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THREE GROUPS OF DISADVANTAGED MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN
WERE TESTED TO DETERMINE CHANGES IN READING ACHIEVEMENT
BETWEEN SECOND AND THIRD GRADE. CURING THE SCHOOL YEAR, AN
ORAL-AURAL ENGLISH GROUP OF 102 CHILDREN WERE GIVEN INTENSIVE
ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION WHILE AN ORAL-AURAL SPANISH
GROUP OF 67 CHILDREN WERE GIVEN INTENSIVE SPANISH LANGUAGE
INSTRUCTION. A CONTROL GROUP OF 115 CHILDREN DID NOT RECEIVE
INTENSIVE LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION. IN THE SPRING AND AGAIN IN
THE FALL THE THREE GROUPS WERE TESTED WITH (1) THE
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, (2) TESTS OF READING,
INTER-AMERICAN SERIES, AND (3) PRUEBA CE LECTURA, SERIE
INTERAMERICANA. MEAN DIFFERENCE SCORES WERE DETERMINED FOR
EACH GROUP. THE ORAL -AURAL SPANISH GROUP SHOWED SIGNIFICANT
GAINS ON THE VOCABULARY SUBTEST AND ON TOTAL SCORE ON THE .

TEST OF READING. THEY SHOWED A SIGNIFICANT LOSS ON THE SPEED
SUBTEST OF THE PRUEBA CE LECTURA. THE ORAL-AURAL ENGLISH
GROUP SHOWED NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES, WHILE THE CONTROL GROUP
SHOWED MANY SIGNIFICANT LOSSES OVER THE SUMMER VACATION
PERIOD. A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCE SCORES OF THE
ENGLISH AND SPANISH EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS SHOWED SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCES FAVORING THE SPANISH GROUP ON THE VOCABULARY
SUBTESTS AND ON TOTAL SCORE ON THE TEST OF READING. FOURTEEN
REFERENCES ARE INCLUDED. THIS PAPER WAS PRESENTED ATTHE
INTERNATIONAL .READING ASSOCIATION CONFERENCE (BOSTON, APRIL
24 -27, 1968). (RJ)
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RETENTION IN READING OF DISADVANTAGED

MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN DURING THE SUMMER MONTHS

Richard D. Arnold*
University of Texas at Austin

Problem

The general objectives of the San Antonio Language Research

Project are to assess the effects of an experimental curriculum on

oral language and reading development of disadvantaged Mexican-

American children learning English as a second language. The research

project, currently in its fourth year, has answered some questions.

Specifically, the growth of Expressive Oral English has been rather

vividly demonstrated by Ott (19 as a major positive outcome of the

San Antonio experimental curriculum.

Findings of Horn (8) (2) and Arnold (1) have been less encour-

aging. Both writers describe frustrations resulting from the use of

standardized assessment instruments in first and second grades.

However, Arnold found (2) that the use of instruments standardized

for second grade children were appropriate, in terms of reliability,

for the third grade disadvantaged children, even though the scores

on thn average were considerably below the normative group. Second

year findings (1) did reveal some tentative positive outcomes in

reading achievement for first grade children when the criterion for

*The author gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Clinton
Schuhmacher and James Lovett.



2--Arnold

success was reading achievement rather than reading readiness.

The assessment of reading achievement continues to be a major

concern of the project and further findings should be available

soon for the third year.

The focus of this paper is on retention in reading over the

summer vacation period of project children entering third grade.

A review of the literature suggests that two types of research

studies emerge on the topic of retention. The first is the labora-

tory type of research which tends to study retention of pairs of

words or syllables over a relatively short period of time. These

studies are not too helpful to those who are concerned with how

much of the curriculum children retain over the summer months.

Studies of the second type, focusing on the specific question

posed, have not been common in recent literature. These studies,

though helpful, are not as well designed as one might desire.

Based on the findings of these studies one might tentatively con-

clude that studies of retention in reading of children in the in-

termediate grades point to a positive growth factor from May to

September (A) (6) (10) (12). In the primary grades, however, two

studies were found which suggested a loss in retention in reading

over the summer months (3) (, and one study, though reporting a

small loss between kindergarten and first grade, considered the

amount retained to be quite satisfactory (7). Further research in
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the area of retention in reading in the primary grades was deemed

appropriate for the following reasons: (a) the literature on the

subject is neither conclusive nor consistent; (b) virtually no

attention has been given the topic specifically with respect to

disadvantaged children; and (c) no investigation of retention with-

in the San Antonio Language Research Project had been accomplished.

The central problem with which this study was concerned is the

following: do any of the three experimental treatments (described

below) differ in the degree to which children are able to retain or

to build upon their knowledge and skills in reading during the

summer months?

Procedures

Project children in this study were taught in one of the follow-

ing three treatments: (1) Oral-Aural English (OAE). Children were

given intensive English language instruction using AAAS Science as

the content vehicle. (2) Oral-Aural Spanish (OAS). Children were

given intensive Spanish language instruction using AAAS Science as

the content vehicle. This treatment group differed from the OAE

group in only one respect, the language of instruction. (3) No

Oral-Aural (NOA). Children were given instruction in the AAAS

Science material in accordance with the procedures described in the

teaching manual. No intensive language instruction was involved.
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Children in all three experimental groups received instruction in

reading in English from a basal reading program as prescribed by

the district curriculum guide. Instruction for the OAE and OLS

groups was delayed until after Christmas, but the NOA group was

not delayed.

Two hundred eighty-seven children were randomly selected from

the larger sample studied in the San Antonio Project. These Mexican-

American children met the criteria (11) typically established to

define the disadvantaged. During the period of study, most of the

pupils advanced from the second grade to the third. The majority

had received the experimental treatment for two consecutive years.

Pretest data were collected in early May, 1966, and posttest

scores were obtained in early September, 1966, approximately four

months later. Tests used for both testing periods were as follows:

(1) Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT), Primary Level II; (2) Test

of Reading, Inter-American Series (IAE) Level 2; and (3) Prueba de

Lectura, Serie Interamericana (lAS), Nivel 2 (The Spanish equivalent

of the IAE). Every test contained three subtests and a total score,

all of which were used for comparative purposes.

Design of the Study

Two interrelated questions were asked of the data: first,

had any significant change occurred during the summer months, and
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second, did the three treatments differ with respect to the mag-

nitude or direction of any such change. The statistical procedure

employed in dealing with the first question was the standard t test

for difference between correlated means (12). Significance tests

were conducted for differences between the spring and fall means

of each of the dependent variables used in the study. Since there

was the possibility that the degree of retention would not be the

same for all treatments, separate tests of significance were made

for each combination of test and treatment.

The second question--that concerning the effect of the treat-

ment variable upon the amount of change--required a somewhat more

complicated statistical approach. For each pupil the amount of

change was expressed as the difference between his spring and fall

scores on each of the tests. In each case the fall scare was sub-

tracted from the spring score, thus improvement during the summer

would be indicated by a negative difference score. For each pair

of treatments, the means of the difference scores were compared

through an ordinary t test for difference between independent

means (12).

Findings

Table I presents the differences between the spring and fall

means for each combination of test and treatment.

Insert TABLE I about here



NOA. The performance of the NOA group, as measured by the

total score on any of the three tests, declined significantly during

the period of interest. The general loss in total score was accom-

panied by decline on the Level and Speed subtexts of the IAE, the

Level subtest of the IAS, and the Reading subtest of the MAT. In

no instance did the NOA group exhibit statistically significant

improvement.

OAS. The children in the Spanish treatment were found to have

improved their English vocabulary (as measured by the IAE Vocabulary

subtest) during the summer. General improvement on all the IAE

subtests was reflected by a statistically significant increase in

the mean of the IAE total score. On the Speed subtest of the IAS,

however, there was a significant decline in the performance of the

OAS group.

OAE. The conclusion which seems most defensible in view of

the data is that the performance of the OAE group remained stable

during the summer months. Almost none of the minute differences

detected in the OAE data even come close to attaining statistical

significance.

Comparison of NOA and OAS. The contrasting decline by NOA and

improvement by OAS on the IAE resulted in significant difference

between the two groups on each of the IAE subtests and on the total

score.

Insert TABLE II about here
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Even on the Vocabulary subtest--the only IAE subtest on which the

NOA group did not show a significant loss--the OAS improvealt was

sufficient to guarantee significant difference between the change

scores. As a group the OAS pupils remained stable over the summer

with respect to their performance on the IAS total. Again, however,

NOA losses resulted in a significant difference between the groups.

The remaining NOA-OAS comparisons failed to attain statistical

significance, although the results were almost exclusively in the

same direction (i.e., favoring OAS).

Comparison of NOA and OAE. The comparison of NOA and OAE

(Table III) produced results very similar to those obtained from

the NOA-OAS analyses described above, at least when the IAE served

as the basis for comparison.

Insert TABLE III about here

The two significant comparisons based upon the IAE--the Level subtest

and the total score--both yielded differences in favor of OAE. On

the IAS also the Level subtest and the total score produced significant

differences favoring OAE. The greatest difference (in terms of

statistical significance) between the groups, however, was found on

the Reading subtest of the MAT. Since the improvement within the

OAE group was not significant for any of the tests, the NOA-OAE

differences may be largely attributed to the decline in the per-
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formance of the NOA group.

Comparison of OAS nnd OAE. As is indicated in TABLE IV, the

improvement of the OAS group on the IAE Vocabulary subtest and

total score produced significant OAS-OAE differences in the means

of the change scores on those two variables. The differences

Insert TABLE IV about here

between the two groups on the other depeadent variables, however,

were inconsistent in direction and nonsignificant in degree. On

most of the measures used in the study, the mean performance of

both groups remained at the same level during the summer.

stEsamoulndis. The NOA group showed consistent and

in many cases significant losses, indicating failure to match

their spring performances when retested in the fall. The OAS

pupils, on the other hand, registered significant gains on the IAE,

although a loss was noted on the Speed subtest of the ILS. The

OAE scores were, on the average, roughly equal at both testings.

Retention thus appears to have been poorest in the NOA group.

The OLE and OAS groups did not differ significantly in retention

except on the IAE, where the differences favored OAS.

Conclusions

When difference scores are used as criteria for comparing

groups there is always a danger of finding spurious differences
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arising from errors of measurement. In the present study, however,

the high ''vex of significance attained in so many of the statistical

tests t .4s to cast doubt upon this interpretation. Nevertheless,

it should be noted in this context that the NOA group did indeed

have the highest mean score on most of the tests at the Spring,

1966, testing. There is no absolute assurance that this "error

hypothesis" is not the proper explanation of the results.

However, the consistency of the comparisons, above and beyond

their significance, certainly appears to indicate that the oral-

aural methods of instruction facilitate retention in reading during

the summer months. With but two exceptions, all the NOA-OAE and

NOA-OAS comparisons favored the oral-aural treatments (although

not always significantly). In the two cases where the NOA group

was not found deficient, the differences were trivial - -less than

one-tenth of a point

Of course these results do not indicate the reason for the

superiority of the oral-aural treatments. It does seem likely,

however, that experimental language patterns and vocabulary learned

orally might very well continue to be used in conversation during

the summer. Material learned in written form and not reinforced

by oral language, on the other hand, would seem subject to dete-

rioration from disuse.

One of the more interesting features of the results is the

apperent transfer of the oral-aural learning from one language
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to another. The evidence for this characteristic is to be found

in the fact that the oral-aural treatments tended to excel the

NOA in retention on both Spanish and English tests, regardless of

the language used in instruction. This interpretation would also

tend to explain the relatively infrequent occurrence of significant

difference between the OAS and OAE treatments.

There is, however, one very puzzling aspect of the data which

is left unexplained. The only significant differences found bet-

ween the OAS and OAE groups were on the IAE--an English test.

Why the group instructed in Spanish should show significantly

greater retention on an English language test is a question for

which the present data simply do not seem to provide an answer.

Perhaps the research now in progress will ultimately yield some

reasonable interpretation of this very perplexing result.

The current study has provided some new questions as well

as, hopefully, some answers. Although there seems to be no con-

venient explanation for the superiority of the OAS group over the

OLE in retention on the IAE test, it does seem clear that the oral-

aural treatments do indeed provide a more solid basis for retention

in reading than does a comparable treatment without the oral-aural

component.



tau
alIZEtteezes nevem Sofas iced te. Kum by Tzteattermt4

.....INMPIIII...011.M..

Mann
4LRIOMPRION

TM MA OAS On
Ma 113b N*67ta 110100

ILAS
Level 1.67** -.43 .32

Speed 1« LI** -.38 .02

Vocahulaty -44 -10606 - .06

Total 34,97** -3.071A .23

US
lava 1.$6** .31 -.06

Speed .0 .76* -.11

Vosahalatry Jo .° e 76 -.13

Total 2.34** .31 -.33

INA*
Word itasoledae -.OS -.63 -.66

Word Diserlateatiao .0 .00 .39

Seadtas 2.26** «73 -.69

Total 2.0* -.3% .33

Stiforessee vet* geopeted is s a vs, that a ceantlan
time *dime tse Sapuowamiot and a peottivo Lisp faeliceitaz
leas.

bits to sissies data Ns *Mot hen tbs darn by CS en&
ea t 2.

* Emotes eisailleaut dopy with** pat indiaattd agatt.9
at the .03 lesel.

Mk Santee sigultiamst change vithla t Smatated gmitv
at the. .01



old

Ceraventemi Etl, end NO
Migatecoa Itoyea2

OM
Maga

Itra .

mviza 1.0 a.043 -3100
; .

Srva-ada Loll -JO 177 -2.3P

c4c9 fitateitry -.14 -1,64 179 -2.24*

tintal

u1/49

zzma.

2.97

2,436

-3.67

.111

90

161

-4.221A

-1.89

Ornd .69 76 1CO 014

ltestaltexy Al It -76 l
St IA 2.?,5 $S1 182 -1.91*

NW
Vied traraledge -.03 -44-113 MI 4.16

Wand .1111;erSaistatten 065 $63 1011 -3$00

Eit...las 2.2k 0TO IASI -t.41

Wel 2.0 ---T$34 10.2 4.S3

* Tal Mutes eft work4 beams seam of dump awns aflEzittl
6t. 4C4

st-1 la#1 diet
04 Al Laval.

hsw3ta wan ei elmates mons slral

'algissatiza ciAlefereafta ArAiziot Itqwegasziet.



13--Amold

emicataws of MU ski 1 Diet Some

11267 wom Itat4

_ .

tle

7M.A

Lewil 1.47 .29 215 -2.1540

ereeti 1011 . ofil 311 -1.67
,

Ve.witletoty -014 -.06 113 .14

Teit.1 241, 43 213 . Ti 4I6

VIS
Lool , 1J6.. feo 21C -2444**

4067

WeebtalfaV A " .15 2%7 -.83

%%cal

co

LIS -.SS 219

Mud karittaidge A '''?, -.66 21 -1.01

EW.ra tistr4ziwAties)I 063 059 117 -004::

7 4 INt LiIS IS 2.26 -049 219 -3SVItt

,,ItIti,eil 2040 Mt ne 4.0g

Entletale ditgiaarmin tPisturan mess at &sine SCO203 alpitimit
QM. 063 /ma*

e* 1ndfastae diffoitenes ittattem almersze atom elgallim
et Xi Mule

*Cocoa,* af..54caide icde tee toprmGmam*.



Cemmitem est OAS and CM Diffewsszt lama

14- -Arnold

um

w
Impel

Siesi

-.43

-MI

.19

As

a

167

IN

,...........

t

1.16

.94

vaegbaary -144 -.06 164 2.32*

Total .4.07 .23 167 2.33

VAS
liawil 31 -.06 10 -.SP

Sped 76 *ftell Lie 4,75

Iremielew -076 -33 /A 4.99

Total 41 as 169 -.61

)1,12
Mad Raw led. 'e'en "r01116 1* .34

Word ritievisinottas .00 JO 10 .CS

IWO% .73 -049 167 -1.12

Ibtal -034 .31 160 .47

* Istitestas tilliumaas ireo.o..soa tome of show some sigaiticest
at AO larvel.

ea; lelitatar diffatease Wm* *MS of *bone stoma sigaliteast
at 01

Iligssative ditimasa. tadiestami imprommaast



15--Arnold

REFERENCES

1. Arnold, Richard D. 1965-66 (Year Two) Findings, San Antonio Language

Research ProjessilvnEL2Lgorp, Director, Austin: The

University of Texas, (In press).

2. Arnold, Richard D. "Reliability Coefficients of Certain Tests Used

in the San Antonio Language Research Project, Thomas D. Horn,

Director," Paper presented at AERA meeting, Chicago, Illinois,

February, 1968.

3. Brueckner, L.J. and Distad, H.W. "The Effect of the Summer Vacation

on the Reading Ability of First-Grade Children," Element. ,fir

School Journal, 24 (1924), 698-707.

4. Bruene, Elizabeth. "Effect of the Summer Vacation on the Achievement

of Pupils in the Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Grades," Journal of

Educational Research, 18 (Nov., 1928), 309-14.

5. Cook, Ruth C. "Vacation Retention of Fundamentals by Primary-Grade

Pupils," Elementary School Journal, 43 (Dec., 1942), 214-19.

6. Elder, Harry E. "The Effect of the Summer Vacation on Silent-Reading

Ability in the Intermediate Grades," Elementary School Journal,

27 (March, 1927), 541-6.

7. Hillerich, Robert L. "Pre-Reading Skills in Kindergarten: A Second

Report," Elementary School Journal, 65 (March, 1965), 312-17.

8. Horn, Thomas D. A of the Effects of Intensive Oral-Aural Spanish

Language oral-Aura Llaglighlpguage Instruction,
and Non-Oral-Aural Instruction on Readin Readiness in Grade

One. Austin: The University of Texas, 1966.

9. Horn, Thomas D. "Three Methods of Developing Reading Readiness in

Spanish-Speaking Children in First Grade," The Reading Teacher,

20 (October, 1966), 38-42.

10. Kramer, Grace A. "Do Children Forget During the Vacation?" Baltimore

Bulletin of Education, 6 (1927), 56-60.

11. McDowell, Neil A. A of the Academic Capabilities and Achievements

of Three Ethnic Grou s: Analo, No ro and S anish Surname, in

San Antonio Texas. Austin: The University of Texas, 1966.

12. McNemar, Quinn. hycholodcal Statistics. New York: John Wiley

& Sons, 1962.

13. Morgan, L.D. "How Effective is Specfic Training in Preventing Loss

Due to the Summer Vacation?" Journal of Educational Psycholon,

20 (Sept., 1929), 466-71.

14. Ott, Elizabeth H. A Stud of Levels of Fluenc and Proficiency in

Oral English of Spanish-Speaking School Beginners. Austin:

The University of Texas, 1967.


