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ABSTRACT

The Refugee Education and Employment Program (REEP)
of Arlington. Virginia, was designated in 1983 as one of seven sites
for particii.tion in a national Mainstream English Language Training
(MELT) project of the Office of Refugee Resettlement. The primary
project goal was to link overseas refu?ee camp training to refugee
programs in the United States to facilitate refugees’' English
language learaning and transition to smployment and independence in
the United States. REEP was selected to field test and refine three
products and components of the project, including: (1) field testing
of three versions of the Basic English Skills Tests (BEST) designed
to measure general language ability; (2) testing and refinement of
standardized Student Performance Levels, general descriptions by
level of students' language ability; and (3) elaboration and
specification of a set of curriculum guidelines entitled the "CORE
Curriculum Guide,” to be used as a reference guide for the
development of U. S. based curricula. REEP benefitted from these
tasks in the improvement of its methods and in the testing and
achievement of its own goals of promoting refugee self-confidence,
employment, and independence in the United States. (MSE)
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THE SAINSTRBAR EBEGLISE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROJECE

by 1is Riney
Arlington Befugee Education and Esmployment PFrogras
lrlin%gg? V.

In late 1983 the Office of Refugee Resettlesent
avarded a graant to the Befugee Education anmd
Eaploysent Program of Arlimgton to be one of seven
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sites nationwide to participate in its Raiastrean
English language Traimimag Project. The prisary
goal of the project was to link overseas caap
training to refugee programs in the U.S. in a way
that would facilitate the refugees’ English
language learning and tramsition to esploysent and
independence in the U.S.

This pager will (1} briefly review the HNELT
project and REEP's participation in it; (2) preview
and interpret, fros BEEP's perspective, ¢the three
pajor outcoses of HELT (the BES1 Tests, the Student
Perforsance Levels, and the CORE Curriculua Guide);
and (3) point out some of the influence and
implications the project has had for REEP and aight
have for other refugee prograss.

INIRODUCTION

In late 1983 the Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR)
funded the BRefugee Bducation and Esploysent Progras (REEF)
to be one of seven sites nationwide to participate in a
pational democnstrationm project called the Baimstreas English
language Training (MELI) project.* The award of a grant to
REEP vas in part based on the fact that REEP had already
developed and was already using its own competency-based ESL
curriculum {(Maasoor and Van fuzer 1982). As stated in the
Federal Register, the overall goal of the MELT project vas
wto identify, examine, and document certain criteria as they
relate to the linkage of overseas £S1 training and domestic
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1Tbe other MEL] sites were San Francisco Community College

Districe, San Diego <Community College District, Spring
Institute of International Studies of Denver, Northuest
Bducational Ccoperative of 1Illincis, Project Persona cf

Providence, International Institute of Boston. BNC Fesearch

of New Haspshire, the American Council fcr Nationalities
Service of New York, and the Center for Applied linguistics
of Washington, DuCey were involved in the project's

coordination, data collecticn, and training.
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ELT frograsse. Jhese are criiteria pertaining to assessaent
and testing, student perforsance levels, and ELT curriculua
design® (Federal Register 1983). REEP interpreted this goal
to mean linking refugee programs ian the U.S. to overseas
camp training im a way that will facilitate the refugees*
learning of Bnglish and transition to emplcysent and
indegendence in the U.S., and to provide gwmeans fcr
docusenting this prccess.

The NELT Project was designea tc address the special
needs of a nev ESL populaticn, refugees, who first started
enteriag the U.S. in large numbers in 1975. This new
population is gquite different from those student populations
which asost existing ESL prcgrass im the U.S. have been
designed for. First of all, a significant Dnuaber of
refugees in ELT prograss are niddle-aged or clder amnd are
seai- or non-literate in their own language. In addition,
sany come fros traditiomal and rural backgrounds very
different from urban North Asericam culture. Many arrive in
our progras in a state of disorieatation ltecause of the
abrupt changes they have beem through and are still goinmg
throuogh. Furthersore, in additiom to haviomg the above
characteristics, none of which favors second language
learning, the refugees are expected to learn Emglish guickly
and sufticiently well in crder ¢to become employed and
independent taxpayers.

The MELT prcject vwas planned in three phases which
involved identifying what gproducts needed to be developed,
developing them, and field testing thesm. Ehase I brought
together experiepced ESI practiomers from both the U.S5. and
the refugee canps overseas for the purpcse cf consultation
and development of curriculus guidelines and perforspance
level descriptioms. Phase 1I developed three nev field-test
versions of the EFST Test. PFhase III involved the selection
and funding of programs as “"national descnstration sites”™ to
help complete, field test, refine, and validate these nes
ptoducts. Because MBELT was intemded to Le national ia scope
and broad im relevance, the sites which vere selected varied
in size, background, resources, expertise, and approach.

RFEP was one of the sites selected to Le involved in
Phase I1I, the field testing and refining of the three
products and cosgonents of the project, shown in Figure 1.
This phase involved the field testing ot <three versions ct
the "BEST Tests™ (Basic English Skills Tests), designed to
measure students' general language ability. Secondly, Phase
II involved the testing and refinement of standardized
nstudent Performance Levels®™ (SPIs), which wculd be general
descriptions, Ly level, of students® language ability.
Thirdly, Phase III imvolved elaborating and specifying a set
of curriculue guidelines, the "CORE Curriculus Guide®, which
would serve as a reference quide for the developsent of U.S.
tased curricula.
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OVERVIEE

Before describinmg BELT*s three compounents in more detail,
and BEEP*s participation in the field testing of thes, I
would first 1ike to present a plan and overview of the
project and explain bov it cosponents =aight be useful to
refugee prograss in the 0.S.> In this overview, I will use
our site, REEP, as the example BELT site. SEEP developed
the plan shown in Pigure 1 in December of last year when
REEP first beganm the project. The assumpticms behind this
overview helped guide REEP's ipput into the project
throughout such of the yeaxr, as ve vorked on testing and
refining each of MELI's three compopents sisultaneously.

As shown ipn Pigure 1, refugee ESL students entering the
VeS. from the casps would first be given one of the three
versions of the BBST JTest. The students' scores oa this
test wvould sexve as abn indicator of their student
performance level (SPL). FEEP would then use incoming BEST
Test scores and SPLs as the two principal criteria for
placing a student isto a EEEP imstructional level.

As we continue to follow Figure 1, vwe see tbat REEP has
tvo tracks of instruction, ®A® and "B®. 1Irack A would serve
those students with fever than six years of previous forsal
education in any 1language {and those who tend to be slover
learners and in peed of a more basic curriculua and
instruction). Irack PR would serve those vwho enter REEF
afrer having already had six cr more years of education. Cn
the basis of tbeir previous education, students would be
placed intc Irack A or Track B. 1IThen, on the basis of their
BEST scores and SPLs, students would be placed into one cof
the instructional levels vwithis each track. Flacezent into
REFP's instructicnal levels would be @made con the basis of
the set of correspondences between NELI's SPLs and REEP's
instructional levels shown in Figure 2.

what would it mean to complete an instructional level?
In accordance with the recosmendations of the COSE
Curriculus Guide (represented in the center of Figure 1),
the REEP Curriculus would be coaprised of various Jjob and
life skills, or *coppetencies®. A student®s mastery of any
competency at amy instructicnal level would be specified and
measuvred by perforsance objectives which the student would
be expected tc master by the end of the instructional level.

aI should emphasize that this is serely ome interpretation
by REEP of how the MELI Project might work for BEEP, and it
does not necessarily reflect the views of the other NELI
sites or CFHR.
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Certain of these perforsance objectives would be prioritized
as "key" performsance objectives. 1hese would be comsidered
the sost essential lifeskills for the piurpose of evaluation
of the students' coapletica of the level and readipess tc
progress on to the pext higher instructional level. At each
successive level, the performance cbjectives and the
knculedge and language required to master them would hecome
more difficult and cosplex.

finally, as Figure 1 illustrates, vhen the students
finish their iasstruction at BEEP, they wvould be gliven a
different (but equivalent) version of the EBEST Test, this
time tc detersime their SPL after imstruction. This second
perforsance level would serve as ap indicator as to whether
the students had sade progress im the program, bhow such that
progress had beer (and over hov many hours), and what the
students* job readiness would be in teras of general
language atility.

THE BEST TEST ABD THE STIUDENT PERFORNANCE LEVELS

Cf the three coaponents cf BELT, the BESI lest, developed
by the Center for Applied Linguistics, was the most finished
product when Fhase III begam. A refinement of its 1982 EESI
predecessor, the 1984 BEST is a competency~-based ESL
proficiency test which can be used for placesent and
diagrostic purposes. Durirg Phase III, REEP helped field
test the BRST Test, pre-~testing 125 students before
instruction, and post-testing 103 after instruction. At the
sape tise, BREEF, along with the cther RELTI sites, helged
evaluate and cosaent on all aspects of the test, providing
the Center for Applied 1linguistics with valuable feedback
for the purpose cf test refisesent.

The SPls are descriptions of students® general language
preficiency in English regardless of previous language
training. In this respect SPLls are sisilar in purpose to
FS1 levels, though SPLs are designed for a different type of
student populaticn and for lover levels of second language
proficiency. BELI's SPLs are comprise. of ten levels, the
lover six cf which are descriptive of students at FEEP and
grobably most refugee pPrograms. In addition to describing
langpage ability ip glctal teras, the SPls also describe
ability by cosgconent or skill area [e.g., listening
cosprehension, oral coaprehension, reading and writing,
grcnunciation)

Fefore field-testing the SFLs, BEEP and the other sites
vere first trained by ¢the Center for Applied Linguistics
(using videotapes, of actual refugee ESI speakers) in
identifying a gjiven subject®'s SPl. While BREEP {amd the
other MELT sites) used the SPL descriptions, and assigned
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thes to :efu%ees, REEP at the sase time made suggestioms for
revisions of tle SPIs with regard to their clarity,
conciseness, aand comsistency.

At REEP, we found the EEST Tests and the SPLs viable
products which, if ssed, would eguip sites to cossunicate
vith one another in the same teras.

TEE CORB CURBICULON GUIDE

Of the three components ¢f the MELT fproject, the CORE
Curriculus Guide was the least cosplete at the begisning of
Phase 11I, and throughout the past year it has been the
cosponent shich has desmanded the greatest proportion of our
tise at REEP.

At the DbDegisning of cf Phase 111, the CORE Guide
consisted of scse general curziculus coasiderations, an
extensive list of cospetencies and functions by topic, an
inventory of grassatical structures, and some sasple
curriculus formats. Because the CCRE Guide was still in a
incosplete fors, oar curriculos revision work was
necessarily a two-way process. Rhile revising its own
curriculum in accordance vwith the reccsmendatioas of the
CORE Guide, each of the seven sites was sisultaneously
saking suggestioss for how the COSE Guide itself aight be
revised. One probles we experienced was that we had to
define our owa curriculus in terss of a COBE Guide wkich vas
itself not yet coaspletely defined. This two-way process,
involving seven £ites both influencing and being influenced
by the COFE Guide, is illustrated im Figure 3.

0f the seven sites beginning the project, REEP was one of
those which bad already developed and was already using a
curriculus which was similar in mamy respects to that which
had been recossended during the £first phase of the HNELIY
projecte. For example, REEP's 1982 curriculum wvas already
cospetency based, it already included and indexed language
functions and grassatical structures, it already had a
separate literacy track, and it was already organized into
topics which were identified areas cf studeat need.

Because REEF had Legun the froject with this 1982
carriculus, ve vere able tc focus pcre c¢f our tise on
refining what already existed, rather than onm inventing
cospletely nev iteams. In addition, wve were able to
incorporate intc ocur existing frasework nev ideas and
considerations, recoamended to us ty the COFE Guide and the
other sites. In response to the recosmendations of COBE,
for exapple, ve shifted our curriculas sore tovard
developing refugee esploymert and independence. Also, in
response to the recosmendaticns cf CCEE, we bave introduced
a cross-cultural cosponent, a materials and techaigques
compcnent, and & reading amd writing coaponent.
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Furthersore, thcugh our discussions with the other HNELI
sites about the groject, we were stisulated to research apd
consider wmore carefully the dJdefinitions and roles which
conpetencies, perfcramance chjectives, language functicas,
and grasmatical structures shculd have in our curriculas and
in our classrooa ianstruction. Fimally, in response tc CBR's
request that we provide a seans for peasuresent and
docusentation of student prcgress (Federal Report 1983), ve
developed more specific perforsance objectives and more
refined achicvement plans fcx seasuresent and documentation
of ogr students' perforsancec.

In general, our continual work on field testing amd
revising the COFE Guide enlightered and facilitated the
revisions of our owa curriculus. #c€ may =sussarize BEBP's
revision of NEL1's comfpetencies to illustrate this. One of
our tasks as a BEL]1 site wvas to evaluate all the
ccapetencies in the COBE Guide. To facilitate this MEILX
145k we developed the procedure rerresented in a flcw chart
focrs in Pigure d. After cospleting our HBELT task, we were
able to turn around and use the sase procedure fcr the
refinenment of our own curriculus. As shown in Figure 4, wve
first evalvated and rated a cospeteacy in teras of its
content validity, j.e., its survival impcrtance for our
students. Shes we judged the apprcpriateness of its
placement into the topic ard level to which it was assigned.
Fipally, we Judged its fcrs, including its <clarity,
conciseness, and consistency of expressicn.

CONCIUSION

Clearly, REEF's most valuable reward from participating
in this project was our owr educaticn. Thrcughout the past
year, while we vere ccnstantly faced vith deadlines and
deliverables, ve wvere given a consideratle amocant of freedcx
to express and develop cur cwn ideas. Throughout our work,
we aimed@ at our original BEIT1 goals of prcsoting refugee
achieveaent of self-ccnfidence, employsent, and
independence in the U.S., and providing standardized and
reliable means for docupenting that achievepment.

How well MELY will succeed natiocnwvide will depend on how
well refugee programs thrcughout the ccuntry reccgnize the
ingortance of ME1T's goals and the gotential of BELI®s three
products. EELI's valid ais for all cf us, whether we be in
San Francisco or Kansas City or Axlingtcn, is that we, as
ESL professionals, all speak the sase language so that ve
will all understand each other and work together Letter.
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