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EVALUATION OF ACHIEVEMENT OUTGOMES: AUSTIN'S EXPERIENCE

The Austin Independent School District's five-year Title VII project _
was concerned with improving achievement of project participants in several
major areas: oral language proficlency, knowledge of basic concepts,
reading abilicty in Spanish, and proficiency in English reading and mach.
This paper will focus on the specific achievement outcomes of ;ustin's
project, and also point out those evaluation issues and problems which
evolved for AISD during the project. ’

Oral Langauge Development

A primary objective of the AISD Title VII program was to provide oral

. language development in both English and Spanish. Measurement of this objec-

tive was conducted using the Oral Language Proficiency Measure (PAL Test)
ldeveloped by Ehe El Paso Public Schools. Each year, the test was administered
in the‘{all by school persoﬁnel to ki;dergartners with a 1anguggé other than
English spokern in their homes. Spring posttesting for a sample of project
and nonproject kindergartners was conducted by trained evaluati;n staff.
Comparisons of gains made by project and nonproject stu&ents were

made using a regression approach in which the criterion variable was.ghe
spring posttest score on English or Spanish and the predictor variables were
the students' project status and pretest scores. In nontechnical terms,
project and nonproject students were comp;red on poéttest scores, while

adjusting for initial differences between the two groups. Results of these

comparisons of project and nonprofect students indicated that neither group
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éhowcd COnéiéttntZg greater gains in English on Spanish PAL 5C0NCs, ACR04S
each aﬁ the §tue gewus 0f the project.

(Eigure 1l {llustrates these longi-

-

" presented here.

»

l:udinal E{i :I.nd:l.ngs )
; Several problems exisc wich incerprecing these findﬁfgs. of course,

The PAL is subjectively scored, as were all oral language measures available
for use in primary grades at the conception of this project. 1In addition,
tﬁe students were not randomly assigned to projekc and nonproject control

groups, a problem which is present throughout all the achiévemenc findings

-

. —
J Year Year Year Year Year
. 75-76 76=77 77-78 78-79 79-80 °
Group With Greatest :
. English PAL Gains Neicher| Project | Neither Neicher Nonprojec:-~f—
Group With Greatest
Spanish PAL Gains Neicher | Project*| Project Neicher | Nonproject

* Resulted from a drop in Spanish PAL scores for nonproject students,
since project students actually. showed no gains.

Figure 1. COMPARISON OF PROJECT AND NONPROJECT KINDERGARTNERS ON GAINS
MADE IN ENGLISHE AND SPANISH ON THE PAL, ACROSS FIVE YEARS OF
THE TITLE VII PRC.JECT.

Knowledge of Basic Concepts »

A second objective of the Title VII project in cthe AISD was to
improve students' knowledge of the basic concepts which are considered

Project and nonproject kindergarten
P .

important at the early grade levels.




students were administered the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts im -the fall .

and spring each year.

Project students who were Spanish-dominant were '

-
T

tested with the Spanish version of the Boehm, while all others were tested

in English.
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Comparison of project and monproject students tested in Erglish

-

" indicated that for ‘the last three years of the five-year project, pno;ect
atudem ga,med mone than nonproject students 2w
Unfortunately, no nonprgje:t~scudencs were tested in Spanish and some-
. problems cxist in comparing the gains of Students tested in Spanish with -
thoee of other students. It eppears that gains of project students tested
in Spanish were comparable to gains of English-tested pftject students,
However, ic is unclear whether. scores on the Spanish version of the test
are equivalent to scores on the English version; in other'words} are the
tests of equal difficulty? The Spanish version of the‘Boehm 1s a direct
translation of the English version, but that process of translation does

v not emsure that the questions are worded in"such a way as to be of equivalent

difficulcy. HOWever, there is obviously a need Eor instruments to measure

-

achievement in content areas that have equivalent Eorms in English and Spanish,

GSpeC1ally at the lower grade levels.

;gprovement inggnanish Reading
Another objective of the AILSD Title VII project was to develop reading

skills in Spanish for project students. A sample of project and nonproject

-

students in grades 2~5 was tested with the Spanish Reading Test or Prueba de
Lectura in the spring of each year. Achievement gains in Spanish reading
. were then compared for project and nonproject students. The results of ’

these comparisons indicated that project students showed small, but consdistent

N . ?-..._
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gains {n their Spanish neading, and these gaind were greater than those of

nonproject students. : . «

L]

In inéerprecing these results, some caution seems needed. Out of a
possible 134 points, mean g?ins for Eourtﬁ graders after three years of - B
instruction equalled only 12.40 raw score poincs,:while mean gains for
. UE1fth graders with three or four years of instruction were 12.10 raw score
" pﬁincs. The Eifqh-grade cohort beéan second: grade with higher scores in
Spanish reading than did the fourth grade group. The gain in raw scores for -
-these groups ¥esu1ced in méan‘Spanish reading scores for fourth graders that
were at only the 12th percentile, while fifth graders were scoring ac onlf'
the 26ch percentile, using national norms. (Texas_nﬁgms were not a;;ilable

for the form and level of test which was .used.)

Achievement in English Reading and Mach

+

A major objecéive of Auscin's Ticle VII Bilingual Project was to

improve the achievement of project students in English reading and math. o .

[

"In an .effort to minimize the excra_Cescing iﬁvolvedlfor the students,’ ’ "
this objective was measured using“the same cest adopted by the District - «
Eorniés annual spring testing eEEBch:—che California Achievement Tests
{cAT, 1970). ) w» .

'Aithough project students across the years showed consistent gains
in their Reading and Math Achievement Development Scale Scores on the CAT,

° perhaps the most interesting comparisons are between longitudinal gains of
project and nonprojeéc students. A sample of fifch graders was chosen who

had consistently participated or not participated in the Title VII project
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since first grade. Comparisons of phoject and nonproject §i4th-grade
students indicated that the pro jewt students showed significantly gneater
dains than nonproject students on the CAT in neading, but no ax.gmﬁ&ccmt

tdgﬂﬁgnenceé wm&z ﬁound in_math.

A wm.lwc sample of founth-grade amden,m who wene cond.letently
pro ;e.c,t on nonproject nevealed no significant difference in meadmg on
math gains on the CAT. iy - o
Another iﬂceres:ing comparison of achievement gains was of groups og «
projepc students who diffe;ed with respecc.co language dominance. Upon
entry into échool, project students were classified on the basis of their
PAL scores as Euglish'monélingual, English dominaﬁc, or Spanish'dom;nanc/
bilingual. An examinacioh‘of the achievement test gcores for these three
language groups at the first giade-indicaced that means for §panish—
dominanc/bilgﬂgual students were consistently lower than chosq-of the
other two groups. After four or five years of participation in the project,
the gép in ;chievgmenc between the Spanish-dominanc/ﬁilinggal:§Cudencs ané
their English-dominant or English momolingual peers is not clos}ng. Inl
fact, at fifth grade the gap was significantly wider than it had been at
firsc grade, with Spanish-dominant/bilingual Students_falling further béhind
in both reading and math. (Figures 2-5 graphically depict these results.)

Several factors need to bé considered’}d interpreting these results.

TheFe was a high attrition rate among the original samples of students,

_and it is unclear what impact short-term participation im the project migﬁc

have had on these students. In addition, the District had a policy until
1979 of exempting special education students from testing with the CAT,

and.chus the sample of students with valid scores in earlier years of the
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project did not reflect the true population of students in the project .

and nonproject classrooms. This policy may have resulted in distorted

-
.

.espinzﬁes ofzgroup means. -
Agsuntn:s.;y bilingual edupa;brs also.s:a:e :hap if the CAT is culturally

biased in Eav;r on the Anglo ;;Ghen:,,benefi:s to prof€ct students may have

been masked. Finally, learning in content areas may have 0bcuried';ith“the,- »

Spanish~doaminant/bilingual students that is not ;eflegted in these results. -

‘ ‘SuunaiF of Achievement Data .

‘Thaae r3801t8’1ndica:e Eha: pgiticipants in, the prbgyam received

. be;efins in terms of knoéledse of basic concepts at ;he'kin&erﬁar:en level
Jand also: to soée extent in épanish reading “abilicy. In sddition, fifch~grade
project sm-u'len:s outgained their nonproject peers in English reading, although , ~
these ‘gains appear to be due to the gains of Enélish-dominap: and“EﬁglisL-

) gono!&nguai students. In fifth-grade math and Eour:h-gradéOreading and ;a:h,
project stud;nts'and nonpgpjecf students did not differ in their rate of
fains. The gap In achievement between Spanish-dominant’or bilingual students

and their Engl;sh-dominhn: peéra does not appear to be closing.

k]

Sumsary of Evaluanion'issues and Considerations
: Se;eral major issues arise for further consideration by e&alua:ors-of

. ﬁilinghal pragramst First, there aée serious‘difffcultie; in 1ocatin§
ap?ropria:e instruments for measur! g achiévement objectives in bilingual
program=s. Lan;uaée instcruments éée E;equently subjective and manf'ins:ru-
ments measuring con:e;: are lacking in tru”~ equivalent Engiish/Spaaish

¢ forms. In addition,‘po:eétial cultural bias in English achievement tests
continues to be a problem.

* Second, i: is often difficui:_:o obtain an appropria:é“sample of

students, 30 order to accurately assess the objectives.

- - LA
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Due to nonrandom assignmént of students in this and many other programs,
-y . " -
Mcontrol” groups may be nonexistent or at best, not comparable to the

. students pajgicipating in :hé’project. A related sample issue is that

lonéitudinal'gains become very difficult to measure because of the high ¢

;::rig;on_r§§g amopg‘parqicipan:s--families migrate, districts move

Al

students in desegregation efforts, and schools may elect to drop out of
the project, as happened id\AISDJ In:short,'in"order to c;ntrol for this

attrition, initial samples must be large if longitudipal gtudies are to .

be successful. ) -

LR
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Another probleﬁ concerns pérsonnél changes 1n both project staff ;n&
evaluation stafg during thg course‘of'a 1ong;term projgct. Tu:novergamong
‘teachers qf’adminfbtrative Q&gﬁf of the project means that it is_difficuit
to a;sune that students receive a consistent program. Students within the

AN sanerﬁioject m&y have' ﬁ;fgeient opportunities to learﬂ, and it 1is not easy to
maasure ‘such differences. Change; in evaluation ‘staff can re;;l: in loss

-

of information about trends, as well as a potential lack of consistency in

the way objectf%es“aéé‘measured.

Finﬁlly. there is a lack of evaluation models applicable Eo; longitudinal

evaluations of aﬁpievemen:'in bilingual programs. In addition, there are still ’

-

- many questions concétning the beStﬁyaya.:oupeasure change over long periods
. _ N ,
of time. Development of such models of evaluation and measurement would hdve

. . } . +
the advantage of allowing comparisons between and across programs, as ueI;‘as

more satisfactory evaluation of individual programs.
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