% 81% 1% 1% 1%|| ‘8% 12% 2%
. _ \ o
Non-profes- {n|{ 1,284 677 606 43 .27 16 [11,214 1624 159 26 2. b .
sional %] 41% 39% 4% 9% 1% 19% 51% szzl\ We|l 129 21% 0%
Not Reported -|n11,328 644 684 b b b {1,146 561 585 182 83 99
% 8% B31% 50% 0% 0% - 0% 8% 471% H%|| 81% 67% 98%
Total |n|3,007 1,723 1,375 || 493 406 87 2,378 1,193 1,186 226 124 102

a. Estimated numbers may not add up to the total because of rounding. Regions include California, New York, and the remainder of the country except

for Texas. "
b. Sample sia%too small to report. Fewer than one thousand.
30
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Table H~7

"

Estumted‘Number of Language Minerity Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Type of Instruction, English
Proficiency, and Language Proﬁciency Assessment in the United States' Spring 1978, (Numbers in.000)'

- English Medium
Total” Bilingual Instruction ] Instruction Other

. Proficiency Proficiency Proficiency . Proficiency
Type of Test Totali LEP NLEP || Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP || Total LEP ,NLEP
English | n 926 591‘ 335 - 221 174 47 683 401 282 22 16 6
Language |% 30% 34%° 24% 4% 43% 50% 9% 34% 24% 10% ° 13% 6%

Non-English| n 424 271 (153 118 97 21 276 156 120 ' Al 18 T 13
Languages | % 14% 16% 11% 24% 24% 2% .|| .12% 13% 10% 14% 14% - 13%

Total n (3,07 1,723 1,375 493 406 "87. 2,378 1,193 1,186 226. 124 ~ 102

.

a. Numbers may not add up to total because of rounding and overlapping categories. Regions include California, New York,and the
remainder of the country except for Texas. -

b. Sample size too small to report. Fewer than one thousand

1z




Lagguage Assessment. One major purpose
of English language assessment among lan-
guage minoritv students is to identify, students
who can profit from instruction in English.
Similarly, assessment in the non-English lan-
guage helps the school to determine the stu-
dent's capahility to perform in a non-English
instructional medium. The task force recom-
mended the use of stahdardized tests in both
English and non-English’languages in bi-
lingual instruction. Only English language
standardized tests were required in English lan-

guagé instruction. The results of questions -

posed to schools about lapguage assessment
are presented in Table 1II-7, Estimated Num-

ber of Language Minority Students, Aged 5-14 °

Years, by Type of Instruction, English Profi-
ciency, and Language Proficiency Assessment

Three principal findings are evident from
inspecting the results presented in Table I1I-7.
Firss, task force requirements for language pro-
ficiency assessment tended to be met more for
English language assessment than for non-
English language assessment in the two major
instructional types. Tests to assess English lan-
guage proficiency in the context of bilingual
instruction were administered in English to
_ 44% of the language minority children, but
were admunistered in non-English languages to
24% of the language minority children. In the
context of English langupge instruction, Eng-
fish language proficiency was gssessed for 29%
of the language minority students, and non-
Enghsh language proficiency was assessed for
12% of these students.

4 . nd finding was that task force require-
ments for language proficiency assessment
tended to be met more in bilingual instruction
than in English-medium instruction. Using
some of these same percentages, tests of En-
glish language proficiency were admninistered
to 44% of the language minority children’in
bilingual instruction, to 29% of the children in
English-medium instruction, and to 10% of the
children receiving other forms of instructiori
Tests of non-English proficiency were admin-
1stered to 24% of the students in bilingual in-’,
struction, to 12% of the students in English-
medium instruction, and to 14% of the students
in other instructional types.

-~

The third finding is that application of the
task force criteria for language assessment in
bilingual instruction seriously diminished the
percentage of LEP children being adequately
served. Whereas 406 thousand, er 23%, of the
1.7 million LEP children received bilingual
instruction overall, as shown in Table 1II-1 only
174 thousand, on 10%, of these 177 million
received English language assessment and’97°
thousand, or 6%, received non-English lan-
guage assessment in the context of bilingual
instruction.

Assurping that alternatives to bilingual in-
struction might meet the needs of LEP students
and that assessment ¢ritetia are met Yyields" a

- somewhat improved impression of services

provided to LEP children. Of 1.7 million LEP
children receiving all forms of instruction, 591
thousand, or 34%, received English language
assessment, and 271 thousand, or 16%, re-

" ceived assessment in ndn-English languages.

Indices of Educational Need

The CESS advisory group was concerned
with a variety of indices of educational need for
LEP children. The prevailing impression was
that multiple indicators of need were required
to capture the range of additional services ap-
propriate for these children beyond those used
to describe the type and level of instructional
programs. Of particular interest were indices
reflecting needs of LEP, as contrasted with’
NLEP, children from Spanish and non—Spanish
language minority backgrounds. The indices
reported are as follows:

® Types of subject areas assessment received
L Schoq'l langrage classification
o Reading achievemeht

® Grade retention
® Overagedness in grade.

Information on the first two indices is re-
ported to reflect the school’s capability to iden-
tify the children's educational needs. and the
last three indices reflect the children’s attain-
ments in school.

39 2. |
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Table II1-8
- A , NS A Y
Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 years, by Langusge Background, English
\ - Proficiency, and English Language Subject Area Assessments in the United States: Spring 1978
. i * (Numbers in 006 ‘ o
= N —_— > ‘ :
: Total . X Spanish " Non-Spanish
J( ‘ ) U Proficlency - Proficiency . Proficiency «
. English Language « . . ' }‘3 “ R A
Assessment Instrument ‘| Total LEP  NLEP Total - -LEP_ LEP Total LEP  NLEP
" Reading ) n 1,881 1,071 810 1,084 772 313 || 796 299 497
% 61% 62% - 59% 65% 66% 62% , 56% 5% . 51% ‘l
. ' < . o '
Math n 1,778 974 84 998 ~ , 686 313 ] 779 - 288 491 }
% 57% 57% 8% 59% -~ 58% 62% 55% 53% 57% \
Other n | 886 422 464 450- - 283 167 |{ 436, 139 = 296
% 29% 25% 34% 27% - 24% 33%~ . 31% 25% 34%‘]?
Total no | 3007 1,723 1,575 || 168t 1,175 507 || 1416 S48 868
a. Numbers may ndt total due to ruunding and to overlapping categorics. Regions include California, New Yurk, and the rcmaindeli
of yfc/ country lcxcept for Texas. C ’ e




Subject Area Assessment. Assessment of
subject areas in both English and non-English
languages enables schools to monitor the pre-
gress of children as they advance through the
grades. Specific area: n which schools were
requested to indicate subject area assessment
included reading, math, and a combined cate-
gory for other areas the schools were free to
designate. The results for English language
assessments are presented in Table 11I-8, Esti-
mated Number of Language Minority Chil-
dren, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Back-
ground, English Proficiency, and English Lan-
guage Subjeci Area Assessments.

Well over half the total number of LEF chil-
dren received assessments administered to de-
termine their English reading proficiency. An
estimated 1.1 million, or 62%, of the 1.7 mil-
lion LEP children for all languages combined
reccived assessments in English regding. As-
sessments in math administered in English
were provided to 57% of the LEP children and
assessments in other areas were provided to
25%. Spanish language background students
received English language subject area assess-
ments at roughly the same level as students
from non-Spanish language minority back-
grounds. However, there was a modest tenden-
cy for Enghsh reading assessment instruments
to be admunistered to more Sranish language
background students than non-Spanish lan-
guage minonty students.

Non-English language subject area assess-
ments were administered to LEP students less
frequently thar assessments in English in the
sarne subject areas. The results for non-English
language instruments are shown in Table 1119,
Estimated Number of Language Minority Stu-
dents, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Back-
ground, English Proficiency, and Non-English
Language Subject Area Assessments. An esti-
mated 89 thousand, or only 5%, of the 1.7
mullion LEP children for all languages com-
bired received subject area assessments in
reading 1n their non-English language. The fig-
ures are roughly comparable for assessments
admimstered in math and other areas in non-
English languages, and differ little depending
on the language background of the child.

Schoo! Classification. Classification of lan-
guage munority children based on language

41

proficiency in English is critical to providing
instructional services addressed to their educa-
tional needs. Schools swere requested in the
CESS to indicate the English language profi-
ciency of children in one of six categories:
severely litited proficiency, very limited,
slightly limited, adequate, can use English
very well, and other.

Before discussing the school classifications,
it should be noted that disagreement between
the CESS classification of LEP and the school
classification can be expected. The CESS clas-
sification of LEP was based on an assessment
instrument that was grounded in acceptable
school assessment practice observed onsite in
field tests of the instrument. The school classi-
fication of LEP was based on a variety of pro-
cedures, only 34% of which involved profi-
ciency assessment, as noted in Table Iil-7. The
basis for the’ remaining classifications varied,
but included teacher observation and locally
developed tests. The school classification cam
be taken as an indication of the extent to which
schools were able to recognize a need for spe-
cial instructional services appropriate to the
language needs of the children, given that the
CESS test instrament is the valid criterion. The
results are presented in Table 11}--10, Estimated
Number of Language Minority Children, Aged
5-14 Years, by Language Background, English
Proficiency, and School Classification.

The results suggest that schools tend to over-
rate the English language proficiency of lan-
guage minority Students, compared with re-
sults determined from the CESS test criterion
An estimated 385 thousand, or 22%, of the 1 7
million LEP students for all languages com-
bined were rated by schools as able to use

" English very well, and 362 thousand, or 19%,

of the total LEP children were rated as able to
use English adequately. For 582 thousand, or
34%, of total LEP students, the schools
gave no .esponse to the question about lan-
guage proficiency. These figures differed little
for children from Spanish and non-Spanish
language backgrounds, except that the item
non-response rate was higher for non-Spanish
language minority students. Generally, the
schools rated very few NLEP children in lower
English language proficiency categories. The
major concerns in school classification appear
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Table 1II-9
Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Agéd 5-14 Years, by Language Background,
. English Proficiercy, and Non-English Language Subject Area Assessments in the United States:

Spring 1978 (Numbersin00§)* -

~

{\ /
Total Spanish Non-Spnish -
. . ' \
Proficiency Proficiency Proficiency
Non-English Language : ; : —
Assessment Instrument Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP Total =~ LEP NLEP
Reading n 112 89 22 101 80 21 1 9 1.
% 4% 5% 2% || 6% 7% 4% 1% 2% 0%
i ~J
Math n 68 48 20 66 47 19 3 I 1
) % 2% 3% 1% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% }
/ |
Other n 100 89 B 8% 719 10 12 11 2.
e |\ 3% s e % 1% 2% 1% 2% - 0%
Total n 3,007 1,723 1,375 1,681 175 507 || 1416 548 868
. |

d. Numbe.. may not total due to roundsng and to ove. lapping categones. Regions include Cahforma, New York, and the remaindeg
of the country except for Texas. ’
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Table 111-10

Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Background, English

¥

Proficiency, and School Classification in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)
S g

Total Spanish Non-Spiinish
.ﬁ 0
. Proficiency Proficiency N Proficiency
- ,/&
Schea! Classification Total LEP  NLEP Total LEP  NLEP “Total LEP NLEP i
T <
b Severely Limited ‘ n 59 53 6 45 45 b 14 8 6
. % 2% 3% - 0% 3% 4% 0% 1% 1% ’l% |
Very Lingt. 3 n 149 126 23 103 84 19 47 43 4
- % 5% 7% 2% 6% 1% 4% 3% 8% 0%
Slightly Lirai‘ed n 277 242 35 227 200 21 50 42 8
% 9% 14% " 3% 14% 17% 5% 4% . 8% 1%
Adequate’ n 408 326 82 292 236 55 117 9%0 27
™~ % 13% 19% 6% 7% 20% 1% 8% 16% 3%
Can Use Ver; *Vill n 877 385 492 538 - 323 215 339 62 277
% 28% 22% 36% 32% 21% 42% 24% 11% 32%
Other n Il 8 3 6 6 b 5 2 3-
% 0% 0% ° 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
No Response h n | 1316 582 734. 471 282 190 844 301 544
S % 42% 34% 53% 28% 24% 37% 60%  55% 63%
~
Total n 3,097 1,723 1,375 1,681 1,175 507 1,416 ' 548 868

a. Numbersy may not totel due to rounding. R
for Texas.

egions nclude California, New Yo'l., and the remainder of the country except

> b, Sample size tcn sinall to report. Fewes than one thousand.

/ .
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to be undér-identification of children in need—
that is, when compared with the procedures in
this study—and failure to identify language
classification at all. There does not appear to be
any pervasive misclassification of NLEP chil-
dren whose educational needs should be no
different from native speakers of English.

Reading Achievement. School ratings of
English reading achievement indicate whether
students are perceived to be performing at or
below grade level. Schools in the CESS were
requested to rate the reading achievement of
students in one of five categories. one-balf year
or more above grade level, at or close to grade
level, one-half year or more below grade level,
at or close to one full year below grade level,
and more than one full year below grade level.
Schools were requested to perform the ratings
rcgardless of the information on which the rat-
ing was based. The results are presented in
Table I1I-11, Estimated Number of Language
Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Lan-
guage Background, English Proficiency, and
Reading Achievement.

The results suggest that a substantial per-
centage of LEP children are performing below
grade level 1n Enghsgreadmg relative to NLEP
children. Out of a tdtal 1.7 million LEP chil-
dren across all languages, an estimated 282
thousand, or 16%, were rated one-half to one
year below grade level in reading; 216 thou-
sand, or 13%, were rated at or close to one full
year below grade level; and 393 thousand, or
23%, were rated more than one full year below
grade level or iess. Thus, 52% of the LEP
children were rated one-half year or more be-
low grade level. These figures dia not differ
appreciably for Spanish compared with non-
Spanish language backgrpund students. The
overall non-response ratéYor LEP students was
only 13%. Thus, by some cornbination of infor-
mation, schools generally were able to assign
children to these English language reading
achievement categories, even though only 62%
of the LEP children overall were administered
tests of their Enghsh reading proficiency, as
noted 1n Table I11-8.

Grade Retention and Overagedness in
Grade. Failure of students tc progress reg-

ularly through the educational system, as sug-
gested by grade retention and overagedness in
.grade, are strong indicators that students en-
counter severe difficulties in instruction. In the
CESS, schools were requested to indicate
whether students had been retained in grade by
placing the student in one of four categories:
repeated at least one grade or course, repeated
part of a grade, never repeated, and no record.
Children were considered,overaged for grade if
they were more than 2 years older than the age
expected for their grade level. A difference of 2
years rather than 1 year was used because the
«ata were collected in Spring 1978, and chil,
dren may have passed a birthday from the date
of enrollment at the beginning of the school
year. The age expected for the grade was equiv-
alent to the grade level plus 5 years. Results are
presented in Table I!I-12, Estimated Numberof
Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14
Years, by Language Background, EnglishyPro-
ficiency, Grade Retention, and Overagedness
in Grade.

Results indicate that LEP students, in com-
parison with NLEP students, are subject to
both more grade repetition and overagedness in
grade. An estimated 189 thousand, ar roughly
11%, of 1.7 million LEP children across all
language groups repeated at least one grade or
course, whereas only 2% of i.4 million NLEP
children repeated at least one grade or course.
Only a smalf percgntage of the LEP ct. 'dren
repeated part of a grdde. The nonresponse rate
was 19%. The figures for the different language
groups were roughly comparable, although rel-
atively more Spanish language students than
those of non-Spanish language minorities fe- *
peated at least one grade or course.

Ar estimated 148 thousand, or 9%, of the
total 1.7 million LEP children were overaged in
grade. In contrast, a negligible percentage of

the NLEP children was overaged irr grade.
Nonresponse rate was 14%. The same pattern
generally held for both Spanish and non-Span-
ish language minority groups, although rela-
tively more students in the Spanish language
groups were overaged than students in the non-
Spanish language minority groups.




Table II-11

Estimated Number of Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Background, English’
Pruficiency, and Reading .Achievement in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)*

- ¢

Total . .+ Spanish - Non-Spanish
B ‘ , ,

Proficiency Proficiency o Proficiency
Reading Achievement Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP

Y2 Year or More Above g 77 177 600 281 102 179 496 75 421
Grade Level . % 25% 10%. 44% 17% 9% 35% 35% 14% 49%

At or Close to Grade n 878 433 6 424 285 139 455 148 307
Level % 28% 25% 2% 25% 24% 27% 32% 27% 35%

2 to One Year Below n 392 282 110 243 185 58 150 97 , 53

Grade level % 13% 16% 3% 14% 16% . 1% 11% 18% 6%

At or Close to One Fuil ' n 243 216 27 170 151 19 12 65 8
Year Below Grade Level | % 8% 13% 2% 10% 13% 4% 5% 12% 1%

More Than One Full Year | n | 424 393 31 3 294 17 LT3 99 14
Below Grade Level % 14% 23% 2% 19% 25% 3% 8% 18% 2%

No Response n 383 222 161 253 158 95 130 64 66
. . . o 12% 13% 12% - 15% 13% 19% 9% 12% 8%

| .
Total L n 3,097 1,723 1,375 1,681 1,175 507 1,416 548 8@8

a. Numbers may not tota) di.. to rounding, Regions include California, New York, and the remainder of the country except for Texas.
Y g 8
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K Table HI-12
Estimated Number o} Language Minority Children, Aged 5-14 Years, by Language Background, English Proficiency, Grade Retention, and

i . Overagedness in Grade in the United States: Spring 1978 (Numbers in 000)*
:

. -
' Total Spanish Non-Spanish s
124
Proficiency Proficiency ¢ Proficiency
" Variable Category , | Total LEP NLEP Total LEP NLEP | Total LEP NLEP
_ (A / . \v
Grade Repeated at Least n 214 189 25 154 148 6 ° 59 41 18
retention . One Grade or % 7% 11% 2% 9% 13% 1% . . 4% % - + 2%
Course
Repeated Part of n 37 15 22 37 15 22 b b~ b
a Grade % 1% 1% 2% 2%, 1% 4% 0% 0% 0%
. Never Repeated n 2,151 1,080 1,071 1,187 750 440 964 330 634
% 69% 63% 8% 1% 64% 86% 68% , 60% 3%
) No Record n 128 116 12 76 n 3 52 43 9
% - 4% 7% ° 1% 5% 6% 1% 4% 8% 1%
¥ No Response n 567 322 245 \ 227 188 39 340 133 206
% 18% 19% 18% 14% I626 8% 24% v 24% 24%
A
Total n [ 3.097 1723 1,315 1,681 1,175 507 1,416 548 868
Overagedness Overaged n 153 148 5 126 125 1 27 23 4
in Grade . % 5% 9% 0% 8% 1% 0% 2% 4% 0%
Not Overaged n 2,593 1,331 1,261, 1,372 909 463 1,220 422 798
% 84% 77% 92% 82% 7% 9I1% 86% 77% 92%
. No Response n 351 244 108 183 141 42 169 T 10 © 66
% 11% 14% 8% 11% 12% 8% 12% 19% 8/%
Tota!. n 3,097 1,723 1,375 1,681 L175 507 1.416 548 868
a. Numbers may not total due to rounding Regions include Califurnia, New York, and ihe remainder of the country except for Texds.
b. Sampie size too small to report Fewer than one thousand.

\‘1 . 'ﬁ'

* ERIC

”N M
{ ,
\.
(4‘ ’

e . —— e e e e




>~ IV. CONCLUSIONS

The pupil survey of the Children’s English
and Services Study (CESS) represented the
first Federal effort to determine the types of
instructional services available nationally to
language minority children with limited En

glish proficiency. The study, conducted .

Spring 1978, was legislatively mandated in the
Bilingual Education Act, as amended, as par
of a comprehensive needs assessment for bi-
lingual and other types of educational services.
The CESS is ore of a number of coordinated
studies developed in the U.S. Department of
Education to respond’to the mandated needs

. assessment.

A number of conclusions can be drawn from
the estimated proportions of ch:dren discussed

" in Chapter III. Some of the conclusions have
‘direct implications for Federal policy, while

other conclusions bear upén what has been
assumed to be conventional wisdom about bi-
lingual education or language minority chil-
dren. As will be seen, some of these con-
ventional assumptions are not supported by the
results of this study.

First, about cne-third of all limited Enghsh
proficient children appeared to be served by
bilingual education, English as a second lan
guage instruction, or other spécial forms of
instruction An estimated 23% of all limited
English proficient children received some form
of bilingual education, while an additional 11%
received ESL independént of those who may
have received it as part of their bilingual in-
struction Thus, atotal of 34% were receiving a
special form of educational service beyond
staridard English-medium instruction.

Second, Federal and State support for spe-
cial types of instruction appeared to be targeted
successfully on children who were in need of
the service, independent of the source of sup-
port for funding. An estimated 83% of all lan-
guage minority children receiving support
from ESEA Title VII were limited in English
proficiency, while 79% of those receiving sup-
port from ESEA Title | were limited in English
proficiency. Furthermore, approximately 75%
of the language minority children receiving
support from State bilingual programs were
limited in English proficiency. Thus, only

PN

modest percentages of language minority chil-
dren receiving special forms of targeted in-
structional support would be considered inel-
igible based on English language proficiency.
Scme of these children may be part of a pro-
gram in comnpliance with desegregation laws.

Third, the types of bilingual education
provided either through Federal or State sup-
portdo not appear to be focused on maintaining
the children’s non-English langde, and do
not appear to draw instructional time away
from learning English. Two types of evidence
point to these conclusions. The first derives
from the percentage of hours in English lan-
guage instruction received by limited English
proficient children in bilingual instruction rela-
tive to their limited English proficient peers in
English-medium instruction. Whereas approx-
imately 83% of all lirnited English proficient
children in bilingual education received 5 or
more hours of instruction in English per week,
76% of the limited English proficient children
in English-medium instructionreceived a com-
parable number of hours of instruction per
week. There was essentially no difference be-

™ tween the percentage of limited Engiiﬁh profi-
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cient children in bilingual instruction and in .
English language instruction receiving 10 or
more hours of English language instruction per
week. The type of English language instruction
specified for children in either type of ‘educa-
tional approach could have varied, but the over-
all percentage of children receiving di}ferent
levels of instruction'did not appear to differ. A
second type of evidence pointing to these con-
clusions is the decrease in the percentage of
children receiving bilingual instruction from
lower to higher grades. There was a sharp-drop
in the percentage of LEP children receiving
bilingual instruction from grades K~13 (54%)
to grades 7-9 (17%). This rop suggests that
most of the children receiving bilingual in-
struction do so only for the earlier elementary™
grades.

Fourth, more limited English proficient chil-
dren receive support from Federal programs
that are nor specifically designed to provide
bilingual instruction than from programs with
specific intent to offer bilingual instructional

[N
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services. An estimated 24% of all limited En-
glish proficient children received support from
ESEA Title 1 (Compensatory Education for
Disadvanfaged Children), while approximately
7% of all limited English proficient children
received support from ESEA Title VII (Bi-
lingual Education).

Fifth, assessment of language proficiency
was generally restricted to skills in English.
While 43% of the Iifnited English proficient
children in bilinguat instruction were admin-
istered tests of English.language proficiency,
only 24% of the limited English proficient chil-
dren in bilingual instruction were administered
tests of their native language proficiency. These
figures indicate that recent proposals to consid-
er native language proficiency or language
dominance would require additional assess-
ment over and above that which is normally
carried out. .

Finally, while the majority of language mi-
nonty students recetving services are identified
as LEP, local education agencies appear to
ident:ify fedver limited English proficient chil-
dren among the total language minority popu-

v ’ N
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lation than are identified by the common En-
glish language assessment insStrument admin-
istered to all children in thds study. Schools
designated only 24% of the limited English
proficient children identified by the test criteri-
on as falling in the range from slightly limited
to severely limited in English proficiency. This
result probably reflects the differences that ex-
ist in identification criteria in general andeeds
to be considered when interpreting the finding
that approximately 34% of LEP students identi-
fied by the test were receiving language related
services. Quite possibly the remaining students
simply were not identified as LEP according to
the schools’ criteria or may not have been iden

tified initially as language minority. For LEAs,
the criteria for identification are apparently less
stringent than the ones applied here and point
to the need for further research and direction in
the area of identification criteria. This con-
clusion must be stated tentatively, however,

~ because of the high percentage of non-response

orf this particular questionnaire item (schools
did not report informationon this item for 42%
of the language minority children).
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PUPIL SURVEY DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

This section of the report on the school sur-

" vey in the Children’s English and Services

Study (CESS) provides detail on the con-
ceptual framework for the needs assessment,
specifications for the survey quesiionnaire, the
role of the CESS advisory group, pilot tests of
the school questionnaire, and response rates fo
the pupil survey.

Conceptual Framework

The requirements for a survey to count chil-

dren and for a needs assessment, although
stated separately in the legislation, were as-
sumed to be interrelated in planning the CESS.

A conceptual framework was required that .

would allow information on both educational
needs and services to be collected in the context
of a household survey of language minorities.

The initial framework for the count of hm-
ited English proficient children and for the
needs assessment was formulated in three
questions:

. ® How many ghildren are 1n need?

® How many children in need are being
served?

® What types of needs do these children have?

The first question. which was concemed
with the number of children in need, already
was the focus of the effort to count limited
English proficient children in the household
survey for the CESS. The next two questions
were the underlying issues tv which the educa-
tional needs assessment was addressed. Under-
standing the number of children who receive
different levels of bilingual education would
not only provide important information for
Congressional deliberations about the scope of
future legislation but could also supply..infor-
mation necessary for the Education Depart-
ment to focus its future program efforts in
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bilingual education. The type of educational
needs these children demonstrate should also
be depicted. The mandate to determine the
exten. to which educational needs. of limited
English proficient children are met by Federal,
State, and lqcal efforts thus was conceived as a
survey of instructional services received by

childrer: eligible for bilingual education under

ESEA Title VII.

A process for combining the survey of edu-
cational needs with the survey of the number of
limited English proficient children emerged
from this conceptualization of the mandates. In
the CESS, parents of language minority chil-
dren in the household probability sample were
requested to permit access to school informa-
tion. A pupil questionnaire was sent to schools
in which these children were enrolled. Schools
were asked to indicate the type of instructional
services children in the sample received. The
questionnaire was sent to schools enrolling
non-limited as well as limited English profi-
cient children in the sample. (The distinction
between children who were limited versus not
limited in English was not made yntil test data
collecsed on the children were computer scored
following the field operations.) Analyses of the
school data were designed to reveal full ser-
vice, partial service, and the absence,of service
for LEP children.

Definitions were required for rypes and lev-

~

els of service to complete the conceptual .

framework. The types of bilingual instruction

students received could not be determined val- .

idly by asking schools to indicate whether chil-
dren received bilingual programs funded by
State or Federal support independently of infor-
mation about specific program services. Sim
ilarly, valid information could not be deter-
mined from ashing whather children receivea
global program types such as tyansitional or
maintenanze bilingual education. As Congress
had noted,

w
F
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Controversies over so-called maintenance or transi-
nional approaches tend to confuse the 1ssue. since
these terms mean different things to different peo-
ple. . . . (House Report on H.R. 15, 1977, p. 87).

Information on types of service could be de-
rived more accurately from identifying compo-
nents of instruction that States and local®duca-
tion agencies offer to limited English proficient
students. Components reported individually or
in aggregate patterns could be used to describe

program types.

Deﬁx;i'ﬁon of Instructional Types. The def-
mition for components of instruction was for-
mulated to be compatible with the definition of
bilingual education in the Bilingual Education
Act of 1974, as amended. No cther definition
was acceptlable because the study originated in
mandates in the Act. In ESEA Title VII, a
*program of bilingual education” is defined as

4 program of nstruction designed for children
with limited English proficiency in elementary or sec
ondary schools, in which . ..

There is wstruction in. and study of, English and. to
the extent necessary to allow achild to achieve compe-
tence in the English language. the nanve language of
the children of hmited English proficiency. and such
instruction is given with appreciation for the cultural
hertage of such children, and . . . such nstruction
shall. to the extent necessary, be mn all courses or
subjects of study which allow a child to progress
cttectively through the educational system {emphasis
added]. Scction 703 [2] [4] [A)

’

The defiration of a program of bilingual educa-
tion in ESEA Title VII contains four compo-
nents: (1) instrvtion in English; ¢2) instruction
in the native language of the child; (3) instruc-
tion in content areas in the native language; and
() instruction with appreciation ‘for the

cultural background ot the child. One or more,

of these components in varying combinations
was used to define instructional types. For ex-
ample, chuldren in one type of bilingual bi-
cultural instruction receive instruction in En-
glish, instrucuon 1n language arts of the non-
English language. and exposure to culture. In
one type of bilingual instruction, the cultural
component_1s absent. An alternative service

N
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type for some children includes only special
forms of English language instruction such as
English as a second language.

Definition of Instructional Levels. For
each instructional type, preliminary indica-
tions about the level of service were determined
from three characteristics of the instruction:
(1) the extent to which staff were professionai
and therefore presumably qualified to offer the
component; (2) the number of clock hours in a
school week instruction was offered in English
and non-English languages; and (3) the extent
to which assessment was used for English lan-
guage proficiency, for reading in the English
language and—where appropriate, depending
on the instructional type—for reading in the
non-English language. .

&
Specifications for the Pupil Survey
Questionnaire .

The pupil survey questionnaire was de-
veloped from content specifications for the in-
struction components needed to describe 4
bilingua! prograi, and from the instruction
characteristics needed to describe levels of
service. The questionnaire derived also from
an interest in determining how the school per-
ceived the educational needs of the student, and
from an interest in identifying sources of fund-
ing for different instructional types.

Portions of the questionnaire concemed with
instruction components and characteristics are
illustrated in Table A-1, Conterit Specifications
for the Pupil Survey Questionnaire. In the first
column are indicated instructional ¢haracteris-
tics such as the amount of time instruction was
offered. the level of staffing, and assessment
approaches used. Across the columns are the
instructional components of a bilingual pro-
gram indicated in ESEA Title VIl: English
langyage arts, non-English language arts,
cultural studies, and subject areas in the home

language. The cell entries show the type of )

information specified in the questionnaire.
The process by which information indicated
in the content specifications was used to degict
alternative program types is illustrated in Tz%le
A-2. Instructional Typology and Component
Services. The first column contairs alternative
instructional types, and the next column con-

\




Content:'Speciﬁcations for 'Pupii Survey Questionnaire

Table A~1

S, .

et

Instructional Components

. . Subject Areas

|
|
|
|
f
Instructional

&
. . in the Non-
English Non-English Cultural English
Characteristics  Language Arts  Language ‘Arts Studies Language -
Instruction - English as a Only language Both English Math, Social
offered to second arts courses and non-English  Studies, and
_ student named language, language Natural Sciences
(yes or no) _ Remedial -instructional ;
) English. areas
‘language Arts
Time Clock hours per Clock hours per  Clock hours per  Clock hours per
week weel{ week week
) Staffing For person who  For personw% For person who  For person who
*/ (professional or  speaks to the speaks to the speaks to thé speaks to the
non- child in English  child in the non- child in either child in the non-
professional) English language English
language : language
_Assessment Detailed questions about type of Not asked Reading, math,

assessment in English and in non-
English languages and about

-

and other in
non-English

classtfication Qased on these

procedures

language

tains components appropriate to the respective
types. For example, three lypes of bilingual
bicultural instruction are suggested from the
component services indicated. Similarly, there
are three types of bilingual instruction. Addi
tionally, a variety of non-bilingual instructiongl

. types emerge from the classification system,
such as the combination of English as a second
language with culture. The number of limited
English proficient (LEP) and non-limited En-
glish Proficient (NLEP).children receiving
each ipstructional type would be indicated in
the far right column.
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The instructional types represent combina-
tions of component instructional services only.
They should nor be construed to represent a
“‘program” or “mjodel,” as might be true of
instructignal features in an integrated series of
objectives,.instructional patterns, and assess-
ment procedures. The degree to which instruc-
tional features were integrated is suggested by
indices of the level at which the instruction is
offered. For each instructional type, the level at
which the service is provided was determined
from the staffing pattern, the number of clock
hours, and the type of assessment provided.

Ut
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_Bilingual Bicultural: B

' -Table A-2

Instructionai Typology and Component Services

L

..\{

Type of Instruction Components*

Proficiency®

2

Total LEP  NLEP

Bilingual Bicultural: A

Bilingual Bicultural: C
Bilingual: A

ELI, CULT, NELA, CONT
ELI, CULT, NELA
ELI, CULT, CONT
ELI, NELA, CONT

Bilingual: B ELI, NELA
Bilingual: C ELI, CONT
ELI i W ELI, CULT
N ELI Only .
ESL ESL, CULT -
sl ESL Only .
Other }, ~ .
a. ELL English language instruction, composed of English as a second langage (ESL),

English language arts, or remedial or corrective instruction in English

Content area instruction through the non-English language in math, social studies,

-

NELA: Non-English language arts
CONT.
* natural science, or other areas.
CULT: Culture offered either in English or the non-Engljsh language
b. LEP. Limited English proficient
NLEP: Non-limited English Proficient

Role of the CESS Advisory Group
The advisory group performed thie following

*functions in development of the needs assess- »

ment. (1) review the conceptual design; (2)
develop questionnaire items corresponding to
the content specifications; and {3) delineate
characteristics for levels of the different pro-
gram types.

Conceptual Design. Advisory group com-
ments were obtained at two stages in the con-
ceptual design. At the first stage, the con-
ceptual framework discussed above had yet to
be developed. The advisory group was re-

quested to recommend an initial conceptual |

design for the needs assessment. One option
considered early for reflecting needs of limited

h

1

A

/ .

English proficient children was td report.only
test score data in achievement areas and other
performance indices, regardiess of instruc-
tlorlaf'scr\'/ices received. In commenting on this

_ option, the advisory, group noted that in their

‘.
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view the educational needs of limited English
proficient students were not substantially dif-
ferent from the educational needs of other chil-
dren apart from the language area. Further, they
maintained that although test scores might te-

flect student needs to a degree, test'scori
By -

failed to reflect efforts by schools to address t
needs. Consequently, to base the needs assess-
ment on test data irrespective of educationa}
*services seemed ill advised. Collecting infor-
mation on edpcational services was considered
essential to the needs assessment

t- 74
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At the second stage, the advisory group was
requested to comment on a preliminary version
of the conceptual design discussed above that
portrayed types and levels of instruction. Fol-
lowing discussion inthe large group, a working
group refined the design and defined alternative
program types and ways of obtaining nforma-
tion about level of services.

Questionnaire Items. Final items on the
pupil survey questionnaire (Appendix B), were
developed by a task force -of the advisory
group. The task force reviewed the contrnibution
of each item on the questionnaire to the overall
purposes Ot the study and to the legislative
mandates. The item format underwent revision
following pilot tests of the pupil survey ques-
tonnaire, but in principle the substance was
retained

A

Program Tvpes and Levels of Service.
The pupil survey questionnaire was designed to
vield infermation about instructional seivices
recerved by Iimited English proficient students
Although content specifications for the items
and item substance had been developed and
pilot tested, o detaled approach for aggregat-
ing item-level results to produce the level and
types of service remained to be deteauned.
For this purpose. a second task foree reviewed
the questionnaire items and formulated an anal-
ysis plan for wlentifying whether students re-
cened particular types of instruction. and for
deternumng the level at which the instructional
types were received The task foree comprised
State Directors of Bilingual Education or thewr
dessgnates n four States with heavy con
centrations of language minonties, and statt
from the U § Oftice of Bilingual Education,
the Natonal Institute of Education. and the
Nanonal Center for Educatioa Statistics

The task force dentified 1item responses on
the puptl survey questionnaire that suggested
that a student received specitic mstructional
womponeits. Recept of a particular instruc-
ttonal type could be deternuned from umigue
coembinations of components. For example, 1n
one type of brlingua' bicultural instruction, the
school offered  asttuction in the following
components. (1) Enghsh through any combing-
trore of Enghsh as a cond language (ESL).
Enghish languge arts. or remedial or corrective
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instruction in English, (2) language arts of the
child’s non-Enghsh language or content areas
through the student’s non-English language,
and (3) culture associated with the language
bachground of the child. Although ESL15. "ten
cited tn the literature as a necessary component
of bilingual 1nstruction, the tash force noteu
that the ESEA Title VI legislative defimtion of
a “program of bilingual education™ stipulated
instruction 1n English generally rather than in-
struction in ESL specifically.

The task force also provided critena for the
level of instructional types, using three charac-
tenisties: (1) staff requirements, (2) glock hours
of instruction, and (3) type of assesSment The
task force determined that all instructional staff
should be professional without exception, re-
gardless of the comporent or instructiunal
type. Time requrements for components dif-
fered, depending on the instructional ty pe. For
bilingual ur bilingual bic ultural instruction, the
tash force required 5 hours 1n Enghsh and §
hours 1 the non-English language. Assess-
ment in this ty pe of instruction must be adnun-
istered to the student in English for language
proficiency and 1o the non-English language
tor oral Iistening shills plus reading. The re-
quirements for other instructional types dif-
fered, as shown in Table A-3, Component Re-
quirements for Instructiona! Ty pology

In prepaning specitications for level within
type. the task foree recogmzed the inatations
of a matlout. self-report questonnaire  The
self-report questionnaire, even with an exten-
sive prlot test, should in this study be consid-
ered to provide only tentative information in
the absence of on-site venfication

Further. using school self-report of instruc-
tiondl services 1y likely to provide the upward
boundary if not an overestimate of the number
of children served. Schools may prefer to de
piet services i a favorable manuer Further,
reports that services are provided reveal
nothmg about the quality of the services even
when information 1s obtained on the leve! of the
services.

Field Data Collection

Data collection for the puptl survey ques-
tonnaire oceurred in two phases Pnase [ eoin-
vided with the CESS houschold data collecuon

:'- -
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Tz}ble A-3

Comppnent Requirements for Instructional Typology*

Instractional . ) :
Type ELI . NELI STAFF ASSESS
Bilingual 5 clock hours/ 5 clock hours/ Professional in Use English%
Bicultural week in any week in any all areas language :
(subtypes combination of  combination ‘of standardized test
. AB.O ESL, ELA, or NELA. CONT.
Remedial and CULT
Corrective
Instruction 1n ‘ ;
Enghish (RCE) . 4
Cl\JLT . Same \ Use non-English
required. - ‘ language
depending on standardized test
subtype. with of Janguage and
NELA, CONT, reading
or CULT »\"“'\;
Buingual 5 clock hours/ 5 clock hours/ Same Same
(Subtypes week n any week in any
( AB.O combination of combination of Y
ESL. ELA. or NELA and
RCE CONT -and- ¢
Either NELA or
CONT required .
ESL.CULI 5 clock hours/ None required Same Use English™
week in ESL. language
CULT required standardized
test.
: a ELI Lughsh language istruction, composed of English as a second language (ESL),

Enghsh language arts (ELA), or remedial or corrective instruction in English (RCE),
NELI.  Non-Enghsh language insttution
NELA. Non-Enghsh laniuage arts
CONT  Content area wnstruction through the non-Enghsh language in matli, social studies,
natural science, or other area
CULT  Culture offered either in English or the non-English language
ASSESS. Assessment 1n Enghsh and, where appropniate. in the*non-English language

R
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effort in Spring 1978. Phase 11 was a specia!
follow-up in Spring 1979 designed to increase
the response rate.

Procedures followed in each phase were es-
sentially 1dentical, with two exceptions. First,
items on the pupil survey questionnaire in the
follow -up phase were reworded for retrospec -
tive data collection to Spring 1978. Second,
students in the 15- through 18-year-old range
were not sampled 1n the follow-up because of
funding limitations. The second phase was un-
dertaken only after a detailed examnnation of
procedures and résults from the first phase re-
vealed that (1) responses in Spring 1978 were
provided by responsible school authorities. (2)
retrospective data to Spring 1978 would be
available. and (3) State:-level cooperation
would be available in key States necessary to
increase the response rate. This report presents
results only for the 5-14 year olus for both
phases combined. . .

Pupil questionnaires were mailed to schools
enrolling ehgible students aged 5-14 years.
Eligible students were defined as thuse with
valid English language test results and sigped
parental consent forms releasing school infor-
mation. Clearances for access to schools were
obtained according to Federal requirements
following procedures prescribed by State and
local education agencies or by private schools.
wherever students were enrolled Question-
naires and parent consent forms were mailed
a coordinator for the siudy who was located.
depending on State procedures. in the school.
the local education agency, or the State educa-
tion agency. The coordinator was the contact
for call-backs to assurz that questionnaires
were received and to obtain information needed
to complete questionnaires that were received
with partial answers. Up to four telephone cali-
backs were made to each coordinator.

Response Rates

Response rates to the school survey for lan-
guage nunonty childrenin the CESS are shown
in Table A-4. Response Rates by Subpopula-
tion for the Parent Consent Form and . Pupil
Survey Questionnaire. Response rates for the
parent consent form were 95% or more 1n each
subpopulation. indicating that parents of .caily
all language munonty children in the sample

-

were willing to approve the release of school
information on their children for the purposes
of the study. The response rate for the pupil
survey questionnaire among schools enrolling
sample language minority children in New
York was 64%. In California and Texas, the
pupil survey questionnaire response rates were
far too low to permit reporting the results by
State despite strong follow-up and support for
the study at the State level. The response rate in
the remainder of the country, 79%, was rela-
tively high and indicates acceptable coopera-
tion for making estimates of educational needs
and school services. The differential pattern of
response rates by subpopulation does not en-
able subpopulation level analyses to be per-
formed as was onginally anticipated. Further,
even in regions with an acceptable response
rate. the numbers do not permit detailed anal

yses because cell sizes would be too small..

Therefore. data for California. New York, and
the remainder of the country were combined in
the analysis. The response rate in these areas
for the parent consent form was 97% and for
the pupil survey questionnaire was 67%.

The response rates by subpopulation in part
reflect local education agency cooperation,
they alsu reflect the type of clearance pro-
cedures that States require of contractors for the
Federal Government. A description of Texas
and California State Education Agency pro-
cedures for perrmitting the Federal contractor to
gain accessito local education agencies enroll-
ing students 1n the study will serve to i}lustrate
differences in the clearauce procedures.

The process by which local school coopera-
tion was requested 1n Texas resulted in a par-
ticularly low response rate. even though the
Texas Chief State School Officer had supported
the study in correspondence to local superin-
tendents of instruction whose districts enrolled
students identified in the CESS sample. An
enclosed post.card. self-addressed to the State
Education Agcncy. enabled the superinten-
dents to indicate whether or not they wished to
participate in the study. Of 21 school districts 1n
Texas. 6refused, S agreed to participate. and 10
failed to return the post card even after a fol-
low-up letter. Contacts by the Federal von-

tractor were permitted only to districts that

agreed to cooperate. In contrast. in Cahfornia




Table A—4
/

Detailed Information on Resp(xti\se Rates by Subpopulation for the

rent Consent Form an

Tupil Survey Questionnaire*

» gl

Eiigib{e Completedn Not Completed
Component bpopulation n n p n p
Parent Consent California 310 301 .97 9 .03
Form Texas 460 436 .95 24 .05
New York 279 274 .98 5 .02
Remainder __ 860 828 ; .96 32 .04
Total 1909 1839 . 96 70 .04
Pupil Survey California 301 114 38 187 .62
Questionnaire® Texas 436 43 10 393 .90
New York 274 175 - .4 99 .36
Remainder 828 655 .19 173 21

Total 1839 987 .54

852 .46

a Includes 5- to 14-year-old children only.

’ , ¢
b Figures in the Elgible column exclude students who were not enrolled in school.

the Federal contractor was permutted to contact
the local dwtrict, and the State Office of Bi-
hingual Education was permtted by the Chief
State School Officer to contact school distraets
directly 1in support of the study. It seems possi-
ble that future studies in Californy would pro
duce larger response rates through sending 1n-
terviewers to the schools. In Texas. this
approach would not be possible unless the State
learance procedures were modified. NIE had
requested a modification of the State clearance
procedures in the Texas follow-up, but the re-
quest was not approved by SEA
Nonresponse adjustments tor the parent '

consent form and the pupil yuestionnaire for
each region were determined from the inverse
ot the ratro of completed questionnaires to total
eligzible students. This nonresponse adjustment
was appended to the CESS basw werghtihy

procedures. Analyses to spect the com

parability between students i nonresponding
versus responding schools were not possible
tor the purposes of this report. However, com-
parisons by subpopulation of the weighed

~

S M

number of limited English proficient (LEP) and’
non-limited English proficient (NLEP) chil-

. dren in the houschold survey and the school

sunvey reveal that the numbers of LEP and
NLEP children in the school survey were un-
derestimated-in some subpopulations and over-
estimated in others. This analysis is presented
in Table A-5, Comparison of Household and
School Surveys by Subpopulation for Limited
Enghsh Proficient (LEP) and Non-limited En-
glish Proficient (NLEP) Children.

The most noticeable example of lack of com-

. parability is in California, where the response

rate was only 38%. The estimated number of
LEP children in Cahifornia was 594 thousand
from the household survey but only 417 tiou-
sand from the school survey. In New York.
w here the response rate was 647 . the estimated
number of LEP children was 458 thousand in
the household survey and 471 thousand 1n the
school survey. In the remuindgr of the country,
the estimated number of LEP Children was 908
thousand in the household ' .rvey and 834
thousand 1n the .hmm survey. For California.




Comparison of Household and School Surveys
by Subpopulations for Estimated Number of Limited English Proficient (LEP)
and Non-timited English Proficient (NLEP) Children
(Numbers in 000) :

|
| ) Table A-5
t

L 4
Total : LEP NLEP .
¢ House- House- House

Subpopulation hold School hold School hold School
California 855 834 594 417 261 417’
Texas: a b a b a b

' New York 608 - 592 458 471 150 C121
Remainder 1,718 1.671 908 834 810 837

’ Total 3,181 3,097 1,960 1,723 1,221 1,375

4
a. Numbers omitted to make column totals comparable g
b. Response rate too small to report. §
New York, and the remainder of the country and school surveys for estimated numbers of
combined, excepting Texas, the LEP estimate LEP and NLEP children in some cases pro-
was 1.96 milhon in the household survey and duced larger estimates for the home survey and
1.7 million in the school survey. in other cases larger estimates for the school
The lack of comparability between the home survey, depending on the subpopulation and the
and the school surveys results from differences language classification of the children. In the
in the bastc sample weights for two groups of aggregate across states, however, the estimate
children. those on whom school .information of LEP children differed by 12% and the esti-
was receiyed, and those on whom school infor- mate of NLEP children differed by 11%.
mation was not received. The nonresponse ad Comparisons were made between the house-
justment for the school survey is employed in hold and school survey-weighted numbers for .
the assumption that there are no sysiematic LEP and NLEP children by language (Spanish,
differences between the basie sampling other) aggregated across California, New
weights of the two groups. In the absence of York, and the remainder of the country, except-
differences, the nonresponse adjustment cor- ing Texas. In no case was the difference be-
rects for the mussing cases, and estimates de- tween household and school surveys for LEP or
rved from the household and school surveys NLEP children of a particular language back-
will be equal. However, if the basic sample ground greater than 11%, and the differences - v
werghts are larger for children with school in generally were smaller. Comparable analyses *
formation than for children with no scheol in were performed by age with similar results.
forination, the estimated numbers of children The possible impact of differences discussed
in the school survey will be larger to a corre- above between the results of the home and ,
sponding degree. , school surveys cannot be identified in the ab-
The pattern of dlffer(unces between home sence of additional data analyses.
3)
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APPENDIX B

PUPIL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE




CHILDREN’S ENGLISH & SERVICES STUDY

CONDUCTED FOR:

Nattonal Institute of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
and
U.S. Office of Education

S
CONDUCTED BY:

L. Miranda & Associates, Inc.:
with
Westat, Inc.
and
Resource Development Institute

PUPIL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Assurances
The responses to this questionnaire will be seen only by the immediate
research staff involved wath this study All names and wdentifying informa-
tion will be removed before the results are reported. The information wall

. be reported only i summary form and will not be voluntarily disclosed for

any other purposes

49
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|
|
|

. am
/f‘ Time Began: pm

&

*
ENTER THE NAME(S) AND AGE(S) OF THE TARGET CHILD(REN) FROM THE HOUSEHOLD
ENUMERATION ON PAGE 3 OF THE SCREENER.

b
4
BOX A

ASK H-1 THROUGH H-32 FOR ONE TARGET CHILD BEFORE PKOCEEDING WITH THE OTHER TARGET
CHILD(REN), IF ANY. IF THE TARGET CHILDREN HAVE DIFFERENT PARENTS OR GUARDIANS,
ASK ALL QUESTIONS APPROPRIATE FOR ONE PARENT BEFORE ASKING TO SPEAK TO THE SECOND
PARENT &y

H~1. Is (TARZET CHILD) enrolled or attending schgol now?
YOS teerneernsoneroarearsonrececesonss
"
<
NO cteeteerneserescserescscaesseannrscnccnse
r ) v
H-2. Please tell me the name. and address of the school (TARGET CHILD) is

enrolled ir. (CHILD MAY ATTEND TWO SCHOOLS. ALSO TRY TO OBTAIN THE
NAME OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT.)

H=3. Is (#0210 a public or private school? ’ .

FIRST SCHOOL:

PUbl1C tviiieneernneeeerencerenes

J ! Private e feerees
- SECOND SCHOOL:

PUDLIC teteereneeneensnonessocaas

Private «....., Mttt e rerrecanes s

) £'5

¢ -

‘ 0 -
IC e 0
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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BOX A \\\ N
N
\ \ \ \\\ \\ \ )
\\ \ N N k\ N
. . .
H-1. | ...... 1(4-2) ] i 1H-2) | el 1(8-2)
...... 20H-5) Ceee  20(H-5) ) cee e 2(H=5)
FIRST SCHOOL: FIRST SCHOOL: FIRST SCHOOL:
Name: Name: Name:
|
; Address: Address: _ Address: ‘___
H
I )
- —~—
Z1p: Z1p: ' . Zip:
Distract: Digtract: District:
H-2.

SECOND SCHOOL:

Name :

Address:

SECOND SCHOOL:

Zip:

Distract:

Zip:

Digtract:

SECOND SCHOOL:

Zip:

District: _

...... 1 RN | e 1
...... 2 el 2 el 2
d-3
...... 1 ceeed 1 B R |
I
...... 2 el 2 el 2
~ 7
PR
o
St




C:;;
H-4. " Is (TARGET CHILD) ‘the same name in which he/she appears in the school
records or 1s he/she listed under a ¢ufferent name?
p The same name ..............f .......
A different name (SPECIFY):.....0c.n
H-5. Why asn't (TARGET CKILD) enrolled in schonl now? (READ ALL CATEGORIES
AND CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY.) *
' 1S tOO YOUNG: ¢ tvtenrenresscnannnans
[} >
R HAND Is too 111 or handicapped ..........
CARD 1
Dropped out ...... e ettt ietttec s
Suspended or expelled ..............
Needed at"HOME .eveeitenernecenann ‘e
Went to work . .... Jooceeeenennees
, Family moved "'Lrl .................
y Other (SPECIFY): ..ttt ierinrnanenn
\ . . ] .
H-6 Was there something about school that led (TARGET CHILD) to leave
school? (READ ALL CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY.)
Disliked school ...t ieiriiiiiionseeneerecnnennens
f‘
’ HAND Couldn't understand instruction in Englash .......
CARD 2 P
f und school work too difficult ........coivviane,
Had to repeat too many grades ..... e eteecercenaan
Other (SPECIFY): +.vevenenennanenns e
NO vovvnnnns S PP
I}
H-7. what 1s the highest grade or year of regular school (TARGET CHILD)
has ever attended? (ENTER CODE IN COLUMN.)
- 20 = Never attended 04 = Fourch grade 10 = Tenth grade -,
21 = Prekindezgarten 05 = Fifth grade 11 = Eleventh grade
22 = Kindergarten 06 = Sixth grade 12 = Twelfth grade
0l = First gr&de 07 = Seventh grade 13 = First year college
\32 = Second grade 08 = Eaighth grade 14 = Second year college
~Q@3 = Third grade 09 = Ninth grade 15 = Other (SPECIFY)
H-8 Did (TARGEYT CHILD!) complete that grade (year)?
YES cuvvvevanens e et et seea s .
NO it iieciienreeencrscncnnn aeeeeeen
Q 52 ’
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-
a-4. [ ... U ol
(H=-7) (H-7) (H=2)
eee 2 ‘ eee 2 vee 2
1 (H-7) vee 1 (H-7) e 1 (H-?)
2 (H-7) ) vee 2 (H-7) vee 2 (H7)
3 (-6 . 3 (H-6) ee. 3 (H-6)
{
. 4 (§-7) oo 4 (H-7) oo 4 (H=7) .
H-5.
5 (§-7) e 5 (B-7) e 5 (H-7)
\
.6 (He7) oo 6 (H=7) eee 6 (H=7)
7 (H-7) vee T (H-7) : oo T (H=7)
14
»
. 8 __(H-7) ... 8} (H-7) ... 8 — (H-2)
1 .1 1
f 2 .2 2
f 3 3 ’ 3
H=6.
* 4 . 4 4
| 5 5 / 5
7
& 1y
; 6 . 6 6
|
- I —
; .
!
! .~ -
H-7
Number Number Number
. O
H-8. R ¢ 1 r '
(Box B) (Box B) (Boxr &)
2 2)- 2
O ‘ ! 53 [ Ny
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BOX B
. ASK H-9 THROUGH H-12 ONLY IF (TARGET CHILD) WAS BORN OUTSIDE THE U.S. (REFER
T¢ S-19). OTHERWISE, SKIP TO H-13. BE SURE TO CHECK IN BOX B.
. H-9. D13 (TARGET CHILD) attend school before coming to the U.S.?
D - T
/‘ NO tieiieescacsacannnnnacacse Neeeen
T 3 : —ri NS
_t . .
H-10. For how many years did (TARGET CHILD) attend school before coming ’
to the U.S.? (ENTER CODE IN COLUMN.) - -
00 Less than one year * 06 = Si% years 12 = Twelve years
01 One year 07 = Seven years 13 = Thirteen Years
’ 02 = Two years 08 = Eight years 14 = Fourteen years
03 = Three years . 09 # Mine years 15 = Other (SPECIFY)
‘ 04 = Four years - 10 = Ten years
05 = Five years "1l = Eleven years . . B
b
. H-11 In what language was (TARGET 'CHILD) taught subjécts such as
arithmetic, science, and historly? 1 N
! English cooieriierenieteaecrenenns
Lapguage other than Englash ..,...
H-12. For how many years?
ONE YeAL ..t eecoooccessesasacsnne
TWO YEars ....... S e T
Three YLAIrS ..ceeeecreoscccssaanns
’, FOUr YEALS . v.vcevsrsanocncenannos
. Flve Or MOXe YEArS .. e e.eoeeesscnse
H-13. Can (TARGET CH13D) speak Englaish?
YOS cteeecescnresocsametnssonssans
) -//l-—\ NO tierreeenearoerans Meceecraaarne
LS ‘-
H-14 How well does (TARSET CH!LD) speak English? Very well, well, not well?
' very well ... .c.iiiiesenrrocrcacnns
. well (all right) .....coiiieiaanen
(M?re than a few words)
N PROBE ——a NOt well 3
(Just a few words).....
’/f Not at all ... ittt
) 1 \\\ '—//J f
ERIC - MR
roreosici e

e ——— A
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A -
‘ BOX B D Born in U.S. (4-13) | D Born in U.S. (4-13) D Born in U.S.(H-13)
D Born outside U.S. D Born outside U'S. D Born outside U.S.
4 .
't H-9, ...#1 (H-10) oo 1 (H-10) oo 1 (KH-20) ‘
2 (§-13) . e 2 (H-13) e 2 (H-13)
. . . X
-
H-TON_] ' )
Number : Number Number
~
|
| i
|
‘ .
|
| H-11. ool (H-12) ceo 1 (H-12) - oo 1 (H-12) ’
2 (§-13) cee 2 (H-13) cee 2 (H-13) ’
- ! \x
|
1 S | RS | )
‘x 1
! o2 cel 2 2
H-12. !
' .3 R | 3 ’
)
.4 .4 4
.5 (] 5
o
H-13. el (H-1%4) ceo l (H-14) ool (H-14)
.2 (H-15) v 2 (H-I3) ee. 2 (H-15) .
| s -
' . 4
i 1 .1 IR |
.2 .. 2 el 2
H~14. | .3 .. 3 oo 3 .
. 4 ! . 4
‘ 5 .. 5 . 5
)
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« \
, r
H-15. Can (TARGET CHILD) understand spoken English?
N YOS v eeetcreecnosesacssescnnsosans
b ) . \
' NO cettetseaecasanoastsossensssacacaen .
i -
H-16. How well does (TARGET CHILD) understand spoken English? Very well,
well, not well? *
5\ very well ...t .icenvereneaneanes
’ Well (all right) .oooooooeoonss.s .
(More than a few words) ' -
- PROBE——a»Not well
(Just a few words).....
Not at all ....... Citeces e ‘
* B 4
H-17. Can !TAR?ET JHILD2) read and write English? ’
e YOS tevennroiiiereneacan e
NO .voereeseeosscsecsesssasasesss LI
H-18. How well does (TARGET C~4:.2) read and write English? Very well,
well, not well? ¢
Very well ......q. 00 e
well {all right) .......... e
(More than a few words}
PROBE ——m=Not well .
! (Just a few words).....
NOot at all . ...ivieeecen e oo .
~,
~
1)
§
i
- J
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.

H-15. 1 (H-16) 1 (H-16) 1 (K-186)
2 (H-17) 2 (H-17) .2 (H-17)

H-16 1 1 1
2 2 2«
3 3 3
4 4 4

.5 5 5

HA17. 1 (H-16) 1 (H-18) 1 (H-18)

2 (Box () 2 (Box C) .2 (Box ")
<i
H-18. 1 1 N\\\\ 1
. ]
2 .2 2
3 ) (Box ()} . 3)(Box C) 3 Y(Box C)
4 4 4
5 5 5
Ry
]




f
BOX C
IN H-19 THRULGH H-22, NON-ENCLISH HOME LANGUAGE REFERS TO THE NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGE
THAT I» USUALLY R OFTEN SPOKEN BY THE PEOP.E IN THE HOUSEHOLD (REFER TO S$-2 AND
S5-3 ON ThE SCREENER). IF THE RESPONSES TO BOTH 5-2 AND S-3 ARE NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGES,
ASK ABOLT 5-2, THE LANGUAGE USUALLY SPOKEN. BE SURE TO ENTER THIS LANGUAGE IN BOX C.
H-19. Can A~ .27 =L speak and understand spoken (NON-ENGCLISh HOME
.Av¢ 4., ? ,
YOS v v erieerart s an s .
NO i eneieeseenoeeosonacoonscasns
H-20 How wrll does (TAASET CHILD) speak and understand spoken (NON-ENGLISH
~ MF LAV, AJE)? Very well, well, not well?
Very well ... ... ciiiiseiincenionns
Well (all right) ....ccveeiecvens
(More than a few words)
PROBE ————a~ NOt well
/ (Just a few words).....
( Not at all....c.eiieenrronennsee . .
H-21. Can A% ET '»IL0 read and write (NON-ENGLISH HOME LANGUASE)?
YOS i vnietetnaransrareesaarsees
NO tevvrveesonersosasosessenanees
H-22. How well does (TARIET CHILD) read and write (NON-ENGLISH HOME
iy 40-'? Very well, well, not well? ‘
Very well .. ... e,
Wel' (all right) ......ceeeeenes h
.{ (More than a few words)
PROBE — = Not well *
- (Just a few words).....
NOot at all ... ..t verneneenenns
N
s
‘: ,
o
) -~
ERIC *
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80X
. C NON-ENGLISH HOME LANGUAGE .
-
H-19. cee (Ko e L (H-20) veo 1 (H-20)
2 thaI e 2 (H-ZD) - e 2 (H-21) .
H=-20. 1 1 .. 1
. L 4
2 2 2
3 3 .. 3 :
4 4 4
5 5 . .. 5
H=21. R | hatl? .o 1 (H222) e Y (H-22) -~
« 2 (Rux . . vee 2 (Box D) . vee 2 (Box D)
H-22. cee 1 een 1 coe 1
.2 .. 2 e 2 .
3 }iBox ) veo 3 ) (Box D) ve« 3 }(Box D) ’,
4 4 . 4
5 5 .. 5
|
i
|
i
|
| ]
3
| | |
]
i
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BOX D

»

ASK H-23 ONLY IF‘(TARGET CHILD) HAS BROTHERS OR SISTERS (REFER TO S-11).
OTHERWISE, SKIP TO H-24. BE SURE TO CHECK IN BOX D.

N

4

o~
H~23. what lanquage does (TARGET CHILD) usually speak to his/her brothers
and sisters? (ENTER CODE IN COLUMN.) .
HAND 01 = énglxsh | 11 = Nawajo
CARD 3 02 = Arabic 12 = polish
03 = Chxnese 13 = Portuguese B
- 94 = Filipino (Tagalog, Ilocano) 14 = Russian
05 = French 15 = Scandinavian language
06 = German ' 16 = Spanish
07 = Greek : 17 = Vietnamese
08 = Ital:ian 18 = Yiddish )
09 = Japanese 19 = Other (SPECIFY)
10 = Koreaé: ’
8;24 what language 4oes (TARGET CHILD) usually speak to his/her best

friends? (ENTER CODE IN COLUMN.)

HAND \’01 = Englash 11 = Navajo
CARD 3

- J 02 = Arabac 12 = pPolaish .
; 03 = Chinese 13 = Portuguese .
\ 04 = Falipino }Tégalog, Ilocano) 14 = Russian
05 = Frencﬂ\ lg = Scandinavian language
N . 06 = GeJman 16 = Spanish
07 = Greek 17 = Vietnamese ’
* 08 = Italian 18 = Yiddish
09 = Japanese 3 = Other (SPECIFY)
10 = Korean . 20 = Don‘t know
. g
Q # 60 )
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BOX D
0 Hag brothers D Has brothers D Has brothers
or saisters or sisters or sisters
Does not have Does not have Does not have
(J brorhers or (] brothers, or {J brothers or
sisters (H-24) sisters (H-24) sisters (4-24)
Il
H-23 -
Number Number, Number
( “
l
]
|
|
H-24, (Box E) - {Box E) (Box E)
Number Number Number
-
-
o 6l . J
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|
|
|
BOX E ‘
. 1
BEFORE ASKING H-25 THROUGH H-32, REFER TO H-1. ‘
e IF/T3RJET %I.2) 1S CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN OR ATTENDING SCHOOL, " SAY:
As ! told you, we will be going to (TARGET CHILD'S) school to find out
wnat he/she 1is being taught in school, but now I would like to know 1if
{TARJET CHILD) 1s regeiving any instruction in English from anywhere \\\I
besides a reqular school?
YOS 1t eieereareecereatrtaensrtocsearons
NO i iverereceteasecsssetossssenanns l
@ IF (TARZEr 47LD) 1S NOT CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN OR ATTENDING SCHdCL, SAY:
Now I would liKe to know 1f (TARGET CHILD) 1is reéexvxng any instruction
in English from anywhere besides a regular school?
/‘ YOS sttt ceeeareaaes .
NO tiitieeraeesertonsseceananesannn R
. H-25. Wwhat 1s (TARGET CHILD) being taught to do in English? (READ EACH
. CATEGORY AND CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH.)
To speak the language betté; ....................
HAND To understand the spoken language better ........
CARD 4
TOo read the language better .......icecieeveecens
To write the languade better ....ceiteeeceronanen
s .
MAthEeMALICS v ereetteeettioserortssnsesasosaseasanns
SClence ....ovrtirernannne T T
Social Stddxés ..................................
Other (SPECIFY): tv. it iiieeennoateaataasaaarsnnons
H-26 Who 1+ teaching 1t? (READ ALL CATEGORIES AﬁD CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY.)
Mother, father, sister,- or brother of (TARGET CHILD).......
PR
HAND Another relative or a friend or acQuAalnNtance ......veereens
CARD
5 TEACHEL ot vttt eoneatoeronacenestsseserssrsaens N e e
’ Private, Pdld ZULOY +esterrnerenstoronannnsorsnones )...,...
Other (SPECIFY) ticeriertns it innnseesssstsaesosaraessansoannns ’
e Y
s [ ¢
Q 62
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BOX E
¢
(O Enrolled in school (0 Enrolled in school [] Enrolled in school
oo L(H-25) oo 1(H-25) een 1(H-25)
oo 20H-28) .:. 2(H-28) eos 2(H-28)
. —
] Not enrolled Not enrolled (O ¥ot enrolled
in school In school ‘In school
oo, L(H-25) ees YH-25) ces 1{H=25)
eee 20H-28) eee 2(8-28) coe 2(8-28)
H-25
Yes No Yes No Yes No
1 2 1l 1 2
1 2 1 2 1l 2
1 2 1 2 1 2
1 2 1 2 .1 2
1 2 1 2 1 2
1 2 1 2 1l 2
. 1 2 1 2 1 2
(\f _
H-26
~/ eee 1 e.e 1
e 2 eee 2
... 3 eed 3 )
oo 4 ceo 4
ee. 5 - eee 5
63
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H-27. where 1s 1t being taugnt? (READ ALL CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE f,\S MANY AS
APPLY.)
In a church building ...ciieeiertiercertioocenteosceaccaceas
HAND In a community o}ganxzation or social servide agency
CARD (YMCA, ELC.) et iesreeseseanceoceasessscsssasoscscssnasncsoss
P .
In a school building ...t ittt iniesiiitiiectaiittcseanss
In thé home of (TARGET CHILD), a friend, relative or tutor.
Other (SPECIFY) cr teeeeeerteotaoesoocenosasossssserosresssnns
AY
H-28. Is (TARCET CHILDJ) receiving any instruction in any language other
than English from anywhere besides a regular school? .
L Y
- . YOS cvcevecncncionns (R S ‘
NO ciieecocenconnns e eectcscannans
i
H~29. in what language? {ENTER CODE IN COLUMN.) .
02 = Arabic 11 = Navajo
HAND 03 « Chinese ' 12 = polish
CARD 3
04 = Filipino (Tagalog, Ilocano)ll = Portuguese
05 = French 14 = Russian
06 = German 15 = Scandinavi laﬁéuage ¢
07 = Greek 16 = Spanish
08 = ftalian 17 = Vietnamese
09 = Japanese 18 = Yiddish
s
10 = Korean 19 < Other (SPECIFY)
\
-
» t)




B-27.

sen

cesr 2
eee 3
cee 4
vee S

cea 1

)
eee 3
ees 4
see 3

3'28. cen

1 (x-29)

2 (Boz F)

eee 1 (B-28)
ses 2 (Box F)

ees 1 (H-29)
eee 2 (Box F)

H-29.

Number

Number

Number

65
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. ) .
rH-JO. What 1s (TARGET CHILD) being taught to do.in (LANGUAGE)? (READ EACH
CATEGORY AND CIRCLE ¥ES OR NO FOR, EACH.) » ’
To Speak the language better ..ceeaveticssveercoscens
’ HAND To understand the spoken language better ............
CARD ¢4
To read the langudge Detter .ucevecveiecvsesoshonsrass
' To write the language better (..ceeeescecesscscnsssas
< MALREMALICS oo veveerenvocesoreanroonransesensssosnnes
SCLeNCE . eievievrvasecccrsennnns et reais et ensae
S0C1a)l Studids ....eveiacnareeniannias rereertotrans
Other (SPECIFY): vuveuveenneennnnnn et et
H-31. Who 1s Leachxnd »t? (READ ALL CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY.)
Mother, father, sister, or brother of °
(TARGET CHILD) ‘.vevieeens Ceeetetiestcersecrateaornan
HAND .
CARD 5 Another relative or a friend or acquaintance ........
TRACNEY .. ccitriveersecs -ocesscresarerosesesscsoscnns
Private, paid tutor ..c...c.coevoeceen teertetenscansnts
Other (SPECIFY):........ e ectacree sttt esire actesor s
H-32. Where is 1t being taught? (READ ALL CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE AS MANY AS
APPLY.) :
N In a church bulldifng .e.ieiveecrrocorcasvccacsssansas
’ HAND In a community organization or social service agency
CARD 6 (YMCA, €£C.) toveeceeereactseeesesosssossrsonsaccns IO
In a 8choOl bullding .eeecescecersvereecrevosorrecnsas
In the home of (TARGET CHIL)), a friend, }elat%ye,
. OF BULOY tveeeereccrrsonsonscassesevoeecssasoossoasses
' ] Other (SPECIFY):..... et teieb ettt raaraan
’ R 180x F
| .
} IF MORE THAN ONE TARGET CHILD, GO BACK TO H-1 ON PAGE 1. OTHERWISI, GO TO H-133.
! S =
1
: Q ) +J 66
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2.

TARGET CHILD 1

Last name:

First name:

- . e m m e o wm e e = =

TARGET CHILD 2 .

Last name:

TARGET CHfiD 3

Last name:

Age: Age: Age:
Yes No Yes No Yes No
1 2 1 2 1 2
1 2 1 2 1 2
1 2 1 2 1 2 )
H-30. 1 2 1 2 1 2
‘ —~Z N 1 2 1 2
1 2 1 2 1 2
1 2 2 1 2 ,
1 2 1 2 1 2’
1 ) .1 a1 N\
2 2 2
H-31. 3 3 .o 3
.. 4 .4 e 4
.5 5 «ee B ’
=
1
| o1 R | eee 1
j .
.2 .2 ' el 2
H=32.] ... 3 Box F .3 Box F cee 3 Box F
|
. 4 o4 ces 4
.. 5 .. 5 vee 5
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H=-33. ' Last year (1977), did any member of your family (14 years orx older)
living here work, evep for a few days?

»

Y@S8 cecevtoce sassecacsnossaves 1

NO sevprneesnnnanssscnsscssesss 2 (H=35)

H-34. How many members of your family worked last yearx?

Number

H-35. Last year (1977), did any member of your family receive any earnings
or income trom any of the following sources? All may not apply to
you or your family, but it is easiest if I ask you about each one at
a time. (READ EACH CATEGORY AND CIRCLE YES, NO, DON'T KNOW FOR

EACH,)
HAND
CARD 7
- — ' Source of Income Yes No Don't
Know
1
l, Wages or Salari€@s ...veesseesceccscnsassas 1 2 8
2, Own farm or nonfarm business, partnership,
or professional practiCe ...eeeesscessnsas 1 2 8
3. Dividends, interest, property rental ..... 1 2 8
4, Unemployment or Workmen's Compensation ... 1 2 8 ‘
5. Social Security or retirement ¢ceeeceseres | 1 2 8 1
kY
6, Welfare payments for aid to
dependent children ..eeevesoecsssecsscaces 1 |2 8
7. Aay (other) public assistance or welfare ’ ' N
payments (include old age assistance, aid .
to the blind or totally disabled, general .
ASSIStANCE) civecrienrsovrsrosaccssssssncns 1 2 8
8. Alimony or child SUPPOrt ..c.sieeescocsvcas 1 2 8
9, Regular contributions from persons not in
this family or anything else ....v00c0vees 1 2 8
I
H-36. what was the total combined income of all members of this family in

1977? 1Include income from all sources such .as wages, salaries, Social
Security or retirement benefits, help from relatives, rent from
property, and so forth. Please read me the letter only.

Letter
HAND ’
CARD 8
L

RefuUSEA coevevesctoacssoncssecsend?

ENTER THE PERSON NUMBER (FROM PAGE 3 OF THE SCREENER) OF THE RESPONDENT
FOR H-33 THROUGH H-136.

DON't KNOW cevsavvrvnnsecsnsesosead8
|
r

. Q 68
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////1\3?lcphone

ERIC

H-37.

-/

Respondent's Name:

Address:

[/
PSU SEG DU ' .\

€9

Since we're interested in how children's vse cf English changes as they
get older, at 3ome time in the future, we will need to talk again with
some of thepersons we are interviewing now. W¥e don't know who these
persons will be as they will be chosen by chance. 1In cake we need to
get in touch with you again, as far as you know will you be living at
this address this me n. Xt Year?

Yes (RECORD NAME, ADDRESS; TELEPHONE NUMBER BELOW) ... 1

No (RECORD hAME, TELEPHONE NUMBER. GET BEST POSSIBLE
ADDRESS AND'OBTAIN MAILING ADDRESS IF "R" IS IN RURAL
AREA. RECORD BELOW.)

€V 8 000000 2000000000t ssrrERI

{

Number Street

- City State

Number: ( }
Area Code Nunber

we
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

H-~40,

H~41.

H-42.

to find out what students are being taught.

In case you should move unexpectedl§, would you please give me the names
of two close relatives or friends who would be likely to know where you
(ENTER NAMES BELOW, THE! ASK H-39 to H-43.)

can bde recached?

-

-

Name

. - 'Name
How is (PERSO¥) : R .
related to you? ‘
Relationship Relationship
> [] rl
what is (his/her)
address? ' No. Street No. Street
City - City
. State 21p State 21ip
what is (his/her)
telephone number? t ) . ( )
¢ . Arear Code -~ Number ‘Area Code Number
Is (PERSON) now Yes .atiiiiiiveeen 1 | Yes bl .1
married? NO ‘. vevennnennenes 2 NO ..oeveenneninage 2
(IF YES): what is . '
(her husband's/his
wife's) full name? Name - Name
Time Ended: g

N .

b
As I mentioned there are two other very important parts to this
study being conducted.

school requires a signed Parental Consent Form.

One part is that we will be going to the .schools
In order to do this the

GET PARENTAL CONSENT FORN SIGNED FOR SACH SELECTED CRILD |’

>

The second part to this study is an interview with [TARGS?
CHILD(REN)] to assess English language abilities.
skilled in education will be coming to do :his.
che best time for this person to return?

" \

Best time for tester to ¢all:

Another person
Could you tell me




3 “APPENDIX C
PAREN:AL CONSENT FORM
3 §
. ‘3"4
s
. - K \\
3
\ ~. -
. \\
B v o . .
7




_ who come from homes where a language other than English is spoken.

Parental Consert Form

Dear i—‘rincipal: /

You, or the school official you appomt have my permission to fill out the attached
questiornaire about my,child. I also give you permission to provide the answers to (name of
firm).

I understand that:

.

® the answers will be used in the Children’s £nglish and Services Study; and

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

I have been made fully aware of the care being taken by the firm named above to protect the
information you provide about my child I understand that:

® only the people who work on this study will see the arswers; and
® my child’s name will not appear with the answers when the results ~re reported.

I also understand that the information is being asked to help improve schooling for children
I have kept a copy qf this form.

N

)

(Name of Child) _ }/ (Print Your Full Name)
. .
{Age) (Grade) (Yeur Signature)
(School Name) ) (Relationship to Child)

(District Name) ’ /\ (Date) ’

r

(School Address) J
[ .
White Copy - School | \
s - . Vellow Copy - Intv. M\
Pitik Copy - Signer

(City) (State).




L4

Forma de Consentimiento
Al principal de la Escuela,

Usted o el funcionario escofar que seleccione tendrd mi permiso para llenar €l cuestionano
sobre mi hijo/a. También tiene mi consentimiento para responderle a las respuestas que
(compaiifa) le haga.

Tengo por entendido que:

© las respuestas seran utilizadas en el Estudio Infantil sobre el Inglés y Servicios, y que,

® este estudio se estd llevando a cabo por L. Miranda & Associates, Inc. con Westat, Inc..
RDI para las agencias de educac'4n del Departamento de Salud, Educacién y Bienestar.

Estoy bajo el completo entendimiento que las firmas antes mencionadas tomar4n las
precauciones necesarias para no divulgar la informacién que reciban sobre my hijo/a. Entiendo

que:
® solamente las personas que trabajan en este estudio veran las respuestas, y que

® ¢l nombre de mi hijo/a no apareceréd con las respuestas cuando se den a conocer los
resultados. -

Tamblén tengo entendido que la informacidn que se obtenga en este estudio ayudard a

mejorar ia educacion de los nifios que vienen de hogares donde se habla ctro idioma que no
sea el inglés.

He retenido una copia de esta forma.

(Name of Child) (Print Your Full Name)
)/
(Age) (Grade) T (Your Signature)
" (School gzlme) (Relationship to Child)
y N ¢
(District Name) (Date)
'
(School Address) .
d White Copy -School
Yellow Copy - Intv.
. ’si
(City) (State) ink Copy/ igner
e
>0
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March 31, 1982

Dr. Dan Ulibarn, Research Associate
National Institute of Education

Mail Stop 6

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC. 20208

Dear Dr. Ulibarri:

1 am enclosing my comments on the report entitled Educational Needs Assessment for Language
Munority Children with Limuted English Proficiency in the United States, by J. Michael O’Malley.
Basically, my comments relate 10 some basic policy implications that I sec as a result of this report

First of all, the fact that,only one-third of limited English proficient children are being served in
bilingual education programs is a very important observation. Furthermore, of the 34% who are
being served 1n some capacity, an estimated 83% of those chiidren are limited English proficient.
This 1s 1important because the charge 1, often made that children who are in these programs don’t
really need to be in them.

You need to remember tha, in the State of Califcrnia it is required by law that at least one-third of the
students in bilingual education clazsrooms NO™ 2 limited English proficient. This is written
specifically to insure balanced classrooms, whetuy an approximate two-thirds to one-third ratio of
students who are inited English proficient to students whe are fluent English proficient would be
m‘gintained.

The second observation I have has to do with the conclusion tuat the bilingual education programs

that were being provided through Federai or State support did nor appear to focus on pdintaining the

child's native language. Probably the most constant criticism that we receive in bilingual education is
that we are perpetuating the child’s native language at the sake of teaching him or her English

quickly. This report clearly points out that instructional time is not at the expense of learning

English.

A third obsenvation 18 that ¢ hildren in bilingual education programs are receiving approximately the
same amount of English language instruction as those who are NOT in bilingual education
programs. To me, this is the mosf significant issue in this report. If children are receiving the same
amount of instruction in the English language, then the key difference is in the amount of subject
area that they are learning in their native langu:ige. Time is on our side. Ultimately I believe that it
will be provea beyond a shadow of a doubt that children in bilingual education classes are getting a
superior educatioa.  ,°

-
4 N

I think 1t 1s important that children served in bilingual education programs are primarily in the early
elementary grades. The fallacy that once a child is en olled in bilingual education programs, he or
she stays there forever just doesn ‘thold true. Cle. rly there is a decrease jn the numbers of students in
bilingual education programs as you proceed through the grade levels.

BN b

Last, I thinkw import#nt to indicate that the students in bilingual education programs were
primarily administered testsof the English language. Barely a quarter of them were given tests in’
_ their native language. Lbeligve this fact alone spells out the emphasis, in our programs on the
acquisition of English language and not on the maintenance of non-English languages




Dr. Dan Ulibarri -
National Institute of Education
March 3., 1982 ’

1 hupe these comments are helpful to you. 1 am sorry that they are so late in arriving, but we had a few
problems to cope with in California.

Bestof Inck to you in getting this report. Plcuse let me know if there is anything else that we can do to
assist you.

Sincerely yours,
Olivia Martinez

Administrator
San Jose Unified School Distrizt



R

. February 16, 1982

Dr. Dan Ulibarri

Research Associate; Teaching & C
Learning

National Institute of Education

Mai) Stop 6

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Wash'mgton, DC 20208

Dear Dan:

]

_Ireviewed the “Educational Needs Assessment for Language Minority Children with Limited

English Proficiency” report with considerable interest.

For purposes of responding to your requested critique I have addressed two categ(;ries of concern. (1)
policy issues, and (2) technicaleditorial issues. ‘ :

Regarding policy issues, the report does provide interesting data to guide subsequent studies [tdces
not, however, adequately answer the Congressional mandate—the data are too old (1978), too
limited 1n terms of sample size (less than five hundredths of one percent for Californid’ ), and because
of poor operational definitions the data are not nieaningfully. nor appropriateiy, analyzed

Equally important, I question what appears to be an implicit assumption of the study — that somehow
‘bilingual education™ is not detractirg from English acquisition. The unportant issue is that LEP
students attain, academic skills and mastery of English over a reasonable period of time. | finnly
believe that ulimate€ attainment of English literacy skills may require (for some studeats) .nstruction
principally oreven exclusively in the primary language f0r a period of time. Since language skilis are
interdependent and there is a common underlying proficiency among languages, time spent building
primary language skills lays the foundation for eventual attainment of English lite~ucy skills. It is,
therefore nnsleading and overly simplistic merely to measure the amount of time spent in Erglish
and the pnmary language. At some stages in a bilingual education program the alance of time in
each language might favor the primary language, and this—contrary to popular opinion—will
actually foster better eventual attainment of English skills than a program that provides the child with
too much time in non-comprehensible English. .

Califorma counted 233,444 LES/NES pupils in 1977-72 The study obtained pupi! data on only 114
puptls in Califorma, for a sample size of only .05%. These 114 pupils were aneven smaller sample of
the 594,000 LEP pupils estimated by the CESS report.

In bref, without elaboration of the theoretical premises of bilingual educaticn regarding primary
language use, tsm report runs afoul of tae rick of overstating <he meaning of the data.

Regarding technicalieditorial points, the report requires fusther work to ensure accuracy and
*meaningful labeling of tables. Specific comments are as follows:

1. Preljace—-—no comments.




Dr. Dan Ulibarn
Research Associate,:

Teaching & Learning
February 16, 1982
Page Two

2.

Executivc Summary

® The narrative should incluce sample size daia. It is difficult to ascertain sngmﬁ«.ance of
data prescnted as perceniges without actua: Nis.

AN

© Listing findings in the manner presented makes digestion of the implications difficult
because so much is presen!ed Consider simplifying the presentation by focusing on key
findings. .

® On page viii, item 5, a statement is made that 24% of LEP pupils receive assistance under
Title I; 7%, Title Vil; 14%, state support; and 5%, other. This adds up to 50%—what, if
any, is the source of other funding?

® Also on page ix, refercnce to bllmgual types of instructjon™ (line 6 from top) is unclear.
Although defined elsewhere, it gives a somewhat erroneous impression. Consider a
glossary or define. s

® Or page xi, ilems 3—4, concerning rating appear to be contradictory. [tem 3 states that
22% of LEPs were able to use English well and 19% were rated able to use English
adequately, but item 4 states 52% of LEPs were rated as one-half year or more below
grade level. The point here is when the percentages presented in the items are compared,
they don’t necessarily add up.

Source of Data

‘® Note should be made of response rates.

Accuracy of Data -

® The text notes that “all figures provided in this report are estimates of what would be
estimated with a coifiplete census.” I'm not sure such a statement is justified in light of
some of the small sample sizes as well as initial difficulties in securing the data.

4
Introduction—No major comments.

® However, note should be made here. or elsewhere, that data are based on a 1978 CESS
report; that is, here it is 1982 and ‘we’re dealing with outdated data.

Conceptual Framework

¢ I'm concerned that Texas and California samples are underrepresented, which produces
grave problems in “‘weighing” non-response (Table 1I-1, page 7). Given the fact that the
pupil N is only 990, much ado is made of the high response rate of 67% (excluding
Texas)—the fact is the total response was very low; in other words, the response rate is
relative to the pupil sample size. ¢

80 .
' 9u - . . .

.




Dr. Dan Uhbarri

N

Research Associate,

Teaching & Learning “
February 16,.1982 : ’
Page Three ! ' .

*“TA.

Results

_ @ | concur with the limitations set forth [pages 9-10, 2-4].

78.

7D.

© It 15 important. I believe, to define *‘instructional type™ [p.. 10] operationally. Since
English language instruction (ELI) does not use L, as an instructional medium (as is the
case with ESL), why is it included? The differen:iation based on cultural activities only is
precarions. (Does “professional staffing” [p. 10] mean a certified bilingual teacher?)

® The ﬁndmgs that fewer than 1% of pupils sampled received bfﬁngual instruction 1is as
striking as it is frightening. This conclusion should be highlighted—it is certainly
contrary to the purposes of program funding.

@ On page 12, 2nd paragraph, note is made of 297 thousand, or 17% . . . (and) an

estimated 189,000 or 11%. . . ." 1 do not see the justification in use of these figures—are
they extractmns/pro;ect:ons of the percentages? Stick with the actual Ns. The projections
are precaricus at best. .

Characteristics of Instructional Types

® Grade Distribation-—no cominent. K

© Sources Jf Support——The totals in the narrative do not equa! 100%. LEPs in bilingual
programs receiving funding from ESEA Title I, Migrant Title EA Title VI equal
59%. Similarly, Z8% of LEPs in Engiish instruction prografs receive funding from these
programs. Can one assume that the balance receives either no supgort, or some State

_ support? The non-Federal support figures don’t match. lso note is made that USOE’s
figures are based on grant proposals—are these the total number of proposals that are
submitted, or are they funded propesals?

Leves of Instruction

)

@ Information on hours of instruction is particularly imporiant (i.e., only 17% of LEPs
receive S nours -+ of non-English instruction). These data should be »ighlighted, but in
the context of the earlier conclusion that fe ver than 1% receive minimally accepted levels
of services.

e Staffing—without detailed rationale/criteria of ‘professional staffing”" this information is
of uncertain ‘value. The(vtntena should have been State bilingual certification.

o Language Assessment—no comment.

- N

Indices of Educational Need

® Subject Area Assessment—no comment,

‘ \ 81 91




Dr. Dan Ulibarri
Research Associate,
Teaching & Learning

February 16, 1982 { —
Page Four . ,

® School Classificatior—School self-ratings are precarious, the qualifications of the six
categories are subjective. Although interesting, it's difficult to make any substantive
conclusmns

® Readmg Achlevemem—School ratings precanous ?

@ Grade Retention—These data provide an insight ifito grﬁde retention and are certainly of
value. I regard this as quite inforrative since it has not been generated before. The cause
of grade retention, however, merits exploration.

.~ .

-

8. Conclusion
® As with any réport of this nature deriving conclusions is difficult. A. considerable ainount
of data is presented—some substantive, others precarious—which makes definitive
conclusions impossible. As previously noted, the data are relatively old—1978—and are
based on a limited sample. Therefore, it would appear best to be tentative in the
conclusions. The data provide helpful insights as to numbers of LEPs, services, etc., that

of necessity should be further explored by other studies.

What can be said with some degree of confidence is that bilingual programs in size, scope, and
quality may not be reaching those i most need The configurations of the data are certainly contrary
to those alleged in the popular press. It is regrettable that the amount of data is not sufficiently large,

nor better operauonahz.ed Because of the lack of substantive mfonnauon the generalizability of the
conclusions is pre-empted.

Sincerely,

I3

Robert A. Cervantes
Assistant Administrator
Office of Bilingual Bicultural
Education
State of California Department of Education
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, MEMORANDUM, b . ‘ March 15, 1982
B .
TO: Dan Ulibarri
FROM: Celia Zavala Castaiieda
RE: .  Observations—"Educational Needs Assessment for Language Minority

Children with Limited Englist;,\Proﬁcicncy" by J. Michael O’Malley
These writien comments are in response o yout request duriig our discussion of the above repor in
the telephone conversation with you and Olivia Martinez.

#
First, I want to acknowledge that the design of the survey is thoughtful and takes into account the
salient 1ssues that concern most educators who provide services to limited English proficient
students.

My concern regardiag the size of the national sample which excludes Texas and uaderrepresents
California irnpels e to call attention to the need to use caution in the interpretation of the data as
truly representative of the national scene if it is to be used to shape ational policy djscussions.
However, the author's summary and conclusions point out these same limitations. (One would tend
to see them as external to the study.)

-

If one is to make assumptions, these might follow:
1. The naticnal census of LEP students is underrepresentéd.

2. If the distncts that responded offer same special services fo; LEP students, what assumptions
can one nfer from (a) those who chose not to, and (b) thoae who reported not having obtained
permission to release data in time? -

Concems: ' \

k)

1. That the schools are so diversified in lhe%?entiﬁcatior)process of LEP students and assessing

their needs.
-

to

. That so many schools have no \data,for the LEP student: and others have inadequate systems
for collecting data. - .

3. That resources to these children are limited CSpeuall) in retaining personnel with specialized
training.

4. That the mother language and culture of the LEPs are taken so little into account in light of all
the recent findings tkat indicate the need to include them in order to augment the learning of
English with the result of equal assimilati¢n into the educational mainstream.

i

5. Thatonly 23% of those students in the sample received bilingual bicultural servicey as Jdefined
by the National Task Force (Miranda) and 58% of the sample received English-orjly instruc-
tion with no cultural references or instruction of the mother tongue does not speak ?/ell for the
schools 'in meeting the two national goals:

a. providing equal ;:tgucational opportunity .

b. promoting unity and harmony among diverse groups.
L v
83 .
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MEMORANDUM
Dan Ulibarri
March 15, 1982
Page Two

Also, 1t appc@at schools received monies from outside sources as the primary support for
providing educational services, furthermore, it's alarming that the support was primarily of a
compénsatory nature, e.g., Title I: 24% of the LEP sample.

Only 7% received Title VI funds, which one assumes require a non-compensatory thrust, but only
5% received local support or support from other souces. The support from the State goverr _ent,
however, seems to have been fairly good. . : -

It appears that the national attitude toward language minority students has changed v ey little since
the inceptior of the Bilingual Education Act. .

-

However. | would like to draw your attention to the finding that may dispel the notion that bilingual
educatior programs do not teach English to children. The data showed that for students rgceiving
bilingual oicultural instruction, 35% received 5-9 hours of English instruction a week and 48%
received 10 hours or more a week. There was no difference between the students who received
instruction 1n English only, i.e., 28% received 5 to 9 hours of English instruction a week and 48%

received 10 hours or more. -

Another concern 1s in relation to the grade distribution of LEP students in the survey. The largest
numbers appear to be in the early years (K~6) and grow smaller toward the higher gradés. This could
reflect the disproportionate number of dropouts that continue to characterize the LEP population

An interesting observation is that when the study used the National Task Force criteria for testing L,
the statistics vary, i.e., they were lower. An example: of the 43% of the LEP students receiving
bilingual nstruction only 23% received assessment to identify mother tahgae proficiency. The
statistics drop to 5% when the instruments for measuring L, are rated using the criteria established by
the Task Force.

Another concern 1s that schools tended to overrate the LEP students’ proficiency in English.

E?qually alarming ts that overall performance of LEP students on English reading relative to NLEP
students of the sarne language group is below grade level:

169%—one-half to | year below grade level
13%—close to | full year below grade level
23%—more than | full year below grads level

The survey reports that LEP students are characterized by high grade retention and overagedness (2
years or more above grade). This is of great concern to us because of the psychological and socio-
cultural implications that impact on these students’ motivation to learn.

It appears that we need tv assess the correlatign between grade retention, overagedness, and the
degree of effective assessment and instiuctionin L, for LEP students as well as the cultural factors in
curriculum and instruction.

+




MEMORA! QUM .
Dan Ulibarri
March 15, 1982

Page Three -

1ok at th- results of this study as a first step in the’exarnination of assumptions that the results
appear to suggest. - .

N

Whar is the total future for LEP students?

What steps should be taken to insure appropri:** identification and assessment of needs and
mother tongue proficiency? \ .

~
A

What are the appropriate instructiona} programs? ¥
What is the relationship of instruction in the native tongue to learning English?

What are the factors for lower LEP student count at the higher grades?

~
. .

"~ What are the culturally reluvant factors to curriculum?,

¥ - -~ -
~ * ~—

»
; “ N '\J '
e
/\\ ~
8
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .

LANGITA\\GE MINORITY CHILDREN WITH LIMITED
ENGLISH PROFICIENCY IN THE UNITED STATES

>

¢ SPRING 1978

An estimated 2.4 million children with limited English language proficiency aged 5-14 . S
years were lixing in the United States in the Spring of 1978. This number represents 63%

of all children aged 5-14 years living in households where a language other than English %

was spoken. In addition, there were ecamated tc be as many as 1.2 million limited Englis
proficient children younger or older than the 5-14 year olds but also of schoo! age. The

number of limited English proficientkhildren aged 5-14 was estimated frcm the first study

of its scope ever conqucted in the United States to determine the number of language
minority children with limited English proficiency.

Limited English language proficiency was found to be more prevalent among children
living in households where Spanish was spoken and among children it three major states as
contrasted with the remainder of the country. However, limited English proficiency / did
not differ markedly by age. The findings are discussed in detail below.

RESULTS BY LANGUAGE

More chﬂdren aged 5-14 years living in households where Spanish was spoken were
limited in English proficiency compared to children of th,g same age living in househclds
where oth.er non-English languages were‘spokgn. ‘

e There were 1.7 million Spanish language background ;
children aged 5-14 years with limited English proficiency.
This was 73% of the total number of children in this'age
range living in households where Spanish was spoken.

e There were .7 million children‘aged 5-14 years from all
other language minority backgrounds combined with limited
English proficiency. This was 47% of the total numbei of
children in this age range living in households where other . .
ron-English languages were spoken.

RESULTS BY AGE

The percentage of limited English proficient children among a!l children living in house-
holds where a language other than English was spoken did not differ markedly by age. The.
following per entages are for various age groups, for all languages combined:

N -

5-6 year olds: 67% limited in English
7-8 year olds: ' " 68% limited in English
Y-1T year olds: 59% limited in English f
12-14 year olds: T . 61% limited in English
) 89, -
37




. <

' . RESULTS BY SPATE

An estimated 1.5 million or 62% of all limited English proficient children lived in three

\ . .
_ states: California, Texas, anq New York. The figures by state are as follows fer all lan-

guages combined: . . : -
" California 594,000 limited in English
" New,York N 463,000 limited in English
Texas —™— 438,000 limited in English
Remainder of U.S. - 908,000 limited in English
Total : . 2,408,000 limited in English

New York shad the highest percentage of children who were limited in English profi-
ciency among children aged 5-14 years living in households Where a language ocher than
English was spoken. The figures are:

-

New York . ' 77% limited in English

California . v 70% limited in English

Texas . 70% limited in English

Remainder of U.S. \ 53% limited in English

Total . _+_ 63%limited in English
SOURCE OF DATA

The Children’s English and Services Study was conducted under contract from the
National Institute of Education with shared support from the National Center for Education
Statistics and the .S. Office of Education. The study was designed to respond to a
Congressional mandate in the Bilingual Education Act (Elementary and Seconhdary Educa-
tion Act, Title VII) to count the number of children with limited English speaking ability
in the United States. The work was carried out by a consortium headed by L. Miranda &
Associates, Inc., of Washington, D.C. as prime contractor.!

A
v 3

Adulis were interviewed in the Spring of 1978 in a nationally representative sample of
approximately 35,000 households. About 2,200 households were identified where a
language other than English was spoken and where children between the ages of 5 and 14
were living. Within these households, selected children were individually-administered a test
n English that determined whether, or not the child was limited in English language profi-
ciency. The sample was designed to provide representative numbers of children i
California,: Texas, New York, and the remainder of the country. .

. , \ L . . ‘ -

The test_in Englishwas designed to meet the definition of limited English proficiency in
the Bilingual Education Act. Representatives of 30 State Education Agencies developed,
specifications for the test and served on a review tegm for the study. The reviewers found
that no exiscing test would meet the Congressional intent. They urged development of a
test measuring age-speci fic speaking, listening, readjng, and writirg skills in English. The
test criterion for limited English proficiency is a cut-off point on the total score that accu-

1. Retrieval of CESS data tapes and accompanying dowmwmtion 15 being arranged through the following sources’
Reference Service Machine Readable Archives Division—NNR. Nationa! Archives and Records Service,
Washington, D.C. 20408 (telephone 202/724-1080), and Inter-Umversity Consortium for Political and Social
Rescarch, P.O. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, Mich. 48106. ' .

2




3 rately classifies children as limited or not limited in English for their age level. The criterion
N .

-

w%erived from field work with «n independent sample.. " /

TheiChildren’s}English and Services Study is one of 2 number of studie-a undertake”n by
the Education Division of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to assess
educational needs and to improve instrictional effectiveness fof limited English proficient
children. .- .

" . ACCURACY OF THE DATA

Because the results are based on a sample rather than a census of the pbpulation, all
figures provided in this rep'qrt are estimatei with an error range within which the true
score may lie with a 95%level of confidence. Examples of the error range follow. *
The national estimate of limited English proficient 'children aged 5-14 years is2.4 mil-
lion. The number 2.4 millien is 63% of all children in the age range 5-14 living in housec
holds where a language other than English is spoken, with a range from 55% to 71%at a
95% level of confidence. ‘ . v

L

-

METHODOLOGICAL 'REVIEW >

A methodological review of this report was prepared by the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics (NCES), Office for Research Analysis (ORA):2 In the review, three analyti-
cal issues were discussed: N

d

]

e Were the items which were selected for inclusion in the Language Measure-
ment and Assessment Inventory (LM&AI)selected properly?

® Were the cutoff.scores for the LM&AI, which were determined and used
to classify children as either English proficient or of limited English pro-
)k | ficiency (LEP), set properly?
H . A
o What wete the effects of nonresponse bias on the counts and &stimates of
4 'LEP children?
'y .

Accordingly, NCES/ORA offered the following recommendations: -

. A4 <«
1. There should be a caveat concerning th,e.limitatio ns of the CESS results
"which are a function of the current state-of-the-art in the assessment of
language proficiency."
A Y

2. Using an alternative analytic procedure NCES/ORA reported a 9.22%
higher estimate of LEP children. Their recommendation was to include
_this information in the report.

3. In regard to nonresponse bias, NCES/ORA concluded "that further inves-
tigations. . .are not warranted."

N

2. Chddren’s English and Services Study. Estimates of Limited English Proficient Children in the Unuted States—
Methodvlogical Reviews, published by the National Cleaninghousc for Bilingual Education tRosslyn, Vuginay,
1982. ‘ o

»
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Issues concerning the state-of-the-art in language proficiency assessment in general are dis-
cussed in the NCES document. A response to,NCES/ORA estimation procedures, however, teoo-
has been prepared by the National Institute of Fducation (NIE). The NCES/ORA review
and NIE response may be accessed through the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual
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