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INTRODUCTION' . « - : .

-
-

‘ Perhaps 'the most antipathé&tic uses of tests on minority populations in

’ * . . [N -

——~— .

recent times is seen.in Jénsen's (1969) review of the literature and in some -

. . . e
of his later papers. While most of his studies have focused on Black Ameri-
canss the issues they have,raised abOut the fundamentally heritable nature
of intelligence have spilled over to adversely éffect attitudes toward edu-

.

~cational programs for other non-dominant ethnic group3 who traditionally ’

. score below dominant group averages on tests of general intelligence, schol-

astic or vocational apeitude, and academic achievement. l'Central to'the neo-

tre editarian.position is the’bélief in the inherent ability of testing in-

s ;mentsbto measure the, trait or construct in queStion.validly for all ' o .-

. v v . A
populdtions. iﬂ S e “ . L
4 * -

t -

.
I3

nature-nurture controversy:-a theoretical perspective which, though

.

’

3

N

xr

.

<

Jensen, however, sparked something beildes a flery regress1on to the

=~

1ntuit1vely attractive has, 1n my opinion, not been particularlx,productive

-

MY

in our understanding or control of ‘human 'behavior since girsttarticulated\by'

-

the ancient Greeks over 2,000 years ago.

e

’

- 9

7

~

4

»

;gensenfs problematic views also

-

* M - ‘I’ . - - ) . 3
stirred some psychologists-~notaply minority psychologists —- to possibly

find alternative explanations to .the phenomenoh of depressed test scores’

amdng’ some minority
much as 3ensen's:

Al

group$, explanations which would not have to agsume as

A
They have come to believe that there is something ahout the

tests themselves T the testing situation which affects how minority youngsters .

pe;form, on. the average.‘

]

.

»

o .

. « \" . . )
- ‘~The resultant controversies—-both'in the courts and on the scholarly MV?I
battlefields of publication—-to abolish . OF somehow mddify tests and . 4 .
testing are ramiliar to us. They are exemplified by Williams (l97l) Cleary o,

. .o o : Frny

L d
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Humphreys, Renérick & Wesman (;975), and Bernal (I975),'and summarized by Laosa

(£976) and OéklaﬁgL& Laosa (1976). The point for4££is paper -is that:qhe éfdéy of

the Chicaﬁo child in testing brings fet éhother émpoftant set of va}i;bles.into .
- the equation, variables whicﬁ'may be generally clas;;}ied‘under %ilinguéiism: f

e

° - .

Sanchez (1932) first doculiented instancessof what may ng@ be called test
. . .
- . ' - \ L)
. ) - - . ~ . -~ 0) "' *
misuse and test abuse g&tH Spanish-speaking populations. WNumerous test-related

‘ . . - =
-

studies on the Chjicano population have been conduqted,since then, of course, but
it was not until 39 years after Sapchez! first artgcle on‘tHis subject that - -

Y
ne v .

SES and languageufgctors,were simultaneously introducéd in empirical studies

of test performagcg of Chicano students (Bernal, la7l; Mercer, Note 5). Important ’

* J N

interdependent characteristics of the Chicano popd%ation~which affect their per- .
) ! : LAY ) . ’ b
*'formance on tests are SES, proficiency in tha language of the test, test wisenessg{ .

{ ‘e ’ . 0

test métivatibn, and degree of apcd&turgtion (De Avyila & Haxassy,“l974;~Carcia &‘f N

. Zimmerman, 1972; Zirkel, 1972)'. Examiner ethnicity also seems to be a factor .
. . ~S . - . hd
. Pl N ‘ “~ .
- (Matluck & Mace, 1973). . . ‘ T . . - o
Curréntly, bilipgual language assess&eng (and subsequent prescription or .
.t 3 L ' . ‘ » .- ’ ¢ . '. ) hd ’ ? - '
placement) is probably the most impor€ant-topic for bilingual education and. oo
J ~ . . . . ‘ T . ‘ N o B FEET

Englisﬁ-as-a~second*lgnguage brograms,'ﬁudging by the in-service actiyitiés

- 1 ’
a P -

beirg provided to school districts by the various General Assistance Centers and ,
. + .. . , . -

N - . . '. - ) '
Training Resource Centers and by "the bqrgeonlqg increases in the design and sile.

W

[

» s . O~ . P - . . . . -t
.of bilingual tests. This plethora of ingiruments,'hqwever, has. not been an, . N
2 ¢ ' .. > .« . ’ ) “, N !
. unqualified®blessing, for many of them embddy some fundamental miSQEderétandings.
° . " . . 1 N . ' . ’ : R 3
. . ~ . ) . l\ P . . b
of bilingualism, lack psychometric sophistication, or employ some of ;hefmalr &
. - » . - .
. T .- M- ta . - ~. o ‘( 3 -
practices perpetrated by more traditional measures. . . . . )
* * .' 0 - < . . ., - ~
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: Indeed, the congequences_of the linguistic, cultural, and-soci;:'

~ .

economic characteristics of ‘the.Chiéano chilq 6n the testing industry and

the practitiqner are the topics\pf this paper. . . ‘e

. .
. . 0
, .

MALPRACTICES

¢
oo~ .

H

Chicands and other Hispanics have become victims of test abuse and
. . s ‘ -
test misuse because (1) they mave not been adequately represanted in the ,

samples of students used for. test develqhment (Green, 1972), (2) their

language characteristics and lack of test sophistication ‘have not been

P N . s ..

i . v :

taken into account in research and evaluation-designg or in individual,test
. s .

'interpretation and educational decision making, and (3) test results have

2

too often been of little practical value, and staff knowledge of test -scores

has‘produced a criterion bias in schqol settings (De avila & Havassy, 1974),
%urthermore; whereastlQ and related tests}have served to misdiagnbse‘dis- '
propbrtionately large'numbers of Chicanu children into mentally retarded'or,
. ' . C .
language and learning disability categories (Gerry, 41973; MerJer, l976),

these instruments have not been especially helpful‘in identifying children

4
at the pther end of ' the ability spectrum, ,the gifted (Bernal & Reyna, Note 2)

Although a few testing 'companies have in ‘recent’ years been making pro- ’

gress in meeting $ome, of these testing problems (c.£., Fitzgibbon, ca. 1973)
. . \ . M

and developing more ualid'tests for minority groups, psyphologists in the,

4

‘field of measurement and test developers have generally not dealt with these

,1'

issues’ and have not soé%ht to'impaet those gspects qf test misuse which ar&

.undeg;their~control or influence (Bernal;”l975):

A

artigulated on the issues have "either ghifted the blame to the ‘practitioner

Instead, those that have

(. f., Cieary-et. al., 1975) or, arguing'that'tests have sufficient validity' .




A ‘ for some purposes (often predictive validity), have been satis?ied to indi-
Yo ‘cate that test -scores merely describe the parameters of the problem but do™ E B
not.create it (c f., Jacqbson, 1977) ’ N . ~ -

~ 4

Still legal and social pressures and I suspect, a haunting, ~if vague

. b .
»

dissatisfaction with a seemingly endless litany of apologias hds caused test

1Y . .

developers and psychometrists to take steps to rectify abuses and‘misuses in

.

. g the"fi:.eldl.\~ Unfortunately, the measures unde!taken have Erequently been the )
| : source‘;f new problems while not really ameliojating the basic'condition.. ‘ . |
5 ' The f1rst malpractice consists of 'adding pointsP to'obtaingd scores of | )

Chicano studenfs. Thii procedure is, oﬁ course, basically a way\oé making < s
S ' < . , . ' v . ) Y%

r . .
low test scores more palpable, since it does nothing to increase¢ a test's

validity‘ Sometimes the number of points to be ddded is subjéctively but\) :
\ , . . —_—

expefientially determined; in othdr instances the numher i5 baséd on the’

average difference hetween Anglo and Chicano scores--a very qneStionable B
s\ - . -
“ practice 1ndeed"especially whern applied to 1ndividuals.. The-method is
. . . \
yrong but the notive for ‘adding points is often that ‘educators working with

N .. R - b ~°

Chicano childréh sometimes find: that many of them have achieved or are cap-

. . . . * __“‘ ‘. ~- : "n T ‘

«ww able of more than the®test_ scores indicate. DoubtTessly one of the reasons

. N ' . - t
. . ‘ - v 4 L)

e why varlous national and state educational organizat;ons hayve not been

.
. >
s .

. . . friendly to the use of certain‘types‘of tests, especially with minority )

. . . . o
~ o,

populations, is that too many teachers don't believe their results‘ ‘ A
1‘;; o, A second malpractice invzlves simple renorming, i.e.,. the c@hputation ' o
3 - of ethnic norms often locally. Renorming accomplishes what adding.points ~ ‘
"y : . . . . P .

1\'.\:‘,‘ : .idoé“’s.!, “but the numbers are determined- empiricaflly‘ B A . - .

s

~
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), The only redl advantage.of»renorming, however,
descriptive statistics for'a'particular‘ethnic

K . ,. g

tribution of scores. But 'renorming appeaxs. to

’ > .
oty et

. L]
is that it prowvides- good

population ard.a better dis- .

" N d

the_uninitiated to dd moré:

ed somehow make the test betfer. It doesﬁnot. o,
. ot - ot

. - . . - -

Test translation without.tryout and subsequent smodification angd valis

-

dation has also Hecome'a_popular practice, whether”done byla~testing com-

* RO - -

’ 3 \ . . - R
N

‘pany or locally.bv a practitioner. Sometimes only the directions are trans-

-
N +
- . @ .,

. S
lated, but often the entjire test is recast into Spanish. 1 have even seen

. - A

individually administéred tests presented in both languages, a procedure

4 -
.

which involves the repetition of each item! Some testing companies' brochures
) S, - ( \ -
illustrate English and translatedyspanish versions of a test in a way which,

2

\ 1

A * * -
suggests that they are paralled 'forms, when in fact no ‘empirical verifica-
“ * [ ] ' 2 - .

. tion or eouating techniqﬁe has been.attempted not,even back translation, a
@ P

* « o

$
techniqyue which has proven 80 useful in equating the meanings of statements

' hd .

in cross cultural research (Mﬁiastef & Havighurst 1972)

2

transIEted, multiple choice‘tésts are so "parallel" that even the positiobn

~
< ® s

-

In fact some,

— -~

of the correct response 1is unchanged--a measurement travesty when dne

»
. ¢ . .
. .

considers that both versions are sometimes administered to the same students

. - e -

, in-quick succession. tt . K )
) d - ’ . 'Y '1 L
S » N o~

The psychometric and praqtical problems with test: translation?are many

e

- Obviously some types of tests, such as simple psychomotor or discriminatioh

. . -
. e . ¥

\
tasks or straightforward computation problems, can usually be presented in

.os .
-

" another language with little adaptation, particularly 80 wheﬁvno reading

LY

is required of the examinee. Even here, hOWever, cultural content shonld
be checked and tests be back translated whenever appropriate, and submitted

Y . .
‘to a trial phase. But vocabulary tests ;¥ problem solving tagks involving

. [ .

* v

-

LY

--




- cultural content or internal .verbal meaiation cannot be ,simply translated
. ‘ 'l N < ' ‘e . .

- ' (Anasta31, 1976) w1thout rlsklng‘the alteration of 1temsaharacter1st1cs or the

i ~ -

ot

: factor structure of the tests., Agaah, some translated tests have no gprms for
! b

. . ! . »

the Spanlsh vers1on;,tests usersléretleft to asssﬁe that the English norms,
a . I's ) . . ce " ”
“are applicable. - | L ) B t o
. L 4 ' .
~ Most often tests}translated into Spanish use a relatively formal stanm™- —
* . . -
darg dialect, to produce e;pedltlously a test which will appeal to as w1de a
group of potentlal customers as posslble. Is }t not. then understandasle %hy ’

) LY

. such tests are said by crltlcs “to be insensitive to the dialectal diversity
I . . PN R - -

-
. -
, , . " -

of Hispanic populations? The result, tragically, is thatjsome\Hispanics,

'particularlf those who_have not had sufficient bilingual education, score
' - . . N
low on tests in both languages. In still other cases (fortunately ‘few, in

' . -
. . ’

my experience)“all Spanish surnémeé'bhildren entering school,for the;first

+ - - -

_—

time are tested eﬁ%}usivelyiin épanish, thereby benaiiz{hg those who.are :
- . © e 32 B B . -
Lo B - . . -
s-most prof1c1ent An Engllsh a special case of test misuse which once again' ,
. . LBl - S X .
places Hlsgadlcstieua d1sadvantaged situation, . .

v o > .
. .

A related\historicé} malpractite is test importation.- Fortunately

e
'

- ' . . -
not .much of this goes on any longer. L For years, however, certain tests, P

- s N L.

'‘particularly Spanish IQ tests, were imported from other countries or from i

) . - ~4

Puerto Rico. Ironically, almost all of these imports were originally R

~Méeveloped in Ehglish and then translated and adgpted for other cultures.

- ' - N ’ . ’ . ‘
. When thgse tests are used on Chicano children, the jesults are similar, to ).
. : - . : . . N
‘ those obtained on translated tests, , , ‘ . .
S . o - * ¢ - - . ,‘ . ., .
M . The last mdlpractice to be discussed is' the administration of ‘selected )
. * PR . . .
~., supscﬁles of larger diagnostic,aﬁd.intelligence,tests to Chicano students.

- . v

] . , . , . .
* O If this~practice were based ‘on empiricgl findings of gteater réliability er

< .
L
- Valldlty faf“certaln subtests, there would be little reason to cbject; hdw- :

.
! \\ . . .
.
- ’ N 0 0 * ' ¢ - - ! ".
. - A . . /’ -
. . .
Q

.
. .
. . , ¢ . . . <‘\ .
GERICE - -
. . . ~ L .. e

o . - . . .
‘ , . .
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.




ever, this practice is usually based on the belief that Chicanos score.
- 1 . ‘ & v

. ' * v
. . - Y

higher on some Subscales than on others. Performance subscalés, for example
" :Pre of ten preferred by practitioners over verbal scales, in spite of the .

. ’ . -
” . - . . . »

fact that'hasing'genetal interpretations on performance tests has dsually R -
, o (2 ?ielded;disappointing:results, both for the Anglo population (Nunnally, 7 '
+1959) andléor dffferent cultural and national groups (Anastasi l976‘ Ortar, ' L
, the detisionato administer only cértain subtests..

| . . R ) / . .- . N

T 1963)1‘.As a rule, th

and ethnographic'varia‘les in their designs; 1 _ ‘ ) -

All of these malp actices have come about.bechuse of one simple fact, R

often 1ntuited but rarely admitted there areiﬁiecious few 1nherently <o

-r\ 4 ~ .
a? valld tests to use witL Chicano and aother Hispanic students.“ The prescrlp-

) A -

tion is also simple, or at least straightforward develop tests--from

4

a

'scratch, where nécessary--which adequately‘measure constructs of interest
. - . N g ’
3 ! 4 . A -
in these populations. .o : . . o : 7 -
) ;/‘u ) : 4 * ( ‘ .
, Because of the exi encies which attend certain kinds of testing (e g, ¢

d
wt
- M X
. ¢ = ' . .
. L]

S tests for young childrer),. it can~be argued that some tests'shOuld be o

-

designed or adapted for specific or related fdon-dominant ethnlc groups (e. g.,

for Chioanos or for the panish Speaking) Tests intended for use with only .

l i !

v ,one group, however haveiso far been characterized by somewhat inadequate

: s o - If related ethnic\gr ups are to be tested with the same 1nstrument &hesé ’ ’
groups must be represente in both the tryoutbsamplégand in the norming ’ N '
-’ ] population, and interethn c compatrisons should be\made as part of the item |
. - ) analysxs and reliability c ecks, as.well as in whatezer validity studies are “

attempted.\ - .C v \

. s . .




) In other"instances'ce.gn, general achievement‘tests for adolescents),f .

LI
. .. . ‘ - ‘
»

) . : . \ L .
such focused test development efforts mdy not be practical or desirable:: It(

] . . R o ‘ '

is imperative, however; that miforigy population be included in,allQphases

g . ‘ . - . ‘ . - !
of test development, not just in the dorming phase, becauseé they can sjgni-

. . »* s N N

R ficantly affdct the. £inal composition oghthe test (Green ’l972). B Lt

.
EAEN > b » ~ ”~ . L L4 ’

- ' Thus an aspect*of valjg tést use is now gaining attention, test apperri—

I3

. -

N ateness (C F. Silverman, Noa,,& Russell 1976). Valid test use assumes:
- )
that .the examinee(s) to be tested are not unlike the group(s) on which the h

- .
- i M ¢

-~

/
test was developed and standardized, to the extent that important psycho—

¢ N
{
- B \
) logical differences exist (such as. in cultural background and language),
4 ~ - —_— ..
”test results must be interpréted w1th caution and supplemental validations of
. : R RN
the trait or‘construct 1n.question should be utitized. - ./ ‘_“ <
* TECHNIQUES FOR.REDUCING _EBR&&VARIANCE AND_INCREASING SCORES D e
Bernal (1971).summarized'and utilized a number of techriques for moti-
N ° vating Black and Chicano students to engage the testing task and ephance -
'\ ‘~ their scofes on tests of hzgher-order cognitive operations‘ ‘ '
R - L. Language screening -- to eliminate Students who do not i
. ppssess the minimum language skills to understand the test J
- ‘ L : X L ’ . .‘.‘. . ‘. . . .
* items.‘ -~ [y . R R (A .-
v ’ ' N T. - o ‘
. 2. . Examiner-examinee matching by language’ and ethnicity.
- .. . ¥ )
co 3.7 Rapport bﬁilding:'including theﬂgse of the language
L) . I
- dialect spoken\Py the students in informal settings, and
~ -
[y L.
. Cet an explanation: of the purpose’ of ' the test.-
* : : -
AR . \\' 4] Administering g‘oup tests in small, easily supervised
T groups. - o7 . if y }: ' R ‘
) . . ! o . y L
. ) o - Coaching on the mechanics of ‘test taking} guessing, etc..
- ST ’ :

. K . ‘
t - ‘ y . . ’ -
. . . . - 4 . A . .

«“fwﬂ




o

3 . . . N
N . \; ) . . ) ,7,4 . ) .
. . ' . 3 ‘ .
0 ‘* \,‘ 'S » ' i‘; - s
- . 6. Explaining the testing directions thoroughly in “' ) . .
r ’ ° Q - / - * .
., . language dialect of the students and encouraging kues-

L ] N )

. . tions to' clarify point54

3
[ . e -
° — . i

) 7‘\ Warmup, including practice on’ itg;s similar to thOSe to \; 4 :
. . be encountered on the test or subtest, group discussion : . - -
. of why each member selected a particular response, and -
b v ‘feedback. et A o oL - .-

) - Ty Vooos . . !
. . e B ¢ .
grm

O ¢ Berdal's study the experimentallgnpups of Chicanos and Blacks (those

. to whom these techniqués were applied) not only outstripped their contrgls e -

- R -

(under standard test" admlnistrgtion) but also did nat differ- significantly

» . A . . 3

-

from their Anglo counterparts. SES effects obtained as one might predict. I

Intereétingly, the Anglos in the experimental group performed essentially the

‘ same as Anglos i1 the control group. To date,.howeve{, no résearch has S

\
':\- N

studied the relative efficacy of these~techniques, compared singly or in

-‘*Xa ki . . . v
an . > . - .
their various combihations. .

°

. . . . . . .
L]

‘ oY The point to be made.iswthat familiar sets of test directions and - -

]

oL testing-conditions, although usually adequate for Anglos, do not optimally ‘ .;

. Y . ,r
v, -

prepare or, predispose many minority students to take tests. This is especi-

-

N .. ally important in tests bf maximum performance, where sudh sources of
/

LA extraneous (error) variance are assumed to be ccntrolled There are {;

[N -

1.“ retorded insﬁances*of low SES and minority students speeding thrbugh
s, standardized-examlnations and marking answers seemingly at random (Anastaié%
~ A k - ~
& Cordova, 1953), as if to shorten the'period of discomfort (Anastasi 1976). ¢

. . ‘m - - A + o

There are alsb known instances Gf Chicane, students scoring below chance op

' - . K ¢

multiple choice tests of* general educational achievementﬁgDe Awila, Note 3).

o~ . X N
I . .- §
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Given- the relative~absence of respsonsive testhevelopment vig—-a-vis
,{ - AR
minority groups, on the one hand, and, the - problems which attend the lack

- of objectivity in Judgments about“individuals which a moratorium' on

» Ny -
.

- testing would’almost certainly bring about (Cleary, et al.); on the othgr,

. +

we might at least encourage ‘psychometrists and educators to(teadh minority
students how to take tests. As things now stand one must seriously questionf
. © . N v,

the accuracy of test-based data on Black and Hispanic persons, be these data

%0

presented on ihdividua&s or in the'aggregate. Even the:results.of carefully
. . . .
designed and executed studies (e.g., National Assessment of Educational
Q A
Progress, 1977) probably exaggerate group differences between Anglos and,
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. 1 Language Unintelligibility Myths Among Diverse Hispanic Populagions

--‘.'. o L. ; ‘ . ,‘ . -‘,‘ N - . . \
I believe that the-difficplties which all three of the major Hispanic
3 - . & . ’

»

" oL :
» .groups in the United States (Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Cuban Americans)

o havé encountered with tests translated.into standard Spanish and withathe ; L_—

misuse of ethnic-specific testa have given rise to the belief among some )

A educators that each Hispanic'group needs tests of its own. Furthermore,‘

>

>
¢

since Hlspanits'continue to borrow elements from the English langauge with

. N » . oy v

'success1ve generations’-and engage in_ various degrees of code-switching (or L
N ’ T
. language "mixingf), some hold to- the proposition that. meither "pure" English

|

nor "p%re" Spanish is adequate to the testing task.

vt While the definitive study remains to be dome, the evidence in hand

[

NI ,..(Hardy, Note 4) suggests that neither of these suppositioﬁs is correct, at
-~

>

least not for young Hispanic children (ages four to six) being tested in a

sugportive or fadilitative environment with instruments developed'through an ¢
\ : . -
'R.& D&g;ocess, such as that.suggested earlier. ' - '~ .

. . » : . :
s - . N

i

s

» X}

. ,i" + Issues ‘of Language Dominance, ILanguage Prégiciency’ . :

4 B
2 P . -

' N w./ . ) S
<’ As inplied.earliérltheLlinguistic circumstances which attend the Chicano '

. ’ S . .
s . .
<. “ A N Ve L4 N

,'situation have not oaly psjchometic inplicaﬁions but also pedagogical and quasi-

» . . . .
~ °

. -

- legal utility; s The two constucts which have the'greatest sway are language .
L. 4 Toe . .o . .

LT ﬂroficiency and language dominance. . L . ‘ k\

Language proficiency utilizes criterlon-referenced norm-referenced, or a

.
H .

L .’combination of both ;echniques (c f.,Burt Dalay, & Hernandez, 1975) to esNablish

-

4 < et e
. I; ) the leve& of an examinee s language mastery, and it can be ‘measured through
RN '.":

.

interview techniques or paper-andipencil,tests, depending.on the ™~ :

. ~ -, * .t
s .

El




[

aspects of language (productive or receptive skills) one wishes, to define

. «€ .~

é x as appropriate to a particular age/grade lewvel or°’to a specified role/
s ' v ’ .
‘; "situation‘(such as the proficiency required for)a.Bilingualfteacher). - M
g Tests of langgage proficiency, unlige popular measures of Vocablulary and
" reading, emphasize aspects of linguistic competence.' “ -
. f - Language,dOminance is‘a‘construct properly reserved‘for the potential,

- . -

nascent, or. functioning bilingual., It may be defined operationally as the -

. c .." Vax .
: higher of two-language proficiency levels. However, it must be moted that
e the literature ekxplaining the psychometric properties of language dominance °
. " - v

is small, the‘york of Burt, Dulay, and Hernandez (1975) being a welcome ST s

. v -
(3 ' . i~ .

eXception. ) . L. i

There is nevertheless a great demand for measures of language dominance,
- rfy . ’

"

particularly for Hispanics, from early childhood through the early elementary °

\ ‘ s
o

years. Bilingual education and Engl1sh-as—a-Second~Language programs variously

', ' use language dominance appraisals to accept children, place them in instruc-~

*
. ]

tionai groupings, assess their language progress, .evaluate certain aspects of
i - 4 - I -
.

- . . L
- o

curricula and in the case of transltional bilingual education; to determine

the appropriate point at which.a student is ready to exit -the bilinguml program
and énter the English momolingual course of instruction ordinarily offered in

the schools. . .

.
y

ws -, Indeed’federal and state legislation has established'bilingual'programs

L e

. whicH ar‘>gssentially transitional in nature, targeted for children who are of

limited Englisg speaking ability (LESA); “Thiis characteristic is dmenable to

- ~ . ¥

» 'objective‘measmrement in terms of English proficiency. However, the rules and

’ N @ )

. regulations (Department of Health Education, and Welfare, 1976) pertaining to;

HEW's Office/}f Bilingual Education (ESEA Title VII) have set out several T

4 e T
L)«xl’ . *




v - . \ . . : . [\

definitions treating a student S national drigin, native language, language

environment, language dominance, Qr ability to speak and understand instruc- .

’ - - -

_tion in English. Defined legdlly in this fashion, LESA can be‘established , -

. )] .
‘on the same individuals. . e .

N — -
.

One consequente of this is that langauge tests have been pressed into#
\

service to: determine LESA, although extant instruments do not measure-this

-

«

“

construct per se. The operationalization of LESA then, 1is left entirely to
the.test user. *his stepped-up usage of languaoe a5sessment tests has resulted

in ‘new tests Reing introduced, many of which have shortcomings which are not

readily noted by educators. . . ’ . ‘

»
-

%ome language dominance tests: for\example,.do not sample the-receptive
;nd prhductive domains of the two'languages adequately,- do not cover a broad{.
) enough range bf syntactic structures, or rely excessively on vocabulary-‘ Y
related skills.' Most of these measures, furthermore, utilize neithgf vali-
dated criteria nor standard'%cores for their‘operational definitions of e
. —~ -

" language dominance;, instead,‘the comparative determination of,language domi~

. i . 9 : . . v 4 .
nance-is based on raw ‘scores, and no assessment of individual language pro-.

ficiency need be made.

' o | u’
Language dominance assessments made without an examination of language .

proficiency have, in my opinion,.fostered two, related and tacitly held’beliefs.

¥

which desensitize educatorglto individual differences. One is that children

¢ R o

cannot be proficient in the -language in which- they are not domimant; the other
-~ x * . . o7 -
is that children nust be"competent'in their dominant language. - Some bilingual

children--like somé monolinguals--really do have a language dysfunction, and this

P

< would affect their 1anguage competeénce ‘even in their dominant language. | - .

in a variety of more or less accurate ways which could yield disparate results'

-




Normal and certainly gifted (Bernal;'1974)'children acquire two language
. , : T . . ) . © .

systems readily, althoughvthey may still be more proficient in one of theni, " - '

-

* 8q the pictués/is,bleak.. Even tests developed exp%icitly to medgure

u.

important school-related variables for Chicanos or other Hispanic groups are

- -

generally of poor quality In my. opinion onlj.three testing companies have

to date made professionally worthy efforts in language assessment for His—_ -

L . ’

_panics. - ' ™ ’ o
. - ' . 1] , : : .‘f ,
CIRCO: An Example of Relevant Test Adaotation and‘DeveIopment .- .
. . - :
CIRCO is a test dgsign effort targeted for four to six-year-old Spanish— >

i speaking children which is sponsoredlby ETS and funded by the Administration

Bl - N -

for Children, Youth, and Families. Based on the philosophy and development

of CIRGUS the new CIRCO series will consist of lO wmajor tests which parallel
“ ~ PER L
some of the areas tested by CIRCUS, awhich consists of 14 direct child measures -

(Hardy, Note 4) The, areas tested include quantitative connepts, memory, prou -
blem solving skills,ageneral readiness/(suchwas copying skills and visual and ’
auditory discrimination),kand receptive and productive language proficiency in ‘i
\Qgéish and Spanish, utilizing~ both paper-and—pencil andgstructured interv;ew T
techniques. “ T ‘ - : .-fif‘ Co

ETS has involved nationally recognized Hispanic and Anglo consultants in "
‘ \ L

1%

, every planning and development phase of the project and has retained a tri- L

» . \ N -

ethnic Cultural Advisory Commit&ee. JAll CIRCO tests, furthermore have been

pilot and field tested on groups of Uuban American, Puerto Rican, and Chicano.

., \-!;«.., ’_r."

children of differen SES including Head Start-eligible chil&ren. Norming

samples have been drdwn principally Erom the Southeast Northeast Midwest,
A | . ' = [N
and§§outhv§st£ Item and}test analyses follow this geographic breakdown. $

: (
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CIRCO, like chéub, ipcludes sets of practice materials and can"be admin- _

LY ~ -
g . v - z

1stered 1nd1v1dually or in small groups. The . test will grovlde teachers with

L)
¥

descr1pt1ve andgquasi-prescriptive snatements as well as scores. Very 1mportantly,

1]

the test is deslgned to eﬁhance meanlngful teacher-student interaction in a struc- ’

. .
. ° > o

~

tnred, educationally relevant situation‘(Anderson3 Note l). .
‘r'v' [ L] -
" CIRCO also includes'a screenlng test, a unique feature in the assessment

‘e

of Spanish—speaking children. It operationally defines the set of" youngsters .
who may be~ appropriately tested with the battery. If a child does not achieve
n empirically determined minimal score (Hardy, Note 4) on this screen1ng test,

CIRCO is -not appropriate because the child does not comprehend or speak enough

* A ¢

Spanish 'In this fashion too, the norms will become more meaningful to the
test user, and individual profiles of ability can‘be judged in the context of

at least minimal receptive and product1ve langua%%PIOfICIGHCY levels.

[

Finally, CIRCO will ambitiously attempt to define not only language domi-
’

nance byt also LESA, although the processufor doing sofhas not yet been’

decided' upon. L\‘ ) ' )
i . - " . . . .
s . - . . . ., ] .
Conclusion ‘
—-_ » ! .
The ongoing CIRCO project is proof'of this writer s (Bermal, 1975) con-: -

._',.

tention that psycnoiptrics has the necessary armamentarium to produce valid

tests for non-dominant' ethnic populations in a variety of areas. All the pro- )

§ : '

fession needs is a commitment to learn from experience and to not settle for
LY

.

~ o 3

less than first-rate efforts. If anything, the search for valid approaches ”
Lto testing the bilingual child is giving us some‘new perspectiVes on estab-

' A 4 ) M ' + ) -
lished test development procedures as‘Well as on minority testing issues,’

. ‘ f 3

e

Ve
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. n;.'° o
. . '1 e . "
perspectives which, I trust, will ultimately work to theﬂbette;mént of theor.

retical and applied psyéhological measurement. .. v’
. . : e
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