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Acco;:ding to a'ManpOWer aed‘ Immigration lieport (15')75), 2.8 042 New
Caxmdiane ‘came to Quebec din 1975. f This imm;.gra on figure reflects a
trend that has continued fox: pevetal decades. & a consequen:e, ‘t:'he
cun;entf ’population of the Montreal Chtholic School Comibsion/English
Sector, 18 composed’ largely of first or second generatﬁm?\%w Canadians.

Proulx (1976) st&ted that in. 1974 only 23.4% of ‘the English Sectoi: of

the Montreal Cacholic School Commission (MCSC) reported speakiqg English
S
at home. Proulx also noted that. in September of 1975, 29,637 children

o

or 71 of- the total enrollment under this Montreal Commission feported a

first langu:lage or language 'Spoket‘i at home othér than English.’

~

. \ . » ) '
In spite of the large number of children for whom English is a

’

second language in Montreal Englfﬁh-Catholic 'sch'ools, ‘very little re-.
search exists on factors affecting their educational progress. ‘' In fact,

there is a limited amount of research on :hmnigr@nt childten in Canada'

*

»

the mjor sources being publicat:[ona of the Renearch Department of the

Toronto Board of Education (1964 — 1970) and wo,pk/‘? thtnager
(1976) and Ashworth (1975a, 1975b). General questions su\c}l as how to de~

fine immigrant children: ' how much English thede children upderstand when

- . —\
- they enter kindergarten; what the relntionehip of verbel\ap nonverbal abil— ;

AN

u

ities in imigrant eﬁil.dren is; and vhat skills predict ac?ﬁ’ v?cnt in

these ci;ildreﬁ, are largely unan ered..

Lo , o . o

\ , \ .
'rhe purpose of the present study fe to begin to answer some of the

general questions posed with reference to a/;:articuhr izmigrant popula- \

tion in Montreal. The probleme defining "imigrant" children are dis—
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cu’sqei! in the literature review. Information regarding length of res—

1deﬁce, parqntal‘ fhctors; cultural variables and language background dre

I ' - . . ,
required to adequately define "the immigrant child". It is often dif-

- ficult to collect data on all of these variables. This study focuses on

o

A

first lmgﬁggé and/or ianguage spoken ‘at home in defining its sample..

The children studied are Italian first language, English second language

children who attended kindergarten and gra;ie one .in schools of the KCSC/

English Sector., This sample 1is further defined empirically by meaéuring
the amount of En'glish vocabulary comprehended by these children upon

enterit;g kindergarten. -
\ . - \ -
<

The question of the rela-t;onship between verbal (second language)

o~

and nonverbal abilities in this sample of _'English Second Language (ESL)
v & _

children s investigﬁted. In native English speakers there tends to be

\ a positive correlation between verbal and nonverbal measures of ability

(Altus, 1953; Birkémeyei:, 1964; Estes, Curtin, DeBurger anil Dem%", 1961;
Green an( ﬁwert, 1955; Martin and Wielcfxers, 1954; Seashore, 1951;

Stacey and Carléton, 1955). It might be reasonable to expéct that a

similar relationship would hold for ESL childreén. By kindergartet{

ége, a child's performance on an English test of verbal skills‘may

; N

/reflect\ either his exposure, to English and/or his ability to lea,fn a

v

second language. In this case, his perfpruiancg on the verbal test RE

might well correlate with nonverbal skills.
. \ -

\ A

However some research in this area (Altus, 1953; «Bitkemeyer\, 1964 ;

Al .

o

o

\

 J
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.ment of these subjects in grade one.

-t

—

Cundick‘ 1970; Darcy, 1952; Pintner, 1923), would tend to suéport

the idea :52 idea that verbal anf ncnverbal skills are not correlated
in ESL children, but many factors are involved. Such reaults geen
to be a function of the specific: population examined and the methods

used .to measure ability.

Finaliy, the current study .is designed to‘investigate’the pre- '

dictive relationship for ESL children between measures of ability giéen

in kindergarten and school achievement assessed in grade one, 'Once

 aga1n,‘1n pative English speakers, both verbal and nonverbal measures

of intellectual ability have been found to predict school achievement, .
v - ' . < o
Theﬁf are very few studies of prediction in ESL children. Of the

three studies (Cooper, 1958; Phillipus,

»Rattan and MacArthur, 1968)

-fbund, all of them utiltzed older subjects (ét least\8 years of age)

and each sampled a different population. Given this it

difficult’ to make a specific prediction about the relationsh

tion, it is .
between

measures of ability given to kindergqyten ESL children and the'acﬁieve-

22 s
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The Definitiop of Imiggant '

o

term immigrant',

-~y

'i'he literature doea not reveal unanimity :Ln the definition of“the

Several factors have'been used to define immigrant

r

status, but investigators do not glways agree on which of (the factors

_are important.

: ‘ : /\': - A
R ‘ - .0
'I.'he variable "length of residence", provides an example. The
’ ; -School Council of t:he Ialand of Montreal (1971) ?o/ cused on length of ° .
residence when it defined an im:lgrant as a' person who had come to ‘ o

' Canada within five preceding yeara. The Gendron Commission (1972)-
5

|

_ completely .ignored length of residence in de‘fining an immigrant as \" y

person who comes from another country with the intention of sett.ling

hd
j : ' in_. Canada and ho has been granted legal imigrant stat:us but who has

{ 1

¢ . not: yei: ac;quired Canadian citizenship. Bhatnagar (1976) integrated \
‘ \ ]ggth of residence ‘into his definition of imigrant: children, requiring )
that at least one of the parents had resided in Canada leas than ten
years. Aﬂ:hough .it is probable that the average length of tine spent

in Canada by families’ considered in this study is less than ten years,

; o the curren# political conditions in Quebec made it"impouible to col-

lect data on this variable.

School records did indiche that

11 of\
A

. . . 4 : ,
the children in the present study were born in Canada. .
[l .

- * -
!

\ ' SN : . s

-

With the excepcian of Bhatnaéar,. these reports have not taken’

cultural or linguistic fectors into consideration. For'educatiml

’ . purposes, auny /definition of andigranc child ahould include auch LT

factors. The education of -an ismigrant child from the British Isles
3 . A

N . \ ° - . BN

-~

R N . N
- ' . » A |
' » RS N ' /
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must cer'tainly differ from that of a child from a non-English speaking
country, the cultural shock expetienced by child from an easterm
country will affect his Jgearning far more than' the cultural dispanitiea
experienced by a child from a western European country. " e

oor o 5 ' ' .

The children who attend schools under the jurisdiction of the

MCSC come from a multitude of ethnic origins, and many are im-

PSR

migranté], by any definition. .ilowever, in order ‘to provide some control
for cultural and 1inégistic background, this study will consider only
those children of italian origin. ItaliansA comprise the larhést gro;ap.
of non-English spea’king immigrants who‘ came 'to Canada. The vast majority

are in the lower socioeconomic level, and -come from the peor, pon-~
"

industrialized ‘areas, of southern Italy. However, these 1umigrangs do ﬁ
Ve : ;

not stay in the low sociveconomic strata from which thefr.come, but ' .

+

rather, are upwardly mobile. By the second generation or sgoner, they ) ’ 3

<t Y

have/fjoined the middle class (Witzel, 1969).

~ \‘

T . e

In spite of the fact that these immigrants are upwardly mobile,

many of the parents‘ still cling to their old valuea,‘while the children

are preaented with a different set of values in the sehool system. .

8

Ce:ta:lnly the children of imigrants attending MCSC schools must face

2 P R T ome

some adjustments when they enter school, but they are not serious in /

L]

most' cases. The parents have a positive attitude towards learning !
A ' '

English and. they want thelr children to adapt to the new ways, while -

at the same time ‘clingi‘.ng to old customs at home. The children lappenr v :

1
. . L . N . .
capable of adjusting tg this double standard and at least in the early - ' |

years, do not seem to .suffer from severe culture shock. ' The fact that
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- mother tongue could be found. One 1s not enlightened by the definition™

" f t 7~ o
’ at home to delineate the mother tongde of the children studied.’ How— -

P . L T I

in many schools the population is 75-90% Italian, minimizes the adapta-

' kY

|
|
i
i
tion which 1is required. c i
1
1

Wi

It is obvious that several variables linked to the definition of

the immigrant child can be‘genérally described but not tightly contrelled K

in this study. The major variable that distinguishes the experimental ¥

cliildren is mot:her tongue. No literature on the precise meaning|of ¢ g '
|
of thia term ‘given in by the Oxford English Dictionary as "one's native i
1
I

language" (1961, p. 695) The Sc‘nool Council of the Island of Montreal

defines mother tongue as "the firat language learned and still under— - . i
- : o . !
stood”" (Proulx, 1976,)p. 14). p '
’ Y . . . ,

. e

™ ~

¢ !
IYf would seem'rather a simple task to use reported language spoken

T

I —

ever, as a mother tongue of English was a requirement for ent:ering an

English school (1975), this was ghe mgther tongue reported on all en-"

rollment forms, regardless of the actual language first learned. ‘There=~

PRI T WP S At

fore, teported mother tongue could wmot be used as a reliable estimate.

£ e

' Observed language, i.e., the language spoken by parents and children as

v om me

noted by teachers and the  experimenters, was used. . o
'\ 3 . .
e .
Teachers observed that the Italian parents apoke little or no

English in contacts ivi:h the school. These contacts included 4nformal
\i

daily encountera ;md parent-tea7her inCerviews. Therefore, it would’

A s JaoN Gt L EPLI

seen teasonable to conclude that Italian was apoken at hone and that i /

“ M—nﬁ&; ar

Do SV N

their ehfldren learned it first. As the T.hildren were also: g?served /t;:/// ,
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spontaneously speak Italian among themselves; it was cbvious .that they
still unders):ood ‘that language. Therefore 'both criteria of the Island
Council definition for mother tongue were met. A pre-test was given
to the children to determine how much English they spoke on entering

. kint‘lergarten,lt the results of which will be discussed 1later. -This test

fufth‘er defines the particular sample in the \a\tucly. T
- . ‘\ .

? ‘ \

Due to the focus on mother tongue in definit\x\% the sample in this

atudy it seems reasonable to refer to children in the experimental group
as ESL childi'en, children for whom English is a second language, rather

than immigrant children.

5

R il

f One other label which contributes to the confusion in this area is

"bilingualt'. Because the children in this sample speak ttalian and
En\glish, they are sometimes labelled bilingual. - As literature seems te
?Xer to-a bilingual individeal as one who 1is cempetent to produce com-
plete and meaningful utterance in a language other than the mother tongue, '
it cannot be used with this sample as thell knowledge of English 1s

sti\ll limited. After several yeare in an Engligh school however, this

A

tem\ﬁmy be applicable, : ’ "

" The relationship between verbal and non~verbal measures of ability,

- - N ~

Monolingual English children. ' ' Cs

In monolingual speakers of Engliah_itf ‘has been déﬁonstrated that

there 18 a high positive correlation betwéen verbai and nonverbal

-

measures of ability. ‘In the manual for the Wechsler Intelligence Scale

fop Children (WISC).{(1949) significaunt correlations between r_im Verbal ~
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" the mean Verbal IQ exc&pt in samples where such severely handicapping\ ™

ability in monolingda.l children ranging in age from 6-15 yeérs, and ' .

h /\
v . : ' - )
and Performance scores for different ages of .60 (7% year' o ds),

. (10& _year olds) and .56 (13% year olds) are reported, (Wechsler 949)

Uaing the atanda;dization research in this manual, Seashore (1951) ex-

" amined differences between Verbal. and Performance IQ on the 4WZ§S’C‘ in a

' study. Of the 2200 children between the ages of \5-15 who had been

tested, 52%7 had similar Verbal and Performance 1Q scores (less than 8 -

‘scaled score points diiference), When these children vere Separated

according to socioeconomic variables (parental occupation) and group |

differences (rural vs urban, and average VS feebleminded) similar/?:*e- .

sults were found. The mean differences between Verb&l IQ and Performance T)

IQ were not sigpificant. In only one group, the professional catégory,
* e .
was there a higher percentage of children with Verbal IQ's greater than

their Performance IQ. Seashore intérpreied these statistics as in-

- Lt
L

dicating that in most cases verbal and\Aonverbal scores are

b Y

gimilar. -

H

“~.. Altus (1953) also studied WISC patterns) and found in monolinéu&l v
English speaking children (mean age 11.14) mean Verbal IQ 88.98, Per—

formance IQ 86.43, and Full Scale IQ 86.89. She concluded that "\t e

e

mean WISC _Perforn‘:ance‘ IQ would serve das a reasou&bly good predictor of
» .

N

influences as bilinguslism were in operation”". (p. 242). ° . |

i

0 \ - ‘ /‘ \ . ' ‘ . .: ‘ . . )

Many other studies ha\veJCBmpared verbal and nonverbal measures of

- i ' '
vith IQ's of 68 ~123., These studies are summarized in Table 1. A j

number of the studies compared the Colored Progressive Matrices of
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J.C. Raven (RCPMf with many verbal measures (Birkemeyer, 1964; Estes et

-
A

al, 1961; Green and Ewett, 1955' Martin and Wiechers, 1954; .

.

Stacey and Carleton, 1955); one of bhese also compared the Goodenough

Drew—a—Man test (DAH) Vith several verbal measures- (Edtes et al

1961) +In each one of these studies results have indicated that all

7 .
Sl z“,“rv&z-,m;ww;m.f IR s e A

\ . N native apeaking English children regardless of age or IQ perform

similarly on verbal and nonverbfl measures of ability. -

1

. When subjects of low socioeconomic levél were studied, a second

/

i " factor has complicated the interpretation of their results. ' The
» '
factor is that the children are not only disadvantaged, but that they

[ €
" also speak a dialect or a non-standard form of English., An example

~ ¢ (:i::}/// . of these studies is Bernstein;s (1960, 1961) work in which he found | '
v . N - N

f . ., chat the language scores of lower class subjects were grossly de-

|

. S Ak vy o e bt
e

,pressed in relation to high: scores on a nonverbal test. Both their I

low socioeconomic level and their deficiency in standard English had
‘ hinEEred their progress on traditional verbal measuresl They are
not monolingual of low SES and they are not necessarily ESL children. o

Therefore these children must be considered exceptiors to the rule’ of

.

) '« similar verbal-nonverbal performance. ’ . r‘&—'\x ]

ESL children ‘ L y

The'research on the relationship between verbal and nonverbal
D | /
abilities in ESL childreén is extremely difficult to interpret. Few| . ]
. : L ' : | - ' |
*.. .studies look at the same population, and the children in most of these J
. [ . 4‘ ) - . ) 1
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, and German speaking, children in New York with Eﬁéliah speaking American

o« v

studies are older than the age group in the present study. Thé-re- ' .

search does not provide consistent results regarding the relationship

rs

between verbal and nonverbal measures of ability '.of these diverse groups:

*

s

However, a review of these studies gives some ideas regarding pqssible

Y

trends, and of the variables which 1nf1uence trends.

| ! ) - - ER

| Pintner (1923) compared third and fourth grade Polish, Italian.

groupe'on verbal (National Intelligence Tést, Scale A, Form 1) andra
. - M n

nonverbal measure (Pintner Non-language Test). He reported that the
nonfEeglish grbugﬁjrerformed eimilarly to English speaking—groups on -
'the non-language tese,lbut onl# 35Z‘ef the foreign ianguage children ° i
did as well as the English language children on the verbal tegt, which :
- he attributed to language handicap. Altua (1953) found that Spanish- : i
English children had IQ scores of 72.02 on Verbal scale of the WISC,

-.’*": . )
and 84.01 on the Performance scale of the same measure. She further i“
‘ i

v -

examined the data by age and discovered that as the children got older
TR :

A ] ' »
the discrepancy between verbal and performan&e scores decreased, not

. - i

significantly in the limited age range, but at least in the expected ‘ f
o |

direction. Darcy'(1952) administered the Pintner General Ability i

Test interme&;ate, Form B, and the Pintner Non—ianguage Test, Form K, - i
to bilingual Puerto Rican children in New York and found that the E | ; /
mean IQ on the qon—language test was 87.84 with a SD of 16.52, whereas f,‘f ; %
thelaean IQ on.the verbal test was 79.56 with a SD of 14.31. She con- |
. j i

- ¢luded that 'the administration of intelligence testa df.bdth verbal 3 j

and non-languaée types yields a more.valid picture of.;ntelligence of

s M 1 v .
. . ) % |
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;\, | ) . ’ - a b;llingual population,....than the administration of either‘a verbal T
| | test of intelligence or a non-language hest of intelligence~as the -

A 3; " sole means of intelligence measurement” (p. 506). In all these studies
i there 1s a confirma'ti‘on of the hypothesis that nonverbal ‘scores are
\\ . l \ higher than uerbal scores in older ESL children.. It should be noted

{ . _ that although the children are better on nonverbal measures of ability,

- 1 e o ‘ \

they are below average on nonverbal measures in all of these studies, .
' .

. indicating that there, are other variables which depress their scores,

Y

]

One of the few studies which dealt with younger children was

el

i . Cundick's (1970) He -administered the Wechsler Pre-School and Primary
= ~”

&

y ‘ “Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI), the PPVT and DAM test to Indian children -

. i T e A

3 ’ attending an English language-school, The prei&rﬁergarten children
v obtained a mean of 50.0 on Verbal IQ and 71.2 Performance IQ on the
Pl - _ WPPSI, whereas ;.:he kindergarten ©hildren scored .68.5 on the Verbal
\L t‘Sc:ale, and 97.6 on the Pe;fofmanee Scale, .whic/h“ is nearly lnormal A
\ ‘ similar pattern was found on the PPVT and DAM for the kindergarten
‘ children. :The average v\e;bal score of 53.4 was below average and rz:
i nonverbal deore ranged from 87.4 - 91.9. He concluded.that nonverbal

measures could be used to accurately assess these qh:lldren, provided

they have .had at least one year of schooling.

There wvas one study in-whieh the RCPM was used. Birkemey?i (1964)

\ dministered the RCPM and the WISC to Spanish speaking qhil&ren ranging

in age from 6-11. Although she does not give the relationahip between

Verbal and Performance ecales of the WISC she does correlate each
_1 with the RCPH She found there was a relatioush-ip of .50 (significant
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s © "at|.01) between the l}\CPH and the Performance Scale of the WISC, and ~2

a relationship of .41 (significant, but low at .05) between the RCPM .

i IR 5

<

U -

- \

and\ the Verbal Scale of the WISC. IO

=

| — S, " .
. In summary, there would seem to be support for' the theory that
¥ * [ y

whereas monolingual subjects perform similarly on verbal and nonverbal

VU e ek P R g ey
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i

1

~measures of ability, children for whom English is a second language

or bikingual subjects, perform better although not necessarily average \\

. ’

3 on nonverbal measures. . . . - '

- - ) ! A

The relationship between nonverbal test scores of native English

e COPT SR
N

¥ : . speakers and ESL subjects. S -
- "

Thus far the literature review has considered studies which

compared verbal and nonverbal measures of ability in’'native speakers

. " ’ 4 ' ’ . .
N ' ) of English and ESL children. Thése studies revealed a tendency for ) %

!

ESL children to be low on both verbal and nonverbai scales., A
- 5

number of the gtudies have supported this contenmtion, however, there

5

P

: T .are conflicting studies. In the following sectipn there will be an
. . \ . ) \/ ' /" -
- - examination cff\ these studies with a view to elucidating specific

Al

factors which may have affected the performance of ESL children. -

\

[y

ZR In revilewing th‘ese atudies,. the subjects will be referred to. as

°

."bilingual" as they are so designated in the studies themselves. This

O title is not used to refer to_ the subjects in the present study. How-

-~

ever it ahould be pointed out that there is no consistent definition

I - " for this term, and bilingual, ESL learner and imigrgnt are often -

P4
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‘referi'ing to the.literature. =

 ceded that the differences in the test scores miéht have arisen from
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‘used %gterchahgeably.ﬂ- It 1s very difficult to separate them when’

r

4 T -

Studies which show the detrimental effects.of learning a second

e

language. ' ] Co @

"The first ca_tegory‘"af\eti‘dies consists of those which support 'B

the theofythat bili\ngualism has a detrimental effect on monverbal

test .aqoi:es,' and are consistent with studies cited previously.

b

In a study conducted by Jones and Stewart (1951) onllmonoglo,ts
and bilingu_als (English~Welsh) a highly significant. difference it_1~
favor of the monoglot group on both vg‘rt;al and nonverbal tests of in-

telligence was.. found. Howéver,' in a later study, Jc.;nes (1959) éon-

-
-

occupational rather than linguistic variations between the groups.

-

. He subsequentfy criticized a study by Lewls (1959) for the inadequate

treatment given to socideconomic class. Lewis li}d reported a stat-
istically significant difference in favor of~the mor}/olinguals on the

Jenkins Nonvegbal Scale of Mental Abil'ity; but had failed to control.

-

for rural-urban backgi;ophds and SES. \‘/

Anastasi and Cordova (1953) adminis;téred the Cattell Culture

.

Free Intelligence Test, Forms 2A and 2B to 176 l;uerto Rican children

[

in grades six to eight in New York City. The children fell below'

test norms re‘por.ted by Cattell, Among the réasons given for such a
- * ’ ' .

discrepancy were the very low SES of ‘the ‘l’uax"to Rican children, Ltbeir

i o e et

"
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b
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. aubjecta suffer from cultural and socioeconomic deficiencies.

v

bilingualisn which made them deficient in both languages, their
- . Vo - . .

extreme lack of test sophistication, an? their poor emotional aajust-‘-

|3

ment to the school situation (p, 17).

»*

~ .

In addition ‘to these studies, there are two studies pteviousiy. .
review't;_d in which bilinguals-obtaiﬁegi below-'averhage scores on nonverbal
othperformance t:ests. The subjects in Darcy's (1952‘) study who were
of Puerto Rican parentage obtained a mean 1Q of only 87.84 on the
Pi_ntner'Non-Language Test ¢ and in a "study conducted by Altus (1953) Z
bilingual subjects of Mexican descent obtai;led a mean Performance 1Q

score of B84.01 on the WISC/
It is important to consider the SES and linguistic background of

the subjects in thede studies in which bilingual*subj ects perfotmed

'poorly on standardized tests‘., The bilingual subjects in the studies

of Anast:arsi and Cordova (1953) and Darcy (195'2:) were first or second

'generation immigrants with low SES. 1In most cases the children spoke .

.‘ English only at school and Bpoke Spanish at home witllfgree of bi-~

lingualism varying. The bilingual subjects in-the Altus (1953) study

.'were of Mexican descent (degree of bilingudlism not measured) whereas

v

the moholinguals were all Anglo-American. ,In the studies of Jones

>

and Stewart (1951) and Lewis (1959) the subjects were all of Welsh:

<

bacitéround. . However, subjects were not matched for SES. ) Therefore,
the results of these studies wduld seem to indicate that bilingualism

reeults in depressed scores ‘on both verbal and nonverbal teasts. where
-

) *

.
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Studies in which ESL subjects.scored as well or better thnn

monolinguals on nonverbal tests.
The most significant study in this group is .oné conducted by

" Parcy (1946) using children with backgrounds similar to those of' the

children in the present ;tudy. The study sought to determine the
A .

‘effect: of bilingualism upon the measured intelligence of children of 5 -
v pre-—school age, and the extent to. which a ndnverbal test of intelligence
(Atkins Object - fitting Test) could be subst;ituted for a verbal test o
- of intelligence (SB). The subjects were 106 monolinguals-and 106
| bilinéuals (Italian native speakers who learned Englieh at nurser;v

school) between 2 years 6 months and 4 years 5 months attending nursery

.schools in New York City. Darcy .reported that the monolingual group

scored significantly higher thau the bilinguals on the SB but lower

1

on the nonverbal test, The mean IQ's on the SB for the monolingual boys

and bilingual boys between the ages of 4 - 4,5 yeare were 96.9 and 88.1

respectively, Thé mean IQ's for the Atkins Object~fitting Test for the

same samples were 89.2 and 96.8. Although she attributed the lower -

" scores of the bilinguals on the verbal ‘test to a language handicap, she
. . ’, , N
did not speculate on the reasons for their superior performance on the

o +
nonverbal test.

In 1953 Anastasi and De Jesus studied the language sevelomyent and

; ~notxver:b‘éil abilities of Puerta Rican pre-school children .in ﬁew York
City. 'l‘hey found that although the Puerto Rican sample was infér\ior "
hto‘ the negro and white samplés in educational and occupational level

. " of narents, the Puerto Rican children' did not differ significantly

~




L\

. qujécts in each group were then tested. Peal and Lambert reported .

from the white or megro groups in the DAM IQ, and they excelled both

The greater extent of adult contact.in the home. environment- of the

groups in mean sentence length and in maturity of sentence structure. K
‘ \ .

Puerto Rican children was suggested as one possible factor to account

1

for their superiority im early linguistic development. -

Levinsen (1959) tested American~born pre-school monolingual gnd
bilingual children of traditional Jewish pareﬁtage and of similar
socioeconomic backgrounds and found that they performed similarly on

the DAM and the RCPM. However significant differences on .the SB, fﬁe

4l &
.

WISC, Full Scal‘e, Verbal an& Performance Scales were in favor of the

sonoglots. '

Q

These studies demonstrate sb<t in some ﬁnstances ESL children

.

do perform as well as control children on 'nox:"werbal tests. The -

éircumstances which contribute to improved- performance for ESL child-

\ o .
ren seem to be cultural background,degree of bilingualism, type of

test used, and sociceconomic level. One further study is worthy of

\
mention in this regard., This study by Peal and Lambert (1962)
demonstrates that under optimal conditions, ESL children may actually

perform better than mo;mlingualconi:x‘ols .-
4 I

4 4

Peal and Lambert. utilizeli 10 year old French Canadian children °

]
Ay

who were given three pre-tests (in English and French) to determine
degree of bilingualism. On the basis of thege test résults, children’

were designated either as balanced bilingual or ;nouolingual. The . ;
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1

that the bil4nguals performed significantly better than.monolinguals on ﬁ"

bofh\yerbal (French) and nonverbal intelligence tests. Théy postulated ) s

that the bilingu&ls are mdre facile at concept formation and have )
greater mental flexibility as a result of knowing a second language.
1t is important to note that the subjects in this study are all ) o

Canadians who came from long established middle class families and

.

_ have been tested in their mative lahguagé. They are not immigrants

as are the subjecté in most of the other studies reviewed. Peal and . :

Lambert conclude that when socioeconomic and.cultuyral factors are

re +

controlled, nonverbal measures of ability will not be .deficit in

ESL children. - o o ‘ ~ S
| - e T
" To summarize, the literature zeviewed indicates that monolingual

.

ndtive speakers of English perform similarly on verz;g’and nonverbal é

measures (Altus,-1953; Birkemeyer, 1964 Estes et al, 1961; Green and

2
Tt o

Ewert 1955; Martin and Wiechers, 1954; Seashore, 1951 Stacey and '
Carleton, 1955; Wechsler, 1949). Research with ESL children is more
complex.. Studies which deal with immigrant children (Anas:asi ‘and
Cordova 1953 Darcy, 1952 Pintner, 1923) and minority gr;ups such. b‘ 1

»as n;;roe; and Mexicans (Altus,'l953; Birkemeyer, 1969;.Cundich, 1970) - I
report that such children perform better on nonverbal than ve;halqtest;.

*In most of these Ptudieé both verbal'anﬁ nonverbal test scbregdoquSh v | \
children are depressed. However, a few studies (Anastasi ;nd De Jesus, ' i

1953; Darcy, 1946; Levinaon, 1959; ' Peal and Lambert, 1962) did find -

that ESL children could perform as ;gll as or better than monolinguals"

on nonverbal measures. Many variab1§§ contribute to the differences o 1

a

in‘géat perﬁormaqpe reviewgd{ “Cultural background has been discqaaed
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. 'under the heading "the Definition of Immigrant”. It would seem im- -

- poftant to  summarize some of the findings regarding three additional
vlriib}es — SES, degree of biliﬁguali;m, qqercypg éf nonvgfbal test

K ‘used at; this point, T&ese-variables have already emerged }n the\.
11teraturé reviéwx;but they will be.looked at in more detail.
. . L

Reasdns for differences. in nonverbal test performance in monolingual %

. and ESL children., ‘ ' : ;
Several investigators .(Anastasi and Cordova, 1953; Lewis, 1959; s
Joned, 1959) have suggested that SES of subjects apﬁears to have

significant impact on results. Most of the studies revieved which ;j

e R s L A

‘describe SES of the subjects seem to indicate that low scores on

. % ’ ° ‘ nonverba; ﬂgsts are more likely to be found when ESL subjects are
A , | | N ‘ . .
) also of low\SES. Darcy (1963) notes that the inferior performanée

\ ’
of ESL childfen ddes not hold on nonverbal tasks particularly\if
oy
oo socioeconomic¢ class 1is controlled. -

.

One¢fstudy by Jones. (1959) is of particular importance in il-

e WM s

lustrating the effects of socioeconomic factors. Jones originally

¢

reporteé that with unmatched SES Qamples, monolinguals performed %

.

better than bilingual children on nonverbal tasks. Further in- ' S

L

vestigation revealed that the bilinguals cogé from rural areas and

4

e
.
Tk 6

were of parents with low océubational status compared with the

monolinguals who were from urban areas and whose parents-had higher

S
. -

; . occupéxional status. When Jones subsequently matched his group for
o - ; :
. l" '
SES, monolinguals and bilinguals performed similarly. It would

seem that there is fairly strong support for the need to control. .

ol v
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" knowledge of Spanish in relation to English the higher their score

sulted inwdeptessed scores in bilingual ghildx:én, but does not affect

~ N —_— . -
s
. can
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N ) { ] ) 1:~.

SES in any study investigatiJg ability \and achieveigent in ESL child-

.
ren. . : . { . N
' \\
. . . - : . \
-~ M \\ .
p

Degree of bilingualism has also been found to influence nonverbal

0 * ¥ 14

test scores; however, the evidence is contradictory. Johnson (1953) -

s TR

found that nonverbal test scores of bilingual children were related

to their knowledge of their native tongue, i.e. the greater their

on the DAM; however Lewis (1959) found conflicting results. In his
étudy with Welsh children he found-that mean scores on the Jenkins

Nonverbal Test increased as knowledge of Welsh decreased. There

are, unfortunately,' not enough studies.in this area to indicate

which result 1is more accurate. !

e

Another problem which affects the measurement of’ égility by ) -

s, e

3
PRSI P

nonverbal tests 1s that these tests may yield minimal estimates for
ESL children. Bhatndgar (1970) warns that there is no such thing as
a culture free test. "A nonverbal test is only measuring t‘t‘xe fiuid

general ability of immigrant children while it is measur% the L

v N

fluid as well as the crystalised general Hability of the English children."

(p. 149) However, if nonverbal tasks yield average estimates and/or ;

higher scores than verbal measures, it can be concluded that nonverbal 4
: - ~

estimate is a more accurate reflection of ability than vefbal measures.
Vs . )

) ) ! ’ _ * N 1
Any factor which has affected the nonverbal IQ scores of bi-
o ] \ . .

liniu.al children 18 a time limit set on tests. Timed tests have re—

-
v
L heete e e
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i test scores of English children (Lewis, 1959), (Knapp, 1960). This
g has been attributéd to the fact that foreign cultutea live at a

: .

. slower pace than we 'do and consequently the ¢hildren are not-ac-

customed to sneed sts." (Anastasi, 1968 - P 242). ‘Morgan_ (1957, .

.
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N ' Test, and the Nonverbal Test No. 2 of tha National Foundation for

é _Edueational Reseatch) only the RCPM proved to be a reliable measure

5 .
i 'of intelligence inmgglsh children, and it was the only unfimed test
4 ] . : used. These’ studies are among the few whfch have been sensitiye to

i ©0 ‘

, . the e{fect of intelligence tests ‘with time limits ‘on- the scores of v

13

\Mﬁgbllingual subjects, and the results indicate the need for further

T snp

research related to this aspect of the problem of bilinguals.
u, ’ . .‘ .

-

Predicting school achievement L/

P ‘ - . Achievement in, school 1is dependent on a multitude of factors in-

N

' cluding intelligence (or more precisely performance on verbal and -

ﬂbnverbal measures of ability), developmental maturity, SES motivation
and- the attitude of parents, peers 'and teachers. The ptesent study

will examine intelligence. BSES will be controlled. It 14 not within

1

the scope of the study’ to control for de&elopmental maturity or to

. measure attitude and motivation as it would render the research pro;

Loz

ject too complicated for am initial project.\‘

’

E=3

v

. Predictive validity ié:defined as the extent to which a test

°

- . . ‘score predicts school achievement. Since intelligencegtest’perform—

5 .
A/ ‘&
.
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Achievement Test (CAT), and the California Readiness Test (CRT). These

r

.

ship has been found with IQ measures including the WISC, SB, DAM, WPPSI,
' - 1, ‘.
Ability (ITPA), PPVT, RCPM, Rutgers Drawing Test (RDT), Lorge Thorndike'

Clark Reading Test (LC); Metropolitain Reading Test (MRT), aund pﬁny -

ikthese studies is summarized in Table 2.

o ) yartfhle. Panther (1965) administered the RDT, the DAM, the LT, and

f
Pr— T A R g o vl Ay AN R b s b a4 . o

" 22 . 3
{ §
A L3 N H

ance Has been found to be ‘quite stable in groups over a period of * = '

time,.a-goéd test of intelligence should have predictive validity,

However since intelligence reflects both heredity and envirbnment,

ind{:;;ggl I1Q may fluétuate as circumstances change.

In many studies, IQ tests have been found to be good\predictors
" - ' “ Y
of -achievement test performance in monolingual Epglish,children. Table -

z,

2 summarizes studies in which positive correlations have been reported

between a variety of verbal and nonverbal measures and tests of achleve-

v

ment in kindergaffeﬁ to grade six children. Support for tﬁis relation-

Bender Gestalt Visual Motor Test (BG), Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic

Intelligence Test (LT), Pictorial Test of Intelligence (PTI), Lee . &u
‘ Voo

critetia including the Metropolitain Achievémept Test (MAT), Stanford,

Achievement Test (SAT),Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAf), California

- Y

studies were carried out with subjects from a variety of socioeconomic

@

backgrounds and intellectual levels. .More detailed information on

o

N .

Since the PPVT and RCPM will be utilized in the present atudy;

LSS L e 2oa

other studies in which they were used will be reviewed in more depth,

~
- - "

\ ' _ \ 4
In three studies reviewed, the PPVT was used as a predictor

VA A,

»~
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the PPVI to 44 kindergarten children in the spring of the school
year; the LC Reading Readiness Test'in the fall of grade one, and the
MAT the following spring. The correlations of the five intelligence

T

valid predictor was the LC Reading Readiness

.tests with the MAT were significant, except T:r the RDT. The most

Test with a correlation
éqefficientiof .66; the correlation of the ?PVT (raw gco;e) with the
MAT was sigpificént at ,47.

. Plant and Southern (1968) studied grade one achievement as pre-
dicted by the PPVI, SB, WPPSI, the PTI anq LC obtained previously.
The cdrrelation between the PPVT and the SAT was .44 - higher than
the c;rrelation with thé SB or the WISC Verbal score, but lower thaﬁ

I

the LC or the WISC Performance and Full Scalq,scores. An interqsting‘

' finding here was. that the WISC Perfprmance score correlated better

than the Verbal scdﬁe with achievement. oo <> !

- . | L/

Lessler, Schoeninger and Bridges (1970) reported on the pre- \

" dictive validity of the LC, BG and PPVT with three different socio-

. . €
economic groups. The LC was found to be the most effective predictor

:

(.511 - .641), while correlations between the PPVT and CAT ranged from

.147 - .492. 'Even combining the PPVT and BG with the LC did not im-

prove thé?ﬁredictive power. The authors suggested that the 1C has °

sub-tests which are similar to the PPVT and BG, so that the inclusiomn

of the two latter teats with the LC did not improve its accuracy as a

predictor, |
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In only one study was the RCPM used as a predictor. Meyers,

_Attwell and Orpet (1968) followed the progress of 57 children from

kindérgarten to grade five. Thirteeln/izidyividually administered

tests were given in kindergarten, and the CAT was givén in grade -
five. ﬁe most valid .single prgdigtion among the tests wasit'he |
unstandardized O-M Picture Vocabulary Test. However, one other

test was found to correlate significantly with the CAT. The RCPM

was the best predictor of the CAT - Arithmetic sub-test,\ and the -

second predictdr of the CAT - spelling sub-test. ' . v

One other study was of interest as it examined "Reading

- Nachievement': as related to differences between WISC Verbal and

. Performance IQ" (Reed, 1967). Grade one students were seleécted ac-
: 4

lcording to R discrepancy between WISC Performance and Verbal IQ

s;:orea, and divid‘ed intlo "tﬁreé groups. Group I cons_ia’ted"o’f"chi’ld-— o
ren whose Vérbal'IQ was greater than Performarnce IQ by at least,elo
poings; \gr'oup 1I iﬁcluded childrén whose Perfornmance iQ exceeded the
_Ver:bal~IQ~by at leas: 15 point:s, and group III contained those cﬁild-—
ren whose -Verbai IQ did not ¢iffer from the Performance‘ IQ by more
than 2 points. It was found that the reading scores of the three
groups (as measured by the Gates Primary Paragraph Recognition Test)
wére not significantly differen‘t‘. Reed suggests that differences in
‘either verbal or manipulatory skills\do not hamper initial acquisfition -
of reading ékilis: However, IQ was not controlled in the study, and_ "

that, rather than differences bétwe# Verbal IQ and Performance 1Q,

probably influences reading 'achievemé‘nt. i X
» —\\ B K v

R
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In summary then, research consistently indicates that in young

monolingual native speakers of English many intelligence and ‘readiness
. o3
_ tests will be effective predictors of sc“t)xool achievement over a long

or ‘'ghort peric;d. As has been shown, there has béqn some conflict in

N _ : the literature over whether'verbal or performance skills are more

°

t

L effective predictors of achievement. Significant correlations have
- i : been foﬁnd between both verbal -and nonverbal measures and achievement
scores.

4

¥, . - : :
: Three st.udies’}vh.ich examined the predictive validity of IQ tests

-
» ~ ~ . . N

R S

"

with ESL children are reviewed below; all subje‘ct:s in these studies

N are older than the ESL group in the present study, and iu-e from“dif- \\

. N
ferent ethnic groups. Cooper (1958) endeavored to determine the

‘
e T S S AT TSR LN PR

pred\icti‘;eﬁ ‘ébility of gix tests of intelligence for fifth érade pupils

v .

; 1 \ . .
P _ in Guam, The subjects spoke English only in school, infrequently om —

the playground, and rarely at home. .Hev administered.a battery of

group tests (California Test of Mental M‘aturikt:y ~CIMM~, Davis-Eels ‘

N v . " Games, and the Culture F'reg ‘Intelligence test), individual tests (WIéC,
Columbia Menta-l“ Maturity Scai_e, Leiter Intefnatiional Performance Scale)

' o‘ver\ /n per‘%od of eighto mnths, and obtain;a'd teacher ratings for each

L{‘;x‘b‘\j‘ect. School acilievent was defined by scores on the CAT. All
‘ i ) tests,cc;i'feiated positively' with the CAT, with correlatipn coefficie\nts

ranging from .53 to .77, ' Neither verbal nor nonverbal measures could

be considered as the bette;: pré@ietbr: The WISC Full Scale IQ was -

¢
3

_ not éo(/efficient a predictor as was the Verbal Scale IQ. This

finding wag not suppori:ed by comparable evidence concerning the CTMM, ' ]
- * '\ / - - '

~
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‘f - Phillipus (1968) reported a spudy) in which the RCPM and WISC
[

were ueed as predictors of achievemenk in 8-13 year old Hispano- ' o
American children. Bilingualism was measured by the ability of the

~ subject and his parents to-converae in Spanish The RCPM correlation
. - ' Ry
« of «512 with schoolygrﬁdes obtained at the time of testing was higher’

.

/
than -the’ correlatiop of ‘the WISC Full Scale;Verbal .Scale, Performance

<

Scale or Block Test, \Phill:l.pus concluded that low verbal skills . s i

S

_were not necessaril§ related to achievement in school. He felt 'that

.
- e e

. these children accomplished educational tasks which are more dé- !

P
) P

!
b

- ! 1

& ) ) i
pendent on verbal skills, by perceptual-motor functions. Since . . i

e ad
a

these children hed difficulty learning English, motor skills are some-

how used to acco;nplish verbal activities.

N R
i

“ 1 R . . ! R )
Rattan and MacArthur (1968) in their study of 45 Metis pupils . U
. found that the RCPM, Safi‘hg Culture-Reduced Intelligence Test (SCRIT)

and CIMM had longterm predicti\ve\validity'.with the CAT, with cof- T |

\\

relation coefficients of .57, .62, ‘aﬁd .64 respectively, efter four
" years. _

o

e ORI e 5y vor oo’ s
,
- ‘ 1
P .
H
«

¢ ) ' v

~ ,No studies could be located in which the predictive validity of

tests of five-year old ESL children was studied.




of their kindergarten ~yeﬁr.,
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<$TATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM R

One_purpoée‘ 6f the‘ gresént: study was. to exam,iné the relationship
betvéen verba‘l (Englisﬁ) and nonverbal measures of ability in a group
of ESL kindergarter_x:aged children. As has beé% noted, :H'se literature
tends to use three terms - imigrant,\bilinguﬁf‘and ESL, - inter-
changeably. Before summarizing the relevant \litelrature it is nec-

essary to clearly define the sample to be st’udieud in this investigat-

ion.. The experimental group had the following u'n'ique characteristics:

. (a) they had parents. who were observed to speak Italian and who-

could not communicate with the school in English  * .

“ (b) the children themselves were able to speak and understand Italian.

LY

on entering kindergarten., Some data is available on the amount of

Englisgh ‘}mdei'atood as the PPVT was given to all subjects 4in November

h

A
\

- \

The control 3‘x>7up was composed of monolingual English gpeaking s

ch:l.ldren. There vere a number of similarities between the experimental

apd cqutrol groups.:- All subjects were born in Canada and lived in
the same geographical area. All-subjects attended English schools-,

were in the same classes and were taught by the same teachers. These

v

éimilarities'mitigate against widely divergent socloeconomic back—

.-’

‘grounds in the two groups. . )
‘ [

i

. B J ,

Keeping in mind "the fact that some of the literature on im~
' ; ~ N

migrant or bilingual subjects may not be relevant to our sample,

. - . . . 3 '
several tentative conclusions regarding verbal and nopverbalv abilities

© It must be notéd that the ESL children .spoke varyiné degrees of English k
- . ¢ r

w
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children do better on nonvei’l;sl' tests than on verbai t#sks (Altus,

P b ot
. .

»

a

o.f"the'ae subjects" can be stated. Research seems to indicate that ESL

[y

e

1953; Birkemeyer, 1964; Cundick, 1970; Darcy, 1952; Pintner, 1923),
\

There 1is conside.rable debate as to whether ESL children perfotm as
. well as ;nonoliﬁg'ual' controls on nonverbal tasks, The feview seens

" to indicate that if there is some cultural .assimilation, if socio-

economic level is éontrdlled, and if untimed tests are used, ESL

children should perform as well as control subjects on nonverbal tests.

It has t‘>een shown that there is a.high ‘correlation begwee’n verbal
and ‘nonverbal measures of ability in English speaking monoliﬁéﬂél \
children (Altus, 1953;.Birkemeyer, l‘§64; Estes ;:t al, ,1961;’ Green and
Ewert, 1955; Martin and Wiechers, 1954; Seaspore, 1951; Stac\gy and .
CarIeton,“ 1955).. There was insufficient literature to make aﬁy
accurate prediction of the relath:;nship between ver'bal and nonverbal

tasks.

-

In summary, the following hypotheses were made regarding verbal

and nonverbal abilities in the ESL and control subjects studied.

‘(1) It was Hyp_othes‘ized that ESL group would score significantly

below control group on a verbal measure of En}}'ish comprehended
(PPYT)‘ given upon en;eiing kindergarten, and in May of the kinder-

garten year.
, . r o - s

(2) - It was hypothesized that ESL children would i'xot differ from -

= &

controls on a nonverbal measure (RCPM) given in May of the kinder-

«

garten year. s

f
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(3) it was hypothesized that for the monolingual control group a posi-
) . . . S
tive corré'],atidn'between verbal (PPVT) and nonverbal (RCPM) tasks will

N - i ' -

"be found.

. \ '

The second part of this study was designed to study the achieve-

ment of ESL children in grade one &nd the relationship between verbal
- . ‘ >

" gl ~ . v
and nonverbal measures of ability as predictors of school achievement .
in’ ESL and control children. o S - . \

4

Very little research is available on/the school achievement in
- 0 -~ * .

ESL- c':hildr.en. P(hillipus (1968) found that S.p.anish cliildren did well
in school{ Cundick's (1970) sample of children did not achieve.at
averagé lgvels in school, Clinicall&, many préfessiona';é would assert
that the proggno;'is for 'thel school achievement of ESL c;hildren is ex~
tremely poér. Studies o\n‘the school achievement o'f\ESL and immigrant
children (Ashby, Morrison affd Butcher, 19’70;rBhatnagar, 19‘i0; Cohen,
.'1g7o} i.m;_le, Mabey and wiucgéer, '1967; McFle and Thompson, 1970; s

Toro?ho Board of Education, 1965) all indicate that such children

“

function below avérage on school subjects, tend to drop out of ' )

4

school before completing‘hi-gh- school, "&nd have social and emotional
problems of adjuétment‘. -Only the Toronto Board of Education Study

(Rogers and Wr:l.ghi, 1969) is more pasitive. It found that ESL sub-

jects weré‘obtaining higher scores than their English language
codnterparts by gradé three, after starting 1un:_tor\and ‘senior kinder- ‘

“

* garten below ‘them, . I T

trr eyt
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With regard to the prediction pf achievement, many studies

(Teble.Z) eonfitm‘thet both éerbel and nonverbal measures of ability
prediet’school achievément in‘monolingual‘English children. There
eeens—to be some indication that composit measurea may yfeld the
most powerful predictions §or this group, (Dokecki et al, 1965;

Dudek et al, 1969). Although there is some indication that both-

AY
, ] ¢ .
verbal and nonverbal measdf::(might also predict achievement in ESL

Al

_children (Cooper, 1970{‘Phillipus,L1968; Rattan and MacArthur, 1968)

no studies utilizing kindergarten - grade one subjects could be found.

e
3

Y

- In summary, the following hypotheses regarding achievement

A

Y
\

were made, - ' L -~

(1) It was hypothesized that English monolingual control subjects

will perform significan?ly better than ESL subjects on achievement

measures (MAT) given at the end of grade one. *
(2) 1It is hypothesized that both verhel and nonverbal test scores
will predict school achievement of control subjects.

(3) L1t is hypothesized that both verbal and nonverbal test scores

will predict school achievement in ESL subjects. -

«

, In addition to testing these hypotheses,-some attempt. was
made to elucidate which test scores-or combination of scores~bnedict
echool achievement most efficiently for each group by utilizing step-

wise regreesion techniques. The literature reviewed did not/provide

- ‘

‘sufficient grounds for specific hypotheses to be made regarding

these analyses. : ' C

" ]
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*’ ESL Group:

R ‘ METHOD N .

S

subJects' ’ “ ‘ N Y
The subjects- included 97 children drawn from 11 schools of the
'Engliah sector of the MCSC. The schools were selected to include

o “ R :
subjects from largely middle~class areas: 1inner-city schools were

v .
. not utilized, From 16 such schools, five were jeliminated because
. they did not include bdth ESL and monolingual English children. f
From the remaining eleven schools all aQﬁilable monolingual English -

f ‘ A -
children, and a random selection of 64 ESL subjects were' chosen.

. During 1975-76,<all subjects attended kindergarten: in 1976—?7,

all subjects attended grade one. This sample was divided into two

- groups having the foliowing characteristics:-
-‘The ESL group included 64 kindergarten children
whose observed mother tongue (as previously defined) was Italian and

who had vatying degrees of English. The sample was reduced to 59

~
L4

subjects who could be recovered in graqe“one.

Control Group: The control subjects were composed of 33 kinder-

\ . garten children whose observed mother tongue and only language was
’ . ' ‘Q o N ’
English. Twenty-nine subjects were recovered in étade one,

" ' 3

¥

‘\

- 6.,7-years, with a mean age of ‘6.1 years in ﬁhy of\ their kindergarten . .
[ N /‘ " ¢ . ¢

year. The control group was cz;posgd of 23‘boys an~<}0 gy
ESL groﬁp included 38 bo§§ and¥26 girls.
. ‘ 4

* 'Although socioeconomic leveﬁxﬁae not measured directly, the fact _4

* that Lp;er-city’schools werei&xclﬁded and thﬁt children were drawn ) ,//<r<:\\

-

. - N 0
L. ;. ' . . - .
" - -
. . - . N
Y . v . s ‘ . j
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from the same schools is consistent with the conclusion that subjects

" came from similar middle class backgrounds, The fact that only 11 of 97

children were not recovered for retesting indicates z:fairly stable pépu—

. latdon.
\ .
. - \
s~ . . s \ \
Test Materials ) .‘ N ' '
. . .
The Raven Colored Progressive Matrices . .

The Colored Progres‘siv'e Matrices of J.C.Raven (1962) was selected

as the nonverbal measure of ability. This test fulfllls many of _the
requirements 1ndi;:ated by the literature review as being impoi'tant in
assessing ESL children. It is relatively culture free, untimed, and
_attractive to children. - It‘is cone‘;tructed to assesaJ:n greater d@r
tai\l the intellectual processes of whic;h young children alreucapable
and the degree to which the child's capacity for observation and
cl'egr thinking hav:a developed. }Lcco;ding to Raven (1965) .1t is notv
a éest of general intel}igence and should bg used in conjunction wit:hﬁ
a vocabula;:y test., )in, his own words, ."The advantage of using a per-.
ceptual and a vocabulary test together; in placg of a single test 'pf
gen'erai intelligénce is that in‘ this way it .is possible ;d asgess
aeparatély a pe/rson‘s Xpreseq't .cgpaci;y for intellectual activity, '
irrespective of his acqgired knowledge, and at thg‘ same time the

fund of verbal 1nforqation he has acquir?d in the past, w:lf:h as
little presemt intellectual activ}ty as poss:ibIE". (Ré.ven, 1965,
P 3) Thits test may be used satisfactc;rily with non;English speaking

. .

children, as long as they are from a westem‘cul"ture, but Biesheuvel .

‘ (1949, 1952) and Vemoé (1969) ‘suggest that it be ‘used cautiously

with non-western subjects. v BN .

Ty
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The bc;ok form Iof the test was standardized on‘ 608 bhiiateﬁ
S‘)t- 10.5 years of age in Duwfries, Sc.otiand. "The relatively low
re-teat reliability at 6% ye;rs of age compared with the retest
" reliability of 0.8 at 9.5 years of age, suggested that the scale
‘.was sensitive to fluctuations in ;he output of intellectual activity ’
in early childhood, rather than to any defect in the scale it:self."
(Baven 1965, p. 18) Pascale (1973) reported a test-retest re-

’liability of .43 with 36 average preschool children ‘after a one

week interval,

- The RCPM has been found to correlate s_ignificantly‘dith other
standardized tests of intelligence as shown in Table 3.‘ COnthions
between the RCPH and the WISC have been reported by Birkemeyer (1964),
- Estes et al (1961), Martin and Wiechers (1954), and'Stacey and Carleton
\ (1955). The RCPM has also been correlaq;ed significantly with the SB
(Birkemeyer, 1964; Estes et al, 1961; St;ncey and Carleton, 1955), as
well as witt; the Otis, ‘the CMMT 3nd Kuhlmé'n-rAnd‘erson (Green and Ewer.;t,
1955). . ﬁarria (1959) ob-tained significant correlatio‘ns‘ between the
~ RCPM and the DAM and Primary. Mental Abilities (PMA). ncuu;ara et *
al (1959) reported significant correlitions between the RCPM and
WPPS1 Performance and Full Scale IQ's.

v

Accordingly,frnm the literature review, the RCEM appears to be
A -

one of \‘:he best measiures of nonverbal perfomnce in ltudentu.

Green and Ewert (1955) conclude their study by saying that "Sco:es

on Progteasive Matrices correlited with the more verbal inl:elligence

»
tests to ab‘out he same degtee that they did with those tests whick

b e 2 D mmes o
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stress nonverbal aspects. - Therefore, it would appear that the

Progressive Matrices cannot be thouéht of as a test of nonverbal

A

reasoning ability but instead-should be considered 'ag.a test of ]

4

|

\

|

" ' h fairly complex intellectual reasoning processes." (p. 142). -
’ l

The format of the test makes administration with limited verbal
_ - ¢ t

1nst:rﬂ€r.ions possible. The test is available in book or board form;
the lg,eﬁc form was used in this study, The RCPM consists of three

“ series of matric designs, twelve in each series, arranged to assess

e SR s SN 2, .

the chief cognitivd process of which children.under twelve ére'usually

P e VL S

capable. To attract and hold the attention of little children, each

% : - problem is printed on a brightly colored background. . ;

' =

The child 1s shown a matrix in vhich a piece is missing. His

PP

attention is guided to three pieces below the matrix, and he is told
: N . .

to look carefully at  each piece and choose the one which completes’

¥ the pattern. Five examples are used prior to starting the test it- Q
F : o ' . | ] ¢ P
g self. "Each of the three sets (A, Ab, & B) are demonstrated the same

et i Ao, Gt

P Vg
P

way. According to Raven, "if the test is suitably presented, it is

~

necessary only to show a person what to do, to let hiﬁn work through :

. , . T
the problem in the standard order and to learn from his own experience ;
how to solve them. The problem can be demonstrated quiﬁe satiafactorily

wvithout any verbal instructions at all." (1935, p. 10). ’ ‘ L -+ '

- N . RE

"N . The PeaboiLPicturé Vocabth)ry Test

, - The Peabody ficturg Vocabulayy Test '(Dunn, 1965) vas selected

as the verbal test of ability qnd/c;r English comprehended in ,th:is P
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“of verbal intelligence through measuring hearing vocabulary, it has ‘

[, !
cluding average, disadvantaged, Educably Mentally Retarded and

Aboriginef and witﬂ'thg time lapsesAaaryink from one weekrto nine

study. In;recenc‘yéars chg PPVT has been used extensively with . o
children of preschool age as it 1s brief, easy to ssore, and requires

. ¢ - ~
no special trainfig to administer. Since it requires no verbal ) i

response on the'part of tﬁe‘child; all but the most reticent child ﬁ
« . '

will respond by pointing to one of four pictures in response to a ;
’ ' i

stimulus word. Although the PPVT was designed to provide an estimate
: AN ’ . o

[
»

often been used as Q‘test of intelligence, as vocabulary is the best

[y . -

single predictor, of schbol-achievement for hprmél qhildrén according ‘

4

to.Téfman and Merriil, (1937) and Wechsler, (1949). . <;;5_\ :

2

4
" The PPVT was étaﬁdardizeh on a total of 4,012 children (of

whom 133 were 5 years of age and 183 six years of age) from Nashville,’
. . ] - .

* . LA
Tennessee. According to Dunn the test has alternate form reliability
ranging from .67 -~ .73 for 5 - 6 year olds. No test retest reliability
is reported in the mAnual, but several studies‘(TablE 4) have reported

‘reliabilities ranging from .48'~ .83 with a wide range of subjects in- .
i‘ 8

months.

v

~ The PPVT has been fouﬁd to correlate significantly with other
tests of intelligence. The studies are summarized in Table 5. Milgram - O
and Ozer (1967), Coatello and All (19{/} Dilorenzo and Brady (1968)
and Johnson and Johnson (1971) have freported correlations between the -
PPVT and the SB, although the P fesults in lower IQ scores than the . ?

- .

SB.. It has also been. correlated with QR! WISC v:rbal IQ score
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b. {Andersox\z and Flax 1568, Gage 1965, and Shaw, Matthews) anc'l Klove,
1966)’a\s well as with th; ITPA -sub-teat vocal association and vo-
ulencédix;g.by Teasdale (1969) and Coatell&'and‘Ali (1971). These

| correlations are similar to those reported by Dunn in the manual.
'However, Costelio and Ali felt that the PPVT should not be used’ it;.

" 1golation for either language or intelleét:ual assesément'; and Teasql‘alé

reporcéd. that the PPVT was better as a test of language than in-

telligence.

Dilorenzo and Brady (1968) caution that the IQ tables at t:he pre- .

school level are weak and that therefore raw scores rather than IQ

scores should be used to analyse data. Lyman in his review of the

't
‘.5'
3
3

PPVT in the Sixth Mental-Measuremerit Year Book (1965) states that

.

care should be taken in intei:pfeting the ‘horms outside of Nashville:

. where they were established.-

)
Ae t e semmer T o

. oy
The PPVT is an untimed, individual test of y@ptive vocabulary

which consigts of a boocklet with t.hree ptkctices, and one hundred .
and fifty plates each with four numbered pictures. The same book-

let is used for both form A and B, the forms differing only in the

stimulus word given. The examiner reads the stinulud v.iord, and the

child :eé'ponds ‘by pointing to one of the four pictures,
‘\ : )
For the p(xtpose of this study some subjects were given fom A

- in November, others‘wete given form B at that t:ime. During the post-—

+

ts it session the altemte ‘form of t.he test was administered. )
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L o ) o The Metropolitain Achievement Test\Primary I Battery - Form F 1971

'l'he MAT is used extensively by schools and in many reseatch

\ ‘ . ‘ projects t:o measure the academic achievement of students. Hamil.]. and"

!  Wiederhold (1971)( reviewed 44 studies‘ (1.965-70) and found that in 302_/

- of the studies the MAT was used, (twice as freq%tly used as t‘he

: < . next most—comonly used test). The MAT has been well validated and

‘ - ethndardiied.‘ The etandardization samples eere sele;:ted to represent
the national population 15 terms of geographic. region, size of citi.
8ES, .and pub;ic vs. non-public scheols. ReliabilityA coefficients

E - . . for the sub-tests,range from .88 - .96, according to 'the manual.

In: only'one study was the reliability of the MAT exanined.
Hurt and Mishra (1970) reported test retest reliability coefficients

i ; : ] .
s . .of .44 - .85, and split half reliability coefficients of .78 - .97
Ny 1 Y
! ' r_aub-tests of the MAT with 186 Mexican-American children in the

?

‘fourth and fifth grades.

LYRNE s g e,
4

)

The MAT has been well correlated with other standardized tests.
Asg can be seen by referring to Table 6, the MAT has been correlated
with the WISC (Musseén et al, 1952), SB (Muesen et };1, 1952), WPi’SI
(Dokecki et al, 1969), PPVT (Panther, 1967), RDT, DAM; LT, 1C, (Panther,
1967) and DAM, BRS, and TR (Hax:chnm,. Gunning and Waldronm, i9i1).
' K ) o .~
- \ i * ' .

P The Metropolitan Achieveme:t Test (1971)1is compoeed of a series 7

,0f measures designed to indicate how much students have learned in
fv: . . : - y ‘ ' important content and skill areas of the. curriculun. The Prinary 1,

]

' Form A battery includes the following sub-tests: _ . 7 —
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Word Knowledge - 35 items which measure extent of pupils'; reading

)

\ R
vocabulary. " Pupils are given a picture of some common object and must

~ v.el!éct from four words the one word that describes the picture, Words

are generally from primary level readers.

™~

Word Analysis - 40 items which measure pupils' knowledge of sound-letter
relationshii)s or skill in decoding. Pupils must identify a diét:ated

word from among several words with similar cgnfiguratioﬁs and s$und

patterns.

%R'ea.ding - 42 items .which measure 'pupiis' comptehension of written

mat;arizil. | Thir;een items require puﬁils to gelect one‘ of "three easy
sentences which best describes a pictufe. enty-nine‘;.{.tems tequire
pupils to read simple paragraphs and answer questions about what they

have read. . T -

Mathematics - Part A: Concepts - 35 items which measure pupils’ un-

derstanding of basic mathematical principles and relationships. Items .
cover count.ing, place value, sets, measurement, etc. _If_é}}_}_ -
Computation -~ .27 items tgeasuré pupils’ ability to add and subtr;ct
‘oné. and two-digit numbers with no regrouping. (Durost”; Bixler,
Wrightstone, Wayne, Présco;:t and; Balow, p. 3).

| 54

e

- y . \ .
K Total Refading score can be obtained by adding the scores on

A

. — -
Word Enowledge and Reading. A Total Mathematics score can be ob-

_tainéd.by adding parts A and B of the Mathematics sub-test,’ This

particuiar form of the test can be used from grades 1.5 - 2.4,
0 . - ] R - * \“
A _ Lo
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! L ) Procedure . .o
The PPVT was adminiétergd individually in Noyember 1975, by
several psycholcgists in the employ ofb The MCSC. The fgllowing May, . '

fhe same psychologists and the writer administered the alternate form

S s
-

-~ of tﬁe'¢test. T . S

- -
[

el ' . -
In May 1976, the writer administered the RCPM individually to _

3 all children. In some cases the RCPM was administered prior to the -

PPVT, and in other cases the order was reversed.

As the children in this study were very young, every effort L

} vas expended to make each child who was tested comfortable and ?e— . S

laxed. The testing in each school was done in.a separate room or

e

area adjacent to the kindergarten class. Pric_)f to testing, the . ) i
examiner was introduced to the class as a group and spent some time

with them to establish friendly relations. None of the children

et e T

- ' showed excessive timidity. The testing was carried out over a two-—
, ‘ - : ' ¢

. . week period in November and May. With respect to the RCPM, any
. \ :

- e

Faaartee 3

child who was incapable of correctly completing “the test examples

4 was eliminated from the study on the grounds that he did not un-

derstand what was required of him because of (a). language d_eficiency

or (b) inte]r.lecéu_al immaturity. . - .
o Vo | . /
t s .
I In'May 1977, the MAT, Primary I Battery - Form F was administered
r - : - : - : :
. by the writer to all subjects who' could be recovered, Genmerally ﬁ?

this test was administered to groups, however, soﬁe individual ad-

s

ministration was necessary.

-

"
B Y T T T R e T
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RESULTS/PHASE 1 . A e .

>

Verbal Measures O R

v

' “November, PPVT. — May are given in Table 7. -It can/ be seen from this

measures. The difference is most pronounced for PPVT J\Noveﬂber

1

and somewhat léas‘for PPVT - May., It should also be noted that

\

vhilf the mean PPVT score, remains gimilar f;§\cont ols from November

5

‘A series of t-tests were used to test the significarce of the

|

difference between the means of each of thﬁrneasureé of ability for

ESL and control subjects. As can be seen from Table'8, the dif=
e ‘t ,f;rencé‘between tﬁe'PPV}/{ Novembe; for 'the two“groups is highly§
‘ significant (t=9.18, p<£.001), indicating that,controi‘subjects
comprehend more English than ESL subjects at school entrance. The
_ PPVT 2 May means are also eignificahtlf‘diffefent for the gwo‘groups;'
R | E(t‘6-03- p< .001), indicating that -even after one year ip an English
A kin§ergarteﬁ, ESL childre?.are well below their English\fitst
laﬁguage ;oﬁntetparta on ;his measure of ‘verbal ski11l. These find-. '

_ ings confirm Hypothesis 1, Phase 1 of this study.

} ;' .
A 7 S o]
It 18 of interest to note that the mean raw scores btained’

"

on the PPVT by control subjects afe sim{lar to the score (55.37)
reported by Dunn (1965) to represent average performance|for child-

Tren aked 5.6 to 6.5 years. It can be concluded that the| control

il
&

e, t

-
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Table 7 :
Mean PPVT .and RUPM Test Scores for ESL and Control Groups v ‘
S . N ' N )
‘ : BSL " .CONTROL e
PPVT (Nov.) mean 36.39 55.52 "}
°  range 11-64 39-69 .
PPVT (May) mean . 43,75 56.61
‘ range -, ~14~64 37-70 -
RCPM inean 9 1569 . 17.06 CT
S range 7-23 . 13-26
- < . { 4
L) ) ’ .\ )
v
qh‘ II'
. %
Table 8
Comparison of ESL and Control Groups on PPUT and RCPM
.. GROUP TEST t af
ESL/Control PPVT (Nov.) 9,18% 95
ESL/Control PPVT (May) 6.03* 95
ESL/Control * RCPM ’ 1,87 95 - _
ESL PPVT, (Nov./May) 2 609% 126
Control PPVT (Nov./May) 1.256 64 1.
: ‘ v ' /t\\
*:p <001 ~ B
. o r .
- / T 1
- /- 7 I
b2 i
. Y . .
| I }
“ N ;‘- - - ) o \
N - [
~ a '\‘ * N )
f , ' A
|
\. _/3 A
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subjects were of average ability in comprehending English vocabulary.
The mean raw scores of the PPVT obtained by ESL subjects in-both
November (36.39) and May (43.75) fall below Dunn's average score
. N t

of 55.37. ' %

"Although no specific hypothesis was made regﬁrding whether
ESL children wm’xld igxprbve on their ability to under;tand Englisl:
after one year in the Engli;h kinder;‘;lrfen milieu, it is obvious
from Table' 7 that their PPVT scores increase. ’A t-test (Table 8)
indicates that the difference between PPVT - November and PPY‘I‘ -
. May scores for ESL subjects gs\aignificgt;t (t‘-‘6:609, p< .001).
Therefore, these children are learning to comprehend English.

b

Nonverbal Measuresa

It was hypothesized that ESL children would not ;:liffer‘ sig~
nificantiy from gontrols on a nonverbal megsgré, RCPM. The mgeann
‘?»CPM score earned by control subjects (17!.06) is onl.y slightly
highér than that obtained by ESL subjects (15~.69F). A t-test ;:al-

_culated on these means was not 'siguificaut (t=1.187, df*95). This

’

finding indicates that ESL children did as well as controls on the

" RCPM and 18 consistent with Hypothesis 2, Phase 1.

. IR o &
Correlations - .
' It was predictéd that verbsl and’ nonverbal abilities would -

N

be positively correlated in."cohttol sul;jects. Pearson p;:oduct

moment correlation coefficients were calculated between (a) PEVT

v

T 2%

N pom e e b g 5 AR BB
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'nre‘ given in Table 9¢
{

™

AT R I e TR & e v ene b

n

W
]

- ' b [

(l!ovanber) -~ RCPM and (b) PPVT (Hay) - RCPM. These correlations, ‘ a

The correlations obtained are not sifnificant:,

indiuting that verbal and nonverbal abilities assessed were not -
. e * L} ,.
related in the control group. Bypothesis, 3, Phase 1 was not con~-

F4

fi.nnéd.
. - ?
'Iable 9 alao indicates that the PPVT (May) ~ RCPM are not . :
" . % CE
lignificantly correlated in the ESL group. However, although the
correlation was low the PPVT (November) - RCPM scores of ESL child- §

xen were significantly correlated (r®.27, p«<.05). . ' ;

[ 4
R ' §
_
s
‘ i

Ay

It should be noted that PPVT. test-reCest acores correlated
kﬁ“z

' lignificantl for both ESL and cOntrol toups (Table 9)
¥y B
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’ Table 9

("\'. St ' - . Correlations between Verbal and Nonverbal messures in ESL and Control Groups
) GROUP PPVT (NOV./MAY) PPVT (NOV.)/RCPM PPVT (MAY) RCPM
. ESL LG7x% L27%K 16
T |control Th* 11 .207 :
s ) Co ® : .P c 001 X .
. % p, 05, -
/E ’ : ‘ & - -

© AT e AT

~a
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range, - . . oo .

-the perfofmance of the ESL child remains poor relative to that of ’ “r

stand Fnglish. Milgram and Ozer (1967) reported similar findings in

" doubt that Milgram and Ozer findings reflect{rapid linguistic de~ ’

\ DISCUSSTON/PHASE 1 cT : ? s
. . —7 ) :

Verbal Measures

The resulisvof the presen‘t study confix:gn several ob;ervations
of educaéors in the MCSC/E;:lglish Sector. Firsﬁ, ESL children en- . ‘ v
tering kindergaxl'ten know some English ‘although indiv:ldu‘fai differences o ’
are large. As can be seen from Tablie 7, PPVT - (November) scores
rg_ﬁée from 11 - 64”561: t.he ESL g;roup. éecoﬁdly, ESL children
score well below their English 1angu;age couniterparts onlai vefbal
measure of English vocabulary u:nde;:stood. These results: are . ' = ‘ J .
conais'tent with researéh on immigrant groups. Many studies “ ) ] .
‘(A.ltus, ‘1953; Anz}stgis,i and Cordova, 1953; Anastasi and deé Jeéus; 1953;
Birkemeyer, 1964; Cundick, 1970; Darcy, 1952; Jones and Stewart, 19‘51):
have, shown that verbal -test scores of children for whom Enél‘ish is a

second language hare depresgsed in compariéon with norms for the age

¢ . :

Perhaps the e exciting finding is the sig‘nificant— growth in
i [ - ' .

the PPVT scores from)November to May in .the ESL subjects. Because -

the cantrol ¢hild on verbal measures, the progress made by ESL

children may be underestimated. In fact, the current results in-

dicate that ESL chi]l.dren wvere improving-in theitr ability to under-

u'study of disadvantaged 4.5 ~ 6 year olds. These investigators
found a significant increment in PPVI scores after a month interval

with 65 disadvantaged children. There is propably good reason to

e ¥
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© time to adjust to the school environment. It is also true that

"Lewis, 1959; Pintner, 1923). These studies tended to support the'

-

'
P I R I R T Y U
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A}

_\. ! ? .

velopment in the‘irA disadvantaged subjects, An alternative hypothesis

is tByt the results are a Tungtion of increased rapport, as well as
R »

'ndjusment to the school milieu. In the present study, initial

testing was postponed from September to November, to allow chil&ren

teache?' ﬁf children 7th18 str}dy adjustved their vocabular‘y in-

struction to the level of the majo?? of their pug;iis, ts:at’ is, to

ESL learmers. It is , therefore, q i\te likely that the aign:ifi‘cant

increase in PPVT scores found in this study represents growtix An the

ability to comprehend Enélish. |

T It Ahoulél be noted t:ha’t. the PPVI scores of the control gr\m;p

did not impréve betx';eet} Nq‘veminér and May. This fipdit}g is coqsia;:ent

wigh Dunn's (1965) nor;mative da\t‘:a for the age', group given, and .wiuh

Raskin and For:zg'a (1970) report of a nlonaignifica;;tﬁreaﬂs\e(in PPVT -
S

> : . T '
scores of 18 average 6,yefr’olds after seven months. T

13
’ f

Nonverbal Measures

ks

' The results of this study showed that ESL subjectg did not

differ from control subjects on a nonverbal measure of ability. This

C.

finding 1s contrary to the results of studies of immigrant children;
which did not control for SES, cultural assimilation or type of
test utilized (times vgsus uﬁt_imed) (Altus, 1953; Anastasi and’

8 t k! R .

.

Cordova, 1953; Birkemeyer, 1964; Darcy, 1952; Jones and Stewart', 1951;

f ~
idea that the performance of ESL subjects would be below that of .

-

7
-
3

control subjects on nonverbal measures, . Y

.
. ; : o
.
.
&
- . \ - .

A
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there is some cultural assimilation ?ﬁd whidn SES 1is controlled ESL

Correlations ) -
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The results of chis study are cons}stent with studies by

v

Darcy (1946) and Peal and Lamhert (1962) which indicate that when

children will do at least as well as monolingual -controls on untimed

L]

nonverbal medsures.

»
L)

. Although the egperimental and control sdbjects did not.differ on
RCPM scores in this study, it is atill ﬁecessary to ask whether

performance of both groups was é&\ilar to average performance on this

:est. The median score.of 15 for 6 year olds obtained by .Raven (1965)

in Dunfries, Scotland has been further studied in two ‘investigations. d
Green and Ewert (1955) foend a median of 17 (mean of 18.6) for 6 - 6.5
year olds in 27 children in Rochegeer, New York; Harris (1959) ob-~
tained a mean score of 16.24 for 98 average kindergarten childrenl
aged 5.6 to 6.1 years\(seleéied to represent the average urban
population qf the U.S5.). The smell sample size and slightly older
subjects in Green and Ewert's study probably account for the some-
what h;ghee mean scores obtained. As can be seen in Table 10, the
scores obtained by both ESL and control groups in this study aee

very similar to normative data reported by Raven and Harris. It ’

can be concluded that the subjects in this study performed at an

average level on the RCPM. , . S - f}

A\

The nonsignificant cortelation between vérbal'and nonverbal

neasures for the control group is contrary to all expeccatione and

N (!

reseurch in the area 14 Birkeneyer, 1964; Estea et al, i961, Green and




' Table 10

t

-.. Median and Mean Tes’t"Scores‘on RCPM

: w
RESEARCHER \

%

MEDIAN SCORES

«

MEAN SCORES

Raven (1947). Q\
Green & Ewert (1955) |
Harris et al (1959)
Experimental
Control

'

15

e

18.6
16.24
15.69
17.06

¢
1
i
i
L3
S
]
i
;
]
4
L
{
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Ewert, 1955; Martin and Wiechers, 1954; Stacey and Garleton, 1955)

Eowever this finding can be at 1east partially explained by several ‘

. factots, in the present study:

(1) The small sample size and low variability ii_,gqgres (Table 7)

which make it difficult to obtain a 'éignificant correlation.

' 1
.

(2) The subjects in this study may not be representative Yn that -
most cilildren were ‘lo§(er middleﬁclass', ;.iving in an ufban area‘
populated largely by people of many di~fferent c;.uiturea and languages,
and attending schools where: programs are designed primarily for

t:he ESL pupils.. The effect of social environment on language de-

velopment, and ultimately on test performance has been documented

by both Bernstein (1960, 1961, 1966) and .Vernon (1969). .
-~ N

"(3) The PPVT and RCPM themselves may'not-be as hi)ghly correIEth

as other verbal and nonverbal measures. No study was found which

specifically correlated the PPVT with the RCPM in normal children.

N *y ®

\

It 1s extremely difficult to explain the fact that PPVT -- N

-November was.significantly related to”l-lCPM, while the PPVT -~ May were

@

not, It would éeem that the amount of English that ESL children ‘

understand when they enter Jcindergarten is a unique.variable re-

-

quiring fui'ther study.. . . b .

.
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‘RESULTS /PHASE 2 ‘ T

AL
\

Achfe\remgn,t Tests

i

I'ﬁe mean test scores obtained by the control and experfmental

-

. A ’
groups on the MAT are shown in Table 11. It can be seen that control
subjects earned highé)x" mean scores on all subjects, although with the
exception of mathematics, the. diffetenc\es seem to be slight. It should

be noted that all of these mean ‘scores represent average performance on

¥

'

the MAT

In order to determine whether the difference between thé mean .
s:ores obtained by the c;ntrol and e;tperimental groups is slgnificant, a
s’eries. ofu t—tests were performed. Resvilts as shown in Table 12 i:ndicate
l:hat.-'ther;vtzere no signifimm: differences between the expgrime‘ntai and

control groqu on any of the sub-tests of tlie MAT. Hypothesis’ l/Phase

. . N
2 was not confirmed. T s -

Prediction of Achievemeat_, ' - - ~

Correlations - Control Subjects -

It was hypothesized that both verbal (PPVT) and nonverbal (RéPM)

-

order to tést this hypothesis, a Pearson r was calci:latgd between each
\ Lad <

BN .

of four predictors and the five sub-test scores of the MAT. The pre-

dictor variables utilized were PPVT-November, PPVT-May, and RCPM. 1In

\ . . N
addition the-di:fference: score between a child's PPVI in November and

May was utilized. A*sumﬁry of these correlat:i:ons and the significﬁce

level of each correlation is given in Table 13 The nonverbal test, the

-

RCPM is significantly correlated with three subtests of the MAT - Word

PR I

P i
N

e o

et K s
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‘ ' Table 11 - i
. » . ~ .
Mean MAT Scores for ESL and Control Groups
4 s . .
¢ CHIEVEMENT MEASURE CONTROL : ‘ESL %, -
Word Knowledge 23.4 ° ' 20‘.8 S
Word Analysis 28.9 T 27.4 e
Reading . 21.3 19.4 S
Total Reading 45.1 * 40.2 - i x
Total Math .50.8 376 |- :
; ; . :
y B
v Ty . 3.
, ; 1 en §
, ., . ;-
- \ . , !
) , . \ {/ .
— . / ,
Table 12 T ‘ - :
b ' ' C
: Comparison of ESL and Control Grodips on MAT _ ‘ ‘ o
GROUP ACHIEVEMENT' MEASURE t v odf - \ cy
Lo . - . - b
Control/ESL Word Kaowledge Y - 1.56 s ss | -\, |
" |Control/ESL -Word Analysis . 942 us 86 é
. ’ ‘ ’ 1
Control/ESL Reading 1.02 ns 86 e !
Control/ESL Total Reading 1.46 ns 86 ‘ .
. o] 4 . .
" {Control/ESL - Total Math ‘ 1.37 ns 86 ;
‘ |
' - ]
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Table 13° )
" Correlation of Ability and Achievement Measures
X N o " in Control Group

B LN . - o -

MEASURES OF ABILITY

ACHIEVEMENT MEASURES

«
e —— o~ — o

] RPVT-Nov, PPVT-May RCPM Diff. Nov./May
Word Knowledge .071 ns .315 ns .386% L3092k
. | Word Analysis -.132 ns .063 ns .286 ns . 281 ns
Reading " .253 ns .344 ns 483k .183-ss
Total Reading .165 ns- .344 ng 429% 7 .306 08
Total Math { .28 ns 184 ns .307. 08 - .1%6ms |t
. . @
* = p é .05 ' . ‘I "
. -
** = p < ,02 ) -
* ’ ' ',\ .
J- < v ' o K
. v B 5 ) . -
‘ S ' \ ,
\, ¥ N ) b
/ _ s
B ’ |
— A)?‘
) “ ) ’ti/‘l‘f\




ek r————

- 1

- - R e i I e e R el e R L T R ]

u

- ‘sg . ‘)
Knowledge, Reading, and- Total Reading. No significant:relat,ic;n_ships

were found betweenvi:he nonverbal -measure and Word Analyais and Total

H:;thematics. ' ' :

. . . \

v It is a 1ittie more difficult to interpret the PPVT scores. The
only verbal measure that is significantly con:glated with achievgme;:t
1s the difference Noveniber/May‘r -score‘and Word‘Knowledge. S.ince this
is the only verbal score wbicl; correlates significantly, there m:i.ght
be reason to suspect that’ it res_ulté;i by chance, The ".PPVT-November

— ~

and ‘}.‘?PVT—Maytscores\are nonsignificantly correlated in all cases.

Hypothesis 2/Phase 2 was largely unconfirmed.
) 4

2

Correlation - ESL Group

¢

It was hypothesized ‘that ' verbal and nonverbal measures of ability

would predict school ‘achieveihent in ESL children., The Pearson cor-
relation coefficients \b.et:veeu each measure of ability, (PPVT-November,
PPVT-May, RCPM and difference score) and each MAT subtest are pré-~

sented in Table 14. As shown, verbal scores correlated better with

achievement than nonverbal scores for this grc;up. PPVT-Norvelpbe'r and

_ ~May scores showed significant (at least at the .05 level) relat.’g.onship( ‘

with all subtests of the MAT. However, no significant relai:ionahips

were found between the difference November/}!ay“umj and the criteria

. measures. The nonverbal test, the RCPM is nonsignififcantly correlated

with Word Knowledge and Total Mathematics, but bignificantly correlated
. Q .

with Word Analysis, Reading, and Total Reading. Hypothesis 3/Phage

K A

2 is omly partially confirmed. -
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‘gi, # ) Correlation of Ability and Achievement Measures

§ in Experimental Group )

| ACHIEVEMENT  MEASURES —“ MEASURES OF ABILITY
' PEVI-Nov., PPVT-May | RCPY | Diff, Noy,-May

_ Word Knowledge | +5684kk% 400K kA% . 264% .170 ns u :

; | Word.lmaly‘sia‘ | L 403%n 33gwex | 226ns | .051ns, ' b
Reading " 401 Ak .3024% .054 ns ' .095 ns
Total Reading =~ | .521%x% 37 THhR% 169 ns | -.142 ns

[ Total Math 542k raxnnn }Nh ~.048 ns

g

*‘= p(.os -

Rk = : P < .02 » ‘ R : ) C ‘
B C k% - p <.01 & ’ : ;
) . . o . P ‘
, #tax . o < ,001 - - ;
N 4 Vo - . -
v - 4§
> . - H
i
. b . &
_ - o, \ v S
* i
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- : §
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dic/tions of achievement ¢ould be itiproved by tg.ng several 1ndependent
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S‘tep-ﬂise Régression Analysis N . ; ~

The amount of English understood by ESL children upon school en- -

trance accounts for 16-~32% of the variance in school {achievement

measures. On the Word Knowledge, Total Reading, and Total Math sub- - . i

tests, the variance accounted for by the PPVT-November ranges from § .
. \ ;}

27-32%. For these subjects, the amount of English understood by ESL ‘ ] f‘!

| o .
children early in kindergarten seems to make some contribution to

achievement. The amount of variance accounted for in less global
teats such as Word Associlation (16%) and Reading (16%) is low. It is
of considerable interest that the PPVI-November provided the highest

e
correlation with all measures of school achievement in ESL children. .
For control subjects the RCPM provided the highest correlations in four
of five achievement tests. Since the independent variables were all

intercorrelated (Table 9), it was decided to perform a step-wise re- -

gression analysis for each group in order to determine whether pre- ’ ©

4.41

ables or measures of ability. . .
v L] ’

’ ‘.
A ) . : ‘. A 7
’

’rable 15 shows chat for ESL subjects relatively little gain is

mde in predict:ive validity by adding data of test scores ot;her than s

‘p

the PPVT-NOvember .

O . ' . . . - - S A ’ 'ore

-

Table 16 sumarizes thé multiple correlationa obtained for. thé.u

\

control group from the atepvise tegreaaion ana].ysie. In‘] the caaes of

o

Vord Analyiis and Mathmt:lca where even the sinple éortelationa
&
were nonsignificant, none of the abili:y measures either alone or in

combination accounts for more than 15% of the variance. With regard

T

, \
- / . . 3
h i
. .
o .
. , ;
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s ‘ ; . Table 15
o - . B Results of Step-gisé Regression Analysis
. - for the Experimental Group
o "Ability Measures Predictor Variables Multiple R R Square R Square Change
B Word Knowledge |PPBVI-Nov. .568 - .322 .322
. . |rceM .575 .330 .008
o PPVI-May .575 ©.331 .001
o T Diff. (Nov.-May)*
Word Analysis |PPVI-Nov. .403 .163 .163
K o |re 416 . | 173 .010
| o pEVI-May 427 .182 .009_
- | " | DLEE. (Nov.-May)* '
4 Reading PPVI-Nov. 401" .161 .161
RCPM , .408 167 .006
- PPVI-May - 410 .168 .001
, Diff. (Nov.-May)* |, '
-~ Total Reading | PPVI-Nov. .521 271 .271
: © 7 Iptff.ov.-May)* | 522 .272 .001.
g , PPVI-May* -~ "
L o BCPM ‘ - < L
L ‘Total Math  |PPVI-May ~ | .sa2 . | .20 | . L204
;; . S RCPM 586 Y| .34 N .047
;L ‘ Diff. (Nov.-May)* _ | VEab. .360 ,025 -
g s B PPVELMay* ’
Y . )
' i * F leve% insufficient for further computation 3

<

™ : : N
< ]




Table 16
. Results of Step-wise Regression Analysis

for the Control Group
! §

Aﬁility Measgsures Predictor Varfables Muitiple R R Square Change
Word Knowlédge |Ddff.(Nov.-May) .392 .153
RCPM - ,509 .2 .106
PPVT-Nov, . .520 011
PPVT-May¥* .

" Word Analysis RCPM

) Diff. (Nov.-May)
PPVT-Nov.
PPVT-May*x '~

RCPM -

PPVT-May
biff.(Nov.-May)
PPVT-Nov.*

Total Reading RCPM

) * | PPVT-May
Diff. (Nov.-May)
. ‘ PPVT-Nov.*

Total Math |RCPM

PPVT-May

Diff. (Nov,-May)
PPVI-Nov.*

A F‘ievel insufficient for further computation

A
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to the prediction of Word Knowledge a combination of difference score

(PPVI-May - PPVT-Novequr) and RCPM provides g multiple R of .509.

N -

The addition of -the other independent variables doel not :anruu pre-

diction. With respect to Reading and Total Readingg the pted\:lction

of. the Raven Score alone Mot imprmred by the rmining measures of

ability.
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DISCUSSION/PHASE 2
o [ \’\ v
Achievement Tests ‘ .

The results of this study indicate that both ESL and momolingual .

bl

control children achieve at average leévels as measured by the MAT at

.the end of grade one. It would appear that these ESL children have

overcome their 1anguage deficit as méhsuned by the PPVT in kindergarten,

It vould have been of great interest*to know the PPVT scores of these L
children at the end of grade one. A second factor which may contribute

to the normal achievement of thgée children is their average performance
on‘a~nonyerba1 task. Phillipus (1968) suggested that in certain instances
nonverbal abilities can bg used to compensate for lahguage handicap in |

EY

ESL children. Finally, it is certainly possible that the teachers of

these 'ESL pupils may have had programs which helped the children im=-

) nrove their English to the point where they could earn average MAT \

scores. This point is especially important when viewed together with

\

the fact that mnnolingual Engliah children in these classes-also achieved

at average levels. . =
~ _"‘\ : -

These results are somewhat at variance with literature on immigrant

‘children. Studies in England (Ashby et al, 1970; Bhatnagar, 1970;
N . e

" Little et al, 1967; McFie & Thompson, l970),ithe United Stntea {Cohen,

Cd
1970), and Canada (Ashworth, 1975b; Toronto Board of Education, 1965)

all indicate that, in general, the achievement of imnigrant children,

i S

(even as low as grade one) is well -below average. It nnst be noted that

>

once again the particular aample in this study was defined largely by

}nngunge factors. Variablea such as”low socloeconomic level,qlnck of

opportunity for cultutal alcimilation, short length of r;gginnca -
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probably influenced the results of other studies and were largely

absent in the present study. It is still of conaiderable significance
that the ESL children in this atudy did so well on the achievement test.
The particular results -in th‘iq study at;pport those found in a studgy

of immigrant achievement iﬁl Toronto.School (Rogers and Wright', 1969).
They conducted a longitudinal study of 8695A children from junior t;r
senior kindergart%n to grade three. 'fhey gei)ort;ed that the ESL 'child-
Ten .who formed one third of the sample, ‘performed slightly ahead of

Ay

their mouoliixgual classmates on the MAT by grade thi‘ge after starting

v
-

schoode with language deficits in English.A

¢

Prediction of Achievement

It was predicted.that both verbal and amonverbal measures of ability ~

wouil.d~ correlate significantly with school achievement in both ESL and
control groups. in large measure this hypothesis was no;:“supported.
6ne tended to find that the nonverbai test best predicted the achieve-
ment of'gxonolingtvml subjects, as it was significantly correlated with
three MAT éubjects (Word Knowledge,‘Reading and Total Rehd:lng).' The

difference November/ﬁay score was the only verbal measure that was

significantly correlated with achievement, and as previously noted, this

could have occurred by tchance. For the ESL group verbal measures were . i

the best predictors of achievement. In all cases PPVI November and PPVT
|

May correlated significantly with achievement. The ,difference score

' however :as non-significantly cgn;elated in all cases. The nonverbal

test; the RCPM, correlated only with the Word Knowledge and the Math-

"

ematics sub-tests. , - , ) .
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Even;wgg con;htions were obtained ‘they tended to be 1-ow. For
ESL child.ret'l the highest co'rreli:\tiona raﬁged froh .40 - :57.'; and for the
control subjects the highest correlations ranged from .29 - .48. It
‘ /\”certainly cannot be concluded that the measures of ability utilized in

this study adequately accounted for school achievement,

(S
i

Howevet it must be noted that the PPV'I‘., the verbal test only

w

taps vocabulary comprehended It does not measure spoken vocabulary

. or sentence structure, either spoken or compi'ehended. It is possible

-

, that a more comprehensive test 'of've:rbal ability would correlate

£ e b b I g e o KTV

higher with achievement.
3

e e

On the other hand the fact that in all cases the PPVT-November
was the best predictor for school achievement in ESL subjects in worthy
of some consideration. It should also be recalled that the PPVT-Nov-

ember correlated with the RCPM only in the ESL group, It would certainly

b—

seem that the amount of English these children comprehend upon entering

-

b, -

kindergarten is an important variable. The factors which determine

: PPVT sacores November warrant (furtﬂer 1nvestig?t:!:on.

/

S

P

; 7 With regard to the control subje;ts, the fact that there were two

| | sub—teeta that were not predicted by either verbal or nonverbal measures
is contrary to literature reviewed (Dokecki et al, '1969‘ Dudek et al,
1969 Henderson et al, 1969; Hirshoren, 1969 Lessler et al, 1970;

lhyeu et al, 1968; Hussen et al, 1952' Plant & Southern, 1968 Panther,
‘ 1967).

b et -
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'Itxnhould be not‘ed that Word Analysis is largely a phoi:et;ic de-
. \ | . : .
‘coding task and probably tapped some more specific ability than more

global testssuch as Reading and Word K)nowledge. Several of the factors

mentioned previously to explain the lack of correlation between verbal
. 3 ' N
and nonverbal abilities in the control sample are also relevant (small

sanple size, low variability of scores, non-representative sample, and
'low correlation between PPVT and RCPM tasks themselves). . B

e

C- . .
A further finding wasg _that when significant r's between 'ability

and achievement were obtained, the RCPM a nonverbal test seemed to be

a better predictor than verbal meaaures.'

The literature has not indicated in any consistent fashion whether"

verbal or nonverbal tasks are better predictors for monolingual subjects.

' Both verbal and nonverbal measures have-been related to school achieve- -.

1
ment. What-is impbrtant here is the difference between the control ard

ESL eubjécts. 'Phe findings for the control _.gfoup serve to emphaéize .

Just how important knowledge of English upon entering school is for the
BSL, child. . )
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' ¢ . TMPLICATIONS

-2

’ The results of this study show that although ESL children start
i . + N .

| kindergarten with a verbal deficit in English, their achievement does

-

not differ significantly from their English" &nguage counterparts by

1

\ . ! \
'grade one. There is reason to expect that this\pr}:gress will continue

through elementary and secondary school. In view ‘of the vast amounts

1

of literature which indicate that immigrant children perform poorly

in school, this prognosis is gratifying. It would be of interest to

examine the kindergarten and grade one. classes of the MCSC to determine

.

the variables which help ESL children achieve without impeding the pro=-

v

gress of the monolingual children.

Since the predictor variables in this study accounted for a relatively
small amount of the variance in the criterion ‘measure, it 1s apparent
‘thaAtV faqt’ors other than verbal and nonverbal skillp (as measured by the\ .

PPVT and RCPﬂ) influence achievement. An investigation of these factors,

which could include moti‘vatio,n, attitude and developmental maturity and
the ability to express oneself in a second language would probably in-

crease predictability.

B It would also be wqrthwhilé to examine the factors which contribute
to the PPVI scores of thg ESL group at the beginning of kindergarten, since
this teait is a good predictor of achievement in these subjects. This score
is' also correlated with;the nonverbal sco're at the end of kindergarten.

[ —~

Since these results stress the importance of the amount of English

understood by a child when he enters kindergarten, it would be extremely

+m—
—
—

\
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beneficial to raise the level of English- comprehension prior to

“starting kindergarten. This ex;xphasizes the need for prekindergarten

classes in areas where there are 1arge “numbers og ESL children. Through
a year of erposune to English at such an early age, it would be possible

to increase their school achievement in later years.

LIMITATIONS

‘ This study was limited in some ways by the current poli;;ical and’
educational situation in Quebec, which made ig impossible to coﬁt%ol"
two v;ariables more closely. The SES of the control and expe_rimental
subjects was assumed to be similar as they lived in che same getographic
areas, attended the same schools, and had tlie same teachers. 'fighter

control would have been-enforced if a questi‘onnaire could have been

employed in order to rate the socioeconomic level of each of" the

subjects, thereby allowing the subjects in both groups to be matched.

It would also have been usefu\f to determine the degree of bilingualism
of each of the ESL subjects. However in view of existing laws which
restrict 4ccess to English schools, parents who are first or second,

generation immigrants would be highly buspiciéua of questionnaires or

extensive testing and information obtained under such circumstances

4 .
could mot be cons;deied reliable.

If this study were to be replicated in the future, certain
\ .

changes would be made, ¥irst, it would be necessary to ascertain
which factors .influence th: -amount of English comprehended at the
i

begimling of school (PPVT - November score). These could include

mount of English s‘poken by parents ahd other relatives, number of
.
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. brothers and s.isierst‘already attending English achool, place of oL

. residence, length of residence of the parents in Canada, as well
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as .ittitude of the parenss‘ toward iearning Engiish. Second, the

RCPM would be administered to-all subjects at the beginning of ‘
kimiergarten to gleter;nine whether the two groups would obt:ainﬁ similar
oc‘ore; at that time, and i:hird, the PPV;r would be administered to all
subjects at the end of grade one to determine whether the ESL subjects
are obtaining average scores after two years of exposure to Engligh.

’

This would help to explain their normal MAT scores at ;he end of grade
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