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‘language. The question is. explored through-a reanalysis of data :
gathered .in a previous 6-year study that varied English and Tagalog
4instruction across grades one through six in 18 Philippino :
classroomss It was concluded that (1 proficiency in English is
: airectly related to the number of years in which it is useld as the
medium of classroom instruction, and (2). the average level of : C
- literacy in Tagalog is not cloSely related to the number of years in
‘which it has been used as a medium of classroom instruction.
‘Throughout the reanalysis pf the Philippino data, methodological
considerations which sha;}g be applied when choosing the unit of
analysis, covariates, and/ vartables for use ‘in 2 multivariate
~analysis of covariance procedure ard demonstrated. The E@nclusians cf
" the original study-were supportéd by the reanalysis’ of~the data. On ’
the basis of these results, it is’ rﬁgammended that English be used as
‘the lariginage of instruction for non-native speakers of English and
+hat such instruction” be accompanied by appropriate 1nstzu:tian in
native language arts and culture. (AuthcrfEH)
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o fi:whén the movement was pa1nfu11y sTaw dur1ng its f1{,1,dec§ﬁg;;;,f

'VEf,Lyndon Johnsun gave president1al 1mpetus to 139151a 1§éT§§éja1-f 

: act1cn dES1gned te 1mp1ement the Cnurt 5 ru11ng  ﬁ éfﬁé_iegislaaf“ f

- t1un was. enacted to pravide ccmpensatory educat1on for the cu1tur311y
d1fferent part1cu13r1y b1acks, ta remed1ate d1ff1cu1t1§§ it was
i ant1§1pated they wcuId have the pracess Df schao1\1ntégrat1nn
Five years 1ater Arthur Jensén averred that "Head Start" and cther
;*campensatﬂry Effcrts had Fa11ed to a]]ev1ate def1c1encies _ That
statement is still be1ng hg;]y.dgbated 1n:thh pfefe5s1qna1}and.]ay':
circles. . e

A similar situatian»ié now éeve1o§iﬁg inzthe Wéké‘of'bi1in§uél
‘educat1an prcgrams aﬁd a 1974 Supreme Cgurt de:1s1gn (Lau V. N1chn1)
ﬁaffect1ng the educat1on Df Ch1nese ch11dren in San Franc1sca "and

ultimately that of»other nonsEn911shsspeak1ng Qh1jdren thrcughout :
the country. Columnists in the-public préséiaféged about the threat
V-G% bi]ingua1-eduﬁatfeﬁ prggrams to tﬁé "meTting pdti'con:ept ”
_(Rasenfeld) the 1nept manner in wh1ch the pregrams are managed ‘

| (Shanker), and %he va1ue of ethn1€ St%STES (G]azer) Trad7t1ona11y,
‘a11 1mm1grant5 ta tﬁe United §tates had to. 1earn the English
1anguage There was no anxietyVabag§_psychgigg1fa] effects qn thew

. -1-
?




cﬁiid 1655 cf ethn1g 1dentity, or academ1c f311ure Taﬂay,'thése ,_i‘“j
- -;effects are snurees Qf cnnzern tu the psychﬂlagist the educatar, | )
the - ethn1c 1eader, the c1t1zen, and the 1eg1513tori; As a re5u1t we
v ;naw have a variety of” appraaches to bi11nguai educat1an that can i\ :
i _— 1ead to the conclusion’ that a]] effgfis are. use1ess--"a p]ague on 311
your hauses“.b The purpose ng th15 paper‘1s ta exam1ne ane SPEC1F1C 7
kfrstudy in the context of other stud1es 1q the hape that such a negat1ve ‘f
conclusion can be avoided B '.{ ‘tf;: o B .
There.a}e thfee basis_appfﬁaches to_édG¢ating ghi1dren who do
not speak English: =~ . B .
o . _
1. Tradition31! Immerse ‘the. m1ngr1ty 1anguage speaker ,
in an Eng11sh speaking school environment with use | F\ »)
gaQ. ;_i . of_the»native 1anggage ne1thér taught nnr permitted._ " -
IEE Ethnic-déminant*-'ﬂsé the miho;ityyiénguage as the
,med1um of 1nstruct1on w1th Eng11sh taught as a - o —
) SECOﬂd 1anguage (TESL pragramg) unt11 suff1§1ent ' f )

fluency 15 gained to permi‘t transitign to ahgéng]ifhf
dominated classroom.

3. Comﬁ?gmiée: Use of English as the-medium of instruc-

tion with the nativei1angua§e artsgaﬁﬂ culture taught -




- _‘as;_'uﬁg-gglj_ﬁjéc't a_reéi in the schgqi jéayig |
Quest1ans are. ra1sed as to the cha1ce between the seccnd and .

th1rd aptions nn psycha1og1ca1 and snc1uapa11t1ca1 graunds as much

as. on ducational real1ty The F1r5t 0pt1on 15 QEnera11y_;;acceptab1e

today r1nc1pa11y because it is perce1ved as dEﬂTgrﬂt]Dn of the N

- ¢hild's home. culture. o | '

'I1.° LITERATURE REVIEW

upan be1ng b1cu1tura] or be1ng able tD view rea]1ty Fram twa or.
more distinct cu]turaT perspect1ves (1955; Ref1ect1ng thTS ‘point
of view is the pra:t1ce of u51ng the nat1ve language or vernacu1ar
as the ba51c 1anguage of 1nstruct1gn Co11150n (1974) far examp1e,
report1ng on Ghan1an children who had had 6 yedrs Df studyl w1th

Eng11sh as the dgm1nant 1anguage of instruction, nated that “...when

En911sh is the 1anguage of education, thé-majar1ty of the experiménta]

subjects were not able to- exerc1se the1r cgnCéptuaT patent1a1 Qn
the other hand, the vernacu]ars -were more fruitful media far en-
hanc1ng the 1anguage-thaught interaction" (p. 454)>} A PEpDFt on 217

Federally-funded bilingual educat1@n demanstrat10n projects 51m113r1y -

" avers that in homef where the dgm1nant 1anguage 15 Dther than Eng11sh

. the ch11dren prafit most Fram the use of th31r mather tongue as

. ‘;! -f N



o

. the ntt1ve 1anguage 1n1t1a11y, with ora1 Eng11sh as part of the

may then take two to three years

@

a med1um of 1nstruct1an and as a Fﬂundatian far deve1gp1ng greater g
i'tompetente 1n Engl1sh“ (1973: p. 32). Manue1 (1955) Further }
,_pcstu1ates that use ot the vernatu1ar as- the :n1t1al 1anguage of

: 1nstruct1on may ease the transit1an frﬂm the cu]tura11y different

-
hgme to the schaol Situat1on for young th11dren Stud1es in Canada

, (1968) -the- American Southwest (1970), and eTsewhere urge teach1ng in

3

' D1sagreement w1th pragrams evolving from Wharf S hypothes1s 15

based on stud1es that 1nd1tate that the degree of competente in

¢

En ,11sh 15 p951t1ve1y corre]ated with the 1ength of exposure of

’ EngTisﬁi As a pract1cal matter mareover, in many n0n ~Western

.- countries, as we]] as -in the Un1ted States, English- 15 the 1anguage

Jeve]s ~To ach1eve 5uFf1t1ent fac111ty in EngT1sh to perm1t SubJECt

s

- matter campetence, 1t would seem 1mperat1ve to have maximum exposure

to English _This study will attempt to answer two quest1ons (1)
What effect does theglﬂtﬁDdUEtTOH of a’ Fore1gn Ianguage as the medium

of tlassrcom 1n5truct1gn at var1ou5 grade Tevels have. upon future

ab111ty in the use of that ‘Tanguage on ath1evement and 1anguage

-proF1c1enty tests? And,,(E) What effect daes the vary1ng grade

Tevel of introduction have upon the ability of the person to use the

-

‘curr1cu1umi The tran51t1on tD Engilsh as the Ianguage of 1nstruct1gn -

oy

tof 1nstruct1on and/or textbcaks in the secondary and: h1gher educat1on -



- B R

- net1ve 1anguage{ Theee are eeme ef the queet1one wh1eh a 11tt1e

'1.1-1967) attempted te anewer.-:g

L ”kncwn etudy, the ph111pp1ne LanguageeTeeeh1ng g;per1mente (Dev15,

'\A.'

-

III METHDDS AND PROCEDURES

— _-' 4 . o L o - .

In th1e peper, an epprepr1ate extens1en ef the ana1y51e as g1ven

:"IbM§D3V1S w111 be presented Jt will ettempt ta demenetrete some of

[

"'_the cons iderations whf@h eheu]d be app11ed when chaee1ng the unit

"
Mo -

of ana1yeie, cevar1eiee, and variablées for uee in a mu1t1ver1ete |
ene]ys1s of cover1enee procedure. w1tﬁ‘the .advent of the h1gh epeed

eiectronie_eemegtertehd‘the prolification of "canned" erqgreme; the -

4.g=temptetien on the part of research workers had peen not only to use

more vartable and covariates, but also to use mo

ene]ye{e techniquee wh11e 1ncréeeed seph1et1eet1on can be a good *

| eubgeet to Sﬁa1y515 Fu1f111 the eeeumpt1on ef the pert1cu1ar technique .

' qupe1ng emp]eyed N1thout ver1f1eet1en of eeeumpt1eﬁe, the high epeed

F E4

‘One of the eteted objects of Pert_Ii,et Dav1e experiment wee.g,

ccmputer end eeph1st1eeted mu1t1var1ate ene1ye1e tEChn1quee "..;cen

on1y generete eomp11cated garbage from S1mp1e trash (Teteueke, 1969)" ]

& L]

B

"to determine whether TagHlog-speaking children
will display the same amount of achievement... -

at the end of Grade 6...1f English"and Tagalog .

-5-



1anguage aFt§‘é
POREE ,gfi;' (b) Taga1ng in. Grades 1-2- and
7 ' ) .g¢Egg11sh in Grades.3-6 o B
" (c) Tagalog in Grades 1-4 and -
i, = o : ' o SR * ‘/,
English in Grades 5-6." Ty
. . 'V - n - \, | g ’ .

s =

-To obta1n data reﬁevant gf.th1s abject1ve /g1ghtéén c1a§5€s of »

=

) apprDX1mate1y f%ﬁty ch11dren eéch were Formed At Teast one c1ass

L waSHFGrmed from each of the Fa11ow1ng f1VE‘SDC1Q economic :Dmmun1t1es

urban sem1 urban, Farm1ng, f15h1ng, -and cottage 1ndustry Three .
grcups Qf six c13554§ eaé‘gﬁgggﬁﬁarmed w1th at 1East one school

_from each of the five sg cio- eccnam1csgammun1ties "Further, Group 1

-
L N

“received treatment (a); Eraup-g received treatment (b), and}Group 3"

™ eceived treatment (:) ' Cﬁderen fram each séhdéi were selected for

the exper1méntal class by arbitrarily ass1gn1ng pup11s at the pre- .

=

determined 1nterval to the exper1menta1 class from an a]phabet1ca1
11st of a]] enter1ng pup11s One teacher from each sch001 was :
selected per year to .teach the experimentai class on the basis of

Teécher-baﬁkgkound'in&ex (See Dav1s, 1967 far the details of

..7- .*

: mthE se]ect1on prccedures, pf 8 12) _The progectvwas 1n1t1ated in

“ 7g}ngj196@ and ended in 1966.



_The s1x cavarlates se1ected and used were (1) Ehrﬂna1ag1ca1
h age 1n months as. DF June 1969 (2) days in schnn1 in ‘Grades 1- S

f(3) Pup11 Sac1o ecenam1c index (sum Far rating in 1969 1961 and 1965~

e

" 1966 (4) Taga1gg P1$ture-Vacabu1ary Test (June, 1950), (5) Eng11sh .
~Praf1c1ency Test,,Ferm Af Part. 2: Dra] Express1on (June 1960)
N ;and (6) Language Apt1tude Test (June,’ 1960) Two other covariates,'

. fﬁr-Teacher-backgraund Index - (sum for teaéﬁers of each pup11 1n Grades’

-

1-6) and, School-facilities Index as gf June~ 1960 were measured but

not used in the final analysis. i

£

The seven var1§b1es selected and used in the Fina1 ana]y515 were

(1) Eng11sh Prof1c1ency Tést Form E, Part 1 Llsten1ng Comprehension
(Apr11; 1956), (2) Eng11sh ProF1c1ency Test, Fa;m E, Part 2: Ré§gin§
Comprehension (ApfiT, 1§66)§ (3) English Praf%ciency Test, Form?E,‘
Part 3:. Heéhanizé of English (April, 1966)* (4) EngTish Prﬂficfency:
, Form E, Part 4: Oral Express1on (Apr11 1966)€ (5) English

% ﬁ;,guage Test (Apfi1 1955)ﬁv (6) Englisk Raad1ng Test (Apr11,51955);

ané,v(7)'Tagaiog Reading Test (April, 1955)!

* s ' 3 .
T 5

: ThévanaTysig procedures employed cansi%%ed of abuﬁivariate
analysis of'covar1ance of each of the seven v§r1ab1es us1ng the -
1nd1v1dua1 pgp11 as the un1t of ana1ysls in both cases Each un1var—
iate ana’ly51s of covariance used the six chaNates mentmned abave

to stat15tica]1y adjust the individual's f1ﬂ§1‘3§cres in accordance

LN T
TS 2

e . £

3 - - . A : iy

. . 5 . & : -
. £ L -
= . . y f 1
T . ' . .
i




X &
= - = ;i 9
- with the initial scores. |
R R S s

. The rESQTts aF this. ana1ysis can. be seen in Tab1e T ~(Davis .-

. -
Table 30, pp, 71- 72)

[™

“TABLE 1

Baw and Aﬁ}isted HEan Scnres On Language Iests with
F-Ratlos For Treatment DiffEFEﬁEES Amang All Completed
Cases in Grade Six . .

Véfiate -._Difféféﬁgé* " Group. o Fgraﬁié - DF

% . S - e v

. English -  Raw 9.01 = 8.07 7:06 39.21 23573

: Listening - AQd . 9.35 7.73  _7.07 49,11 23566
:  Comp. : . ’ S .
~ *English . Raw  * 27.73 23.16 20.38 61.71 . 2:;573

Reading Adj. 29.01  21.87 20.45 - 81,95 2;566
B : Comp. g - : '
T English Raw - 60.34 56.85. 52.94 ¢ 49.11 2;573
" Mech) Adj. 62.12 55.14  52.95 72.48 2;566
English B . ) .
: " Oral. : Raw .  12.50  10.12 9.54 . 50.71 2;573
- . Express. -Adj. - 13.03 9.61 9.54 62.63 2:566
- s ‘ S

Raw  62.77 58.75 56.43 27.48 2,573

. BPS
Adj.  64.5¢ 57.03  56.44 44.20 - 2,566

i?English
Language

BPS
English
Reading i . S :

BPS ’ ‘fﬁk‘Xaw 85.34 84,71 ' 84,57 2,12 23573
Tagalog Adj. 85.91 - 84.14 84.58 6.93 2;566
Reading - : : :

= == = s== = == = ===== = =SS s=sss = ==

‘Raw  55.96  49.65 45.05 54.70 . 23573
Adj. . 57.74  47.86  45.14 - - 70.51 - 2:566

i Some of the conc1us1ans reached as a rasu1t of the data presented
"may be stated as Proficiency in English is d1rect1y re]ated to the

: /& ’ number of years in wh1§h 1t is used as the medium of c]assroam

B




7A1nstructian : And “the average TEVEI Gf 11teracy 1n Tagalog is nat
B £

 ¢165&1y rgiated to the number af years in wh1ch it has been used as

;T

'”_Va med1um of c1assroom 1nstruct1un (Dav1s 1967)": An 1mpartant
» questian which may,be asked is: “Do there ex]st w1th1n the canf1nes
f* of the exper1menta] situation Dther un1ts, ccvar1ates, var1ab?as, and
. A L methods of ana1y5:2§wh1ch m1ght have been mgre germane to the pract1—A

. - cal quest1on of second 1anguage 1nstruct1@n w1th1n the c]assroum
B . 5‘, .

Settﬂng?“ %,
TV.  THE-RIZAL EXPERIMENT, PART TWO .- RATIONAL FOR REANALYSIS
) V B . . . ‘ ) A

{:w? : . ﬁ—,

In th1s section, the units, cavarrates, var1abies anqgmethcd
QF analysis usSﬂr1n the Rizal Exper1ment Part Two, w111 be d1scussedA .
,and angthér un1t and methnd of ana1yz1ng the data will be suggested
';It will be suggested that the apprOpr1ate un1t QF ana1y51s should be
the’ c]assrggm mean,\that the only cavar1ate wh1ch shou]d be emp]oyed
w1th the Eng11sh literacy tests is the Pup11 ‘Socio-economic Index, ; "
and that the ana1y515 techn1que which shou1d be used is: (1) a
mu1t1var1ate ana]ys1s of covariance for the Eng11sh 11teracy tests
and, (2) an/ un1var1ate at ana1y51s af variance for the Taga]og Reading
VCDmprehenSTDn Test 19555 : o o ’ .
Two ?D%nts'Wilifbe cpnsfdered in the choice of units for the

Rizal Experiment, Part Two: (1) the fandom assignment of units to




' f1nteract1nn during ihe exper1menta] periad“

e

. - ~ [T
. .- - w Sig B = . b .
T my A : - 3 R
. ) . R = R -
e L. . = : i ) R o
. N . s oy -
' Lo S LA B A
) Co e B < ¥oliay s =
LA i = Z b e B
i ] . ) =
‘ v, R [ :
" : L
‘ vl -
=

. d1fferent treetment eend1t1uns and (2) the independence nf pDSS1b1e

L . s L= W N *

Ih the Rizal Exper1ment Part Twn, the three grnupe used were

?

Fneméh random1y Frnm eighteen eehnn15 wh1ch were b1eeked on the1r o

. sne1a eennnm1ciﬂeveﬂ W1th one c1assreom formed per echcnje The -

children were p]aced in that é1assrnom on tqe bas1s of raneom .

: ; :
ee]eet1un frnm,the ch11dren who gnrc1jedn1n that schge1 Th#s pro-

’ cedure doee nét acccmp115h the task of randdm 3551gnment of. unlts f

i»dEpendent,jrende type QF funet1on. Nhen the 1nd1v1du31,pup11 is

:;ﬁfdesfgnated as the experimental unit and the treetnente’Ere adminis-

tefed“tofgrennehnf units, classrooms, there exists the distinct

possibility ofisys ematic uncontrolled differential intereetion@f This

pnprem can be solved by either teaching English to each child individ-

:u311y,'%nieh isérether impractical, or by designating the classroom
e '

as" the experimental unit.




%

- H : - x

Acgarding to Peckham, Glass, and Hapking\(_ij, )

definition of a unit is: . -

=

" of Ehe’%@lle;tian of the experimental subjects

. The éxﬁerimenﬁsl units are the smalleést divisiom

" which have been randomly assigned to the differ-

ent conditions iﬂ the experiment andlwhiéh héve

. - hS

responded indepéndentiy of each athér for the

duration of the experiment or which if allowed

to interact during the expé?imeﬁtal period, had
- _the influence of all extraneous variables con-

: trolled through randomization.

Concerning the independence of pcssib]e-iﬁteracfﬁqﬂs
the expefﬁmenta? period, Cox points out that:
It is very desirable fhat the different experi-
mental units sheould regpcné ;ndependen£1§ of one
énatherj in the senses that there should be no
" way in which the treatment applied to one unit
. can affgct the observation abtaineé in another
unit, ahd that the occurrence of, say, an un-
usually high or low DbSéfvéﬁi@ﬁ aﬁ one unit
should have no effect on what 1s likely Eé

occur on another unit....The precautions to be

taken depend on the nature of the experiment,

=11-

[

13
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o . *  but they ﬁsuélly consist in physical isolation
A . 1 : ; a .

of the different wunits and, in particular, of

the uﬂiEngéEEigiﬁg the same treatment (Cox,
- 1958). > - \
. = %

*

The same point is made in Stanley's book, Improving Experimental

g - Dgsjgniaan$;atist%ca1 Aﬁa1ysj37(1967, p. 183), and by Rath 'in his

paper, "The App;gpﬁiafe Expérimenta] Unit" (1967). Furthermore,

that the scores Qf studeé;s learning in a group

-have a smallafgvafiaﬁge than‘dc'zﬁe_scor%s of

students 1éafniﬁg in a one-to-one basis...
Y : Steck found that the .variance of scores of the

students who learned in ggigraup were signifi-

céntly sméller;than the variance of Ch2'SEdrES

of students who had learned indi€£dually (Rath,

. 11967). - ‘ o 3

Although the sample that Steck used was rather smé]], thirty children
in each QF the two experimental groups, the results seem to suggest
that learning in a group is different from learning on a one-to-one
basis. Finally, if the results of this study are to be generalized
to the actual classroom situation in any meaningful way, it would
seem that the aqaiysis of the data should in some way reflect the
situation as it rea11yxexistsf In many schools, the teacher spendé

a large share of his or her effort in group instruction énd activity.

-12-
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Therefore, it weould seem appropriate to use thé'c1assrocmfmeah
rather than the individual pupil scores as éﬂgrunit of analysis.

-

5 T

" Assuming that the apﬁrogriate unit of _analysis has been chosen,
the next step is to check the approﬁriatEness of the assumption of
the statistical procedure used. In this case, the assumptions of =

- = . 3 % = ] * R = - b= o 'k
analysis of covariance must be exapined. One of the assumptions of

analysis of covariance is that within each¥treatment,’ scores on each

of the variables have a,1inéar'régres§ion on scores on each of the
covariates and that the slope of the régression Tiﬂg;acrcss treatments
is the same for each variag1e_ "It will be assumed that all of the
regressions are of linear form> To test the quality of regression
slopes across treatments,qan Fﬁfest wés used as given by Walker and
Lev (1953}, pp. 390=393); It was found thaﬁ of all of the covariates
oniy two, Pupil Socio-economic Index and Language Aptitude Test, had
-equal regression slopes across éreatments for most of the variatés,
(See Table 2.) If a covariate is to be worth using, the regression

"slopes should not only be equal across treatments, but the common

slope should also be different from zero.. For example, if one inspects,

"~ the c;var%até Language Ap%itude in Table 2, it can be seen that,
although for five of the seven variates a common slope exists for
the three groups, thgré are five :eT13_@F the tab1e;withbut7X'sg
thérefére, it is not usable as a cgvagiaﬁe in the anaTysis,fbeCause

in all cases slopes are not significantly different from zero, i.e.

-13-



all cells.contain zeros. In testing whethe§ this was the case for

- : r .
< the other covariates, the only covariate which was found to have a
common (slope different from zero was the Pupil Socio-economic Index.
. ¥ B &
From these considerations, it would seem that the only legitimately .
usable covariate for the English literacy tests would be the Pupil
Socio-economic Index.
4
é
-
N TABLE 2
. Test of Equality of Regreggién'glépés and of
Py o Zarn Regressinn Slopés
- = (B, #B %BQ . o= (B = 0.0) -
. COVARIATES .
C.A. Attend. Teacher School ‘Socio Tagalog Eng. Lang.
1960 ~ / Index Index econ. Vocab. Oral Apt.
- — T Ny ,;égeg’z;;;»ifa—E;E,**”’; ==Ems=Fs===5
English [ o ) o f—af o ) 0
Listen. x 1 x x / X X X X
) English | o ) ) o o o \ o
j Read. X X X X < b4 b X
V  English (o “g K o o o] o
A  Mech. \| x x X % X x
E R Fsee——— = = = = — — — - I
I ,English| o ) ) ) o o o
A ') Oral X- X x b4 *
T 18,1 —- = — = = — e —— = —
E BPS Eng o o o o 2 o o o
-5 Lang X x x X B
) BPS Eng.| o o ) 0o 0 ) o
Read. X b4 X X X
BPS Tag (o} o] o] o o] o
Read -—=§—==5J :EEE=§=EEJ=:=:§§=E: f;:zz}étszzjgzz‘i}éﬁ:;%szsg::’:ﬁsj

Test of nquality Regression Slopes (Walker and Lev, 1953, p.
Test of Zero Regression Slope (Dixon, 1967, DMDOIR, p..ELS),




5

vis
£

g_;

bétween the variables (See Table 3) and because of the physical

<8
s - ) ' S 7 7 >
The choice ‘of variables to be used in the statistica] analysis -

shau1d take intd caﬁsidefatian the question(s) which the exper1ment

¥

Eattempts to answer and the type cf analysis prﬂcedure wh1ch w111 be .

used. S1nce one of the goals af the R1za1 Experiment 'was- to measure ‘eé

the effect of d1Fferéntial beginning TﬂtPOdUCtTDn of a second languagd

as the medium cf classrogm 1nstrucf’bn, it does not seem apprgpr1ate .

tﬁat one of the var1ables in. the mu1t1variate analysis of covariance - , 2
used to hglp angwer this qqestignJFhDUTd b§ea‘test which measures E
the abibity of subjﬁcts to use théforigina1{1anguage. It would seem

inappﬁgpriate because the sﬁﬁjects will in a11 1iké1ihaa& use the

© : )

~original Ianguage in a]1sﬂa11y ccntact aut51de the classrégm Th1§

]

usage plus da11y 1n5truct10n w1th1n Qlass will probabTy lead to the

' deve]opment QF prof1C1ency Th1s uhcontra11eé-var1ai1an shou1d not

- be 1nc1uded W1th1n the F1rst gpa1y51s as a var1ab1e since it is not

Y 3
really necessary in the aﬁSWéPTHQ_QF the first questicn being asked. B
Hence, it would seem that the inclusion of a variate to measyre

ability in the reading of Tagalog (Tagalog Reading Test, Apfi?, 1966)
: . 1994109 .

wéuld be ihappropriate. : , ji

The method of analysis which is bETHQ suggested for the first
questigh is a multivariate aﬂa1ys15 of covar1ance This technique

would seem necessary because of the high degree of intercorrelation

.impossibility of completely controlling extraneous variance which the



1

statistical process of covariance analysfs attempts to do. The high

degree of intercorrelation of the variables would suggest that if

- one were- to perform a series of univariate analysis ofgovariance,

the-conclusions ‘that could be derived from these analysis procedures

might be difficu1t§to interpret successfully.

TABLE 3

Correldation Matrix of Variates
= Using Class Means

‘English English English Oral - BPS Eng. BPS Eng.
Listen. Reading  Mech. Expresa. Lang. ‘Reading

=sEsS==S=s=s ==

English 1.0000 L9130 .9265 .8171 .8965 -9206
Listen. ' ‘
Comp. -
English
Reading
Comp. -
Eﬁglish
Mech.

1.0000° © .9534 .8253 .8912 .9657

1.0000 .8274 .9127 - .9530

ral
Espress.

BP5

‘English
Lang.

1.0000 .8826 .7976

1.0000 .9061

SR R R T I I S,

BPS —
English 1.0000
Reading ”

€

‘Through the use 6f a multivariate analysis of covariaﬁée with its

ability to include ‘these high.correlationships within the calculations,

the interpretation of the resulting output would seem to be more clear

Sm

.
L
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cut. To answer the second GUSREIGK

Reading Test should be used}

./,; 7 . i ‘}";"»—1 L B
G answer;#qest1nn two, !

s

N which

V. RESULTS OF A REANALYSIS

The results of the reanalysis to answer the' first question using
‘the classroom mean as the unit; the Pupil Socio-economic Index as a

covariate; and Eng1i§h’Listening Comprehensive Test, Engiish Reading

Comprehension TE;t’f%ﬂ911Sh Mechanics Test, 0}a¥zéxﬁ',;>ion Test,
BPS Eng?fsh Langyage Test, and BPS English Reading Test as va;iabfés
in the mu1tii15{§teana1ysis of covariance were that: (1) the mean
of c1assraom“meéns for the three groups on each of the variables
arranged themselves in descending order Earrespondfng to the
decrease in the amount of time in which English was used as the
mediuﬁ of instruction in the c]aéggoom (See Table 4), and (2) the
multivariate probability that the th;ee groups Wege different because
‘)of a changé FTucﬁuatﬂ%fis less than 0.066 (See Table 5).

=

N




Table 4
Means, Standard Deviatians and Adjusted Means¥® ﬂf
) Graups an Each English Litéragy Variable _

Variate L Group -
. 1o L2 3
2\ Grades 1-6 Gfades 3-6 C:ades 5-6
~ 7 (N = 6) 5) (N = 6)

| 9.050 8.083 7.017
- 0.404 0.857 0.906

[
[
]
¥
"]
<
R
= ’D‘ 3
—
=
R - el
ool
(V]
Lo
i
[wia]
F"—‘
Loy
LY
~d
o
o
L]

27.133 23,133 20.250
Reading i 3.097 3.140 2.010
Comp. J .M 126.567 23,466 20.500

English M
SD
AD.
English M 59.983 56.950 . 52.750
SD
AD
M

Mech. S [2.428 3.830 . 2.573
J M §9.443 57.267 152.989
, . , 2,383 10.217 . 9.483
Express. SD 12.267 2.099 - 1.983 - -
ADJ .M 12.008 1Q.437 9.655
BPS " M 32.500 58.917 C - 56.217
English SD 73.327 5,023 . 3.002
Lang. ; ADJ .M ;1.812 59.321 g 56.467 -
- Bes” M . 55.617 49.617 -. 44,767
English - sp '4.,187 ' " el 56
’Readlng : ADJ .M 4. 565

===F=

. *Adjusted{using the Qavarlate Pupil Sacia Ecannmgz Index

R o . —~ _ _ - _ 7

e
. a
. ﬁ
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TABLE 5
Multivariate Tests of Significance

Using Wilks Lambda Criterion

Test of Roota F - DFHYP "DFERR P Less Than

~12.000 18.000 0.063

1 through 2 - 2,207
5.000 9.500 0.485

2 through 2 | . 0.964

SsE=s=ss = == ====

Univarigté F. Tests
Mean 5q. P Less Than

Emesmm—— = ====s==

Eng. Listen. . 12.671 4,992 0.001
Eng. Reading 9.939 52.888 0.002
Eng. Mech. : ' 9.034 62.754 0
Eng. Oral 3.285 8.167 0
BPS Eng. Langdi 3.591 41.245 0.055
BPS Eng. Read. 10.367 125.413 0
===== = === =E==5 === === == “‘7=f—ﬁ === ==

The results of the reanalysis to answer the second question
: —

- JISing the classroom mead as the unit and the BPS Tagiyé; Read}ng
Test (April, 1966) as the variable in a univariate analysis of
_ variance were that: (1) the mean of classroom means for the three
| graupsrﬁéé no particular ordering (See Table 6) and, (2) the univar- )

ﬁ;g jate probability that the three groups were different because of a

( chance fluctuation is less than 0.485 (See Table 7).

L7}
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T : T Grouw
l [

Crades 1-6

(N =6)

BPS Tagalog M 85.483 84.767. 84.567
Reading Test SD ?r 0.624 1.648 1.549

=d==== =s======== =

Groups on the BPS Tugalog Readlng Test

2 3
Grades 3-6 Grades 5-6

TABLE 7.
Univariate F=Test
?'(2;‘15) 4+ Mean S ;77' - o P less than -

0.760

g VI. CONCLUSIONS
- '

&

The conclusions which can be drawn from the reana1x§js§§% the

data are the same as those Davis reached in Philippine Language-
"Proficiency in English is directly related

] _‘__YP__;“{ 7 (
tgiihé number of years in which it is used:'as the medfium of class-

room instﬁﬁftion"; And, "the average TéveIRoF literacy in Tagalog

is not closely related to the number of yeafs in which it has been
o, : [

used as the medium of classroom instructicnﬁi These conclusions

-would seem to be more strongly supported because the reanalysis




L e

procedure reflected more éﬁcurate1y the actual experimental situation

and the ﬁnstruttion of and to the classroom.

VII.  DISCUSSION

£ V T o )
. The conclusions reached after anAEXtendéd anaTysié%gf the data,
= - r% N

desplite the problems inherent to cross cultural comparison, would. o

~ seem to be pertinent to educational experiments being G@rried out-

in the United StatesJ It hés been suggested by some (Baratz and
Baratz, 1970; "Labov, 1969) that the Black culturé and 1angﬁaée Shcuid

be v1ewed an& treated as a distinct EXper1ence, dist1n¢t from the

main White cuTtwuyal exper1ence but not as jSEpr1ved experience. One

of the) imp1ié§%ions hich has been suggested by this view is that’

Bﬂack children shQu1d‘Tecé?ve their early education using “éﬁack
English" (Baratz,,TQSQ)_ Although the use of the vernacular would

be useful in promoting the éhi?d's §E1ffcon§ept and an appreeiation
of his cu1tqra1;herita§e, the results of this study would suggest
that its use as the medium of classroom instruction might be detri-
mental to the child's future academic success. It would seem that
fon the child who does not use Standard English as the vernacular to
achieve maximum future academ{tZSUCEess and score high on achjévemeﬁt
tests, which are administered in Stanﬁ}rd English, the best apprcach
would be to have the child use Stahdard English as the medium of

classroom instruction as sogon as possib1eﬁ This does not mean that

-21-
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the child's cultural heritage should be neglected in any way. Hence,

it is recommended that the use of English as the language of instruc-
tion, accompanied by appropriate in5¥ructian in native language arts
and culture kthé‘Campﬁamise option), offers an optimal experience
necessary for future agademi; and career success in the present -

':fv predominantly Standard English speaking culture.

N e
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