
þ

BILII\GUAL EDT]CATIOI\

COST AI\ALYSTS

r"Ëßþ

JOSE A. CARDENAS

JOE J. BERNAL

WILLIAM KEAN

INTERCULTT]RAL DEVELOPMENT RFJ,EARCH ASSOCTAflON

q'**- 
^r-t-t

À



A lis$ ql IÐR4 publiçations iq qyailable upo,.n qequest.

s:,ïßþ Intercultural Developm ent
Research Association
5835 Callaghan, Suite 350-lll
San Antonion Texas 78228
$t2) 684-8180brr, *..se



IDRA BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Choirmon of the Boord

Mr. Jesse Treviño

ó08 Sourh lOth
McAtlen, Texos 78501

Vice-ChoirPerson
Mrs. Jon Coggesholl
l0 DonsbY Drive

Golveston, Texss 77550

SecretorY
Mrs. L. Debbie I'loleY

13812 Quentiln Dr'

Houston, Texos 77045

Dr. Jomes A. Forester

Office of CommunitY &

Student Affqirs
UniversitY of Texos ot

Son Antonio
Son Antonio, Texos 78285

Mr. Jose Anfonio Gonzolez

5t 1 Ë. Bluff
F?. Worth, Texos 76102

Mr. Mike Hernondez, Jr'

427 S. St. MorY's

Son Antonio, Texos 78204

Mr. Jomes D. Lehmonn

P.O. Box ó.l8
Eogle Poss, TX 78852

Mr. Othon Medino
ló00 Globe
El Poso, Texos 79915

Mr. Fernondo Piñon

P.O. Box 1594
Loredo, Texos 78040

Mr. Jesse Rongel
5ló 55th Street
Lubbock, Texos 79404

Ms. Tino ReYes

37O21h North Moin
Houston, Texos 77009

Mr. Mouro ReYno

ólOO N. GuodoluPe
Austin, Texos 78753

Mr. Lonny Sinkin

838 E. Mognolio
Son Antonio, Texos 78222

Mr. Williom Sinkin

P.O. Box 20100
Son Anfonio, Texos 78220

Dr. José A. Córdenos
Executive Director

|DRAisonon.Profit,tox.exemptorgonizotion,thepurposeofwhichistoprovide
informotion to lhe generol public .onän¡ng equclity of educotionol opportunity'



BILTNGUAL EDUCATION

COST ANALYSIS

Jose A. Cardenas

Joe J. Bernal

William Kean

Intercultural Development Research Association

5835 Callaghan Rd. Suite 350

San Antonio, Texas 78228



This proiect assess¡nt bilingual education cost and the development of a weighted pupil factor was performed
under U.5. Office of Education, DHEV Grant No. G0A-7r-06959, subcontracted to the Intercultural Developrnent
Research Association by the Crystal City Independent School District and administered under general provisions
for programs, 4, CFR Part lO0, dated November 6, 1973. Contractors undertaking such proiects are encouraged
to expréss their prolessionat judgment in the conduct of the project. Points of view or opinions do not, theretore'
necessarily represent an otlicial position or policy of the U. S. Office of Education.

Copyright @We by Intercultural Development Research Association



ì
I
i

I

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Chapter

I TNTRODUCTTON

Bilingual Education on the State Level

Bilingual Program Variations

Weighted PuPil APProach

Cost Analysis of Bilingual Education

Legal Status of Bilingual Education

II HISTORY

History of Bilingual Education

History of Educational Costing

M DESTGN

Studies on Ed-ucational Costing

Past Practices

Past Studies in Bilingual Education

Constraints Relating to Bilingual Costing

Rationale for IDRA APProach

Basic MethodologY

N FINDINGS

Process Findings

Findings: Resource Needs

I

lt

I

I

2

3

4

5

7

7

l0

l2

T2

l2

t3

t4

t6

t6

l8

l8

34





v SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Conclusions

Recommendations for Further Study

General Recommendations

FOOTNOTES AND REFERENCES

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

39

39

40

43

44

45

54

55





PREFACE

DuringthepastSevenyears'bilingualeducationhasexperiencedan

extraordinarily rapid development in this country. However, in spite of a high

rate of growth, bilingual education ProSrams are not reaching all who could

benefit from them.

One deterrent to the development of an adequate number of programs

is the lack of data concerning Program costs. Present state funding can be as

low as the $25 per pupil inTexas or as high as the $l¡t.¡O in New Mexico, while

federal funding levels show even greater variation'

This study undertook a cost analysis of bilingual education in Texas to

determine the per pupil costs of a minimally adequate program which would

correspond to the regular monolingual program funded under the staters

Foundation School program. Additionally, the study determined weighted pupil

factors for bilingual education since the weighted pupil method of allocation

has been recognized by school finance exPerts as a measure which relates pro-

grammatic costs to the needs of the target populations being served'
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

In the past decadg several factors have contributed to the rapid expansion

of bilinguat education programs: the 1968 Bilingual Education Act; a heightened

awareness of the need to provide language minority children with a meaningful

education; and recent federal and state court rulings upholding the legal right

of language minority children to a school curriculum meeting their language charac-

teristics.

Despite the fact that federally funded bilingual projects have grown from

a scant total of 79 in 1969 with 261500 participants to 383 in school year 7 4'7 5

with 2361000 students, these programs today are only reaching an estimated 9

percent of a total target population or approximately 2.5 million children.l

Flexible federal guidelines during the last seven years have encouraged

experimental and developmentat bilingual projects.2 This is reflected in federal

f unding of a multiplicity of bilingual programs from several sources, namely, the

Emergency School Aid Act, as well as the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act Title VII, Title I, Title I Migrant and Title III. Education f unds are also avail-

able from the Adult Education Act, Title III; Education Professions Development

Act; the Economic Opportunities Act, Title II; and Education for the Handicapped

Act.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION ON THE STATE LEVEL

While federal legislation has established the need for bilingual educationt

set general guidelines for such programs and appropriated funds, much of the
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responsibility for the development and implementation of bilingual Programs

has been left to individual states. A number of states have initiated bilingual

education programs at state expense. Capitalizing on the expertise, experiencet

curriculum, materials and training provided through Title VII and other federal

bilingual programs, states have provided limited amounts of funds in order to

make available the benefits of bilingual education to an expanded number of

eligible children within the state. At the present time, 30 of the 50 states and

3 tegitories have some type of legislative prescription for bilingual education.

Eight of the states plus Puerto Rico have mandatory provisions which make it

legally binding for the schools of the state to offer a bilingual education Program

to children of limited English-speaking ability. According to the 1974 Hearings

on the Bilingual Education Act, the following states have appropriated f unds for

bilingual education: Alaska, California, Connecticut, Illinois, Louisiana, Mass-

achwetts, Michigan, New Mexico, New York, Texas, Washington, and Colorado.3

BILINGUAL PROGRAM VARIATIONS

Becawe of the current developmental nature of bilingual education, there

is wide variance not only among states but within states as well, on both the

degree of program implementation and the amount of funds available.

In Texas, for example, bilingual education programs phased in over a six

year period have grown f.rom 37 to more than 180 during school year 74-75, according

to Texas Education Agency figures. The degree of bilingual program implementation

has been relatively discretionary to individual school districts; projects in Texas

run the gamut from one district's sole offering of English as a Second Language

(ESL) in f irst grade, all the way to multiple subjects taught bilingually in grades

K through seven in another district.4 A notable variance in federal funds to Texas
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school districts also exists: ESAA funds range from under $30 to over $700 per

pupil, while ESEA per pupil expenditures go from under $50 to over $lr00o'5 state

funds for bilingual education also differ from state to state. Texas expends $25

in categorical aid per bilingual pupil as compared to New Mexico's 53'1'50 expendi-

ture per bilingual PuPil.

There is a growing body of educational finance literature that reports cost

studies of various educational programs. However, bitingual education is hardly

mentioned by school finance exPertsr although it f its into any of the three areas

of f inance reform mentioned by Benson, Goldfinger, Hoaclrlander, and Pers'6

Those areas include (1) reduction of f iscal inequity, (2) amelioration of racial

and social class segregation, and (3) expansion of educational alternatives' Johns

and Morphet, in discussing different target populations come as close to discussing

bilinguat education as their reference to those who are "culturally disadvanta*ed"'7

A recent cost factor analysis prepared for the Florida Department of EducationS

made no specific study of bilinguat education although the initial bilingual education

programming in Florida predated the u. s. Bilingual Education Act by f ive y""t''9

WEIGHTED PU PIL APPROACH

In recent years many states have moved toward the f inancing of programs

meeting neeó of different tyPes of children on the basis of a weighted pupil approach'

The rationale for this method of funding a state education Program is that different

children have different characteristics which require differing educational Programs'

In order to provide adequate funds for each child, the children are categorized

into program areas which are f unded at various levels' This weighted pupil approach

provides an index f igure of 1.00. New Mexico, which utilizes this system for funding

state education, rather arbitrarily assigned a weighted pupil factor of l'50 for

3



bilingual education in the state. Since no effective study has been conducted

on the relative cost of bilingual education, the amounts utilized in weighted pupil

factors differ in the various states. In Florida, the absence of such information

led the legislature to classify bilingual education as a form of compensatory education

and assigned to these pupils the compensatory education weight. In Texas, a

similar absence of information led to a recommendation of weights ranging from

l.l5 to 1.40 for bilingual education included as part of therrparityrrcomPensatory

l0pro8rams.

COST ANALYSIS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION

In order to determine the cost of providing bilingual education, it is necessary

that a valid asssessment be made of the cost of such programs. Once this information

is available, it will then be possible to determine the costs of bilingual education

as compared to a monolingual program in a state. Results from this one-year

IDRA Cost Analysis Study of Bilingual Education in Texas can provide information

(1) to determine the cost of a minimally adequate bilingual education Program

in Texas, (2) to provide a guide for allocation of resources to bilingual Programst

(¡) to determine state costs and the relation of such costs to a state distribution

system, and (4) for the estimating of weighted pupil factors in state school finance

Programs.

Becatse of the developmental status of bilingual education programs and

the wide degree of difference in year and extent of implementation, cost studies

on bilingual education have not been feasible until now. However, the experimental

period eventually will be phased out as bilingual programs Progress from pilot

projects to service programs to institutionalization within state educational systems

and individual school districts. Congressional appropriations for bilingual education
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already appear to have moved beyond the pilot state: 97.7 milhon dollars were

appropriat edin 1976 as comPared to the initial appropriation of 7'5 million in

1969. It is reasonable to assume that increased federal appropriations will not

continue indefinitely without substantive data on bilingual education costs. State

legislatures will be faced with a similar need for cost data as they move toward

increased appropriations for bilinguat education. One deterrent to the development

of an adequate nurnber of bilingual Programs is the lack of data as to the cost

of such implementation. Before realistic decisions can be made on aPProPriations'

legislatures will need to know for example, the ntrnber of pupils to be served

and the cost Per pupil. The nunber of pupils involved must consider priorities

recognized by the U. S. Of fice of Education, such as (1) native language acquisitiont

(2) English language acquisition, (3) content learning, and (4) gains in self concept

by minority children. A concomitant issue is what percentage of English-speaking

children should be involved in bilingual programs'

LEGAL STATUS OF BILI NGUAL EDUCATION

The cost of bilingual education and state appropriations for such programs

takes on added significance considering the federal mandate on bilingual education'

Two federal laws have a direct bearing on bilingual education -- the Civil Rights

Act of 1964 and the Equal Educational opportunities Act of I974'.

The civil Rights Act of 1964 has been interpreted by the office of civil

Rights as prohibiting school systems from discriminating against children on the

basis of language; therefore the failure of a school district to make provisions

for children of limited English-speaking ability constitutes discrimination which'

unless rectified by the school district, can lead to the loss of all federal funds'
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In Portales v the Portales (New Mexico) School District was found

to have failed to institute a pro8ram which would rectify language def iciencies

so that children of limited English-speaking ability would receive a meaningful

education. In its review of the caser the Federal lQth Circuit Court of Appeals

stated,rUnder Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of. 1964 (children of Limited English-

speaking Ability) have a right to bilinguat education.rl

Lau v Nichols was f iled in behalf of some 1800 Chinese children in the

San Francisco Unified School District who were not receiving a special program

in spite of being of limited English-speaking ability. In a unanimous decision,

the Supreme Court ruled that providing the same program for children who were

atypical constituted discriminatory treatment. The court then ruled that San

Francisco must provide special treatment for children of timited English-speaking

ability or face the loss of all federal funds'

on the basis of federal legislationrll court decisionsrl2 administrative

regulationrl3 
"nd 

state legislation where appropriate, there is no question that

children of limited English-speaking ability have a legal right to a school curriculum

which meets their language characteristics, and it aPPears def inite that school

districts must implement such programs'

6



Chapter II

HISTORY

HISTOR Y OF BTLINGUAL EDUCATION

The history of bilingual education closely parallels the great influx of immigrants

to the United States from the mid-l9th century to the beginning of the 20th.

Both immigrant groups and the larger society tried to rrmeltrr the overwhelming

numbers of immigrants into American society by teaching them English.

Early efforts foctsed on adult immigrants. Cities like New York, Chicago

and Detroit set up special classes for language minority immigrants as part of

night school programs. Many immigrant organizations provided assistance to

members of their groups to facilitate adjustment to American society. Between

1907 and 1912, the Young Men's Christian Association was responsible for teaching

English to 551000 immigrants in 130 cities and towns. ln 1907, New Jersey passed

a law providing for evening instruction in English and civics for immigrants.l

While most language minority children who were in school received no

special consideration, immigrant groups attempted to establish native language

schooling for their children. In Pennsylvania, the Germans had public school instruction

in German for a brief period in the 1830's. In Cincinnati, Ohior there was an

uninterrupted period between 1839 and 19V of. bilingual German-English instruction

in some schools with large German concentrations. Poles and ltalians formed

parochial schools to preserve their religious and cultural traditions; there was

some bilingual instruction in Polish schools and in some ltalian schools instruction

was given in English by a bilingual instructor.2
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The advent of mandatory attendance laws for public schools, elimination

of public funding for chtnch-related schools, and the movement towards a nation-

alistic, isolationist policy in the U.S. led to a nationwide imposition of English-

only instructional policies. Many states went so far as to pass laws which formally

outlawed the use of other languages for instruction except in foreign language

classes.3 líith the advent of World War I, anti-German sentiment further restricted

the development of bilingual education in public schools. From the beginning

of World War I and through World War II bilingual education was off icially restricted

almost to the point of extinction.4

While the height of immigration has long since passed, a large proportion

of Americans still have a native language other than English. According to the

1975 censusr 33.2 million Americans, or roughly 16 percent of the population,

speak a language other than English as a native tongue.S Spanish, Italian and

German speakers are the most nurnerous, in that order'

Although Persons of Mexican origin are native to the Southwest, the number

of Spanish-speaking Persons in this country has grown noticeably since 192016

resulting from past socially disruptive revolutions in Mexico and the agricultural

development of the Southwest with its subsequent need for labor.T By 197 5, Spanish

origin persons ntrnbered 11.2 million nationwide and constituted the second largest

minority group in the u.s., roug ltly 5.3percent of the total American population.8

Educators have known for many years that language minority children have

difficulty succeedng in English monolingual schools. Although some scattered

attempts were made to,improve the education of Mexican American children

f.rom L9Z0-l9qO, no large scale effort was undertaken to alter the effects of education

on them.9 \n 1946, the First Regional Conference on the Education of Spanish-

speaking People in the Southwest was held in Austin, Texas' Recommendations
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included an end to segregated schools for Spanish-speaking children, improved

teacher training, and more efficiency in teaching Englisfr.l0

That public education continued to neglect the needs of language minority

students for another 20 years is evident in the fact that recommendations of the

1964 Orange County Conference on the Education of Spanish Speaking Children

and Youth were almost identical to those developed 18 years before.ll

A five year Mexican American education study conducted by the U.S.

Commission on Civil Rights revealed that problems of segregation, teacher training

and language difficulty are still severe for Mexican American students in the

five Southwestern states. In addition, the Commissionfs State Advisory Committees

have examined the problems of Puerto Ricans, Native Americans and Asian Americans.

All of these studies document the continuing failure of public schools to provide

language minority children with a meaningful education.

In the l960rs, there was a growing recognition that language minority children

needed some manner of special assistance if they were to have an opportunity

to succeed in school. Where efforts were made to provide such assistancer they

usually took the form of supplemental English language development, or what

is commonly known as the English as a Second Language (gSl) 
"pp.oach.l' 

*,

1967, when the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Bilingual Education called for hearings

on the question of a federal subsidy for bilingual education, an impressive array

of educational and civic leaders were on hand to present a convincing case: bilingual

schooling could improve the Spanish-speaking child's chances of success in school

but federal funding was necessary for the development of pilot Programs to guarantee

the development of adequate materials, personnel and instructional techniqu"r.l3

In 1968 a new provision, Title VII, was added to the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965 as the vehicle for federal participation in promoting this

9



rrnewrr concept of schooling. Initially, the corresponding appropriation measure

was rejected by congress. The following session, however, congress appropriated

7.5 million dollars and the federal role in bilingual education became a reality.14

HISTORY OF EDUCATIONAL COSTING

The concept of equality of educational opportunity had different meanings

to different people at different times. Recently, Johns and Salmonl5 htu" defined

the concept to mean financial equalization which is accomplished when varying

studentrs educational needs are considered in distributing funds and where variations

in local fiscal capacity are considered in generating funds for education'

State support for public elementary and secondary education has an extensive

and intricate history. The method for apportioning state f unds to the school districts

during the lgth and 20th centuries has been inequitable and/or inadequate. State

funds were commonly distributed to school districts on the basis of factors such

asrrtotal population, school censusr enrollment, attendance, number of teachers

employed...and manY others." 
l6

since the beginning of the 20th centuryr a number of new distribution plans

have been developed and implemented by various states. some of these distribution

plans include the Flat Grant Plan developed by Cubberley,lT th" Minimum Foundation

Plan developed by Strayer and Haigr18 the Minimum Foundation Plan with a weighted

pupil concept developed by Mort,19 the Percentage Equalizing Grant developed

by Updegr.ph,20 the Full State Funding Plan developed by Morrison,2l the Power

Equalizing plan developed by coonr,z2 and the Cost Index Plan developed by the

National Education Finance project (r.¡gnp).23 All of these distribution plans

have purported to incorporate the concept of equality of educational opportunity'
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However, in a number of states, Californi"r24 Minn"rot.r25 Tex.sr26 .nd

New Jerseyr2T courtcases contesting the constitutionality of state public school

finance programs have been heard. These cases were initiated and filed in the

late l960rs and early l970ts and were argued on the basis that a state and local

taxing and revenue distribution system, heavily dependent on the property wealth

of local school districts, is unconstitutional. The recent school finance cases

have adopted the concept of "fiscal neutrality" as a guideline. That is, the level

of spending for a child's education may be a function only of the wealth of the

state as a *holu.28

In light of the recent court cases cited above, a number of states have

enacted new funding formulas that will distribute state funds on a more equitable

basis. State legislatures in Florida, Oregon, Utah, Kentucky, and New Mexicor29

f oi example, have chosen to f und educational programs by utilizing a weighted

pupil approach. However, the full ramifications of school finance reform have

yet to be fully develoPed.

ll



Chapter III

DES IGN

sru S ON EDUCATIONAL COSTING

A widety used procedt-re in previous education cost studies has been to

work from the basic premise of rrbest practicett or rrexemplarytt school districts'

This procedue is based on the assumption that the program to be costed exists

in actuality in an exemplary form, worthy of emulation and replication by districts

or states striving to attain an excellent program'

PAST PRACTICES

Using a best practice approact¡ a panel of experts is selected which in

turn identifies exemplary districts and/or Programs' It is assumed that costs in

a best practice program are relevant indicators of what ProSram costs should

be. The ,,best practicetf model has been utilized in a comprehensive series of studies

on public school financq and in the NEFP-style procedures followed by both Texas

and Florida in their recent studies. However, as Tish Busselle points out in her

1973 report on the first Texas weighted pupil study:

Qualityprograms'asidentifiedandcostedinboththeNEFPproto.
ùË-í"ã f8*ãr'üu¿iér, *ere chosen on the basis of consideration

of what exists rather than what ought to exist. To a large extentt

whatexistspresentlyismoreafunctionofthepresent.slsltem
rather than å rational determination of what should exist'r

This criticism can be leveled even more strongly at the most recent Texas

study, which arrived at its determination of I'best practicerrdistricts by consulting

precisely those people who had the most vested interest in the status quo in Texas

education. Accordng to the Texas study, prepared in 1975 by the Texas Education
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Agency for the Governor's Of fice of Educational Research and Planning (GOERP)t

best practice districts were selected by the following method:

The Governorts Office of Educational Research and Planning selected
the school districts...under a plan approved by the management
planning group. The sampling procedr¡re (to identify school districts
ôftering éxemplary educational programs)...consisted of a l0 week,
two-round reputational survey and analysis.

In the first round, 1,500 educators, including all public school suPer-
intendents, Texas Education Agency professional staff members,
regional educational service center consultants, Texas State Teachers
Asiociation field representatives...were asked to participate. These
individuals were asked to nominate two districts in each of the six
strata and to identify the educational program for which the nominated
districts were considered to be exemplary.

A second round of questionnaires (asked participants)...to preferentially
rank a ref ined list of 120 districts most frequently nominated in
the first rsund.2

It is possible that actual rrbest practicerr districts were identified in Texas

by this procedtre, with its built-in reliance on reputational surveys. Howevert

it is worth noting that school districts with very good public relations directors,

whose superintendents maintain a close liaison with the Texas Education Agencyt

the Governor's Office, and administrators of other districts may enjoy antrexcellent"

reputation for programs which may not always be borne out in fact. The intrusion

of professional educational politics only adds to the difficulty of assessing exemplary

programs for the purposes of cost analysis by this procedure

Finally, it should be noted that Texas ranks in the bottom third nationally

in per pupil expenditures. Thus it seems questionable to assume on the basis of

a reputational survey that existing programs in the state represent the best possible

models for emulation that can be found.

PAS T STUDIES IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION

While bilingual education has yet to be addressed by school finance studies,

there also has been an obvious vacuun regarding exemplary bilingual education
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programs. Jose A. Cardenas points out that no school to his knowledge has yet

developed a bilingual education program that meets the needs of a child who comes

to school knowing littte or no English. rrWhat we must do" he continues,rris speak

to the question of what nee6 to be and not what is.t'3 Limited research in the

area of bilingual schooling seems to agree with Cardenasrviews.

A most recent research study, the AIR Projectr4 which set out to f ind exem-

plary bilingual educational Programs' looked at 175 Programs and finally had its

panel approve a mere four for f urther analysis. Although the study def ined "exemplary

programs'r as those programs that measured learning gains in native language,

English language, and content learning in both languages, it did not speak to gains

relative to the child,s positive self-concept nor to his cultural heritage.5 Thu

study further states that it was not possible to do trextensive reanalysis of raw

datar meaning that much of the program evaluation was done internally.

Bernal and Edmonston, in their efforts to develop variated bilingual schooling

models, state "an exhatstive review of Title VII programs for Mexican Americans

makes it apparent that truly comprehensive program models for integrated schools

exist neither in theory nor in the real world."6

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights' 197 5 report on bilingual education

underscores the lack of even the most basic data on students served by many p.ogr".r.7

It should be assumed in any bilingual education programming that language dominance

should be assesse4 yet that basic effort also seems to be neglected by most p.ogr"-'.8

To search for ttlighthousettor frexemplarytt programs in bilingual education

then seerr¡s to be a futile endea'¿or.

CONSTRAI NTS RELATT NG TO BILING UAL COSTING

Becatse bilinguat education proSrams are still in developmental sta8es

as compared to the more static monolingual educational programsr there are numerous

l4



factors specific to bilinguat education which precluded using the classical NEFP

rrbest practice't approach for the purposes of the IDRA bilinguat cost study project.

The curriculum and time spent in bilingual programs has great variation.

Information obtained from the Governorfs Office of Educational Research and

Planning (GOERP) indicates a variation of time students spend in bilingual classes

ranging from three hours a week to 35 hours a week. While the GOERP information

was based on the 72-73 school year, it should be noted that a 75-76 TEA policy

stated that students must spend at least 50 percent of their time in bilingual education

for districts to recdve state f unds. As yet there is no doctrnentation to show

whether or not this has led to substantial program standardization in this area.

Bilingual education curriculum also differs district to district; one school district

offers English as a Second Language in the first grade as their total bilingual program

while another has multiple bilingual courses in grades K to seven. To date, only

a small percentage of the eligible population is currently being provided with

bilingual education.9

Due to the evolving nature of bilingual education, a costing of rfbest practicerl

programs, if indeed any exist in this developmental period, would yield results

indicating costs at a certain evolutionary state. These costs would be of little

use for several reasons!

Granting that "what isrr is a reflection of system constraints
such as þresent Texas law (or the laws in other states) and
levels of funding from local, state, and federal sources, Programs
now in existencé probably do not rePresent developments which
could take place under different constraints.

Granting that bilingual education is evolving, presentrrbest
practice-r' program s, while perhaps containing elements which
Should be emulated over a wider area, probably should not
be emulated in their entirety.

I

2
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3.

RATIONALE FOR IDRA APPROACH

Awareness of the above constraints regardng costing of existing bilingual

education programs in Texas led the bilingual education cost analysis project to

develop an alternative approach in this study. Rather than cost what does exist,

this project instead developed a model of an adequate bilingual pro$ram to be

costed, based on what minimally should exist.

The approach developed for this study involved consultation with a panel

of experts to identify those cost items specifically associated with bilingual education.

panel members (see Appendix A) were chosen to represent a wide range of expertise

in the field, with members from university staff , Title VII staffr state bilingual

program staff, and local school district bilingual Program staff.

BASTC METHODOLOGY

The basic methodology followed by the project involved 7 steps.

(t) Identification of anv feature which a oanel member felt was imoortant

Since bilinguat programs have undergone a rapid expansion
in recent yãars, thé costing of present programs would include
start-up costs at both the district and state levels which
would not necessarily persist through time.

to a bilineual education Drogram.

(2') Reduction of this list of features to those which involved quantifiable

resources and were considered to be inherentlvaDart of the bilineual education

Devel t of a Drosram structure based on the identified features.

program.

(3)

(4) Iden n of resources and resource quantities needed to imolement

the pr d the effects of such variables asamr an

of implementation and grade level.

l6

district and proqr am slze. vear



(r)

(6)

0)

Identification of resource costs.

Development of per pupil costs.

Calculation of weiqhted pupil factors for bil ingual education.
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Chapter IV

FINDINGS

PROCESS FINDINGS

Identif ication of Features

Whilethepurposeoftheprojectwasnottodevelopanexemplarymodel'

panelists were asked to identify an initiat comprehensive list of features of a

bilinguat program (see Figure I, pg. 19). Panelists were Provided with examples

of numerous models developed by a variety of authors from which they could work'

adding their own ideas.

Reduction of Features List

once this list was developed, panelists were asked to review it in a SrouP

session, identifying those features which were either non-quantifiable or which

could be considered as falling under one of two concepts critical to the study:

the proxy concePt and the general upgrading concept'

The ProxY Concept: It is important to note that Programs such as bilingual

education or compensatory education are often found in districts of below avera8e

wealth with students from groups which are or have been the subject of discriminatory

practices. Thus, there can be a tendency to inflate the funding of these programs

as a proxy either for the taxable wealth which the districts do not h"ve'l or for

the quality of education in the regular program offered to the students in question'

This project has defined such an inflation of costs as Proxy costst a term usually

identified with Joel Berke'

The The general upgrading concept is more universal

initsapplicabilityandcanbeconsideredashavingtwofacets:
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(l) Where the level of resources which can be funded through

the basic state/local school finance programs is low, the

addition of a new program can be seen as an opportunity

to acquire resources of use to several programs.

(2) There may also be a tendency for optimal funding of a new

program with a full complement of the modern technology

either simply in the belief that new programs should be

equipped v/ith the latest available materials, or with the idea

that, by demonstration effect, the quality of education as a

whole can be upgraded.

In practical terms, what the panel was asked to do was to identify those

features which were essential to bilingual education and to delete those items

which were as applicable to the monolingual education program 2 

", 
,o the bilingual

one. This resulted in a list of. )T items (see Figure II, pg. 2l).

Program Structure

The next step involved setting the basic program structure. panel delibera-

tions resulted in a model for a bilinguai program consisting of nine (9) subject

areas carried through six grades (kindergarten through grade 5) as indicated in

Figure III' pg. 22. The decision to limit the program to the fifth grade was not

based on any feeling that bilingual education shouid necessarily cease at that

point, but rather due to the fact that few programs exist in the state beyond fifth
grade, and it was felt that more data are needed before program recommendations

are made.

It was further determined that the program would involve the same amount

of time per student as the monolingual program, since the bilingual program should

be considered the regular program for those students enrolled in it.
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Resource Quantities And Variables

The panel was then asked to identify those resources needed for each

feature in such a program which meant, for example, the identification of specific

needs from the feature "library acquisitions.fl

Resource differences which might appear between districts of different

size, programs of different size, or due to year of implementation, and grade

level were also investigated. Of the total number, only year of implementation

and grade level resulted in specific recommendations from the panel as a whole,

although individual members felt that one or more of the other variables should

be used.

As resource requirements were developed, each item was reviewed by

the panel in light of the proxy and general upgrading concepts; those items not

specific to bilingual education were then deleted. Thus, while movie projectors

and language masters were on the original resource list, movie projectors were

judged to be of equal necessity for the regular program, while language masters

were considered a desirable and unique resource for a bilingual education program

due to particuar program needs.

Quantities of specific resources were also identified within the parameters

of the two concepts and allowances for variation both between and within programs

were taken into account. Where a consensus was not reached by the panel on

an item, the staff further researched the area in question and proposed a deter-

mination; panelists were given an opportunity to agree or disagree and offer

alternatives.

Resource Costs

Staff was responsible for costing identified resources using state agency

figures, costs developed from reviews of school district financial records, and

costs furnished by suppliers of the resources in question.
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Analysis of Resource Areas

The process just described resulted in the identification of six major areas:

staff , materials, equipment, library, testing, and in-service training' The detailed

methodological approach to each of these areas is explained below:

Staff: After intense discussion, the panel determined that the area

of staffing has a direct effect on the development of bilingual education programs

in Texas. Two points repeatedly emerged in discussions of all areas impinging

on staff:

(a) eualitative aspects of staff capabilities are of the utmost
importance and can affect staffing in quantitative terms.

(b) The instructional staff needs to have services available to
it, in order to provide services to students'

For example, a bilingual program needs such services as spanish instruction

in appropriate subject areas, but also administrative and curriculum development

services. when bilingual education is adopted by a school district, the degree

to which (l) trre prior staff of that district can provide these services to the bilingual

program and (2) the willingness of the district to make changes in its staff , directly

aff ects the staffing needs of the incoming biliungual education program'

If monolingual English teachers, or teachers with limited facility in Spanish

are used, additional bilingual teachers and/or aides will have to be hired. Likewise'

if the administrative staff does not have the training to administer bilingual education,

or. if the staff responsible for curriculum development does not have the capabililty

to develop bilingual curriculum materials, new personnel will have to be hired

either in replacement of or in addition to existing support staff .

Obviously, the past hiring practices of a district will affect the question

of staffing. The attitude of the district policy makers toward replacing personnel

who may have served adequately in the past, but who lack the needed qualifications

for providing services to the new bilingual program, will also affect staffing patterns'
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Panelists agreed that where existing staff has bilingual capabilities and

training, no new staff is needed with the exception of limited additional instructional

staff for the classroom, where, due to such aspects of bilingual instruction as

the need for language modeling in two languages rather than one language' more

adult/pupil contact time must be given.

If the staffing provisions for the bilingual program model were based on

districts entirely staffed by monolingual English-speakersr program costs for

additional staff would be astronomically high, and the high level of funding for

a program under these conditions could have the effect of rewarding districts

with previous discriminatory hiring practices.

If the purpose of the present study were to develop the lowest cost model

theoretically possible for the delivery of specified services, only the additional

classroom needs of the bilingual program would be taken into account. Howevert

the supportive needs of the program would force districts to either change

supportive personnel, re-train personnel, or come up with additional funds to hire

additional staff with the requisite qualifications.

Between these two extremes lies a compromise position: take into account

the considerable variation in existing school district staff capabilitiesr allow for

assistance where district staff capabilities may be weak either in the classroom

or support staff; but do not provide for a full range of new positions, duplicating

for other language instruction what is provided for English language instruction.

This study has chosen the compromise position, with the dollar amount

per student in average daily attendance for this staff determination calculated

from Texas Education Agency figures.

Materials: Panel members considered bilingual program needs for such

items as supplementary texts or systems, and other classroom supplies such as
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chart tablets, Puppets, cassette tapes, and record albums. No major equipment

items were included in this category, and every effort was made to exclude those

items which were either regularly supplied by the school or which already had

equivalents in the regular program. It was decided that due to variations between

programs in the kinds of supplies used, panelists would recommend a set figure

per student in each grade level. Responses were averaged and rounded off to

whole dollars.

Equipment: Panelists were given a list of major equipment items (see Figure

IV, pg. 27) which was adapted for the use of this project from a similar list used

by the RMC Research Corporation in a questionnaire evaluating compensatory

..3
reading programs- and were asked individually to indicate which items were needed.

Panelists were then asked to review responses as a Sroup in view of the proxy

and general upgrading concepts. This meant the deletion of items judged to be

equally useful in the regular program, or, in cases where an item was usually available

but in insufficient quantities, the deletion of that item if additional quantities

could be used as effectively in the regular program. Costs were then determined

from the average price of an item.

Testing: Testing needs of bilingual education were considered for three

different areas:

Initial Student Screeninq: This is the screening involved in ascer -

taining which students should undergo further language testing to

determine whether or not they should be enrolled in bilingual education.

Panelists agreed that such costs should not be charged to bilingual educa-

tion. This should be available to all students regardless of whether the

results indicate a district's or studentrs needs for a bilingual program.

A state agency panelist further noted that screening is required by the

state as part of the regular program.
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FIGURE IV

¡4À,JOR EOUIP¡4ENT LIST
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Language Proficiency Testin8: This is the testing for the language

characteristics of students to determine: (l) if they should be enrolled

in bilingual education, (2) what kind of program they should be enrolled

in, and (3) how that program is affecting their language capabilities. Costs

for this type of testing were determined to represent an add-on expense

for bilingual education except where the results of such testing indicate

that a student should be enrolled in the regular program rather than in

the bilingual program.

Program Assessment/ Student Achievement Testing: While this testing

can be considered a part of any program, the question here was whether

or not bilinguat education required additional testing beyond that normally

given, and it was felt that, due to the nature of bilingual education, further

testing would be needed.

Costs for testing were determined by averaging the costs of commonly

used and state recommended tests.

Library Needs: The standards of the Southern Association of Colleges

and Schools was used as a guide to determine library needs since Texas Education

Agency Standards were being revised while this study was in progress. The Standards

recommend that a library contain l0 books per student and allocate $10 per pupil

per year for new purchases in the elementary grades. Rather than specifying

a certain percentage of these quantities for bilingual education, the panel determined

that library needs resulting from the implementation of bilingual education should

be funded through the bilingual program.

Panelists were asked to specify how many volumes per student in bilingual

education should be contained in the library and how much money should be allocated

for new purchases.

28



The average cost of library acquisitions was determined from suppliers

and from catalogue material.

In-service Training: For the purpose of this study, in-service training is

considered to include only that training needed by the program on an on-golng

basis to keep teachers up-to-date on recent developments in the fieldr to review

new textsr etc.

Due to the rapid expansion of bilingual education throughout the state'

the division between in-service and pre-service training has become less distinct.

This rapid expansion has resulted in an under supply of trained bilingual teachers,

and school districts are having to provide local training for bilingual education

teachers when necessary.

For more normal program staffing, districts in need of staff are usually

in the position of choosing among a number of qualified applicants who can step

into the classroom without extensive training. The phenomenon of an under supply

of staff experienced in bilingual education represents a short-term occurrence.

As such, it represents a start-up cost of a different nature than other start-uP

costs and distinct from normal operational costs; for example, it probably would

not be a necessary expense for a district initiating a bilingual program l0 years

from now. The panel decided that extensive retraining needed by bitingual program

teachers to perform adequately should be considered pre-service training, even

if carried out by a school district.

panelists were in consensus that 5 days of in-service training, as delimited

above, were needed each year for bilingual Program personnel, but that this number

of days represented a rational allocation of time for program-related in-service

training (regardless of the program in question) to be included under the l0 days

of in-service training for each classified personnel position allotted under Present

state law. Therefore there would be no additional cost for bilingual education

in this area.
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Costs Not Included in Analysis

Since the objective of this study is to analyze those costs which correspond

to the shared (state -local) funding package of the Foundation School Program,

expenses borne exclusively by local districts have been excluded. This by no means

minimizes the importance of such expenses to the development of bilingual education

in Texas; it is merely that such expenses are outside of the scope of the presenJ

study. These excluded expenses fall in two main areas:

l. Capital Outlay: In Texas, capital outlay expenses are borne exclusively

by local school districts. While there can be little question that the quality

of a school's physical plant has a direct impact on the learning environment,

such expenses are not treated in this study because they are not a part

of the maintenance and operation funding of school programs.

2. Local Enrichment: Due to the fact that the present study costs

an adequate model comparable to the monolingual program funded

by the Foundation School Program, and since, under state lawr there

is no limit on how much additional funding for excellence may be

provided at the local level, no estimate was made of local enrichment

(local leeway) funds which could be utilized for bilingual education.

The same rule applies to excluding state level expenses as in the case of

district expenses: if an expense is incurred outside of the scope of the state-local

funded Foundation School Program, it was excluded.

Textbooks: In Texas, basal texts or systems are made available

to school districts at state expense. Through a selection processt

a state list is generated offering several options in each area. A

school district then selects the text or system it wishes to use and
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is allocated a number of copies of its selection in accord with an avera8e

daily attendance (nnn) based formula. This selection is expected to remain

in use for a specified contract period. Thus basal textbooks are not a regular

operation exPense at the district level'

Other excluded exPenses include:

t. Pre-se rvice Traininq: In past school finance studies, the area of

pre-service is normally excluded, since pre-service training exPenses

are usually borne by the prospective teachers' However' when

bilingual education programs were initiated by the state, teacher

training institutions were unprepared to meet the initial staffing

needs of the staters pro8rams. To meet district staffing needs, state

and federal funds have been used to re-train teachers. These funds

were also used to beef up the training capacity of bilingual teacher

training programs in the state's colleges and unversities. Further-

more'asmentionedabove,somedistrictexPensesareincurredin

this area. conceptually, pre-service costs are distinct from the

costs of operating either bilingual or regular programs in a school

district. Although the area of pre-service training is outside the

scopeofthisstudyritisdefinitelyanareawhichmeritsfurther

research, since the manner in which a state meets its stafting needs

has a decided effect on the future developments of its bilingual

education Programs.

2. State Administration: rùVhile the state does incur expenses

related to bilingual education as Part of the administration of

education by the Texas Education Agency, such expenses are not

part of the state-local flow of funds to districts for the operation

3l



of bilingual education programs. However, while such expenses

are outside of the scope of this study, research is needed in this

area. Consultant and leadership needs as well as regulatory demands

should be determined.

). Transportation: Texas law provides for the reimbursement of school

4.

districts for expenses of transporting students between campuses

for the purpose of receiving bilingual instruction. This cost, according

to Texas Education Agency sources, has, in fact, been minimal,

and is not included in the present study since it is borne wholly by

the state.

General School Administration Costs: Past school finance studies

have often prorated between different program areas expenses for

such activities as general school district and campus administration

involving, for example, superintendentrs and principalts salaries,

and services available to all students such as the salaries of health

care personnel. While the present study does take into account

support needs directly related to bilingual education, costs of re-

sources generally supplied on a per district, per campus, or a per

pupil basis, regardless of program area, have been excluded.

Per Pupil Costs

Costs generated for each of the areas discussed above were calculated

on a per pupil in average daily atte.ndance basis.4 rùt/here quantities were identified

on a per classroom basis, a unit of 25 students per classroom was used. The total

costs per pupil under each of the areas were then combined to produce the per

pupil cost of the program.
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Bilingual Progr am Weiehts

Under the standard NEFP style approach, program weights are calculated

by dividing the per pupil costs of the program in question by the per pupil costs

of the least expensive program in a district (normally the regular program in some

elementary grades). Due to the nature of the present study, changes have been

made in the items included in both the numerator and denominator of the equation.

Since one of the objectives of this study is to develop weights representing

the costs of a bilingual program as compared to the monolingual program funded

by the state Foundation School Program, items normally funded solely at local

expense have been excluded from both the numerator and denominator. Further,

the denominator (FSP regular program costs) has been determined by using the

gross state law funding categories of Personnel and Current Operating Costs rather

than a compilation of costs for a large number of specific resource items used

inexistingPrograms(asintheclassicalNEFPapproach)'Finally'thederived

weights represent a comparison of monolingual and bilingual Program costs at

each grade level rather than the comparison of all costs with a single value: that

of the weight of 1.0.

Given the approach just described, it is necessary to convert the bilingual

program costs per ADA to costs per Full Time Equivalent (FTE). 5 Sinc" the

bilingual program was defined as one in which students spend the same amount

of time as other students spend in the regular programr the ratio between ADA

and FTE is assumed to be the same for the bilingual program as for the mono-

lingual program. Texas Education Agency figures for the regular Program were

used to determine this ratio.

The following steps were used to determine the monolingual program costs

at each grade level:
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l. Regular pro8ram figures for the number of students in average

daùy attändánce by grade level in the75-(6 school year were
converted to full time equivalent figures'

Z. Weights from the most recent Texas weighted pupil,studyT-
indiðating differential costs in the regular Program between
grades wãre then multiplied by lhe FTE f igures_described

ãbove to produce a total figure for weighted FTE'

3. The weighted FTE figure was then divided into the total Foun-

dation Sähool prograir (FSP) expenditures in the two categories:
Personnel and current operation Allotment. The resulting
figure represents the cosis of the monolingu-tl PtoFtPT il
gräaes lj5, while multiplying this figure by L.29 yields the cost

of the kindergarten Program'

To determine the bilingual Pro8ram weight for a given grade in a given

year, the relevant bilingual program add-on cost Per FTE is added to the mon-

olingual program cost per FTE for that grade, and the resulting figure is divided

by the same monolingual program cost figure. For example, if the monolingual

program cost for a given grade was determined to Ue $5OOr while the

program add-orr cost was determined to be $ZIO, the resulting weight

bilingual

$¡oo + $z¡o
--t5oo

= 1.5 would signify that at that grade and year, the bilingual program would cost

1.5 times as much as the monolingual program'

FIND INGS: RESOURCE NEEDS

Resource needs were analyzed according to the five areas where add-on

costs were determined to result from the implementation of bilingual education:

staff, matérials, equipment, library, and testing. Resulting costs are indicated

in Figure V, Pg. 35.

Staff

The compromise position selected for costing by the study was the allocation

to each district of an additional personnel unit value of 0.30 for each 19 students

in bilingual program average daily attendance in kindergarten, first, second, and

third grades; and for each 2i students in grades four and five.8 This system allows
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FIGURE V
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districts to utilize their personnel unit allocation for the kinds of personnel which

would best provide for the needs of their bilingual Programs.

Materials

9

The average recommended allocation for additional classroom materials

necessary for the bilingual education program by grade and year of implementation

is shown in Figure V, pg.35.

Equipment

While a large number of equipment categories were considered by the panel,

a consensus was reached that only language masters were a necessary addition

due solely to the needs of bilingual education. Panelists determined that language

masters should be available to the bitingual program in quantities of 2 per classroom

in grades K-3 and I per classroom in grades 4-5. Average cost from manufacturers

was broken down on the basis of 25 students per classroom. The reasonable useful

life of this equipment was calculated as 3 years.

Testing

Lanquaqe Proficiencv Testing: It was determined that costs should be

charged to bilingual education for one test at the beginning of the school year

and one test at the end of the Year.

Program Assess ment/Studen t Achievement Testing: It was felt that costs

for one additional achievement test should be calculated as an add-on expense

chargeable to the bilingual Program.

Library Needs

An average of panel responses resulted in a recommendation that libraries

contain 7 volumes per student in bilingual education (in addition to the l0 volumes

per child normally specified) and that an additonal 59.00 per student Per year

should be allocated for new purchases. The specified 7 volumes are considered

a start-up cost for the first year of program implementation.
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Per Pupil Costs and Variables

As mentioned above, only the variables of year of implementation and

grade level resulted in specific recommendations from the panel. Per pupil program

costs as modified by the variables appear in the bottom line of Figure Vr pg. 35.

Bilingual Program Weights

A value of. 5567.39 was determined as the regular program cost per FTE

in grades l-5, while kindergarten costs were calculated at 5731.93. Using these

figures and the bilingual program cost figures converted to FTE costs, program

weights were calculated and are listed in Figure VI, pg. 38.
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FIGURE VI

BILINGUAL PROGRAM WEIGHTS
(In multiples of rnonltingual program costs for each grade)

GNÀDE LEVEL
5I3If, 2

t
c)
H
t{4
Erz
H
H
o¡ã
H

Ir!o
ã
f.¡
Þ

\Ð
oo 2

3

4 and
beyond

1. 36

1.30

1.30

1.30

r. 36

1. 30

1. 30

l. 30

1- t1

t. 35

1.31

1. 3l

1. rr

1.35

1. 3{

1. 3{

1. {2

1.35

r..35

1.34

1. 3r

1.25

1. 25

1. 25



Chapter V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to assess bilingual education costs and the

development of weighted pupil-factors for bilingual education in Texas. The meth-

odology utilized in the study identified the essential costs of a bilingual education

model and produced weighted pupil-factors, an alternative formula for distributing

school funds. This methodology to determine cost data and program variations

found in Texas can be readily adapted to develop cost factors for other states.

Since bilingual education is an evolving program area, the classical approach

of the National Educational Finance Project style weighted pupil studies was found

to be inadequate for our purposes. Given the limitations of an approach calling

for the identification of "exemplary" programs discussed in an earlier chapter,

and given the great amount of variation between programs as they exist in Texas

school districts in terms of funding levels, breadth of subject area offeringsr depth

of coverage, number of grades included, and student time spent in the Programt

a different approach had to be developed for determining per pupil costs and weighted

pupil factors for bilingual education. While the use of a panel of experts to determine

key resource quantities is not without its limitations, the project had the choice

of objectively determining precise quantities from school district data and manipulating

this data with a variety of statistical techniques or relying on the judgement of

a group of people representing a broad spectrum of involvement in bilingual education

in the state. The project chose the latter course, since no matter how many figures

were generated from however large a sample, and no matter how statistically
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elegant the techniques applied to those f igures, the results (which could only have

been obtained by a project with a much longer duration and a much higher level

of funding) would have been meaningless for PurPoses of determining recommendations

for f unding levels. They would have given an indication of rrwhat is" in a situation

where ,tbilinguat education programrr can mean anything from ESL in the f irst

grade to a f ull ranSe of subjects over six or more grades; where district bilingual

program staff may consist of partially retrained teachers with little sympathy

or understandng of the ProSram or a fully trained, dedicated staff; where students

mayspendafewhoursperweekintheProsramorwheretheyspendalmostall

their classroom time; and where additional funds allocated to the program may

range from $25.00 per student to over $trOOO. Clearly, a variety of programs

with little similarity are lumped under the heading "bilingual education" and the

precise figures for expenditures by these Pro8rams would have yielded little infor-

mation about f'what should be" provided in an adequate pro8ram'

coNCLUSIONS

Twoconclusionsfromthisstudydeserveprimeattention.Thefirsthas

to do with the high correlation among quality, quantity, and cost and the second

has to do with the realization that numerous aspects or items of the bilingual

Pro8ramt

do not.

l.

which at f irst consideration seem to necessitate add-on costsr in factt

Theclearestexampleofthehighcorrelationamon8quality'

quantityr and cost is the case of Program staffing' Virtually

every time different staff positions were disctssed by the

panel, the consensus was that the more poorly trained in

bilingual education the staff of both the bilingual program

40



and the regular school administration staff, the more addi-

tionat positions were needed, thereby increasing costs.

2. It was found that many activities in bilingual education do

not require addtional funding. The clearest example here

is the case of in-service training days: while the panel deter-

mined that f ive training days were needed, it was decided

by the panel that this quantity could rationally be subsumed

under the ten days alloted by state law for in-service training

Purposes.

Other condusions are entrnerated as follows:

3. Rigorou application of the proxv and general upFrading

concçts (see Chapter IV) during the course of this study

indicated that a great many resource items (most of which

would be included in an rridealr program model) are not needed

solely due to the nature of bilingual education but are equally

useful to the monolingual program.

4. Findings of this study indicate that while amounts of items

used to calculate per pupil costs might vary by grade and

year of implementation (a) total per pupil costs sort into

three grade groups (K' l-3' and 4-5) and (b) where year of

implementation is concerned litfle difference exists in the

costs for years 2-4, resulting in almost no difference between

program weights. Figure VII (see pg.aù indicates the add-

on costs and weights that result from the groupings suggested

above.
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FIGURE VII

ADD-ON COSTS

Grades

1-3
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5. The results of this study indicate that bilingual program funding

under present Texas taw ($25 per pupil) is inadequate to meet

program needs.

RECOMMEND ATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

I Bilingual education costs in states with large target populations

should be studied to determine whether the cost data and'

program variations are comParable to those found in Texas

or whether there are significant differences which would

inhibit comparability and the drawing of more generalized

conclusions on a nationwide basis.

V/hile the area of pre-service training was outside of the

scope of the present study, research in this area is urgently

needed, since the answers to the questions of who is trained,

how many are trained, and how well they are trained will

affect bilingual education for years to come.

Useful research could also focus on the effects of declining

school district enrollment on bilingual program staffing needs.

Further study is needed to determine the monitoring needs

of bilingual education. Such research should focus on how

best to assure that:

a. Students in need of the Program are identified

and enrolled.

b. Programs offered at the local level provide

an adequate variety of subject areas.

2.

3

4
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c The most fruitful teaching methodologies

are used.

Adequately developed curriculum is used.

Adequate organization is present.e

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

2.

Although this study determined that pre-service should not be in-

cluded in the IDRA bilingual cost analysis, capacity building, in-

cluding teacher training, should continue to increase, paralleling

efforts to meet the educational needs of the entire target popula-

tion. This necessitates large scale support though the quantity

should lessen in future years.

Although this study represents an analysis of cost rather than a

cost/effectiveness approach, a great degree of emphasis should

be given to the accountability factor. Funds should be distributed

so as to reach the areas of greatest need, with assurances of

ef f icient and ef fective utilization.

I
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As used ín thís study, the term monolingual program refers
to what is often designated as the regular program: i.e. the
standard non-bilingual,non-vocational, and non-special education
program offered by school districts. The term ryl:lggual \^ras

chosen since Ëhe bilingual program costed by this study
designates bilingual education as the regular program for
its students.

Paul F. Dienemann, Donald L. Flynn, and Nabeel Al-Salam'
"An Eval-uation of the Effectiveness of Alternatíve Compensatory
Reading Prograrnsr" ReporË UR-231, prepared for Educational
Testing Service (Bethesda, Maryland: RMC Research Corporation,
Vol-. 1. ). p. I4L.

As used herein, unless otherwise noted, Ëhe term average
daily attendance refers to the refined average daily attendance
of the monol-ingual program or the equivalent for the bilingual
program (the gross ADA count for the program' minus ineligible
sËudents, but including those students who also spend time in
vocational or specíal education).

A "full-time equivalent" student (FTE) is defined, as in the
1975 TEA study, as the statistical equivalent of a student who
spends all of his or her Ëime in a program.

The sum of the FTErs in all prograns at each grade level is
defined as the ADM (average dail-y membership) count of that grade.
To calculaËe the monolingual program FTE!s for the purpose of this
study, FTE| s for special education and vocational- education rnlere

subtracted from the ADM count for each grade. No FTE counts
were available for bilingual education, buË, by this studyrs
defining the time sÈudents spend in the program as equal to Ëhe

tíme spent by other students in the standard monolingual program,
no student in the program costed by this study would be enrolled
in both Ëhe monolingual and bilingual programs. So, even if
FTE counts for bilingual education has been available for existing
bilingual programs, they would not have been used.
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Since Lg75-76 ADA figures were avail-able from the Texas

Education Agency only in aggregaËe form (K-3, 4-6, 7-9' & 10-12)

and since no ADM figures were available, two principal assumptions

had to be m¿ide ín order to convert the available ADA fígures to
ADMandthent'ortrtig.,'eswhichcorrespondedtothedifferent
grade groupings ioun¿ în the weighËed pupil- study (K' 1-6' 7-9' &

10-12):
1 It had to be assumed that the ratio of students

in Kindergarten to students in grades K-3 remained

thesamebetweenLgT4-75and1-975-76,ír.orderto
arriveatanADAcountforKindergartenforthe
L975-76 year, and

It had to be assumed that the ratio of gross ADA

to ADM remained consËant beËween Lg74'75 and L975-76'

in order Ëo arrive at ADM figures which could then

be converted to monolingual- program FTE figures'

2

7 trIeights used are Ëhe set recommended in Ëhe 1975 TEA study'

constructed by the unweighted district mean method:

K = L.29

1-6 = 1-.00

7-9 = L-04

lO-Lz = 1.15

The staff allocatíons suggested here are based on the Texas

school finance i"r-in.s. LI26) which allocates staff to school

districts on Ëh; ¡asis of a variable personnel formula' Under

this rnethod of allocatíon, staff positions are designated by,a

personneJ- unit value roughly "ot'ä"po"ding 
to the relaüionshíps

between the base salarieÀ of each pãsítion. Thus, a B.A. teacher

has a value of 1.0, an Aide II ( an aide who can assist the

teacher in dril-ls ánd general reinforcement of classrool--
insËruction) has a va1úe of 0.6, and an InsËructional officer IV

(a key specíalist for a major insËructional program in a medium

"ir. âi"lrict) has a val-ue of L'4'
DistricËsareallocat'edaquantityofpersonne].uniËsbased

on the number of studenËs in regular (monolingual) program average

daily attendance (refined ADA *itrn" vocational- and special-

education ITEs) in different grade level groups. Thus, a district
is al-located 1 pãt"""i.f uniË (corresponding Ëo the value of L

B.A. or M.A. teãcher) for every 19 students in grades K-3; every

21 studenËs in grades 4-6; every 20 students in grades 7-9;

and every 1g stãdenËs in grades lo-Lz. This results in a total-

of personrr"f ,rrrit" which tt'" di"ttict can use for funding staff
positionsundertheminimumfoundationprogramwhosevaluestotal
tn. di"ttictsr personnel unit toËa1'

I
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ThepresenËsËudyisrecommendinganadditional..3personnel
units (corresponding to I/2 the value of an Ai-de II) for students

in bílingual progr"ñ ".r.r"ge 
dail-y attendance (refined ADA for

the progi"r, riorr" vocational- and specia1 educaÈion FTEs) based

onthesamebasícfor'nula(l9studenËsinADAingradesK-3'21
studenËs in ADA ln grades 4-5) '

Toíllustratehowthestaffal].ocationscouldbeused,two
examples are given:

A. A district with 25 students in bilingual-
program ADA in each grade (x-S) -would have

ttt ãa¿itional- personnel unit all-ocation of
3.0 (assuming a rounding off of units Èo

whole numbers for each grade grouping i K-3'
4-5). This coul-d be used to fund:
(1) a program directort a secretaryt

and a librarian, or
(2) Ëhree extra teachers, or
(3) one extra aide II for grades

K-4, or
(4) numerous other combinaÈions'

B. A district ¡¿ith 100 students per grade in
gradesK.5wouldmeritanadditionalpersonne]-
unit aIl-ocation of 9'0' This coul-d be used

to fund:
(1) a program direcËor' a librarian' a

secreÈary, and 6 extra teachers
(enough to l-ower a l/25 Ëeacher/
pupil ratio ta a l/2O ratio)' or

(2) à progran director, 3 curriculum
developers, a l-íbrarian, and 3

resource t.eachers, or
(3) a program director' a seeretaryt

and L aide II for everY 25 students
in grades K-2, ox

(4) rr,r*ãron" other combinations'
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APPENDIX B

The present study uses the term weights to express bilingual program

cosËs as multipl-es of the monolingual program cosËs for each grade.

Several oËher studies in the past have used the term to signify nultiples

of the cost of a síngle figure (the value of the lowest cosË Program'

usually the monolingual Program in some of the elementary grades) '

Figure VIII presents the relaËionship between bilingual program costs

and the cosË of the monolingual program ín grades 1-6, the lowest cost

program for the most recent Texas weighted pupil study (see footnote

7, Chaprer IV). A comparison with Fígure VI will show that this

procedure changes only the vaLues for kindergarten' the inerease ín

these values being a reflection of the difference in the eost betrtteen

the monolingual Program in kindergarten and other elementary grades

($79t.93 vs. $567.39) .

FTGURE VTIÏ

BTLTNGUAL PROGRAM V{ETGHTS

(In multiples of the monolingual program cost for grades 1-6)

GRADE LEVEL

I 2 3

I

54K

2

3

4

zo
H
td
k
Erz
Éi
ã
Êl
Fl
Ê{
EH

f¡{o
&
4
Êl

1.69 L.42 r. 41 1. 41 1. 36 1. 36

L.62 1.35 1.35 1. 35 t-.30 1. 30

1. 61 1. 35 1. 34 1. 34 1. 30 1. 30

1. 61 L.34 L.34 1.34 1. 30 1.30
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Student Home
Language Literacy

Scale

Fine Arts

A Conplete Curriculum

IndLvidualization Of
Instruction

Skil1s Conti.nuum

Developmental Levels

Replacement vs.
Add-on Costs

Language Matching

Total Cu1Èura1
Integration

Staff Recruitment

Staff DeveloPment

Staff Differentiatlon

Acceptance Of
Home Language

Parental Involvement

Continuity

Hard Money

FIGURE I

FEATURES INITIALLY CONSIDERED

25. Significant, Tlme Devoted
To Home Language

26. Full Language Àrts In
Both Languages

27.

28.

Evaluatlon

Serves the Maximum Number
Of Stud,ents In Need

46. Trigget Mechanlsm For
Implementing Program

1

2

3

4

5

6
School Environment

Variety In Mat.erials

Ample Materials In Both
Languages

Adminlstrative Attitude
And Support

45. Physical Plant

Needs Assessment/
Identification Of Puplls

PlacemenÈ

Philosophy

Deflnltion

Long And Short, Range
Goals And Objectives

52. Grade Sequence

53. Language Acquislt,ion
Tralning For teachers

Learning fheory

32. Billngual Student
Personnel Servi.ces

33. Unbiased Approach 1o
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Cultural Pluralis¡n

Teacher Atti.tude

Seudent Attitude
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48.

49.

50.

5r.
7

I

L4

15

29.

30.

31.

9

10.

11.

L2.

13.

16.

L7.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

54.

55.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

56.

57.

58.

59.

English As A Second
Language Training

Source of Funding

Conmunlcation Ski1ls

Human Relations Skil1s

School,/Community
Relations

39. Teacher And St,udent
Match

Group Processes

Organizat,ional Patterns

Classroom Management

Relnforcement And
Success Experiences

64 HLerarchical
Communication

65. Compliance With Other
State/FederaL Laws/
Regulatlons

60.

61.

62.

63.

40.

41.

43.

44.

Teacher,/Pupi1 Ratio

Auxiliary (Support)
SÈaff

42. Learning,/Motivation
Match

Desegregation

BilinguaÌ Teacher
CertificationAn lntegrated

Curriculum

24. Avoldance Of Excessive
ConcePt DuPlication

T9

66. Library Acquisitions



(l) where the level of resources which can be funded through

the basic state/local school finance Programs is lowt the

addition of a new Program can be seen as an opPortunity

to acquire resources of use to several Programs'

(2)Theremayalsobeatendencyforoptimalfundingofanew

prosramwithafullcomplementofthemoderntechnology

eithersimplyinthebeliefthatnewproSramsshouldbe

equippedwiththelatestavailablematerials,orwiththeidea

that,bydemonstrationeffect,thequalityofeducationasa

whole can be uPgraded'

In practical terms, what the panel was asked to do was to identify those

features which were essential to bilingual education and to delete those items

which were as applicable to the monolingual education program 2 
"''o the bilingual

one. This resulted in a list o1 37 items (see Figure II, pg' 2l)'

Program Structure

The next step involved setting the basic pro8ram structure' Panel delibera-

tions resulted in a model for a bilingual program consisting of nine (9) subject

areas carried through six grades (kindergarten through grade 5) as indicated in

Figure III, pg. 22. The decision to limit the program to the fifth grade was not

based on any feeling that bilingual education should necessarily cease at that

point, but rather due to the fact that few programs exist in the state beyond fifth

grade, and it was felt that more data are needed before pro8ram recommendations

are made.

It was further determined that the program would involve the same amount

of time per student as the monolingual program, since the bilingual program should

be considered the regular pro8ram for those students enrolled in it'
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r.ÏGT.lRE II
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16. significant Time De-' voted To liome Language
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Both Languages

Evaluation
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Bilingual Teacher
Certi fication

Variety In Materials
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Both Languages
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Patterns
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Spanish Language Arts
(for Spanish sPeakers)

I

Students snaf arts abl-e

Spanish As A Second
Language

English Language'Arts
(for English sPeakers)

Students shift to language arts when able

English As A Second
Language

Social Studies
(including Mexican
American Culture

and HistorY)

Art

Music

Mathematics

Science

Grades
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FTGTJRS IV
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FIGURE V

PER PUPIL COSTS

Grade K Grade 1 Grade 2

u)

4

160. 7s

l_9.00

6.84

L.62

9.00

r97.2L

3
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19. 00
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1
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Materials

Equipment
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TOTAL P8R PUPIL COST



FIGURE VI

. BILINGUAL PROGRAM WEIGHTS
(In multiples of monolingual program costs for each grade)
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FIGURE VII

ADD-ON COSTS

Grades

1-3 4-5

WEIGHTS

Grades

1-3 4-5

1. 31 L. 42 1.36

L,25 1.3s 1. 30

K

K

Year 1

Year 2 e
Beyond

Year I

Year 2 &

Beyond

243.77 238.37 205.73

L99.92 198.18 L72.39
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APPENDIX B

The present study uses the term weighËs to express bilingual program

costs as multíples of the monolingual program costs for each grade.

Several oËher studies in the past have used the term to signify muLtiples

of the cost of a single figure (the value of the l-owest cost program'

usually the monolíngual program in some of the elementary grades).

Figure VIII presents the relationship between bi1-ingual- program costs

and the cosË of the monolingual program in grades 1-6r the lowesÈ cost

progrêm for the most recenË Texas weíghted pupil- study (see footnote

7 , Chapter IV). A comparison with Figure VI witrl show that this

procedure changes only the values for kindergarten, the increase in

Ëhese values being a reflection of the difference in the cost between

the monolíngual program in kíndergarten and other elementary grades

($731.93 vs. $567.39).

TIEUNE VTII

BILINGUAL PROGRAM WETGHTS

(In multiples of the monolingual program cost for grades 1-6)
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