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ABSTRACT . ’

' ~ This paper,contains a critical evaluation of the
reSéEEEi conducted by O.L. Davis and Carl Personke on the use of
reading readiness tests in Engliih and sSpanish for Spanish speaking
elementary school pupils. Davis dnd Personke indica(ed(that, vhen .
Spanish speaking first graders were tested in both E ish and ,
Spanisl, most of the differences were not) significant. The authors of
this critique argue that Davis and: personke misinterpréted their data
.and that the result has been a. continued misuse of standardized tests -
for Spanish speaking pupils. One of the objections was that
insufficient attention vas given to language-dominance factors and to
the identification of pupil characteristics othexr -than language.

- Another problem was that the nature of the population distributions

. ‘measures had not been carefully analyzed. .(MKN)

\

contributing to the correlations betweén predictor and criterion '
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. . LOOKING BEYOND THE CORRELATIONS d N

4 . -
N,

’ ..' T . ) . Lt \_ - N - - \
: . .
In the decade since the 1nauguratlon of. the u. 's. O0fficq of

s

Educatlon Plrst Grade Readlng Studles in 1964 (The Readlnnge er,

May—October, 1966) questlons have been ralsed concerning the assess-“ .

"ment of minority group ch11dren (Oakland 1973), spec1a1 educatlon

'5_‘ . placement (Ross,'Young and CQhen, 1971), and the use of avallable R

read1ng read1ness and ach1evement tests with chlldren who come

!

from a;Spanlsh—speaklng background (Horn’, 1966) More recently,

aucclnct statements have-been made concerning the’ 1mp11catlons for

. . c
J P

' assessment of language characterlstxcs for‘glack ch11dren (Bartell v
,. Grill, and Bryen, 1973) and\Mexlcan—Amerlcan ghildren (Matluck and

Mace, 1973) In' addlxlon,'revlews of major thebries of language

¢« (3

"

development and tHelr 1mp{§;atlons for read1ng instruction suggest

V" P
o .

that readlng research and methodologies are on the threshold of ‘%;

+

major changes ' (DiVesta and Palermo, 1974).

1 . N

Despite an increasedqtempo*of interest.in_the measurement of

. reading performance (Blanton, Farr‘and Tuinman 1974) and the ' .».l
i. ) ' evaluat1 n of other language ‘arts (Fagani, Cooper and- Jensen, 1975), ' o ~/
the Waypéhét tests are belng used in our schools cont1nues to gent ‘f
- erate c t1c1sm (Goodman . 1975), part1cularly in urbanrschools . — -
.(MacG1n1t1e, 1973) . Of prime concern are test valldiiy (Allen,

L] : . ‘

.
P

197u), test fairness (Flaugheé;3197u),'tests andathe disadyantaged
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0 ’ (Fitzgibbon, I’%u), and the use of tests in Aglish with Spanish- '

-speaking elementary school pupils (Davis and Personke, 1968; Personke .

4 and Davi 69).

.The remainder of this article is a crAtique of the Personke o y
and Davis studies and of the nisinterpret tion of their findings .
¢ resulting in‘the continuing misuse of st.ndardized tests with

¥

Spanish-speaking school~pupilsn

Statement'#'l (Personke and o o "
L) V . ’ - / )
’ . "When Spanish-speaking first-graders ip four»classrooms \ - .
\ i .

webe tested 1n both English and Spanish, most of the differences
. were not signifiqant. These f1ndings suggest that the English |

. . ) administiation of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests probably

T
! .
o @ ¥
.

did not result in inadequate assessment of, or testing Rias

-aga;nst, Spanish-spéaking'children,,at'least'as far as the

. | L a

language parameter was concerned."

- Responses to Statement #1

’ . . 3

(1) W1thout any oral language assessment to determine the

language dominance of the sub]ects, it. 1s not known to what extent

- ) ks

the language. factors contributed to the scores,ri?é.; monolingual‘

English subjects'-séores on the Spanish,administration and mono-
lingual Spanish—suhjects' scores on the’ English administration of | -
e ‘ o the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT), B
(2) the MRT does not sample for establlshed language

dominance in the standardizatuon population; ‘ _ Y,

(3) since no_description of instructional praCtices in
. . [ 4

reading is provided, the question of the predictive validity of

t : o -

l!
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\

the English and Spanish administrations of the MRT must remain
unanswered; the fact that the MRT scores from the Spanish admini-
stratién nere not correlated.with a Spanish version of the '

Metrqpolitan Achievement Test (MAT), other than none was avail-

——

able, possibly reflects an instructional situation where beginning
reading imstruction was in English only; .

(4) the issue of -whether or not translated tests (para-

phrased is probably a more accurate term) are approprlate for
nat1ve speakers ofuﬁpanlsh has not been resolved,

(5) a different kind of statement is proposed by this author
PR
as to what the findings suggest and gives quite another perspec-

tive: The Engllsh admlnlstratlon of the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests probably did not result in any more inadequate assessment - _h\$5“‘\\:

of or testing bias against, Spanish-speaking children than did

the Spanish admlnlstratlon of the MRT, that is, Oone was as
i S

inadequate as thé othegg\

(6) any statement to the effe?t that any test in a language

other than that of the Chlld being tested is not biased is, on

/‘ N . : P

~. the face of it, absurd; V e , L

o‘ (7) Table 1 is based upon Pnase 1 of the Personke and Davis
‘study and underscores the reasons nhy reSearchers must look
beyond computed correlations. In the case of Group A, these '
children were judged deficient in the English languag<e' and placed ' S

in pre-first or "readiness cla?ses." The thirty five children

;;> assigned to regular first grade classes (Group B) were apparently

, . - EY ..




- Jl TABLE 1

Davis and berson}e, J_Ed Meas, Fall, 1968, p. 23

MRT ! o MRT |+  MRT
"Group A (N=53) Group B (N=35)

"'"Pre-First" Sections Regular First Gr. Sections

‘ fggél Group (N=88)

English S # English
Mean 39.93 A Mean 49.86 Mean by .67
$D 13.65 - SD 13. 44 SD 43
Zile .23 Zile ko Zile . 31

Spanish ' Sgangsh , Spanish , ;
Mean " 33.98 : ‘Mgsn A "55.10 " Mean . bh,06
1 2N 12.82 ’ S . 12.50 SD 'IGIQQE

*%ile - (15) *%ile - (51) *%ile - (29)
- 76 T & | 63

»*

=y

*parentheses indicate %ile based on English.administration distribution, MRT

Manual of Directions, p. 11. f <
- . ’ ( ‘ .
#difference favoring Group B English mean over Group/A English mean significant
(t=3.44; p%,01).. Group A vs. Group,B mean differepce for Spanish version
‘apparently not tested-for significance, but is abdut twice that for the English

verslov. —/[
. ‘ A\ d . .

/
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judged réady to hégin regular  reading instruction. ‘Examination - .

that for the English version. In addition, on the possibly ques- "\\\

. Testing & the minorities - 4 . |

of'the data strongly suggests that Group A and Group B represent
two different pupil populations as supported by the follow1ng

(a) The difference favoring the Group B English mean
A
over the Group,A English mean was statistically significant

* Y-

'(t-3 Ly, probability less than’ .Ol), the Group ‘A mean of 39. 93

'represents the 23rd percentile while the Group B mean of 49.86

vepresents the HOth percentile,
(b) although no t-test was apparently computed for
the differenCe favoring the Group B Spanish mean (55. lO) over

the Qroup A Spanish mean (33, 98) this diffeﬁane 1s over twice <

tionable assumption that the percentiles based on.-the English
administrat}qn distribution might be, comparable to the Spanish
administration, the Group A mean would fall at ‘the 15th percen-
tile while the Group B mean would fall at the Slst percentile.

In any case, pupils assigned to Group B by virtue of being judged

competent in Engllsh also scored much higher than‘Grouq Aon ; R

the Spanish ver;ion. It is an interesting question as to why

_the Group A pupils scored lower on the Spanish version.than they

did on‘the English while the reverse is true for the Group B
students. . |
(c) When Group A.:nd‘B are combined the nature of ', . o
the distributions I®\obscured so"that the English (44.67) and \

Spanish (uu.os)hmean are almost identical; thé correlation:

coefficient, though spomewhat lower. (r=.63), ds still comparable o .
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to the correlations between the English and Spanish versions fqr

Group A (r=.76) and éroup~B (r=,73).

Staté%ent # 2 (Personke and

Davis, 1969: p. 81)

"The number of subjects reported here is half‘of the number
reported in Phase I. The loss was not accidsntai. The

' two 'readiness' classs had Been introduced to reading 80
late in the”year'that it was impossible to administer a f

reading test at the end|of the year . . . These children

 .¢ had very low scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and

did not learn to read."
R ' o

.. Responses to Statement # 2

(1)’ In the Qords of Pérsonke and Davis (1969, p. 8u4),
"It is not enough to note that a test is a valid predictor of
success in reading 1f the prediction for a large group of

' .
children is fallure", this suggests the need to look beyond the,

- correlations; , . .

(2) in Horn's 1966 study, any.student who sgccsssfu;}y
guessed the sorrsct answer on three“of the sixteen MRT Word
Meaning items fell at the project mean (2.99;’SD=2n01; National
Mean = 8.67; SD=8.67); ' \ o

(3) also in Horn's 1966 study, when 98% of the prOJect :
sample fell in the two lowest MRT categorles (D ‘low normal
and E, low) for the Word Meanlng subtest, there is 11tt1e,
discrimihatioh betwesn levels'sf abilityg thfg;suégésts ques~-

tionable test vaiidity for this population; similarly
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questionable test validity appears to exist' for the Personke, -~ *

o

~and Davis population; y
(4) any meaningfui pupil perception of testing fask . o “ "

was unlikely in Horn's 1966 sample when about ée%_(lsu of

584) scdred 0 or 1 on the -Word Meaning subtest; similag'infdr- - ‘ (

mation is not available for fhe Personke and Davis studyj * -
X [ \

pd
Statement # 3 (Personke and
Davis, 1969: p. 82)

1

"The Subtests of Wdrd M&8ning and Listeniné, of the

-

trogolltan Readiness Tests, Were not hlghly réig;gg)to

readlng success,"
TN

-

Response to‘Stateﬁent # 3
\ (1) Rathe¥ than use’the'euphemism "not highly related"
with refefence to the Subtests of Word Meaning and Listening - . ?
in both the épaﬁish and English administrations, the r’s'Lhownu .
in Table 2 below wéng\nt the folIOW1ng o
(a) There was\ho relationship between the MRT Word - ‘

Meaning‘and-MAT Word Knawledge, Word Discrimination-and Reading

on the English and Spanish administrations respectively;

(b) there was no relationship between the MRT

Listening subtest. and MAT'Word‘Knowledge, WQrd“Discriminatién

Lo

and Reading on the Spanish admlnlstratlon,

hd >

(c¢) the relatlonshlp between the MRT Listening subtest

P

e - for the Engllsh admlnlstratlon was low re: the MAT WOrd Knowledge
and - WOrd Dlscrimlnatlon- the correlatlon of <33 with the MAT

- . . \\
Readlng‘subtest is sxgniflcantlat the .05 level of 2ST§E§EE§bi ‘ T

.
ki ! .
. e *

"
[

. .
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TABLE 2
BLE 2.

4

 MRT Subtest.1, MRT Subtest 2,

. - Word Meaning - Listening :

. - English Spanish English _Spanish

MAT Word Discrimination oy’ .03 .18 .05

MAT Reading -.03 .16 .33% .08

- *Significant ?at/:) the .05 level
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(d) ‘the foregoing instances of ro relationshin very .

likely reflect a mixture of Spanish-dominant and‘English-dominant

R Y

subjects in the sample; language dominance should be‘eatabliéhed

' prior to instruction.

Statement # 4 (Personke and ‘ ' : . . <:/

Davis, 1969+ pp. 82-83) L , . ‘
— . ‘ | .

"These findings indicate that the Metropolitan Readiness Tests

are useful in predﬁcting certain reading—related‘achievements

4

for Spanish-speaking first—grade pupila. Admlqlstnatlon of the

Metropolltan Readiness Tests in Standard English and coll?fulal

Spanish seemgto yield 81m11ar predlctlons. Consequently, adm1n1-

\ stration of the test in Engllsh rather than in the pupils' native

Spanlsh apparently does not result in test blas. The ev1dence

L]

‘does not support mJLes to question the general pra?f*ce of :\v

s

'agnlnlsterlng tests in: Engllsh to Spanlsh—speaklng school entrants "

o

Responses: to_Statement # 4

~ \
(1) /' Table 3 pulls together in tabular form the narratlve pre-

sentation of data found on p. 82 gf Personke/and Davis and compels

the following observations concern1ng how useful the MRT is in pre—

d1ct1ng "certa1n read1ng—related ach1evements‘¥br Spanlsh-speaklng

\ N * s

‘ﬁlrst-grade,pupllsﬁ:

(a) Relationshfps between the~totalLMRT score and MAT
\ oL ‘ o
wdrd \Kxiowledge were significant at the .01 level of cfor

both tne Engllsh/admihlstratlon (r=. 87) and the Spanlsh MRT ‘admini-

stration (r-.@l), in fact, all correlations are 31gn1f1cant at e1ther

the .05 or /01 level of competence -as reported by Personke and DaVlS K

. "

fnfabled; . o 7

.
&




reading

”]‘+Significant‘at the .01 level
*Significant at twe .05 )evel

\

Y -
o
LY
a
L4
£ ."
- “\
1
b
.
: »
-
.
Ty
-
-
Q %
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(r's=,65t;..32%)

.- administration in column two:

| T . Téstinéf@“the'miﬁorifl " =7a
' '.v . | . & e, . .‘ ‘ il !
Lo .-, 7 ' TABLE 3:
‘. \ = . . | S .
PR PERSQN%E-DAVIS SIGNIFICANT MRT PREDICTORS OF MAT PERFORMANCE FAVORING:
. o ) . X .‘ ) - .o ) . l . y;
English MRT Administration #Spanish MRT Administration
Total MRT Score - . t=6.45; p<.o] Copying suﬁkeét‘- t=2.34; p<.05
MAT word ##(r's=.87+; .61+) word knowledge  ##(r's=.641; .39%)
<« Knowledge - : ' “
_ , : : -~ . Copying subtest = t=2.18; p<.05
Alphabet subtest - t=b,00; p<.0l word discrimina-  (r's=.69t; .47+)
“word Knowledge . ' (r's=.78t; .38%) tion S T
Alphabet subtest = t=3.13; p<.0l ~ Copying subtest - t=7.3h; p<.0l .
.« word discrimina-  (r's=.77t+; .45t) . reading ’ Y (r's=.60%; .37%)
X tion S P - '#Identifiedi(Persdnke'anq Davis, p. 82)
Alphabet subtest - t=3.22; p<.0] ~ 3aS Ucollogulal‘Spanlsh.n

.##Correlation, given first is for English
administration in column -one; the Spanish

v

, .
e
s
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(b) -the same , number of subtests, three each favorfthe

Engllsh and Spanlsh adm1n1stratlon of the MRT . o )

(c) for the correlatlon that" ordlnarlly would be - cons1dered

the most’ s1gn1f1cant, 1.e., betw&'n the total MRT SCOﬁe and the MAT

~ S

' Readlng, none was slgnlflcant for e1ther the Engllsh br Span1sh c
v

admlnlstratlon,

(2) -an 1mmed1ate questlon to be ralsed concernlng the usefulness

£

<'of MRTs fonvpfjg}ctlon purposes has to do with the economlc and human i

dffenslblllty of subjectlng llngu1st1cally dlstlnct chlldren to a'

test;ng “task in: whlch,approxlmately half'falled (Persdnhe and Davis,'

"1969: p. 81); although no comment is made concernlng the psychologlcal
1mpact of fallure on young children, a statement is made earller
concernlng the 1mpact on correlatlon computat;ons' "1t is doubtful

that the 1nc1331on of data on the- readlng achlevement of the readl— o

ness classes would have effected the coef ents of correlation“

’

" in any but a pos1t1ve way, since these. chlldren had very low 4

scores on the Metropolrtan Readlness Tests and did, not learn to -

.

read" (Personke and Dav1s, 1969., P. 81), the t1me, expense and

ﬁegatlve psychologlcal 1mpact of such test1ng is open to serious

-

. question; . L S * . ' ;

(3) the statement to the effect that the adm1n1strat10n of.

tests in Engllsh rather than in the pupils' native Spanish did not
result in test blas, as m§Pt10ned earlier, repgesents a prlma
fac1e absurdity; test b1as result: when q_z_chlld 1é tested in a
lan;uage other than the onel'which is domlnant for h1m, ‘

a

(u) the use of a any currently publlshed standardlzed readlness

tests w1th §pan1sh—dom1nant schbo’ beglnners is hlghly“questlonable, o

/

' b -
- . :




o

A,

'

especially in the southwest;“in addition to cultural biases in test
o
items (e.g., "mark the\toboggan" verses "mark the tamale."), tests

such as the:MRT fail to include proportional numbers of«linguistioally

i different—(or distinct, if you prefer) pupils in the standardization

sample° even w1th the inclusion of 'a limited number. of so-called

Spanish-surname pupils, this is meaningless Without oral language '

-

'assessment to determine language dominance;

(5) there would be few Ob]eCtlonS to administering tests in

L3 t o

'English to Spanish-speaking school entrants if, in fact, such

t pupils are true bilinguals, i.e., as at home with English as with

/

0 . \ ‘
Spanish for whatever reason, the number- of Spanish-surname school

beginpers who are monolingual in English (or possibly more to the

point, those who decline to acknowledge Spanish) is noticeably

higher~than Just a.few_years agou o T

' v

Conclusions. ~. ?4

’

~ When applying the results of reading research to the classroom,

~
B

"a critic view of the research and'researchvmethodology is basicg

+in this case:

-

(1) lack

_ e -
attention to language dominance factors and the

identification of differing pupil characteristics other than language

constitute significant weaknesses“in thg.study;' 8.
L]
(2) instead of aggepting:at face value the validity of statis- .

s

tically Significantscorrelations betgeen predictor and’eriterion

Ly

measures, the nature of the pﬂpulation distributions contributing
N .
to those correlations need to be carefully analyZed, particularly

, when distributions appear to be biamodal ortnearly soj; and
(3) unless the foregOing are made components of the research’

. design and data analysis the result is a continuing inappropriate

-

e TEStingrs,fhevminorifiea -9
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