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ABSTRACT

The aim of this paper is to examine the cause of the reading

achievement gap between language minority students and non-language
minority students. Analyzing the intricate relationship among language
background; socioeconomic status and ethnicity in the High School _and

Beyond data set; it was found that both language background and SES
have a substantial and independent impact on reading achievement
scores, but SES has more of an impact on white students than on
Hispanic students. In addition, using Duncan's statistical technique
to decompose the reading achievement gap between language minority and

non-1anguage minority students, it was found that only about half of

the reading gap was accounted for by removing the effects of SES and
ethnicity. Therefore, the remaining 50% of the reading gap was a

product of language background and other unexplained variables.
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HHAT MATTERS? THE RELATIVE&IHPACEJOF tANGUAGE BAEKGROUND
AND SOCIOECONDMIC STATUS ON READING ACHIEVEMENT

“Alvin Y. So and Kenyon S. Chan
| .
It has been weii accepted thai iéﬁgaagé ﬁinority stuaénrg ao not

language minorities: What needs to be further |nvest|gated, however, -

is the cause of this reading achievement gap between the two groups.

Is this gap strlctly a matter of fanguage background, or |s |t a matter

of the socioeconomic status of language minority students?
1 P

YA

T e T
The bilingual educstion literature tends to take the position that

»

'language background is the determlnung factor in readnng achievement
(séé, e. g., Andersson & Boyer, 1978 Gaarder, 1977) ihe literature

conducted in Engllsh. Eonsequently, language m|nor|ty studen*s, unable
to communicate with their teachers, are unable to close the gap between
them and their English-speaking peers and fall further behind in the
later school years. Furthermore, that early frustration establishes.a
pattern of failure for language mlnornty students which is compounded *
by the mismatch between their language and that of the school program iy
and its environment: This perspectlve ‘establishes a &irért ’
relatlonshlp between the language background of language minority

students and their poor academic and readlng achievement.

Recently, this language background explanation has been challenged
by Rosenthal, Milne, Ginsberg and Baker (1981). Suspecting that there
may be hudden effects of socioeconomic deprivation; the authors ran a
regressuon analysis on the Sustaining Effects Study data bSSe;‘ In

their analysis of 1,800 language minority students, Rosenthal et al.



polnted oput that:

language is not hlghly lmportant in explalnang level of

achievement among the general population: Furthermore, the small

influence on achievement level of language background is further

reduced when socioeconomic status is controlled. Language
background was found to have almost no influence on school-year

learning. (p. 7)
Consequently, théy concluded that socioeconomic status i3 much ﬁaré
closely related to achievement than is home language background.

The Rosenthal et al. paper opens an important debate over whether
language background or socioeconomic (SES) is more crucial in
explaining the low reading achievement of language'minorlty students. .

Previous research on bilingual education has often tended to focus on

‘language background at the expense of the SES variable: Also:note--

worthy is Rosenthal et al.'s ut|l|zat|on of a national data set to

advance their assertion. Bilingual educatlon researchers have tended

to overlook large scale survey data to test their hypotheses.

in spite of the above merits, however, the Rosenthal et al: study
falls short of its goals for a number of reasons. First; while the.
Sustaining Effects Study data base is a natlonally representatlve '

-study, it was not designed to study the issues of language mlnorlty -

students. Consequently, the Sustaining Effects Study specifically

i excluded non-Engllsh speaklng students from its sample. Hoephner

speaklng students and any classroom whlch had predomlnantly

1imited= Englnsh speaking students were excluded from the sample.

Second, the Sustalnlng Effects Study data base does not contain a
strong measure of language minority status or level of English
proflc1ency. The Rosenthal et-al. study used a measure of language
dominance derived from the question’ on whether Engllsh was used by a
parent in providing homework ass|stance. ThlS questlon is problematlc
.in that (a) parents do not necgssarlly provide homework assistance; (b)

parents may not have the ability to provide homework assistance; or (c)

.



> .
homework assignments may be in Engllsh, which diminishes the 1ikel ihood
of helping the child in a language other than English. Moreover; those
256 parents who failéd to answer the homework question were arbitrarily
grouped with 287 parents who reported heloing in a language other than
Engllsh Since the Rosenthal et ‘al. study did not properly measure the
\language varlable, this may be the reason that the effect of 1anguage

Y

dldhnot show up in the regresslon equation.
Third; tHe,Rogéhthai et al: study exaggerated the effects of the
SES variable by including race. Since the SES variable generally does
not include race as one of its categorles, it is more appropriate to
consider race as another control variable than to lump it together with

EEé'Séé variable. o

Finally, the Rosenthal et al. study did not examine the
interaction effects between 1anguage background and socioeconomic
status. Since a maJorlty of language minority students are from low SES
and ‘Hispanic bachrounds, it is*possible that a confoundlng effect
among the above two varlables could exust. Eonsequently; it ~may hot be
sufficient to study the effect of SES alone or the effect of language

éione, but rather to study the statistical interactions between these

two variables. The Rosenthal et al. stidy has pointed to a new

research frontier but falls short of its goal.

The aim of this paper is to follow the promising thread of the
Rosenthal et al. study in examining the intricate relatnonshlps among
Zlanguage backgrounc, SES, and ethnlcuty. n order to avoid some of the

ethodological errors\:n Rosenthal s study, this paper utultZes the
High School and Beyond (HS&B) national data set which, among other
thlngs, was especnally deS|gnedlto collect data on issues facnhg
language minority students. In what F—Tlows, this paper will describe
" the HSEB data base, discuss the varlables used in the ana1y515, and
then present and discuss the findings.

1
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The Data Set

The High School and Beyond was a hational loﬁéiib&iﬁél study of
the cohorts of 1980 high school seniors ahd spphmores in the United
State;. The sample was a two-stage stratified probabtllty sample with
schools within a stratum drawn with a probabulnty proportuonal to their
size. Onhce a school was selected up to 36 §aﬁﬁaaaFé§ ahd 36 5éhlbf§;

administrators from 988 schools completed questionnaires. The data set

represents a population of 3. 8 miilion sophomores and 3 million seniors

in more than 21,000 schools in spring 1980 (Peng, Fetters: & Kilstad,
1981; NORC,, 1980a):

What makes the HS&EE date base relevant to the present analysis is
that specual attention was paid to the collection of data on language
mlnorlty populatléhs (see Nielsen &. Fernandez, 1981 So, 1982) lf a

responses formed the language file of the HS&B data base (NORC; 1980b).
. v ‘ _
Ih addition to the special language questionnaire; the HSEB study
also specifically over- sampled Hlspanlcs, the largest language minority
in the U.S. However, in order to avoid bias in over- samplung
Hispanics; the HSEB assignéd Wéights to each case in the sample.
Weights were calculated to reflect differential probabilities of sample
selection and to adest for nonresponse. In this respect; the HS&B
data set remains a nationally representative study that supplements,the
general ‘information usually collected (e:g:; family background, school
experience, college aspirations; etc.) with information that is

especially of interest to researchers in bilingual educat ion.

-



Despite the fact that the HS&B data set is among the most
comprehensive data base on language minority students, it also contains
the following sample constraints which serve to weaken its use in our

analysis. First, 8,267 students of the orlglnal!y targeted 69,662
stident sample were absent on the survey day (NORC, 1980a, p. 10)

Since this represents 12% of the potentlal sample, it cannot be éégumed
that all of the students were absent because of illness or for famuly
reasons. It is likely that a large proportlon of the absentees were

iangdége mlnorlty students: If these assumptlons are correct, then the

minority background. Second, many language minority students dropped
out long before they reached the tenth grade, which means that the HSEB
déta éet intludes oniy tnose students who were talented or determlned
1981; Steinberg; Blinde & Chan, 1982) Thlrd, diie to the above
fllterlng processes of absentéelsm and dropping out, there is the
conspicuous absence of non-English speaklng language minorities in the
HSEB data set. A simple fact is that if a student really was

non- Engllsh speaknng, that stuodent had a high likelihood of dropping

out before grade 10 and therefore was not presont on the HS&B survey
day- Consequently, when a student was asked for self- -assessed Engllsh
ability on the HS&B questlonnaure, almost no one in the sample replied
that he or she did not understand Englnsh. indeed, one had to under-
stand what was written on the English HS&B questionnaire at least well

enough\to circle the right answer "ho Engllsh ability a? all. Only 56

out of 58; 000 students answered the questlonnalre in Spanish.

Due to these three constraints; the data provided by tne HSEB

survey may have uhderestimated the low reading achievement of language

minority students and may reduce the importance of the language

background variable in explaining reading achievement. Therefore, in
order not to further diminish the strength of the language variable in
our analysis; it is very important to ensure that the language

background variable be measured acturately.
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The Variables

it is not an easy task to measure the language background variable

. accurately because too often the phrasing of the' language question

elicits a response that is unanticipated by survey researchers. For
instance; the question, "What language do the people in your home
Usually speak?" is adequate for measuring home language usage, but the
question by itself does not indicaté whether a student uses that
language at home or not. The presence of grandparents in the home

greatly increases the usage of ethnic languages; but it does not mean

‘that the student uses that language. Since the task here is to study

the student's reading achievement on an individual level, the above

home language question is not suitable for our. research purpose.
°

On the other hand, the individual language question; '"What
language do you usually speak now?'' is hard to answer if the context of
using that language has not been specified. Since the HSEB survey was
conducted in English and the high school environment is totally

English, a student answering the above question is more likely to
respond in English. Thus, it is not surprising that 862 of the sample
in the language file identified English as their usual language. Since
this individual language question cannot distinguish language minority
from non-language minority students, this question is limited in its

usefulness for measuring language background.

Because of the above complications, this paper aggregated several
individual language questions that specify the context of language
usage at home (speak that language to mother) and outside the homé
(speak that language with best friends, with other students, at work
and in stores). The responses to these questions enable us to:

construct a three category language status variable as follows:

o English Monolingual--if a student never used 3 non-Engl i sh

language at home or outside the home.

e English Dominant Bilingual--if a student used a non-English
language at home only but never used.it outside the home:

e Other Language Dominant Bilingual==if a student usad a
non-Engl Ish language at home and outside the home :

171



There is no other language monolingual category in the HSEB sample due

to the sample constraints explained earlier.

Once the definitional problem of language minority status is
settled, the measurement of SES; ethnicity, and reading achievement
variables can also be defined in the HSEB data set. The HS&B data set
composite scale constructed from father's occupation; father's
education, mother's education; family income, and a set of items that
3sk whether the student's. family receives a daily newspaper, owns an
encyclopedia or other reference books, has a typewriter, an electric
dishwasher, two or more cars or trucks; more than 50 books; or a pocket
caiculator, and whether the student has his or her own room. Each item
of the SES scale was standardized within a grade to a mean of zero and
a standard deviation of one. The mean of the non-missing jtems w5§> '

then taken for each case to yield the composite SES measure.

The ethnicity variable is taken from responses to the quest ion,
"What is your origin or descent?' Students are Hispanic if their
ancestry was originally from Latin Américan countries, and students are
White if their ancestry was originally from European countri&s. This

paper includes only Whites and Hispanics for the analysis.

Finally, reading achievement is measured by scores on the reading
test in the student questionnaire. The reading test score variable is
standardized across grades to have a mean of 50 and a standard
deviation of 10 for the entire HSEB test-taking sample. In this paper,
the original HSEB reading test scores were then multiplied by.two, thus
yielding a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of about 20. Such an n
alteration does not change the relative value of the reading scores and
aliows easier interpratation. “

To recail; the primary research question addréssed in this paper
is which factor(s) account for the low reading achievement scores of
iéﬁgﬁégé minority students. ﬁégfé;ﬁion analysis provides the best

méthod for answering this question.
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The Regression Model

. The coeffucuents |n a regression equatlonT will show the effecr\of
a one-unit increase of an independent variable on the dependent vari-
able after controllung for the effects of other Independent variables
in the regression equatuon. In this paper, the dependent varlable is
the reading achievement test scores; and the independent varlables are
language backgrounds, SES and the interact:on terms between these two
varlables. Since language background is a nomlnal variable, the dummy
variable regréession technique described in the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program €an be performed on them. We
ran. two sets of regré§ sion equationsf Gne for the whute, another for

the Hlspanuc students.
The means, standard devnatlons, and the correlation matrix used to
compute the regression coefficients are presented in the Appendux. Thé;

|nterpretat|on of the regressnon coefficients will be gsven in the next

section.

The Findings

Table 1 presents the regressnon equat?6n Fér eéch éthnic grbup’

domlnant blllngual variable means that when the effects of all other

independent variables were controlled, blllngual white students scored

1Because of the . suspected |nteract|on terms bétween SES and

language statu;, it is_inappropriate to examine the increment of R2 by

each variable entered into the regression equation as a measure of the

unique importance of that variable:. As Bowles:and Levin (1971)

explain, the shared portion of variance in achievement which could be
accounted for by either X{ or X2 will always be attributed to that

variable. whlch is entered into the regression equation first. In this

,aspect, it is more apprpprlate to examine the regression coeffnctents

in the equation than to examine the addition of the proportion of
variance.

1z



9.73 points lower in reading achievement tests than the English
iéﬁéiihgdé] Wwhite sudents. Similiarly, the Spanish-dominant Rispanic
students scored about 8:96 points lower than the English monolingual
Hispanic students. When we turn our attention to the coefficient of
socioeconomic status (SES); we find that SES also has a fairly strong
independent effect on reading achievement, Siiﬁédgh itS'iﬁ§SCt is
stronger on white (6.85) than on Hispanic students (3:21): -in sum; the

regression coefficients in Table 1 point to the fact that each of our

independent variables (SES and language background) contributes

Tabie 1. The Regression Equations for Reading Score*

. For White Students (RZ = (.08)

Reading = 105.86 + 6.85 (SES) - 1.17 (ENG Dom) - 9.73 (OTH Dom)
=2.75 (SES.OTH) - 0:20 (SES.ENG6) _ .

English Monolinguals: Reading = 105.9 + 6.9_(SES)_ ,

Eng!ish-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 104.7 + 6.7 (SES)

Other-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 96.1 + 4.1 (SES)

1. For Hispanic Students (RZ = 0.09)

Reading = 97.80 + 3.21 (SES) + 0.51 (ENG DOM) - 8.96 (OTH DOM)
7 -1.26 (SES:0TH) + 4.07 (SES.ENG)_

English Monolinguals: Reading = 97.8 + 3.2 (SES)
English-Dominant Bilinguals:_ Reading = 98.3 + 7.3 (SES)
Other-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 88.9 + 2.0 (SES)

*AT] the regression coefficients in this table are twice their

standard errors: Significance tests had been performed on both_ the
white and Hispanic groups. This was done by using the coefficients
from the weighted sample and using the degree of freedom from the

unweighted sample (see Coleman, 1981). It was found out that the .
interaction terms (in SES.OTH, SES.ENG) were not significant at 0.01

level for the white group but were significant for the Hispanic group.
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Table 1 also reports the interaction terms among the independent
variables: Although the interaction terms are less than the
coefficients of the lndependent variables, they are statistically

sngnlflcant at 0.05 level and their sizes are not negllguble. As such,

the contrubutlons of these |nteract'on terms have to be taken into

account in calculating the predicted reading achievement scores from

the regresslon equation.

Table 2 presents the predlcted readung achievement scores for- each
ethnlc group. Columns 4 and 8 in Table 2 report the impact of language

background -on reading achievement after the effects of ethn|c1ty and

SES have been controlled These two columns show that language back-

ground has a consistent effect on reading achuevemeﬁf"for each SES and

ethnic group. On_ the other hand, row 12 in Table 2 shows the lmpact of

SES on reading achievement after the effects. of ethnlcuty and language

have been eliminated: Row 12 reveals the interesting |nteract|on
effects among the three nndependent variables. ln general, the |mpact
of SES on read|ng achievement ‘was stronger for Whites than for

Huspanucs, and stronger for English monolanguals than for

Other-language dominant blllngual But for the medium SES Hlspanic
stodents; there is an interaction effect in which the SES factor proves

to be very important in explaining reading achievement.

These interaction effects can further be shown by oiotting the
'?igurés in Table’Z in Graphs 1 and 2. The slope of the lines in Graphs

1 and 2 illustrate the |nteract|on effect v;vadly Comparing these

graphs, we find that the slopes 'for the White students are steeper than

those for the H|span|c students, suggestlng that SES has more of an

lmpact on White students than on Hlspanlc students. However, for the

Engllsh -dominant Hispanic blllngual students, the medium SES and hugh

SES groups more read:ly conivert theit SES advantages into reading

achievement than.do their Engllsh monol ingual Hispanic aééF;. Th|s

suggests that for hlgh SES Hispanlcs, there may be educational

14
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Table 2; Predicted Reading Test Scores from the Regresslon Equatlon
- B o ¢

White I — Hispanic
7 - Other - . Other

Eng Eng lang g Eng Llang
Wono  Dom  Dom Difference .~ Mono  Dom pom - DIfference

B N I R N C B U

o lgeconomic_status®

g 1) 2 g ez (i3] mo 56 w8 (52

;

bedln (10) 5.9ty %1 @8 . 918 B9 89 (89
o o %0 wo 0O 6 90 By ()

Low
 Difference (12)=(9)-(11) NCERUR | BN < () (ke 39 -

_—

~

— #We used a continooos SES Variable which has a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of
‘1, The high, medium; low S categories are calculated by assigning 1; 0, =1 to the SES
yariable in' the regression equation.

5 .
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Graph 1. Reading Test Scores of White Students:
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Reading Test Scores of Hispanic Students.
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The gaps between the lines in Graphs 1 and 2 present the

differences of reading achievement scores between Engllsh monollnguals

pther-language dominant blllngual students; even when the effect of
hoicity and SES have been controlled. This gap shows the disadvan-
tages to reading achievement facnng language minority students, it is |
about 9 pounts on the reading achievement test; for Hispanics and about

10 points for White language minority students. =

To elaborate on this reading achievement gap concept, a different
statistical technlque can be applied to the data. Ih the followiﬁg
analyses, we are interested in knowing how much the reading, achlevement
gap between English monollngual and Other-1language dominant bilingual
students would be reduced if the effect of SES was removed? In other
words;:what would be accomplished if we hypothetucally ellmlnate'tﬁé
language munorlty student's handicap with respect to the economlc level

of the family, but their disadvantages with respect to language back-
ground and ethnicity remauneq intact. -

{R2) to provide answers to the above questlon because of the correla-
tion between socnoeconomnc status and language background (see Bowles &
Lewis; ié?i)’ Consequently, we rely ‘on the statlstlcaL_method

generated by Duncan (1969). The flndlngs in Graph 3 are a replication

of Duncan's method for removnng the efFect of SES from their compound

g

&)
-
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effects with language background:2 Graph 3 ‘shows that removing the

effects of SES would hypothetically reduce the reading achievement gap
by 3.9 points out of a total of 15 points.
) - .

Furthermore, since we are now examining the white and Hispanic
students together, we can suppose that if we elimjnated the effects of
SES and ethnicity; how much more would the reading achievement gap be
‘reduced? Such an intervention; accomplished hypothetically by stmple

mathematics, would further reduce the reading achievement gap by

another 3.6 points.

Following the above logic;, suppose a group of language minority
students have the same SES and ethnic status as their English
monolingual peers. The reading achievement gap between the two groups.
would be rédiced, but there would still be 7:5 points difference
separating the two groups. In other words; 7.5 points out of the
original reading achievement gap of 15 points, or 50% of the differ-’
efice, are still unexplained, even after we remove the effects of SES

N
27he computation of the figures are like this: for the English
monolingual sample, compute the regression of reading scores on SES
only. Having computed the regression coefficients, substitute the _
other language dominant bilingual means on the SES into the regression
equation for English monolingual students. This yields a calculated

value of 100.8; shown as the second figure in the chart in Graph 3. In

effect; the question. answered by this calculation is thiss suppose a.

selected group of Engl ish monolingual students have SES scores equal to
* the average scores for all Other language bilingual students; what ‘

would be our best astimate of their reading test score? The
calculation assumes that the remaining variables in the regression
operate in the fashion observed for English monolingual. Similarly,_
the second calculation utilizes the English monol ingual regression of

reading scores on SES and ethnicity; Other language dominant bilingual

mieans on these two variables are substitited into_the English_ -

monol ingual equation to produce the estimate of 97.2 reading test score
in Graph 3. :

-
A
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Graph 3. How would the removal of the effects of SES and Ethnicity
reduce the reading test achisvement gap between English

Monolingual and Other-Language Dominant Bilingual Students?

Mean Reading

Test Score 104.7)
of English_
Monolingual ) o o - o
Students If the effect of SES is removed, the reading test score will
become 100.8. Therefore, SES has removed 3.2 points or 263%
) of the resding test achievement gap.
100. 8%
)
1f the effect of both SES and Ethnicity are removed,sothe
\ reading test score will be 97.2. Therefore, after SES, .
ethnicity has removed another 3.6 points or 24% of the
reading teat achievement gap.
97.2 7y
e , -
\ The reading test achievement gap that remains unexplained
by SES and Ethnicity, which 1is equal to 7.5 points or
50z of the original gap.

89.74 The Total length of the reading test gap is 15 points or 1002
I _

t-——

The regression equations for the sbove calculation are as follows:
For English Mono, Reading=104.5 % 6,97 (SES)

I " Reading=105.93 + 6.15 (SES) —7.44 (Ethnic)
The Means for the substition are: oL
For English Mono; Reading=104.7, SES=0.,04, Ethnic=0.20
For Other Lang.Dominant Bilingual, S
. L. Reading=89.7, SES=-0.53;Ethnic=0.73
Q # i 7 R ¢ DR
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Discussion and_ Conclus¢ons.

This paper |n|t:ally asked whether language background or SES is

more important in explalnlng the readlng,achlevement level of language

mlnoruty students. The findings here reveal that both language

background and SES have a substantlal impact on reading achievement
scores. This is not surprlslng since the bilingual education
literature has long argued that immersion of language minority children
in a language environment alien to their own language background will
depress their subseguent educational achlevement. Horeover,
soc|ologlcal studies suggest that children from a low socuoeconomlc

background are deprlved of certain cultural advantages siuch as OWnlng

background; SES— and ethnlclty. The results support the notion that
since a majority of language minority students are from low SES and
" ethnico minority backgrounds, a confounding effect among these three
variables could exist. Consquently, it was found that SES had more of
an |mpact on white than on Hispanic students. This result supports
Carter's (1970) observation that the influence of family economic level

is greater for Anglo than for Heiican-Amerlcan puplls. wWhat th|s
reading achievement of white students is their socioeconomic
background and ralslng the SES of the whnte students may help them
But for Hlspan:c language minority students, ralsang their SES
background may not improve their readlng ‘achievement because they are
faced with other obstacles besides low SES.

To further analyze the reading achievement gap between students
who are language minorities and those who are not, this paper utilized
Duncan's. regressnon method to remove the effects of SES and ethnicity:
It was found out that there was a reading achlevement gap of 15 points
between the two groups. These 15 polnts were partly explained by the
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unigue contribution of the SES variable, while another porteon was
ttrubuted to the |nteract|0ns among language, SES; and ethnlclty. But
even when we rémoved the effects of SES and ethnncnty, we had accounted
for only about 7:5 points (50%) of the original reading achievement gap
of 15 pounts. Therefore, ‘the remalnlng unexplalned 7.5 point
difference has to be explained by language and other variables: In
this respect, it could be asserted that language minority students are
at & 15 point disadvantage in rzading achievement when no effort is
made to raise their SES and ethnic status. That disadvantage for
language minority students remains at about 7.5 points even when the

effects of SES and ethnicity are controlled.

Since all students;, |nclud|ng language m|nor|ty students, are
entitled to receive a quallty education; it is lmportant to provide
programs that specuflcally address their language heeds in order to
reduce the reading achievement gap between language minority students
and non-language mlnoruty students. As this paper demonstrates,
efforts which are directed only to raising the SES and ethnic status of
language minority students will not provide an adequate solution to the
problem; it seems that the problems of language minority students can
best be solved Bylprograms that are speCufucal!y designed to elilminate

“their language differences.
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B Appendi x: ﬁééﬁs,ugjahdérd Deviations, and S§fﬁ§j§}j§h§* -

Reading SES Eng Dom 0th Dom SES.Eng SES.oth ¥ ;s

ing -- .28 .031 Z.155 A7 .052 105 19
222 -- .082 -.060 - 578 13118 137 .728

Dom 108 .035 -- .276 .20k .001 19 ;§9§
Vogom  -.205  -:196 -.693 -- =.056 002 096 .29
Eng 21 589 - . ligh 322 -- ,000 087 .502
oth 167 552 455 - 656 .20 .- 000  .246
92 -.537 162 359 -.235 260 -- -

18 il .499 480 548 1529 - -

—————

#The coefficients for the white

v diagonal.

A

5

while those for the Hispanic are in the

g



