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Abstract

Thisc papey reviews the literature concerning the

4 &

appropriateness of nine norm-referenced survey achievement
Tests Tor use with Mexican-American migrant students. An
evaluation ol cach test by the Center for the Study of
Evaluation is also included. Part I of the paper exam=-
ines the implications of using norm-referenced tests to

evaluate the Texas Migrant BEducation Program.

st 4 s

ot s M A ik 0

- st

PR

-
b s

E—

ol AN 1 ! i ol SALy ¢




INTRODUCTION

The following review represents an extensive effort to
locate all available research studies comparing or evaluating
the appropriatencss of various norm-referenced achievement tests
Tor measuring migrant students in grades 1 through 7. Since 98
percent of migrant students in Texus (TEA, 1971) are MexIcan-
American, the scope of the review was broadened to include
studies of Mexican-American performnance on these tests. While
it is apparent that definite cultural differences exist between
nigrant and "typical" nommigrant Mexican-American children, the
generalization to all Mexican-American children is necessitated
by the dearth of research material concerning the migrant child's
perlorrmance on norm-referenced tests.

The following sources of research information were utilized:

1) £RIC (Educational Resources Information Center) was
searched by the computer using the Jollowing descriptors: Stan=-
dardized tests, norm-referernced tests, culture free “tests,
achievement tests, measurement instruments, testing programs or
test reviews cross referenced with migrant children, migrant
child education, migrant schools, Mexican-Americans or educa-
tionally dicadvantaged.

2) The Bducation Index, a cunulative suBJect index to

over 250 selected educational periodicals, proceedings and year-

books, was searched from July 1965 to March 1972.
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%) The U.S. Suserintendent of Documents Morthly Catalors,

«n index of publications by the U.S. Govermment Printing Office,
was reviewed from January 1968 to March 1972.

L) CIJE (Curient Index to Journals in Education), a
monthly index of over 500 educational periodicals, was searched
from its Tirst issue in January 1969 through February 1972.

5) State Departments of Bducation in Arizona, California,
Coloracdo, Florida, Nevada, and New Mexico were asked to recom-
mend tests for use with Mexican-Americoan migrant students.

6) The Naotional Consortia for Bilingual/Bicultural Edu-
cation, the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, and
numerous individuals who are working in the area of measuring
Mexican-Anerican and migrant educational achievement were asked
to recommend tests.

Part I of the report will review nine major achievement
Tests which were recommended by the above sources or which have
been included in tae Anchor Test Study (ETS, 1972). For each
test the following information will be provided:

(1) An evaluation of the test in.the area of math, read=-

ing and oral=-aural language from the CSE Elementary

School Test Evaluntions (Hoepfner, 1970).

(2) A report from the National Consortia for Bilingual/
Bicultural Education (NCBE) concerning the number of

ESEA Title VII Bilingual ProJects which used the
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test Guring the 1970-7L school year. (NCBE, 1971)
(3) A review of rescarch studies which have used the test
with Mexican-American or migrunt students including

reports irom stats departments of education which

———— 1 T > AU el G taopd @ OGP S P

have used the test for measuring Mexican-American

migrant students.
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In order to select a norm-referenced evaluation instru-
nment Tor migrant education programs three essential requirements

must be met. (1) The test must be a well made measurement in-
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strunent as determined by standard psychometric criteria. The

CSE Blementary School Test Bvaluations (Hoepfner, 1970) have

evasuated the nine tests 1o be reviewed on four basic criteria
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and thus will provide a comparative measure of the various in-
struments. (2) Second, the test must be appropriate for Mexican-
American migrant students. This is a complex question currently ,
being debated in educational Jjournals. To provide a measure or

the appropriateness of each test two criteria will be utilized:

(1) A report of the number or ESEA Title VII Bilingual Projects
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which use the test as well as use by state departments of edu-

-

cetion with Mexican-American or migrant students; and (2) a re-
view of research studies from the sources noted earlier that
have used the tests with Mexican-American or migrant students.

Wnile a consensus judgment from the "authorities" is impossible
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at present, the above criteria should provide some insight into
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Lhie appropriaue 'su oi euch test i'or use in measuring Mexicuan-
American mnilgrant vtudents.

(%) The third and perhaps foremost requirement for se-
lecving an cvaluation ingtrument is that the leosts meucure the
carriculwm aress in which cognitive changes in the student are
soughit. The Toxas Migrant Dducation Program is seeking changes
in the arcas of ma*h, reading, and oral language. Math and
reading are basic instructional areas measured by every achleve-
ment battery reviewed here. Oral language is a complex educa-
tional objective which has not been clearly defined in the Texas
¥igrant Bducation Program. At a very basiz level it consists cf

oral and aural skills. The CSE Elementary School Test Evalua=

tions (Hoepfner, 1970) have evaluated the tests reviewed here on

C.x=alral skills as an objective in measuring the educational
gozl called "reading" (Hoepfner, 1970, p. xii). In evaluating
over 175 elementary school tests CSE 3id not classify a single
test as measuring the oral skill entitled "speaking." Three
vests reviewed here have bveen classified as measuring the aural
skill called 'listening-reaction and response." These evalua=-
tions will e noted\in the discussions of individual tests, how=-
ever at the outset it is important to recognize the difficulty
of evaluating cognitive changes in an area dbroadly defined as
oral language.

The content validity of a test for evaluation of a migrant
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educationul progrunm must ve deltermined by comparing test objec-
tives and content to the objectives and curriculum of the pro-
gram to be evaluated. Due to the wide variations of educatiocnal

tives and curriculum in Texas migrant edfucation prograuns,

(@)

obje
no aitenpt will be made to assess the content validity of the
tests reviewed in regard to specific program objectives and cur-
ricula. This can be done only at the individual project level
or else awalt the adoption of a standard set of educational ob-
jecti#es and curriculum at the statewide level.

Part II of the report will discuss some of the implica-
tlons of using norm-referenced tests for evaluation and suggest
possible alternative solutions to the problem of finding an

propriate instrument for evaluating Texas migrant education

o
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PART I

Before beginning the test reviews a description of the
test evaluations by the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE)

is necessary. The CSE BElementary School Test Evaluations have

evaluated "all the output measures that are prepared for or are
potentially useful Tor evaluations within the elementary school,
ard that are generally available to educators and researchers”
(Hoepfner, 1370, p. ix) on four assessment criteria:

(1) Measurement Validity--Each test was classified by CSE
as to its educational goals then evaluations on the
criterion of measurement validity were made in answer
to the question: "Does the test appear to measure
the specific educational objectives?”

(2) Examinee Appropriateness=-This criterion assessed the
appropriateness of the test's level of comprenension,
its physical format, and the required response mode.
Considerations such as gquality of illustrations, size
of print and spacing of materials on a printed page
were included in assessing this criterion.

(3) Adnministrative Usability--This criterion addressed
test utilization questions such as the practicality
of group administration, simple an& objective scoring

procedures, and most important, ease of interpreting

8




test scores correctly. TFinally thé breadth and rep-
resentativeness of the normative sample was evaluated.
(4) Normed Technical Excellence--The reliability, repli- ;

cabilivy, and refinement of measurement were the con-

cern of this last criterion.

For each itest ovjective selected by CSE, specific tests
or subitests within a battery were evaluated using a 0-15 point
scale Tor each of the four criteria discussed above, (E.g.: If
the Reading Test of the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) was
clessified as measuring "Total Reading," "Word Discrimination,”
and "Word Knowledgee" then the CSE evaluations would evaluate the

MAT Reading Test concerning how well it assessed student achieve=-
ment on each of the three objectives. Each obJective receives

up to 15 points on each of the four criteria.) A grade of "good"
corresponds to a scale value of 12-15 points on a particular

criterion. "Fair" corresponds to 8-11 points and "Poor" corre-

sponds to 0=7 points. A typical score for an objective might be

tx j
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, F, P, B. CSE indicates that a "poor" rating renders & test
clearly unsatisfactory on that particular criterion and therefore
a better device should be sought to measure the educaticnal ob-
jective being evaluated.

By utilizing this single evaluation source one gains three

advantages: (1) Objectivity--CSE has no relationships with test

publishers; (2) Conciseness--through the use of numerical sceles
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the various tosts are easily compared; and (3) Consistency--1t
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is rare in educational feééﬁggﬁﬂgg find a siﬁgle se ‘Sflc}iiéria‘
agalnst which so many tests have been compared. Taken‘together,
the lour criteria uscd by the CSE evaluations provide an overull
rating of how well these achievement tests assess educational

opjectives in the areas of reading and math and to a lesser ex-

tent the development of oral language.




Test Reviews ’j

(1) The Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT), 1958 edi-
tion, are a vattery of language arts and mathematics tests based

on traditional curriculum ranging from kindergarten to the ninth

s s W o it

crade. The Metropol'tan Readiness Test (MRT) preschool student
readiness to learn reading and numbers. Table 1 outlines the

ratings given to the Metropolitan tests designed for grades 1,

PRV

3, and 5 in the areas of math, reading, and aural language. The
CBE 6th grade evaluations have been omitted since the MAT inter-

wediate level tests are designed for both the 5th and 6th grades.
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10
Table 1

Mctropolitan Readiness and Achlevement Teste®

Measure= Examince Adminig- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Objective ol the Tect Validity ateness Usability Excellence
5o Graae
Readiness Test:
Spatial Reasoning F F F F
Comprenension of Numbers F G G P
Listening Reaction & Response G ¥ F P
Phonetic Recopgunition F F F P
Recognition of' Word Meaning G F F P
Aritlhmetic--Concepts F F F F
Reuding:
Word Discrimination F F F F
Word Knowledge F F F F
Total P F F F
3rd Grade
Arithnmetic:
Coaputation P F G F
Provlen Solving & Concepts P F G P
Reading:
Couaurehiension F F G F
Woid Discrimination F F G F
Word Knowledge F F G ¥
Hih Grade
Ariticetic:
Computation F F G F
Provlem Solving & Concepts F F G F
Reading:
Comprehension F F G F
Word Know.edge F F G F

fnformation obtained from Hoepfner (1970).
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Table 1 shows the MRT and MAT to be generally well-made
tests. The MRT listening test i1s classifled by CSE as an aural
languase measure. NCBE (1971) points out that MAT is used in
nine bilingual education projects. The MRT on the other hand is
utilized by sixteen bilingual projects.

Horn (1966) notes that the large number of zero scores
attained by Spanish=-speaking students on thz MRT indicates that
it i inappropriate for pretesting Spanish-speaking preschool
children. Robison (1966) states that the MRT is reliable with
cuiturally disadvantaged children (r = .907), however the weak-
ness of the test lies in the complexities involved in test ad-
ministration and the length of time needed for each administra-
tion. Mitchell (1967) indicated that the MRT's predictive
vaiidity, based on correlations with the Stanford Achievement
Test, is virtually icdentical for Caucasian, Negro=-, Oriental-,
or Mexican-American:. Davig and Personke (1968) found that
Spanish-speaking school entrants performed equally well on the
English or colloquial Spanish versions of the MRT and thus pro-
vided "no evidence on which to question the practice of adminis-
tering tests in English to Spanish-speaking school entrants.”

In a later study of the same students, Personke and Davis (1969)
found that the Alphabet subtest of the MRT administered in
Englich was the best predictor of school achievement of Spanish-

speaking students.
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12
Turning Lo the Metropolitan Achlevement Tests (MAT), '

Arnold (1969) administered the MAT level 1, designed for second

———

grade students to disadvaniaged bilingual students beginning the
third grade. The test was found to be quite reliable (Alpha
Coefficient = .95) with disadvantaged "bilingual"” students who
had two years of oral language instruction. Bordie (1969) in
reviewing both the MAT and the MRT with regard to linguistically |
different learncrs stated that language material was inadequate
for students at the lower end of the scales since chance scores
are less than 1/2 grade below the minimum level for which norms
are offered. Eagle and Harris (1969) studied the interaction
erlects between tests and soclo-cultural variables. Although
they contrasted white students with nonwhites (primarily Negroes),
Eagle and Harris demonstrated that the Metropolitan Achievement
Battery produced & greater discrepancy between races at the 4th
and Oth groade levels than did the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
This interaction effect between wests and sociocultural variables
is important in selecting an achievement measure for Mexican=-
American migrant students, however no other studies of this type
nave been found in the educational literature.
Hurt and Mishra (1970) found the Metropolitan Achievement
Test to be as reliable for disadvantaged Mexican-American chile

dren as for the normative sample. Vallidity of the MAT was deter-

mined by using the Wide Range Achievement Test as the criterion
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ol valldily. In discuscing the findings Hurt and Mishra state,
"WAT has relatively high validity for the sample groups.'" John-
son's (1971) analysis of the Metropolitan Tests revealed that
they contain symbols not equally familiar and motivating to all
socioeconomic groups. He points out that they are fixed on
verbal symbols, paragraph content, and problem solving most
%amiliar to middle and upper socioeconomic group children.
Solowon (1971) found that response in & test booklet, response
on a separate non-machine scorable form, and response on sepa-
rate machine scorable forms had.no effect on the scores of cul-
Turally deprived fourth grade students taking the MAT. Hutchi-
son (1972) concluded that the Word Discrimination Test of the
MAT uses "dialect-prejudiced items" and thus is not appropriate
for chiidren in urban ghetto areas.

A 1970 revision of the MAT has.been published. Buros
(1972) docs not review the 1970 version, and refers rcaders to
reviews ol the 1958 edition. Thus the information presented
nere 1s apparently the most current evaluative material of the
MAT available. The inclusion of only 4 percent Mexican-Americane,
Cubuns, and Puerto Ricans in the 1970 edition norming sample
(Harcourt et al., 1971) indicates that the orientation of the
new vattery has not changed substantially since the 1958 edition
which was also normed primarily on white middle class children
(Durost, 1959).

(2) The Stanford Achievement Tests, 1964 revision, measure

&
x
X
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achiievenent in reading, language arts, and arithmetic. The CSE |
evaluations of this test in the areas of arithmetic and reading ﬁ
|

are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

&
Stanlord Achievement Test

Measure- Exaninee Adminis- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Objective or Test Validity ateness Usability ZExcellence

ist Grede
Spelling F G G F
Aritimetic Total P F G F
Reading~-Paragraph Mcaning P ¥ G P

" Word Mcaning F G G P |

" Vocubulary F F o P

3rd Grade
Arithometic-~Concepts F F G F
" Computation F G G F
Reading=-~Paragraph Meaning F F G F
" Word Meaning P F G P

5th Grade
Aritaaetic~-Concepts F F G F
" Couputation ¥ F G F
" Applications T F G F
Reading--Paragraph Meaning F F G F
" Word Meaning F G G P

Eth Grade
Arithmetic=--Concepts 3 F G P
" Computation F F G F
" Applications F F G F
Reading=--Paragraph Meaning F F G F
" VWord Meaning F F G F

z
Information obtained from Hoepfner (1970).
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Like ihie Metropolitan tests, the Stanford Achievement
Tests are a well-built batiery, rated particularly high in Ad-
ministrative Usability but lower in Measurement Valid.ity and
ormed Technical Excellence. It also coes not provide any
measure of aural language. The test is used in thirteen biline
gual projects (NCBE, 1971). Very little research work has been
designed to evaluate the appropriateness of the Stanford Achieve-
ment Tests for use witﬁ Mexican-American or migraut children.
Horn (1960) points out & major limitation of his study of
reading=-teaching methods for disadvantaged Spanish speaking lst
graders was the standardized instruments, namely the Metropoli-
tan Readiness Test and the Stanford Achievement Test. Palomares
and Cummins (1967) chose the Stanford series "after careful
selection” to evaluate rural M-A pupils in preschool and grades
1-6. HNo further comment was made on the efficacy of the test
with Mexican-American students. Hawkridge (1969) points out
that the Malabar reading program for Mexican-American children
Tound the floor of the Stanford Achievement Test: Reading to be
too high for Mexican-American students. Bordie (1969) points
out that the language portion of the Stanford is concerned with
the measurement of ability in formal written English, an ability
vwhich is usually lacking in the linguistically different student.

The Texas Education Agency has used the Stanford Achieve~

ment Test since 1965 to evaluate migrant education prograns.

17




16
uros (1972) reports that the Stanford Early School Achievement
Testv (SESAT) published in 1969-T70 measures grades K through 1.5
with rour subtests: Eavironment, Mathematics, Letters and Sounds,
and Aural Comprchension. Buros points out the test is not a

"readiness test."

No research material concerning the appro-
prictencss of the SESAT for use with Mexican-American cr mi-
grant students was located.

{3) California Achievement Tests (CAT), 1957 edition with
2903 norms, consist of tests of knowledge and understanding in
Reading, Arithmetic, and Language. There are alternate forms

{or each level. The CSE evaluation of this test in the areas of

zath and reading are outlined in Table 3,

18
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Table 3

-
California Arithmetic Test and California Reading Test

Measure- Examinee Adminis- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technicel
Objective of the Test Validity ateness Usability Excellence
lst Grade

Arithmetic Reasoning--Total P F F P
Arithmetic Fundementals~-Total F F ) r
Vocavulary=--Total F F G P
" Word Recognition P F G P
" Word Form F F F P
" Meaning of Opposites P F F P
" Picture Association P F F P
Reading Couprehension P T F P

3rd Grade

rithmetic Reasoning~=-Total F F F F
Arithnmetic FPundamentals--Total G F G F
Readins Conprehension--Total F F G ¥
Reading Vocabulary=--Total P F G F
Reczding Vocabulary:

Meaning of Opposites F F F P

Word Recognition P F G F

5th Grade
Arithmetic Reasoning=--Total P F G P
Mavhematics Vocabulary P F F P
Arithmetic Fundamentalgs--Total G F F )
Arithretic Reasoning=--Total P F G P
General Vocabulary P F F P
Reading Vocabulary F F F F
Reading Comprehension--Total P ¥ G F

6th Grade
Arithmetic Reasoning=--Total P F G P
Mathematics Vocabulary P F F P
Arithmetic Fundamentals~-Total G F F F
Reading Comprehension P F G F
General Vocabulary P F F F
Reading Vocabulary F F F F

z
Information obtained from Hoepfner (1970).
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A survey ol Table 3 indicates that the CAT was rated
somewhat lower than the Metropolitan ang Stanford Achievement
Tests. Measurement Valildity is particularly low in comparison
to other tests reviewed here. No measures of .ral language
have been inciuded.

NCBE (1971) indicates that the CAT is used in seven bi-
lingual projects. Very few research studies of the appropriate~
ness of the CAT for measuring Mexican-American or migrant stu-
dents were located. Two studies (Perrodin & Snipes, 1966; and
Morris, Pestaner, and Nelson, 1967) used the CAT to measure the
effects of mobility on student achievement, however nei ther
stucy commented oa the adequacy of the test for this purpose.
Atllano (1971) used the CAT to evaluate the 1970-71 Grants, New
Mexico Bilingual Project. Atilano indicated that the CAT pro-
vided "noteworthy results" in measuring achievement gains by
MexicansAmerican, Indian and white elementary school children.
This type of information is not g satisfactory substitute for
emplrical studies of the éppropriateness of the CAT for measur-
ing Mexican-American students, however it does provide some in-
iormation concerning the utility of the CAT in practical evalua-
tion applications.

In 1970 a revision of the CAT Qas published. Green
(1972) described the 1970 edition as "basically similar to the

1957 edition" ang found that Mexican-Americans in the southwestern
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United States had & high overall median reliability (KR 20 = .90)
on the CAT = 70. Usingfa¥unfqu3“apprcach”£6“testVbi§3“aé ceused
by item selection methods utilized in constructing norm=-
referenced achievement tests, Green studied data collected dur-
ing the standardization of the CAT, 1970 edition. He concluded
that selecting test items based on tryouts of populations which
are primarily white and middle-class results in the selection of
items which are more biassed against minority groups than against
white, mlddle-class children. This phenomenon was held to be
true for most published batteries of standardized tests.

Buros (1972) does not review the CAT - 70 and refers
readers to reviews of “he 1957 edition. No further evaluative
information is available at this time.

(4) The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS), 1968
cdition, meagsure Reading, Language, Arithmetic and Study Skills
at grades 2.5 =12, The test is available in two forms at four
overlapping levels with similar content at each level. The CSE
evaluations of the test for the areas of arithmetic and reading

are presented in Table 4.
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Table L
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Comprehenéive Tééﬁé‘éf”ﬁégiEwgiiifgr

Measure- Examinee Adminis- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Objective of Test Velidity ateness Usability Excellence
Srd_Gradc
Arithmetic--Total - r F G G
" Concepts F F G P
" Computation r G G F
" Applications F G G F
Reading=-=-Comprehension F F G G
" Total F r G G
Sth Grade
Arithmetic~--Concepts P F G F
" Computation T G G F
" Total F G G G
" Applications F F G P
Reading--Comprehension F F G G
" Trtal ¥ F G G
" Vocabulary F F G F
th Grade
Arithmetic:
Concepts P F G F
Total (Forn 2Q) F G G G
Total (Form 3Q) F F G F
Apvlications (Form 2Q) F F G P
Apvlications (Form 3Q) F F G P
Reading=--Total F F G F
" Vocabulary P F G F
" Comprehension I F G P

®Information obtained from Hoepfner (1970).
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™o CTBS in ceneral have received a high rating particu=-
larly in Adwilnistrative Usability. No measure ol aural language
has been inciuded.

NCEE (1971) indicates that the CTBS is used in one Title
VII Bilingual Project. No rescarch studies concerning the ap-
propriateness of the CTBS for measuring Mexican=-American or
mirrant students were located, however since the test was first
published in 19¢8 its newness may account somewhat for its rela-
tive lack of use. The California Department of Education re-
ported (California, 1972) that it used the CTBS to measure mi-
grant students in grades L=~ 8.

(5) Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITOBS), 1955-56 edition,
are tests of generalized intellectual skills in five major areas:
vocabulary, reading, language, work-study, and arithmetic. The

vocabulary, reading, and arithmetic evaluations by CSE make up

M=% "
Tavie 5.




Table 5
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1

=
Jowa Tests of Basic Skills

Measure~ Examinee Adminise Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Objective of Test Validity ateness Usability Excellence
2rd Grade
Aritimetic Skills:
Total F F G G
Aritnmetic Concepts F F G G
Problem Solving I F G F
Reading=--Comprehension F P G F
Vocabulary ¥ F G G
5th Grade
Arithmetic Skills:
Total F P G F
Arithmetic Concepts F F G F
Problem Solving F F G F
Reading--Comprehension F -F G G
Vocabulary F F G G
bsh Grade
Arithmetic Skill
Toval F F G G
Arithmetic Concepts F P G F
Probiem Solving F F G T
necaling--Comprehension F F G G
Vocabulary T F G G

aIni'ormation obtained from Hoepfuer (1970).

Table 5 shows the CSE evaluation of the ITOBS to be very
nigh. The absence of any "Poor" ratings was not found in any
other C3E evaluation reviewed here. Agalin no aural language
measure has been provided.

NCEE (1971) points out that only two Title VII Bilingual

N
RN
-
3
Ne
&
x
st
“




2>
projects were using the ITOBS in 1970. Only one relevant ro=
search study was available (Fagle and Harris, 1989) pertaining
to the appropriateness of using the ITOBS with culturally disad-
vantaged students. This study was cited earlier (page 12) con-
cerning the relative advantage of Negro students (differences
between mean scores of blacks and whites were smaller) on the
ITOBS as compared to the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. Buros
(1965, p. 13) indicates that the ITOBS has been widely used in
comparative studies of achievement tests thus its lack of use
with Mexican-Anericans or migrants is difficult to explain.

A 1970 edition of ITOB3 is now available, however it is
not reviewed in Buros (1972) and no evaluative information come-
parable to the CSE evaluations is available at this time so in-
ferences concerning its qualities can only be made from evalug-
tions of the 1956 edition.

(6) Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP),
1956-57 edition, is a battery of general achievement tests in
six academic areas; Reading, Writing, Listening, Mathematics,
Science and Social Studies. The CSE evaluations for the STEP

are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6

a
Sequentlal Test of Educationall Progress

Measure- bkxaminee Adminis- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Ob.iective of Test Validivy ateness Usability Excellence
5th Grade
Mathenatics F F F P
Listening:
Reaction & Response F F F F
Reading F F F F
6tk Grade
Mathonmatics F G F )3
Listening:
Reaction & Response F G F P

Reading 3 F 7 P

=
Information obtained from Hoepfner (1970).

The STEP did not receive particularly high evaluations.
It does not provide measures below grade 4, however it uses a
format similar to the Cooperative Primary Tests (grades 1-3)
which will be reviewed later. The tests of listening provide a
neasure of aural language related to the educational cobjective
entitled "listening--reaction and response."

NCBE (1971) points out that the STEP is used in two Title
VII Bilingual Projects. No research studies were found concerne
ing the appropriateness of the STEP for measuring Mexican-
American or migrant students. Bordie (1969) in a review of

language tests for linguistically different learners states that

the test "discriminates against students at both ends of the

<o
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ability ranre." A 1969 cdition entitled STEP--Series II has
beoen published, however it does not include the listening test
oiTercd in the original series. Buros (1972) does not review
the STEP--Series II thus the CSE evaluation remains the most
current evaluative material on the STEP.

(7) SRA Achievement Series, 1uH4-6L edlition, measures
nastery ol content in the areas of Reading, Arithmetic, Language
rts, Social Studies, Science and Work Study Skills. The CSE

evaluation of the SRA series in Reading and Arithmetic are out-

lined in Table 7.
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Table 7 3
| B 3
SRA Achlevement Seriles
Measure- BExailnee Adminis- Normed
ment Appropri- trative Technical
Objective of Test Validity ateness Usability Excellence
lst Grade
Arithmetic--Concepis F G G F
" Computation P G G F
" Total P F F F
" Reasoning F G G P
Reading:
Ianguage Perception F F G F
Comvrehension--Form C F F G P
Coaprehension==Form D P F F P
Tota. . P F F F
Verbal Pictorial Comprehension P G G F
Vocabuloary=--Form C F G G P
Vocaoulary=--Form D P G G F
Srd_ Grade
Arithmetic=--Concepts Ny G G P
" Computation F G G F
" Reasoning F G G P
Reading--Comnrehension i F G P
" Total T G G F .
" Vocavulary F F G F
5th Grade
rithmetic=--Concepts F F G G
" Computatiorn F F G F
" Reasonling F F G F
Reading--Total F F G F
" Vocabulary F F G G -
" Comprehension F F G F N
6th Grade
Arithmetic--Concepts F F G G
" Computation F F G F
" Reasoning F F G F
Reading--Total F F G F
" Vocabulary F F G G
"  Comprehension F F G P

“A11 information obtained from Hoepfner (1970).

s i il 1 Wiscdkia
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The SRA series received a fairly high evaluation from CSE
compared to other tests in this review. No measure of aural
skills has been included.

NC3ZE (1971) indicates that the SRA Achievement Series is

used in two Title VII Bilingual Education Projects. No research
work was found concerning the appropriateness of the SRA Achieve-
xent Series for measuring Mexican-American or migrant students.
A 1G70 edition of the SRA Achievement Series has been published.
Buros (1972) describes the new Forms C and D to be "of generally
high quality" and points out that corrections and refinements of
the earlier forms make these forms "better than their predeces=-
sors."

(8) The Inter-American Series include two separate tests,
the Tests of General Ability (TOGA) and the Tests of Reading
(TOR). Unlike most of the tests reviewed here, the Inter-
Amcrican Series is not an achievement battery. The TOGA pro-
vides an estimate of ability to do academic work, but is too
limited 1n breadth, according to the author, to provide an ade-
quate measure of general intelligence (Manuel, 1967, p. 4). The
TOR 1s used as a measure of reading achievement and also as a
basis for estimating ability to do school work 1in other areas in
which the ability to read is related to achievement (Manuel,
1967, p. 4). Both tests are available in equivalent English and
Spanish versions. The CSE evaluations of the English language

editions of the Inter-American Series is outlined in Table 8.

<9
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Table 8

& |
Inter-American Series |

Measure- Examinee Adminis- Normed 3

ment  Appropri- trative Technical f
Objective of Test Validity ateness Usability Excellence

Test of General Ability |
lst Grade 3
Verbal--Numerical P F F P |
§
3rd Grade ;

Total F F G F

5th Grude

Nuwnerical-=-Total F F R F

6th Grade

" Nunmerical--Total F F F F
Verbal . F F F P

<

@

-

G

O

[N

=

tf

=

jgv’

Fn ]

Test of Reading

lst Grade !
Toto~ P F F P ;
Vocabulary F F F P |
Coaprezension P F F P !
5rd Grade !
Speed F F F P g
Total F F F F !
Voravulary F F F P \
Comprehension F F F P ‘
5th Grade
\ !
Speed F F F P !
Total F F F F ‘
Vocavulary F F F P 5
Level oI Comprehension F P F ,P ?
6th Grade \ |
Sreed F F F P
Total F F F F
Vecabulary F F F P
Level o Comprenension F P F P

41rnformation obtained from Hoepfner (1970).
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The TOGA and TOR did not receive particularly hiph evale
uations relative to other tests reviewed. No measures of aural
skills have been included, however a separate test, Comprehen-
sion of Oral Language Test in Spanish, is available.
NCBE (1971) points out that six Title VII Bilingual
Projects use the Spanish edition of the TOGA, entitled Prueba de

Habilidad General, while twelve subjects use the English edition

of the TOGA. The Spanish edition of the TOR, entitled Prueba de
Lectura, is used by fourteen bilingual projects while the English
edition is used by five projects. Manuel (1967, p. 1l) adminis-
tered the English and Spanish versions of the TOGA to Spanish-
speaking 2nd grade students in El Paso. Median total scores on
the two editions differed by only .4 of a point (53.7 - 53.3),
nowever the Spanish version produced a wider range o scores
(26-82) tnan the English version (33%-72). Arnold (1969) showed
that the English version of the TOR was more relisble in texrms

of" internal consistency (Coefficient Alpha = .91 for total test)
than was the Spanish version (Cn:fficient Alpha = .72 for totel
test) when used with 3rd grade disadvantaged bilingual students.
¥anuel (1967, p. 14) recommends that the Inter-American tests be
used with local or regional norms. For Spanish-speaking students
in English-language schools he recommends that the student be
tested in the language he knows best or perhapé in both languages.

Manuel provides tentative norms for students of New York City

3
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schodols in which English-gpeaking students took the English edi-
tion while Spanish-cpeaking students took the Spanish edition
(Manuel, 1967, p. 39). 1In a pilot attempt to apply evaluation
procedur;s in the classroom, Melarago and Newmark (1968) showed

that ai'ter a year of Tormal reading instruction white students

1}

(N = 20) obtained a mean score of 52.4 on the Gates Primary
Reading Test while Mexican-Americans (N = 25) scored a mean of
15.0. Despite the wide difference in measured reading ability
betweén the two groups the TOGA showed no significant score dife
Terences on the Oral Vocabulary and Numbers subtests. This finde
ing supports Manuel's claim discussed earlier that the test
measures the ability to do academic work, but is not necessa-
rily a measure of achievement.

In an evaluation of a Bilingual Education Program, Bortin
(1970) notes that on several items of the TOGA, disadvantaged
bilingual students in Milwaukee misinterpreted the pictures with
which a written word was to be associated. The children were
confused by the small size and detail of the pictures and the
large number of pictures per page. The TOR levels 1 and 2 was
criticized for being too long and difficult for the achievement
level of migrant students in grades 1l- 3. Evaluator comments
such as these provide an invaluable source of information con-

cerning the appropriateness of various batteries for use with

Mexican-American or migrant students. A review of evaluation

32
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Feports ol migrant progruss listed ia the ERIC [iles revealed
that while moét evaluators were not satisfied with the measure-
ment instruments used, no spgcific criticisﬁs were madef

(5) Cooperative Primary Tests (CPT) are designed to
measure baslc verbal and quantitative understandings in grades
1-3. As noted ecarlier, the CPT is designed to be used in con-
Junction with the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress,
Series II, to measure students from grades 1l- 14k. The battery
consiéts of six tests: a Pilot test for grades 1 and 2 to pro-
vide the children with practice in handling tests materials; a
Listening test in which the child marks pictures in his test
booklet in response to words, sentences, stories, and poems read
by the teacher; Word Analysis; Mathematics; Reading; and Writ-
ing Skills. The CSE evaluation of the CPT in the areas of Math-
ematics, Listening, Word Analysis, and Reading are outlined in

Table 9.
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Cooperative Primaxy Test . ... . .. . .
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Measure=~ Examinece Adminis=- Normed

ment Appropri- trative  Technical
Objective ol Test Validity aoteness Usebility Excellence
1oy Grade
Mothomatics F P G F
Liztening F r G F
Word Analysis:
Phonetic Recognition F F G F
Reading P F G F
3rd Grade
Mathematics P ‘ F G F
Listening:
» Reaction & Response F G G F
Reading P F G F

B nformation obtained from Hoepfner (1970).

Table 9 indicates that CSE evaluated the CPT fairly highly
cxcept on the criterion of measurement validity. The CPT listen-
ing test is classified as a measure of aural language.

NCBE (1971) reports that the CPT battery of individual
tests, namely Reading and Mathematics, are used in nine Title VII
2ilingual Education Projects. The California Department of Edu-
cation uses the CPT for measuring migrant students in grades 2
and % (California, 1972). No research work concerning the appro-
priateness of the CPT for measuring Mexican-American or migrant
students was found. Pickering (1969) used the test in a study of

intellectual abilities of culturally disadvantaged first-grade

§.
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chilldren g predicvors ol achicvement in reuding, mabhemntics
and listening. Pickering's complete texi was unavallable at
this writing thus no evaluative statements on the CPT were

available.

Summary

The nine tests reviewed here provide a wide cross section
of standardized tests used by school systems throughout the
United States. Data collected by the U.S. Office of Education
on vest usage indicate that the seven tests of the Anchor Test
Study (tests 1- 7 reviewed here) are used with more than 90 per-
cent of the Lth, 5th, and 6th grade children tested by school
systems :n the United States (ETS, 1971). Obviously, many other
tests have been used in measuring Mexican-American or migrant
students, however a review of the commercial tests used in Title
VII Bilingual projects indicates that all of the widely used
achievement measures (five or more projects) have been included
in this review.

Several authors (De Avila, 1972; Bernal, 1972) have called
for a Buros-type review of tests for use with Mexican-American
children. Correspondence with both these authors indicates that
no such reviews are forthcoming in the near future. At the

present time no other authors appear to have attempted to coi~

lect the available information concerning the appropriateness of
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these slandardized norm-relerenced measures for use with Mexican-

Amecrican or migrant gtudents.




PART II

Upon completing a review of the literature on survey
achievement tests used with Mexican-American migrants, one is
vrompied to question whether current practices are the most rele-
vanut availlable methods of evaluating educational prograsms. Stan-
dardized achievement tests are often said to be biased againgt
and thus inappropriate for children belonging to disadvantaged
raclol and ethnic minority groups (Williams, 1970; Iouston,
1971). Green (1972) points out that research on bias in achieve=
nent tests is essentially nonexistent. The limited number of
studles reviewed in Part I testifies to a neglect of this area
vy educational researchers. However, before condemning or con-
doning current achievement tests an assessment of alternative
rmethods of educational evaluation is ip order,

Criterion-referenced testing is a popular approach now
supporved by many educational theorists. It offers the advan-
vages of high content validity and relative freedom from charges
ol vest bias‘since all test items in the ideal situation would
hiave been specifically taught in the classroom. 1In addition,
students are compared against a specified criterion or againgt
Ttheir own previous performances rather than competing with one
another. Cronbach (1970) points out that the testing movement

has given too much attention to comparative Judgments and too

35
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Zitile o wusolute, content-relerenced measurement. Evaluation
of educational programs calls for absolute judgments concerning
winether or not participants exhibit the desired behaviors aflter
expericncing instruction. Thus criterion-referenced tests are a
more acdeguate approach to evaluating educational programs than
are norm-relerenced measures. Popham and Husek (1969) point out
that or the evaluation of treatments "norm-referenced measures
arc not the most sultable devices for such purposes since their
cuphacsis on producing heterogeneous performance sometimes di-
verts them Irom adequately reflecting the treatment’s intended
objectives." Norm-retfcrenced tests are designed for selection
situations in which one is interested in determining how students
periormed in comparison to a norming group.

At this point we must carefully consider our objectives
in selecting a test to evaluate migrant education progranms.
Initially we want to know whether students in a particular pro=-
grain are achieving the educational objectives of the statewide
migrant education program. However, within the larger context
oi the goals of a remedial educational program we are ultimately
interested in preparing the migrant child to adequately take his
place in standard public school classrooms. Even though a stu-
dent may have mastered the educational objectives of the state-

wide or local migrant education program, the program has not

been successful until he performs satisfactorily in classrooms
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&V tle aominant cultures of our society. To propose that
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aine
special classes for migrant children will be necessary through-
out their education is equivalent to endorsing "separate but
equal education” and is not likely to receive wide acceptance by
eivher uvse dominant or minority ethnic and cultural groups of
tie United States. Thus the selective nature of norm-referenced
s can provide useful informatlon about a migrant student's
potentvial {or achievement within a broader educational setting
than the migrant program. As individual students become able,
it is imperative that they be allowed to enter "regular" class-
rocms serving tne dominant cultural and ethnic groups.

Returning to a consideration of the various facets of
criterion-referenced testing in its present state of development,
several important limitations must be examined. First, the
exact definition of the term criterion-referenced test is still
being debated.  Glaser (1963) has been credited with introducing
the vern.  lie deiined the criterion-referenced test pertormance
as being a behavioral statement (or statements) that is made
without reference to the performénce of other individuals (e.g.,
the student can multiply 3-digit numbers together correctly).
Wang (19€9) described a criterion-referenced test as "an achieve-
nent test developed to assess the presence or absence of a spec=-
ified criterion behavior described in an instructional objective.”

Jackson (1971) held both of the above definitions to be inadequate
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and added that the tern criterion-referenced test applied "only
1o a test designed and constructed in a manner that deflines ex-
plicit rules linking patterns of test performance to behavioral
referents." Ebel (1971) pointed out that percentage-mastery
grades, widely favored in schools and colleges in the U.S. at
the turn ol the century, represent one form of criterion-
referenced measurement, By using different interpretations of
the Yerm criterion-relerenced test one embraces different test-

implications which he may or may not be prepared to deal

Second, in devising a criterion-referenced achievement
evalaation instrumeﬁt one must make certain value Judgments con-
ceralng which educational objectives are essential outcomes of
vie instruction provided. This value Judgment is made in all
acnievement testing situations. Norm-referenced tests provide
vroad coverage of subject areas by making inferences about cer-
Tuln ovehavioral domains from performance on related tests (e.g.,
voczbulary provides one measure of reading). dowever, the di-
rect task-sampling approach of criterion-referencegd testing re=-
Quires that test questions be selected directly from the domain
o behaviors taught thus limiting the amount of content that can
be reasonably covered by an achievement evaluation instrument.

Popham and Husek (1969) point out that for evaluating the ade-

quacy of treatments with criterion-referenced tests, different
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neorle can take different test items thereby sampling a wide do-
moadu Lelhwvior with numerous short tests. In this situation how-
aver, as pointed oul carlier, we are also interested in maxing
judgments about whicn individuals are prepared to enter “regu-
lar" public school classrooms.

Tre validity of an evaluative instrument depends on the
value of the question: "Did the test appraise the educational
ovbjectives I consider most important?" This question obviously
will receive different answers from different people. Cronbach
(1970) wvoints out that "an ideally suitable battery for evalua-
tion purposes will include separate measures of all outcomes the
users of the information consider important." The important con=-
sideration here is that norm~referenced tests assess a broad
range of behavioral traits and abilities. A criterion-referenced

c¢ot on the other hand will necessarily neglect many areas which

t

some decision makers consider crucial to evaluating the success
ol tne education program in preparing a student to participate
in "regular" classrooms.

A third important limitation of criterion-referenced
tests is the inapplicability of traditional procedures for de=-
ternmining test reliability and validity plus differences in item
analysis, score reporting, and score interpretation. Popham and

Husek (19C9) address these implications of criterion-referenced

tests directly. They point out that the issue of variability of
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geores is at the core of the differcnce bebween rora-referenced

ion-referenced tests. Efforts are being made to de-
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velop statistical procedures and decision models for evaluating
the test characteristics of criterion-referenced tests (Living-
svon, 1972; Edmonston et al., 1972); however the important con-
sideration for this discussion is that while Procedures are be-
ing developed, many areas have not been formalized to the extent
vhat they are ready to be employed in a statewide educational
evaluation program.

In summary, the foregoing arguments are not intended as
an endorsement of norm-referenced testing. Many problems exist
wiltn our present methods of achievement assessment, however

& large number of these problems stem from the uses which are

Livde 0 norm-reierenced achievement tests rather than Trom the

inlormation the tests provide. This is not a fault of the test.

-t

L is tuds author's contention that many pe0pl¢ in education are
cndorsing criterion-referenced testing as a universal solution

to the traditional problems of testing (e.g., bias against mi-
nority groups, inappropriateness to local educational objectives).
It does hold promise for vastly improving and augmenting our
Presentv methods of measurement and evaluation. However at pres-
ent, the methodology for utilizing and interpreting criterion-

rel'erenced tests has not been formalized or disseminated to

public school teachers and educational Tleld workers. These

. - tcma
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Lholudlons munt Lo cereiully considerced before sclectling
criberion-reicrenced testing, on & statewide basis, to evaluate
Texas nipgrant education prograns.

At this point one is faced with the dilemma of accepting
standardized norm-referenced survey achievement tests as de-
scrived in Part I of this paper or delving into the area of
criterion-referenced testing with its concomitant problems and
iinitations as described above. Fortunately an intermediate
position exists.

Green (1972) indicates that bias in standardized achieve-
ment tests stems from two possible sources. (1) The thoughts
and preconceptions of the item writers are different from those
of cultural minority children who will take the tests. (2) The
custonary item tryout and selection procedures use groups who
are different Irom minority children thus the items finally se-
rected are bilased and discriminate against groups unlike the
modal group in the tryout sample. The bias introduced by the
thoughts and preconceptions of item writers is difficult to deal
with. Iten writers might be trained to avoid using cultursally-
viaced contexts, however that i1s a complex requirement which
alco entails writing new tests. Item tryout and selection pro-
cedurez on the othexr hand can be changed by selecting items

which correlate best with total test scores of minority group

students. This is one procedure for making currently existent
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nori-reiercnced survey achievement tests more responsive to
relevant skills and abllltlies of Mexican-American students.
Green (1972) studies this procedure in detail.

Usiny the data obtained during the standardization of the
Calilornis Achilevement Tests, 1970 Edition (CAT- 70), Green at-
tempted to determine whether using seven different item tryout
groups, including: residential/suburban whites in the north,
central city blacks in the north, residential/suburban whites
in the south, rural blacks in the south, small and large city
Mexican-Americans in the southwest, and city and suburban whites
in the southwest, would lead to selection of different test

tems. The original items were described as being "written by

and for 'middle America.'"

The basic procedure was to treat
each group as & tryout sample with the items of the CAT - 70
serving as trhe item pool. For each group on each test of the
vattery at the 1lst, 3rd, 5th, 8th, and 10th grade levels, the
best hall of the items (i.e., those with the highest item~-test
correlations) were noted. Four kinds of analyses were made,
rowever only two analyses involving comparisons between Mexican-
Armericans and Anglo=-Americans in the southwest will be presented
aere.

1) The number and percent of items chosen for one group

but not the other. These items were labeled "biased”

since the proportion of items falling in this group
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irdicates the degree to which the two groups interact
in a distinct manner with the test items. The 43
median proportion of biased items between Mexican-

Americans and whites in the southwest was the highest

median vroportion of biased items found in any group

comparison.

2) The mean scores on the full tests and the bilased item
half tests were examined for changes in the relative
status of the group as & result of item selection.
This looks at test blas from the stundpoint that
scores Of a minority group are unfairly low because
the test does not adequately measure all the relevant
abilities or knowledge on which the group in question

happens to score well.

I the item pool contains items which measure relevant attri-
butes, then selecting the items biased toward Mexican-Americans

chould raise the mean scores of Mexican=-Americans more from the

- full test to the half test than selecting items biased toward

whites raises the mean scores of whites. This was found to be
the case in 25 of 36 tests compared (nine tests at each of
grades 1, 3, 5, and 8; p a .02) thus supporting the hypothesis
that the full test was biased against Mexican-Americans who had

relevant abilities which were not indicated in the full scores.

In a final table using these same bilased item half tests, Green
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shows that dirfercnces between Mexican-American and white mean
scores aere less on the half test biased toward Mexican Americans
in 277 of She 36 tests (p = .0L).

Tne implications of this study fo: selecting a test to
measurs Mexican-ﬁmerican mlgrants are obvious. Rather than

te
attexyp,; .>velop a whole new criterion-referenced test with all
of the attending limitations and precautions or adopt a commer-
cially avalloble norm-referenced test which has not been shown
to be appropriate for Mexican-Americans; a more plausible route

would be to choose the best available achievement battery based

on information contained here and adavt each test to migrant

students using the procedures similar to those described by
Green (1972). State norms for the half length instrument would
satisfy the requirements of Public-Law 89-10 for using "some ob-
Jective standard or norm" (ESEA, 1965) and provide a comparative
measure of student achievement yet the instrument would be re-
sponcive to cognitive chanpes in Mexican-American nigrant stu-
denis. The choice of a test which closely reflects the educa-
tional objectives of the Texas migrant education program will
rrovide evaluative information concerning how well educationsl
ovjectives are beinpg met. Frenner (1972) presents several use-
ful techniques using the criterion of "minimal competency" to
gain criterion-referenced interpretations of survey achlevement

tests. More importantly, the state norms and selective nature
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o an "udapted" norm-referenced test will provide useful infor-
matlon concerning whether individual migrant students are ready
to enter "regular" classrooms to continue their education.
In sumnmary, the rejection of criterion-referenced testing
ror evoaluation of' the Texas migrant education program has not
vbeen advocated. To fully evaluate remedial education programs

such as the migrant progruam, both norm-referenced and criterior-

U

recerenced vests are needed. At present, however, the lack of
statewlde educational objectives and the relative newness of
criterion-referenced testing methodology severely restricts the
Cppropriateness of this alternative for statewide employnent.
Certainly the development and pilot tesving of criterion-
referenced tests in the migrent program should begin. As an in-
terim step to eventual use of both types of tests, the "adapta-
tion" of currently available norm-referenced survey achlevenent

3 recommended.

"“
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