


Rnr-ungc An'mcen AunnrceN
Srunnnrrs' Sconns oN Srers-Mervonrno

Rneonvc AND'Wnnrnqc Tnsrs ro
SremoenoveD Mnesrnns oF Rneunsc
AND Onnr A ID W'nrrrsn Leucuncn

Monica Gordon Pershey

Cl.u. l rnd,**  Uniu. r . i *

Atrstract
Mandated testing is prominent annng ealucational irtitiatiues. Questiotu

arLse ctbout Iesting sttrdents wboface economic disaduantages, ctre of racial,
ethnic, or language nfinofity status, or are at risk Jbr academic failu.re be-
carre tbeir scbools prouide limited opporlunitiesfor acaclemic aduancement.
Tltis stud"- used normed tests to mecuure oral and written language and read,
ing abilities in 26J gradefour and six African American students and cont-
pared restilts to perforn'tance on criterion-referenced ntancJated testing of
reacling and writing.

For normed and rnctndated tests, group mean scores uere at times belou
expectatioru. Principal cornPor?ents a'nalyses deterntined langttage capabili-
ties unrlerlying performance on testilxg. Factors tbat accountedJbr tbe uari-
ance in scores included uocabulary, knowledge ctf the conuentiorls of uritten
language, knc;wledge of sentence syntax, antl reading comprebension.

.'p.ominent 
among clrrrent eclucational initiatives is the importance of pre-

I paring students to meet curriculum standards and perform well on man-
d.eted testing (National Education Goals Panel [NEGP], 1994; United States De-
paftrnent of Education [USDOE], 2001; USDOE,200.2). The effort to estabiish
summative tes[s of academic pertbrmance overlaps the cunent school account-
ability movement, which holG schools and educators responsible for str.rdents'
progress (National Cenrer on Educarional Ourcomes [NCEO], 2001; USDOE,
2002).
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'Iesting figures prominently into the lives of pupils in Ol'rio. Districts have
been required to administer the Ohio Proficiency Test (OPT) (Ohio Depart-
nrerrt of Education, 1995; Ohb SturJent Testing Requirentents, 1991) to mea-
sure how stuclents perform on lezrrning outcol-nes identifled by the state. The
OPT is a criterion-referenced test of content areas and reading ancl writing
given in grades four, six, nir.re, ten, and twelve. Testing is supposed to corre-
spond witir what is taught and rneasure cumulative learning ancl overall school
achievcment. Flowever, preparing stuclent.s to demonstrate the applied pro-
ccss skills tested by dre OPT reading and writing subtests has been a challenge
(e.9., surnn.rariz'atiot't, finding par-agraph details, writing a iliendly lcner) (Pottle,
2001).

Tltc OPT has bccomc thc stanclard by which pr-rpil competency and
schocll accountability I'rave bcen assessed. The state of Ohio ranks school
districts according to twellty-.scven perfbrmance st:rnclrrds, twenty-five of
wlriclr apply to achieving a 75o/o pass rate on thc sulrtests of thc OPT in all
gracies. Thc othcr lwcl stanclards rrrc :rttcnclance ancl graduation ratcs. A dis-
trict is thcn as.signed to onc of four perfirrnrancc categories (i.e, effective,
continuous irnprovemcnt, academic watch, acaclctnic crnergcncy). At the time
of dris study 69 of the statc's 607 clistricts tnct eight or fewcr standards and were
in acaclcmic cmergcncy (Ohio Dcpartmcnt of EclLrcation, 2000).

'Ihc author o1'this stucly providcd prof'cssional development seninars
to teacirers fi'clm a clistlict th:rt wa.s in acadernic ctnelgency. Enlolhnent in
tiris clistlict was virtually 100% Aliican Arncrican. '-[he tc'.rchers eilphasized
ihcir imprc.ssion.s that .sl.uclents' consistcntly poor Ol'-f pefonnance was iikely
ch-rc to an inaclecllrate oral language basis tirat irnpactcd negatively upon
reading uncl writing pcrfbrrnance. Language clevelopmcr-rt, as a fictor in test
performance, has been suggestccl by Meiscl.s (19U9) and Popi-ram (199D.,
howcveq this appear.s to l>c a ncw al'ea of rescarch. Little clata exist on how
langr,rage capabilities correlate with perfbrrnance on criterion-rcfercnced tests
of curriculum rnastt:ry. ilb explore this hypothesized connection, the author
coliectecl clata on the oral and written languege and rcading skills of the
clistrict's loruth and sixtir graders.

This str.rcly (a) explored wirether students' nonnecl te.st scores met age
and grade level expcctations, (ft identilied where perfonnance on the normed
tests ancl the OPT were relatcd, and (c) cletermined languege capabilities
that predictccl OPT rcading ancl writing petftxmance.

Debates Attendant to Testing
Underlying a belief in higl'r-stakes testing is the assumption that students

score as they do because of exposure to school curriculr.rm (Glaser, 1994).
Howevcr, it is problerrutic to assume that exposure is of unilbrm qualiqz across
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schools or is equally meaningful to all stuclents. Questions arise about the
appropriateness of testing students who face cconomic clisadvantages, are of
racial, etirnic, or language minority status, or are at risk for academic failure
because their schools lack resources and provide limited opportunities for
acadernic advancernent (llobben, 7))J; Denoyer & White, 1992; Gallagher,
7993;Internerional Iteading Associarion [IRA], 1999; Kohn, 2000; Ladson-Bill-
ings, 1994; Manning, Lucking, & MacDonalcl, 1995; McGee, 1997; Meisels,
1989;l '}oplram,l)));LlaiveLz,L992;Roderick,1995;Westbury,I994;Vinficld,
1990). Studies have shown that minority and low income stuclents a(e more
likely to fail high-stakes tests ancl remediation fbr those who iail is lcss likely
to be ef'fbctive (Morris, 2000; National Assessment of Eclucational Progress
lNAIPl, 1998; NAEP, 1999; NAEP, 2000; Schcllenberg, 1998;Vinfield, 1990).
Tests rcveal a rvidening gayr bctween high and low incomc schools, cspecially
on questions that recluire an cxtendcd vert>al response (Natior.ral Educational
Rescarch Policy and Priorities Boarcl, 1999). Surrurative tests do not identify
the acadcmic supports that stuclcnts woulcl nced to receive in order to per-
fom lrcttcr on cuniculum clernands and on subsequent testing (I3arkley, 200i).

Several studies havc shown that minority and low incomc students are
n'role likely to f':lil mandated achievement tesFj and that remecliation fbr thosc
who fail is le.s.s likely to be effcctive (Morris, 2000; NAEI 199{J; NAEP, 1999;
NAEP, 2000; Schclienberg, 1998; \0infleld, 1990). IIowever, thc cause of tcst
failure is not entifely clcar. Jackson (1999) ol'fcrecl that risk is less clepenclcnt
upon income and morc clircctly relate(l to residential ancl school segrega-
tion. Pcipharn (1994,I99, ventured that testing c)Lrtcorncs tend to be biasecl
in favor of ctrilclren fiom economically aclvantaged, stinulus-rich homes, lvhcr
have acquircd languageJrascci infbrmation outsicle of school. A strong ian-
guage basis, promoted early on in children's education, prepares iearners to
be devclopmentally rcady to profit from instruction Qvleisels, 1989). 'l'he lan-
guagc of the school cr-u'riculum, including the discourses of literacy instruc-
tion, may be beyond the cornprehension of childrcn who lack substantial
language backgrouncls (tsutler, 1999; Falk-ltoss, 2002; Snow, l3urns, & Grif-
fin, 1998).

Characteristics of the OPT
As a criterion-ref'erenced rneasllre, thc Ol'jT resembles the NAEP (2000)

in some ways. l3oth reading rneasures address how well a learner colnpre-
hends what is read, extencls comprehension, and manipulates infbrmation
(e.g., follows clirections). Both writing assessrnents require the student to write
to accomplish a v:rriety of purposes (.Cornmission on Behavioral and Social
Sciences and Eclucation, 1998; NAER 2000; Ohio Departrncnt of Ecir-rcation,
2000; Obio Sttrclent Testing ReErirements, 1991).
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Despite this resemblrrnce, questions of reliability, valiclity, and appropri-
rrteness arise when education agencies prepare their own criterion-referenced
conpetency tests (Lanese, 7992; Snodgrass & Salzman, 1998). Instruments
that are not normed can produce uurstable resr.rlts, panicr"rlarly when testing
AJiican Arnerkan students (Urdan & Davis, 1998). The ()bio Statebotue News-
letter (200(D repofied that the passing rate on the OPT grade four reading
test \\,as 65ry,,, lor Alglellur.opcar1 childr.en '.tncl 33o/c, fbr Afiican Arnerican
clrildren. Eadicr grading scales lcft 

'20t'/o 
ctf African Arnetican children pass-

ilrg cornpare d, to 53o/o of Anglo-Europe an students, so grading was adjusted.
-Iesting 

oLl[coll]es wcre thus an afiifact of a variablc pcrtbnnance standard
and wcrc f:rr l'rorn absolute measllrcnlents.

A f'ew authors compared the OP'f with nonn-relcrenccd measures of
sr' lruol aclr ie vt't rt<'nt I rut I i rr sttrclt 'nts oldcr t lten grat lcs lbu r e nd six. Rol l inson
ancl Moorc (IL)92) and Str'or-rd (1995) found weak ltut significant cortclatiorls
lretwccn rcacling and writing perfirnnance on tlTc Matropolittm Acbieuemettt
7bsl(lJalow, Iralr, & Flogan, 1992') ancl thc gradc nine OP'['. Nocl (1994) es-
tal>lishccl that the grede nine OPTreacling ancl rvriting tcsts conel'rted highly
rvitlr tlre C:alilbrn.ir,tAclticuenrcnt Tbsls(CTtl/McGraw-Ilill, 1992) languagc and
reacling tests. I Iull ancl 'l'ache ( 1993) clctclnrir.rcd tlut tire Ictwa I csls rl'Basic
JTrl//s (Floover, Hielonymus, Flisbic, & l)unbar, 1996) corrclated significantly
with OP'l' sc<;rc.s fbr reaclirig ancl writing firr 700 liigh schoolcrs.

The Research Study
Purpose

As lvlcisels (1989) anct Popharn (1999) suggested, poor scorcs on high-
stakcsj tcstirlg rnay be clLre to a lacl< o{'langr-ragc-bascd infbnnation learned
in ar-rcl out of sdr()()I. 'l'hc prescnt str-rcly cletcnninecl wliethcr pcrfirrtnance
on 2r non-slanclalclized tcst of cr,rrricullun mastcry corrclatecl with per{t>rrn:rnce
on stanclardizccl tests ol'oral langr-ragc, writing, and re:tcling cupabilitics.

Ilesearch Questions
Tlis stucly answcred thc following questions. first, to revcal an overall

im;lrc.ssion of participants' writtcn languagc ancl relding capalrilities, did OPT
reacling and writing scores correl'rte? Scconcl, \ 'ere particil>ants' oral and
writtcn languagc and leading capalrilities acleciuate, as asccftained by start-
dardized measures? Third, which snbtests ol the norn-rcf'erencecl tests of
oral ancl nlittcn languagc ancl lcacllng colrciatecl significantly with scores
on thc OP'l? Fc.rurth, u4ricir sul>tests o1'the norm-refcrenced tests correlated
to reveal consistencies in participants' pelfblmance? Filth, which subtests <,tf
thc norm-rct'ercnced tests rnight predict performance on the OP? Sixth, what
language capabilities were clerived as principal colrponcnts of performance
on the nonl-ref'ercnccd tests?
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Method
Participants

A sample of 263 str-rdents participated in this str-rdy: 140 foufth gr:rders
(64 males and 76 fernales) and 1.23 sixth grader's (56 males and 6f females).
For fburth graders, the rlean age was 10. 1 years (range 9.3 to17.5 years) and
for sixtlr graclers the mean age was 12.1 years (range 1.1..2 to 13.7 years).
None o[ the parlicipants received speciai education or rcgulal education
supplen.rental services ancl parent/gtrardian permission was obtained for cach
pafticipant.

Sening
Participants lived in an urban suburb about ten miles fiom the center ol'

a moderately large city. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2000),90.4o/o

of the population of the community was African American. Befween one-
third and one-half of Aliican Arnerican rcsidents were palt of familics that
own hornes. Home values averaged about $70,000 ancl rental propcrties were
about $500 per nlonth. 'fhe percent of children in this cornmunity listecl as
economically disaclvantage<1was25.7o/o, compared to a state averzrge of l3.4tyo
(Ohio Department of Education, 2000; U.S. Ccnsus l3urcau, 1990). About one-
tlird ol'the cl'rildrcn rnight live in homcs with no husband prcscnt (U.S. Census
Ilureau, 1990). District enrollnrent was 3,100 students. 'Iransience was noted
in the scl-ir>ols. In 1998-1999 r'rearly 73(% of all studcnts wcre not in the dis-
trict for half of the ycar; anothcr 13% switched buildings in the district during
the yeur (the state averagcs are about 1101D (Ohio l)epafirnent of Education,
2000). 'l'wenty-sevcn pcrcent of students wcre eligible filr'ltee or reduced
f'ee lLrnches and 31o/o clualifiecl fbr Title I serviccs. Special eclttcation setvices
were provided to 30tYo of the student population.

Tlre racial composition of the clistrict stafT was 41.70h non-mtn<trity, .5o/o
Asian, and 58.40lo Afiican American (Ohio Department o1'Eclucation, 1998).
Ntliough clu.ss sizc avcragc'cl abotrt" 21+ students ancl annual spencling per
pupil was altout 12ok greater than the state average, thc district was lanked
as the flfiir lowest of the county's thirty-one districts in academic accomplish-
ments. The district met only seven of twenty-seven state academic standards.
lvleeting so f-ew standards placed the distr-ict in "academic cmelgency," thc
lowest of four perfbrmance categories. About 11% of the state's districts fhred
this poorly.

The district met the stanclard fbr student attendance but failed the stan-
dard fbl gr:rduation rate (only T5Vo,which was down by 5o/o over the past
threc years). In the year prior to this study, of all acaclemic subjects tested by
the OPT, the district achieved a passing rate (at leasL J5o/o of pupils testcd
pass) only fbr writing in grades six, nine, ten and twelve ancl reading in grades
nine and ten. For grade four, 9.5% of students passed all OPT subtesls; the
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state averege was 31.90/0. For grade sx, 16.I0/o passed all subtests; the state
average was J2.5o/0. These were the best fourth and slxth grade scores that
the district achievccl over the tlree years prior to the study. For grade nine,
4lo/o passed all arcas (the state averagc was 61%r), and for gradc twelve 15.59ir
passed (state avcragew';ts 39.8V4. At this rate, if one were to look arouncl ar-r
elementary classroorn of twenty-four children, six will not graduate. Of tite
eighteen who rcmain, fiiteen won't pass the grade twelve test. The student
body can be saicl to have bccn at c<-insiderable risk tbr academic failurc. Clearly,
large nurnbers of studct-rts were struggling to meet state academic standarcls.

InslnLmenrqtion
A battery of test scores was obtaincd fbr all panicipants. ll'.rch test will

bc clcscribed.
State mandated testing. 'l'hc gracle four OPT reading test assessed the

ability to silcntly reacl fiction ancl nonfiction text and (a) summarizc tc'xt, (b)
use grapliic aicls and illustrations to interprct infirrmation, (c) rctell text, (d)
intcrplct tcxt vocabulary, (e) analyze tcxt, (f) infer fiom text, (g) responcl to
tcxt, (h) prcdict tcxt outc()mcs, ancl (i) discern main and suppofting ideas.
'fhe gradc six Ol')T r.eacling tcst included the altiliry to read nonflcticx.r and
liction text ancl (a) tnalyzc a.spects of text, (lt) sr.urur--urize text, (c) inf-er from
tcxt, (d) rcspor-rd to tcxt, (c) criticl-re text. for its orgar-rization and logic, and
(l) cvalrrate autl.ror's purpose.

Thc OPT grade lbur writing tcst r.cqlrircd the child to preparc x letrer to
a li-iencl ancl a personal nanativc. \i7riters rvere assessccl through holistic scoring
for (a) clarity, (b) aclhcrcnce to topic, (c) logic and organization, (cl) lrse of
a variety of words, (c) r:se of a variety ()f sentellcc stl'uctures, (f) awareness
of word usage, ancl (g) con'ect mcchanics and .spelling. Thc gradc six writ-
ing tcst assessed thc ability to writc a fictional narrative and a set of clirec-
tions to conplctc a ta.sk. 'Writers were holistically scorecl fbr how well thcy
(a) foclrs on a topic, (b) sr-rpport icleas lry giving cletails or- exaruples, (c) writc
r.vith logic ancl organization, (d) choose appropriate wording, (e) use conr-
plete ancl varied sentcmce structLlres, and (0 denronstrate corrcct nlcchanics
arrd spclling. Thc holistic scorir-rg rubrics yielclcd a score of zero to tbur points;
only scores <t[ three ancl four are passing.

Norm-referenced tests: Oral language. All oral language .subtests
vielded stanclarcl scores. 'fests 

used for the graclc four assessrrent included
tlte WORD-R (Fh-risingh, Barreti, Za.chlnan,l3lagdcn, & Orman, 1!)90) (a test
of vocabulary) arld thc Tbst oJ' La nguage Deuelop ntent-hTtermeclictty (t OLD -

I:3) (Ilarnrnill & Newcome\ I9c)7') (verbai reasoning, grarttrrar, listening,
vocabulary). Sr,rbtests uncl results ere fbund in Table 1.
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Table 1. Fourth Grade Descriptive Data

AsslssuuNt MeaN StrrNl>ruul Scorut Sttt'tu,uro Drvnrton

\(ORD It
WORD-lt Synonyms
!(ORD l{ Scmantic Absurdities
WOI{D-R Antonyms
WOt{ l  ) -R Mul t ip lc  l ) ( ' l l n i r ions

100 (range 55-14rr
86.2
84.9
88.9
76.6

15*
<1 SD bclow
1 SD below

<1 SD below
<1 SD bclow

'rot.D-r:3

TOLDI:3 Sentcnce Combining
TOLD-l :3 Picturc Vrrcabulary
'l'OLDI:3 

Gcnerals
'fOLl)-l:3 Gramrnatic C<xnplction
TOLD-I:3 Malapr<4rs

l0 (range 1-20).
1 0 . 1
8 .7
tJ.B
8.8
8 .4

3.
Normative mcan
<1/2 SD below
<1,/2 SD below
<1,/2 SD bclow
<1 SD below

SCAIts-L
SCAL[|-L AII ltcrn.s

50 (range 28-72)
44.4

10*
1,/2 SD bck>w

t'owL-3
'fO\Yf-3 Vcrcabr-rlaty
TO\7L-3 Scntence Cornbining
TOWL-3 Story Constmction
TOIiC_3
TOIfC-3 Genelal Vocabulary
' IORC-J 

Syntrt l i t  Sirni lrrr i t ics
l'Oltc 3 Paragraph tlcading

10 (range 1 20)-
9.3
9 8
9'0

10 (rangc 1-20)t
8.7
rJ.g
8.3

3.
<1,/2 SD bclow
<1,/2 SD bclow
<1/2 SD below

3.
<1/2 SD below
<1/2 SD bclow
1,/2 SD bclow

rbttsecl ttn normaliue ualucs

Iloth tcsts were clevcioped usil-r!{ a norftrtive samplc whose clemograph-
ics mirrored the tJnited States. Afiican Americans represent just ovcr L2o/o of
the populatic-rn (lJ.S. Census Bureau, 2000). The WOI?D-R was norlncd us-
irrg a .sanrple that was 7)o/o Nrican Amcrican. For the TOLDI:3 the norma-
tive sarnple w,s l5o/o Afiican American.

Assessmcnt of oral langr-rage in grade six included the WORD-Adoles-
cent'lbst(\X/ORD-A) (Zachn-ran, Huisingh, Barrett, Orman, & Illagdcn, 1989)
(vocabulary ancl semantics). The test was normed on a sample thatwas 1,10/o
African American. Tbe Ie.st of Adolescent ancl Aclult Language (TOAL-3)
(Hammill, Brown, Larsen, & \Xliederhoh., 1994) Listening Vocabulary subtest
was also used. The TOAI-3 normative sample was 150/o African American.

Written language. 
'Written 

language measures yielded standard scores.
The Sccrled Cumiculum Acbieuement Leuels Test (SCAfE) (Doherry & Itoid,
1992) estirnates :ur acadcmic functional level fol stuclents in gracles three to
eight in language and reacling. 'l'he test manual does not indicate the demo-
graphics for the l)ormative sample.

The Language Llsage subtest, known as the SCALE-L, assesses five cr-rr-
riculum strands, Composition Strllcture, Cor-nposition Process, Gramrnar/
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Usage, Punctuation, and Capitalization. All items on the SCAIE-L are mul-
tiple choice. Items require students to recollnize written language conven-
tions or interpret the meaning of a written message.

The second instrument used to evaluate written language was the Zesl
tf Written Language(TO:WL-3) (Hamrnill & Larsen, 1996). The TOVL-3 was
normeci on a samplc which was 73o/a Nrican American.

Sixth graders' writing capabilities were further assessed via adninistra-
tion of two TOAL-3 subtests. Vriting Vocabulary presents the same task as
the TO'!7L-3 Vocabulary subtest (write a given worcl in a meaningful sen-
tence). lTriting Grammar is a test of sentence cornbining. The TOAI-3 was
Ll$ed insteacl of the TO\WL-3 because its adlninistr.rtion required less time-
if stuclents begin witli itcrns selected for children near their own age, not
eight-year olds, they are likely to reach the ceiling in less time.

Fourth graders were given the Test of Reading Comprehension (TORC-

3) (llrown, Hammill, & \Tieclerhok, \9()5). This instrurncnt identifies the
reader's abilty to apply worcl-level vocabulary proces.sing skills, sentence-
level syntactic proccssir.rg skills, and paragraphJevel comprehension skills.
'fhe TOIiC-3 yields standard score.s. 

'fhe 
test was normed on a sample that

wlts I2olo African Alnerit'an.
Sixtlt graclers' rcacling cot)lpetencie.s were assessed using the SCALE

l{eacling sr-rbtest (SCALE-R) and the reading portions of the TOAL-3. The
SCALE-II assesses leading fbr Vord Meaning, Litcral Comprehension, Inter-
prctive Comprehension, and Evaluative Comprchension.'IOAL-3 lteading
Vocabulary assesses single-word comprchension. Iteading Grarunar assesses
sentencelevel cornprehension. The 1'OAL-3 was used instead of the TORC-
3 because its administmtion required lcss tirne-if stuclcnts begin reading
items selected fbr age peers, not seven-year-olcl readers, they are likely to
reach the ceiling in less time.

Procedures
Data collection. Standardized testing began in February and contin-

ued through early June . Each participant left ciass fbr a total of three to four
hours to cornplete testing. Children attendecl two to four testing sessions in
order to prevent fatigue. Testing was conducted in empty rooms in the schoois.
In March, str-rdents took the OPT with their classes, which was scored by the
state's outsourcing arrangements and reported to the district in mid-June.

The researcl'rer anci tirirty graduate students served as testers. Ali stu-
dents had con-rpleted coursework on testing procedures, had experience
administering standardized tests, and irad taken a course on language devel-
opment in African American children. Testers participated for fifteen to sixty-
five hours. Testing teams (usr-rally four students pius the researcher) visited
tire schools weekly for up to tlrree days per week.
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Groups of about ten children rotated among the testing stations. Solne
began with one-on-one oral language testing, while small groups of others
were given the reading and written language insfuuments first. Tests across
and within each language rnodaliry were achninistdred in randornized orcler
to prevent order effects. Short breaks were given as needed.

Each participant completed all measures. Tests were scored by six of
the testers who served as student workers. Occasional errom made it neces-
sary to discard some scores on sofire subtests. There was never tnore than
one subtest discarded per student. All protocols were reviewed by the re-
scarcher then scores were entered into the SPSS Base 10.0 (i999) progmn
by a graduate student trained in statistics. Tire researcher rcviewed the SPSS
filcs and corrected clata discrepancies beforc final data analyses were run.

Results
Findings provided rcsponsc to the resczuch qr-restions.

Qt,tcstion .l-To reueal an ouerall impresion oJ'tbe cbikJren's writlen lan-
guctge and reu.dbrg capabilities, did OPT rending and writing scores correlate?

A score of f 50/o is reqr-rire cl to pass any of the OPTs. In the fburth grade,

93 pupils (66.40/o) achieved a score of 75o/o or more. Scores ranged from 31%
to 980/0, with a mean of 750/o Gtan<Jard deviation tSDl 14.6. Forry-four stu-
derits (31.,i70) passed the OPT writing tcst. Scorcs ranged from 37 .50/o to 87 .5Va,
with a rnean of 520/o (SD .13). Therc were thirty-seven children (26.40/o) who
passed both subtests.

In tlre sixth grade, fbrty-thlee pupils (34.90/A achieved a score ol750/o or
more on tl-re Ol']T reading test. Scores ranged frorn 160lu to t)20/u, with zL mean
of 65.50/o (SD 14.6). One hundred and one students (82%) passed the OPT
writlng test. Scores ranged fron I2.50/o to 87.5Vo, with a mean of 65% (SD

.17). There r,verc sixry-one children (49.5o/A who passed both subtests.
Fourtlr gracle OPT leading and OPT writing scores correlted (r = .441 ,

p< .0001), as clid sixth grade OPT reading and OPT writing scores (r: .380,
p< .0001), to reveal a moderately stable and representative measure of read-
ing andwriting perforrnance. The overall resultwas that smdents in this sample
did not perfbrm very successfully on state-mandated tests.

Question 2-Wbre pc rticipants' r.tral and writtert. lctnguage cn'tcl reatling
capabilities age appropfi^tte tts ascertuinecl by standardized measures?

Scores for gracle four are fbund ir-r Table 1. Fourth grade mean oral lan-
guage scores were consistently below normative means. Tasks that requirecl
more complex verbal reasoning and vocabulary usage posed difficulty for
students. Better scores were obtained fbr simpler verbal tasks, such as sen-
tence cornbining, picture identification, and recognizing gramrnatic constrLlc-
tions. Moderately difficult tasks, such as identifying misuse of words and



184 Celebrating tlte l;reedom of Literaclt

suppiying synonyms and antonyms, brought scores below normative mealm.
Deciphering n-rultiple worcl meanings and sernantic absurdities proved the
most taxing.

Foufih grade writtcn language was colrrmensurate with oral language
capabilities. rVritten sentence cornbining was near thc normative mean, as
was oral sentence conrbining. Vocabulary, recognizir-rg written language
rneanings and convention.s, and storywriting were below expectations. F-airly
good syntactic skills were displayed in rcading for sentc'nce meaning. [Iow-
cveq the more complex task of reading paragraphs was an area of difficulty.

Scores for grade six are reported in thbie 2. Mean scores were below
expectations by varying n.rargin.s.'WOIID-A assessed concepts related to daily
living. Mean scores were close to normative mc'Jns. IJut mean perfornunce
on TOAI-3 Listening Vocabulary, a test of multiple mcaning words related to
more complex concepts, was rwo SDs lrclow the nonnative lrean. This find-
ing rnay signal considerable in.sufliciencies in vocabulary.

TableZ. Sixth Grade Descriptive Data

AssLssMliN-t' MI,AN S1ANI)AI{I)  SCUIIE S trrNurrrur Dtvlrlron

'WORD-A

\flOltD-A lland Nantes'WOIU)-A 
Synonyns

\fOltD-A Signs of thc 
-l'irncs

VOIID-A Definitions

100 (rarrge 55-145)-
91.9
91.3
99.0
92.3

t5 .
<1,/2 SD below
l/2 SD below

near nornralive mcan
1/2 SD bekrw

'r'oAr-3
'I'OAL-3 l-istcning Vocabulaly
'|OAL-3 Vriting Vocabulary
TOAI,-3 \{rriting Gramntar
'l'OAL-3 

llcacling Vircabr.rlary
TOAL-3 lleading Grarnrnar'

10 (range I-20)-
< 1
4.9
5 .2
5 .9
< )

3.
>1-l l2 SD bclow
>1-1,/2 SD bekrw
>1-l l2 Sl) bekrw
<1-112 SD below
>l-1l2 SD below

SCAIE-L
SCAIE-L All Iterns

50 (range 28-72)'
4 ) . O

10.
l,/2 SD below

T'OSfr-3
TO\(L-3 Story Construction
SCALE-R
SCALII-R Level 4 Iterns

10 (range 1-20)-
8 . 1

50 (range 28-72).
43.5

3-
>i/2 SD below

10*
>1,/2 SD below

*basecl on normatiue ucllttes

Sixth graclers showed notable insufliciencics in written language. TOAI-
3 scores indicated that vocaltulary usage and senteltce construction were con-
siderably below norms. The SCAi,E-L showecl that participants' knowledge
of written language conventions was not strong. The SCAIE-II showed diffi-
cuities in reacling for word meaning and passage compfehension.
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Question 3-Wbicb subtests of tbe nornt-referenced tests of oral and
uritten language and reading correktted significantly witb scores on. tbe OPT?

Subtest means that correlated at 14.0001, r> .4 (Pearson Product Mo-
ment correlations) are fbund in Tables 3 and 4. For grade four, several oral
language mean scores conelated with OPT reading scores. Oral language
developrnent appeared reievant to test perfoflnance. \Written language means
also correlated with OPT reading scores. Knowiedge of written language
conventions, vocabulary, and sentence manipulation skills appeared related
to performance on the nrandated reading test. Correlations between OPT
reading and standardized reading test scores occurred. Notably, a reading
score, TORC-3 General Vocabulary, was the oniy stanclardized measure that
correlated with the OPT writing score.

For sixth grade, oral ancl written language scores correlated witir OPT
reading, again attesting to the interrelatedness of these varlous language skiils.
'fhere were no grade six reading rleasures that correlated with OPT reading.
None of the grade six mcasures conelated with OPT writing. This points to
the pc.rssible spuriousnc'ss of thc OPT writing scores in cornparison to the od'rer
tests given. lt appears that the OPT writing mean was anomalously high.

Analysis of tl'rese correlations suggested that, in both gracles, (a) vocabu-
lary-driven lncasures of oral and written language correlated flequently and
strongly with the OPT tests, and (b) sul)tests that measured written language
usage and conventions correlated with the statc's measure of reading abili-
tles.

Qtreslion 4--Wlticb subt:ests ctJ'tlte norm-rejerenced tcsts correlated lo
reuaal cc vtsislencies in ltarticipartts' performance?

Sulrtcst trcans tirat correlatecl atff.0001, r>.1+ are fbuncl in Tables 3
and 4. fbr for-uth graders, numerous coneiations within tests afllrmed the
strcngth of thc instrurnents. CorresponrJences between vocabulary and ver-
bal reasoning wcre seen within and across oral ancl written language mo-
dalities. Iteading scores correiated within the reading instrument and with
oral and i.vritten language testing.

Corrclations befween vocabulary-driven oral language nleasllres were
founcl. Several measurc.s of oral vocabulary ancl linguistic reasoning corre-
Iated with written vocabulary and written language scores. Correlations were
evidenced between t1,vo sorts of composition skills: conceptual (meaning-

basecl) and rnechanical. Iteacling vocabuiary corelated with oral vocabr-rlary,
oral me:rsures of linguistic reasoning, and with ovelall written language skills.
Reading comprehension at the sentence ievel correiated with oral tasks in-
volving linguistic reasoning and with written sentence combining. Sentence
processing and sentence construction were reiated skills.

For grade six, nurnerous oral ianguage subtests correiated with one
anotiret as ciid written language .scores. There were muitiple correlations
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TO\01 STORY

TOAL \X,YOC .45i
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TOAL RVOCB

TOAI RGRI!1
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.458

.517

571
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between vocabulary-driven oral rneasures. Vocabulary correlated with mea-
sures of conceptuxl undcrstanding. Correlati<tns berween conceptual and
mechanical composition skills were evidenced. Sentence combining skill
correlated with other measures of written language skill.

Multiple measures of reacling comprehension correlated, clemonstrating
tlre relationship between comprehension at the word, sentence, and para-
graph levels. Reading vocabulary was related to oral vocabulary and to oral
linguistic reasoning. Recognition of written language conventions and usage
correlated with reading comprehension at the .scntence level.

Queslion 5-lYbicb yt.blests of tbe norm-referenced tests migbt ltreclict
perJormance on tbe OPf/

For grade fbuq linear regressions were run for the measures that corre-
latecl significantly Q!.0001) with the OP'f reading and OPT writing scores.
Preclictors of OI']T reacling pertbrn.rancc wcre \)7OIU)-R Synonyrns (IP = .353),
\(/OltD-R MLrltiplc Dcfinitions (IP= .303), \{/ORD-R Senrantic Absurdities
(rP: .288i), T'OLD-I:3 Gcnerals (l(: .281), TO\(II--3 Vocabulary Q(= .ZSSI,
I'ORC-3 General Vocabulary (R'z= .204), \7OI{D-I{ Antonyms (I{': .191),
1'OLDI:3 Malaprops (1P: .189), l'Oltc-3 Paragraph lteading (l{')= .178),
'fo\flL-3 

Scntence Combining (IP: .165), and 1'ORC-3 Syntactic Similarities
(l(= .764). Only 1'OltC-3 Gcr-reral \bcabulary (It'): .1t17; was predictive of
tiie OPT wliting outcolne.

To cletermine whcther scveral factors taken together accounted for a
percent of the variance in OPT reacling scores {br fourth graders, rnultiple
regressions wcre run. Combinations of the variablcs that yielded the most
powerful linear regressions werc appiied. 'I'o account fbr tl-re inipact of oral
vocabulary as a varialtle in OP'f rcading perfbnnance, a multiple rcgres.sion
was run using the fbllowing scorcs as indepenclent varialtles: \7ORD-lt Syn-
onyms, \folLD-ll Semantic Absurdities, \7ORD-R Antonyms, VORD-R Mul-
tiple Definitions, TOLD-I:3 Generals, and TOLD{:3 Malaprops. The P valuc
fbr tl-rese f)ctors was .458, pS.0001. \When taken together, these vocabulary
capabilities accounted for roughly 46% of the variance in OPT reading scores.
Another rnultiple regrcssion was run using'IORC-3 Genelal Vocabulary and
TO\7L-3 Vocabulary as inclependent variables. The 1€ value fbr these factors
was .285, fi.0001, suggesting that reading and writing vocabulary accounted
for about 29o/o of the variance in OPT reading perfbrmance. An additional
multiple regression usedTOI{C-3 Syntactic Similarities andTORC-3 Paragraph
Reading as independent variables. The 1P value for fleasures that lequired
complex reading was .268, pS.0001, accounting for about 27o/o of the vari-
ance in OPT leading scores. Fir-rally, a multiple regression was run using
TOW'I--3 Vocabulary and TOWI-3 Sentence Construction as independent
variables, to explore the impact of written responsie qualiry on OPT reading
outcomes. The R'?vallle was .301, p<.0001, which accounted for about 30%
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of the variance in OPT reading perforrnance. Reading ability itsef was not
more imporlant than vocabulary and the ability to use words and sentences
to constluct written responses.

Regarding sixth grade data, linear regressions were run for the measures
that correlated (p<.0001) with OPT reading at r= .4 or better. Predictors were
SCAIE-L (N= .348), \7ORD-A Definitions (F= .250), \{zORD-A Synonyms
QP= .210), TOAf-3 Vriting Vocabuiary (P: .201), and TOAL-3 Listening
Vocabulary(P= .17).

Multiple regressions determined wl-rether several factors taken together
accounted for a percent of the variance in OPT reading scores for sixh grad-
ers. One multiplc regression was run using TOAI-3 Listening Vocabulary and
TOAf-3'Writing Vocabulary as independent variables. The 1d value for these
f'actols was .244, p5.0001, denoting that complex oral ancl written vocabu-
Iary knowlcclge and usage accounted for 25o/o of the variance in OPT read-
ing scores. Another multiple regression used only oral vocabulary rneasures,
TOAI-3 Listening Vtxabulary, \YORD-A Synonyms, WORD-A Definitions. 

'l'he

lC valuc for these factors was .29?, pS.0001, accounting fbr approxin-rately

30o/o of the variance in OPT reading outcomes. An additional multiple re-
gression used the SCAIE-L and SCAIE-R as independent variables, to ex-
plorc the importance of knowledgc of written language conventions and
reading abilities. The .ld value fbr these variables was .347 , pS.0001, slrggest-
ing tl"rat 35o/o of the variance in performance could be attributed to reading
and written language abilities. A final regression used the TOAI-3 \Xftiting
Vocabulary and ttr.e SCALE-L as independent variables. The ,fi3 vaiue for these
variables was .363, tr8.0001, der-roting that written langtrage capabilites ac-
countcd for over 360lo of the variance in OPT reading performance. For sixth
graclers, comprehension of the rneaning of written words as well as knowl-
edgc of the mechanics and cotrventions of written language were important
factors, slightly overshadowing oral vocabulary alone as predictive variables.

For both grades, OPT reading performance can be predicted by word
knowledge and word usage skills. The abiliry to manipulate compositional
eiements (i.e., choosing and ordering words to form sentences, using sen-
tences to express multi-sentence ideas, choosing how to best convey a pur-
pose, writing mechanics) l"rad some predictive power. Iteading comprehen-
sion testing was also predictive. ,_,-

Question 6-Wbat language capabilities wefe[eriuecl as principal com-
ponents of perJormance ott. tbe norm-reJbrenced tests?

Principal Components Analysis (IrCA) was performed to detennine the
number and composition of language capabilities that were operative as
children took the norm-ref-erenced tests. PCA reduces the number of variables
analyzed and identifies basic components of performance. This statistic de-
termines the fundamental dimensions tapped by larger sets of variables, in this
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case the multiple normed subtests. PCA was performed separately by grade.
The number of cornponenls was determined using the Eigenvalue greater

than 1 criteria as well as the logical interpretability of thc resulting components
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).In fourth grade three factors representing lan-
guagc abilities accounted for 53o/o of the variance in scores. The first factor was
labeled Vocabuiary and had high ioadings frorn WORD-R Synonyms, \7ORD-
R Semantic Absurdities, WORD-R Antonyms, WORD-R Multiple Definitions,
1'ORC-3 General Vocabr-rlary, TOWI-3 Vocabulary, TOWL-3 Story Construc-
tion, TOLI)-I:3 Scntence Combirring, TOLD{:3 Picturc Vocabulary, TOLD-I:3
Gcnelals, TOI-D-I:3 Granxnatic Completion, and TOLD-I:I Malapr<-rps. The
second factor was labeicd 1X/rittcn Larrguagc and had high loadings from
SCAIE-L. The third factor was labeled Syntax and had high loaciings from
TOITC-3 Syntactic Similarities and TOVL-3 Sentence Combining.

Iror sixth grade tirrce factors accountecl for 53o/o of thc variance in scores.
the first factor was labclcd Written Language and consisted of high loadir-rgs
fiom SCAIE-L,'fOAf-3 Rcading Vocabulary, TOAI.-3 ltcading Grammar, TOAI-
3 Vriting Vocabr-rlary, and I'OAL-3 \v\titing Grammar. The secclnd factor was
labeled Vocal>ulary and consistecl of high loaclings {iorn \XzORD-A Branci
Names, \7ORD-A Synonyms, \fOltD-A Signs of thc'fimcs, WOI{D-A Dcflni-
tions, and TOAL-3 Listening Vocabulary. This factor also had a high cross
loacling tiom TOAI-3 \Writing Vocabulary. The thircl f;tctor was labcled Read-
ing Cornprehension and consisted of high loadings fiom SCAIE-R. This fac-
tor also had a substantial cross loading from SCALE-L.

Factor scores werc cornputed for each component ancl tirese scorcs served
as composite valiables in subsecluent analyses. Factor scores derived from
the abovc PCAs wcre cntered sirnultaneously as independent variables in
regression anulyses, for rhe purposc of predicting OPT rcading and OP'l'
writing scores. In for,rrth grade, all language ability t-actors wcre significant
predictcrrs of OPT rcading scores (Vocabulary _=.42, KI2r=5.42, 5.00I;
V/rittcn Language _:. 30, { f 2) = 3.88, 8 00 1 ; _:. 1 8, Syntax t(Izr =2.61, |F.07).'Iogethcr 

these variables accountcd lor 460/o of the variance in OPT reading
scorcs (total Ilegression R3,12):35.27, 8.001). Only Vocabulary and \Wtit-

Lcn Languagc predicted unique variance in OP'l'writing scores (Vocabulary

_= 27, {l2r:22l, F.03; \Written Language _:.22, f i25):2.2), [>.02; Syn-
Lax _=.07, KI25):0.82, pr.4l). Together these variables accolrntcd for 1.5o/o
of the variance in OP'I'writing scores (total Regression Rj,12):1 .54, E.}OD.
Language abilities accounted for substantially more variance in OPT reading
than in OPT writing scores ((126):4.05, p<.001).

In grade six, all language ability factors predictecl significant urrique
variance in OPT reading scores (Vocabulary _:.22, t(1I0):2.69, F.008; \Writ-

ten krnguage _:.37, K110)=4.41 , p!.001; _:.24, Reacling Cornprehension
{!A)=2.t32, 1r.006). Togeti'rer these variables accountcd for 44Vo of thc vari-
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ance in OPT reading scores (total Regression K3,ILA)=28.30, pS.001). Only
Vocabulary abilities wel€ a marginaily signilicant prcclictor of unique vari-
ance in OPT writing scores (Vocabulary _:.19, (1i0)=L8I, tr.07; Wrirten
Language -=. I2,  t (110) :  1. .74,  P=.26;  Reading.Comprehension _: .  10,
{II0a)=0.92, F.36). Howevcr, together these variables accounted fbr 11% of
the variance in Ol,T writirrg scores (total Regression I<3,L10D=4.33, p=.Otl6).
Again, ianguage abilities accounted fbr substantially mole variance in OPT
leading scores than in OPTwriting scores ((111)=4.t2,1X.001).

Discussion
Limitqtions of the Stud.y

This study was limited to African funerican stuclent.s ilt onc comntunity.
This participant .selection factor rnay lirnit generalizability of findings ro other
groups and othcr contmunitics. Ilcsults are pertinent to the OPT and cannot
lrc applied to other state, commcrcial, <lr NAIIP assessments.

hnplications
Finciings yicld several implications fbr ltreparing students 1br mandated

te$ting and for identifying ancl serving students who may be at risk fbr less
aclequate perfbrmance. First, the importance of building studenrs' vocabu-
iaries cannot be underestimated. Itesults demonstrated the impomance of
vocabulary knowlcdge to reading cornprehension (Johnson & Pearson, 1978;
Nagy, 1988). Seconcl, reading score.s coincided with the ability to manipu-
late compositional elemcnts. I(nowledge of written language mechanics and
conventions consistently correlated with reading scores. Students must learn
how tlie mechanicai conventions of language are used to convey meaning.

Third, oral and written langr"rage and reading scores were low, placing
sl.udents at considerable risk fbr poor performance on high,stakes resting.
Other studies have shown concerns relative to test performance for minority
and lorv incorne students, espccially when tests scrutinized verbal abilities
(Morris, 2000; NAEP, 1998; NAEP, 1999; NAEP, 2000; Schellenberg, 1998;
\(linficld, 1990). the present study is significant in its relationship ro published
clocumentation which proposed that risk of academic f'ailure can be linked
to residential and school segegation (Jackson, 1999). Students samplccr may
have had a somewhat more elevated risk for school achievement concerns.

Fourth, the interrelationship of language deveiopment and academic
achievement is apparent. SpeechJanguage pathologists, reading specialisls,
learning disabilities specialists, and special educator.s can be called r.rpon to
assist regular eclucation teachers in earlier identification of academically-rel-
evant language deficiencies several years before children undergo grade four
achievement testing.
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Conclusions
The interrelationship of mezrsures of ranguage developrnent and aca-

demic achievement has been clemonstratecl. consistencies in performance
were related to the undedying elernent of vocabulery. Fr-rture research on
the relationship berween language developrnent and academic achievement
is needeci.

The USDoE (2001) suggesrs rhar innovations in high-srakes resring should
include developing assessments that can yielcl better information about ar-
eas of school achievenrent that sluclents may be struggling with ancl that can
diagnose learncrs'specific problems. pcrhaps this will result in the creation
of instrLlments that are sensitive to how language learning impacts academic
:rchievement.
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