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Abstract

One of the needs of assessment practitioners ith@dtica is for the adaptation or revision
of current psychological and educational testsistify their use in the South African

context. The South African Department of Educatiated for the re-evaluation of all
standardised tests used in the South African coiepartment of Education, 1997). The
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) is an Bhglanguage proficiency test that is
useful in measuring reading comprehension. ThetfeattEnglish is the language of
instruction in most South African schools makesSBERT a valuable measure for South
African assessment practitioners. This study evatuthe SDRT as a measure of vocabulary
and reading comprehension for South African GradatHearners on the basis of home
language and gender. Two subtests (Auditory Vo@apund Reading Comprehension) of
the Brown level of the SDRT were administered te¢hconsecutive years of Grade Eight
learners. Of 631 subjects, all of who had recentedast five years of English medium
education, 279 were English First Language (EFajriers and 352 were English Additional
Language (EAL) learners. There were 316 male stdbpnd 315 female subjects. The results
showed that the EAL learners performed signifigabh#low the EFL learners on both the
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension subtested@BRT. There was also a significant
difference in performance between male and feneglenkrs on the Comprehension subtest
but not on the Vocabulary subtest. Both the Vocatyuhnd the Reading Comprehension
subtests demonstrated adequate internal consistdoeyever, the validity of these subtests
was questioned because a number of items app@&adetntonstrate bias against EAL

learners.
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Chapter 1: Literature Review

The current use of psychological and educatiors$ i the South African school context is
a contentious issue. The justification for usingtstests on South African learners is being
guestioned, both by government policies and rebeasdn the area. Inclusive education
policies in South African schools stress the regagmof individual learning needs and
differences as well as practice of non-discrimmrain all contexts (Department of
Education, 2001). Assessment practices in Souticafrschools are required to embrace
such principles to ensure that assessment is e#iridan the best interests of the child. This

presents a challenge to both the South African@&du@nd the assessment practitioner.

In 1997 the National Commission on Special Needsduacation and Training (NCSNET)
and the National Committee on Education Supporti€es (NCESS) submitted a report
entitled “Quality Education for All: Overcoming byars to learning and development”. In
this report they specified that the applicatiorstaindardised tests to learners should only be
justified if “there is reasonable guarantee thale@oners subjected to the assessment will be
disadvantaged in any way” (Department of Educatl®®7, p. 85). Furthermore, the
NCSNET and NCESS (Department of Education, 19985precommended that, “urgent
attention should be given to the re-evaluationllo§tandardised tests”. Therefore, the South
African Department of Education demanded researthe area of psychological and
educational assessment including the analysisaoflsirdised tests that are used in South

Africa for educational assessment of learners.

Foxcroft, Paterson, Roux & Herbst (2004) conduetedhtional study in South Africa that
identified the needs of assessment practitionedsadmich tests they used. Major concerns of
assessment practitioners included the lack of pdggical tests adapted for South Africa’s
diverse context; inappropriate norms; and a spacthé development of uniquely South
African tests. Furthermore, this study highlightedt both national and international tests,
currently used by South African assessment prawétis, need to be “urgently adapted,
revised or updated” (Foxcroft et al. 2004, p.7)is@ignificant and extensive study provides
the foundation for research into the use and atlaptaf international tests used in South

Africa.



The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) ietisis a commonly used formal reading
test (Lerner, 1993). It is widely used becauss drie of the few formal reading tests that
measure different levels of comprehension (Kar&dbardner, 1986). In the South African
school context, the assessment of different levetsading comprehension is crucial for
supporting all learners. By Grade Eight, most leessrhave mastered decoding skills but
many struggle with reading comprehension, partitylanglish Additional Language (EAL)
learners (Pretorius, 2000). Difficulty in readingnegprehension is a barrier to learning in
terms of hindering understanding of English texksoand other texts (Pretorius, 2000).
Therefore, a test that identifies a learner’s gjtiehand areas for growth in terms of different
levels of reading comprehension such as the SDRv&uable asset to the assessment
practitioner. The two subtests of the SDRT thaisags understanding a learner’s ability to
make meaning of an English text such as a schrtiddek are the Auditory Vocabulary and

Reading Comprehension subtests. So these subtesiexplored in the study.

An important part of interpreting scores is th@mparison to a normative sample so that the
assessor can understand the learner’s abilityela their age-related peers (Wolfaardt,
2001). The SDRT is an American developed testhhatbeen standardised for the U.S.
population. This means that the normal distributbscores is for that specific population.
Practitioners using the SDRT to assess South Affiearners need to be cautious when
interpreting scores relative to American norms. $&guently, research that determines the
South African reliability and validity of the SDRAould be valuable in assisting

practitioners to use the SDRT responsibly.

This study examines the difference in performaretevben English First Language (EFL)
learners and English Additional Language (EAL) tesis and male and female learners on
two subtests of the SDRT. This report will revidwe relevant literature that provides the
theoretical and practical context of this study.@verview of psychological and educational
assessment will be presented followed by a disonssiassessment in South Africa. Test
translation and test adaptation will be examinetthiwithe South African context. Lastly,
theory and research related to the SDRT, vocabdewvglopment and reading

comprehension, and cultural and gender bias witlibeussed.

The professional practice of educational psychstsgncludes the use of psychological and
educational assessment for the purpose of idemgjfgichild’s strengths and educational

needs, tracking development or growth, and progidiviormation that is useful for the



purpose of making decisions about interventions¢Faft & Roodt, 2001). Early notions of
assessment date back to Biblical times and 2200 Ghiha (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2001,
Gregory, 2007). However, it is only over the 1a80 Years with the development of
intelligence tests and the scientific method tkatihg has taken its place firmly in the realm
of psychology and education (Foxcroft, Roodt & Alaens, 2001; Kriegler & Skuy, 1996).
The advent of standardisation and the developnfamirons that allowed comparison
between individuals or groups first occurred in39Boxcroft et al., 2001). The First World
War initiated the process of group testing andutbes of multiple-choice as a test format.
Significantly, there was criticism at this time tloggestioned the appropriateness of
intelligence tests for illiterate people (Foxcreftal., 2001). Therefore, critical evaluation of
the applicability of standardised tests for alliunduals has been a concern since the origins

of the tests themselves.

The root word of assessment is the Latin word itkese’, which means to sit beside”
(Kriegler & Skuy, 1996, p. 113). This definition aésessment suggests a closeness to the
person being assessed, a sharing of experience, @nuscious effort to understand that
person's perspective. It opposes the idea thassmeat is only reliable and valid if it is
entirely objective and relative to a normed popatatKriegler & Skuy, 1996). Furthermore,
this original perspective highlights the importané@inderstanding the person's unique
social and cultural context in ensuring that thetyse created through assessment is as
accurate and meaningful as possible. This defmitiaplies that the purpose of assessment is
to understand the individual being observed. Resiptmassessment practitioners strive to
gain the best possible understanding of the indalidSuch an undertaking requires
assessment of different aspects of functioningéitin, motor, cognitive, verbal, non-
verbal, scholastic achievement, personality-re)ate@dr a period of time so that patterns of
functioning may be identified and is achieved bthgang information from a number of
sources such as teachers, parents, and othergoofals as well as through the use of

assessment measures or tests (Foxcroft & Roodt)200

Tests are generally conceived as standardised nesassed for a specific objective such as
measuring an individual's performance on varios&daor as a measure of a sample of
behaviour (Anastasi, 1982; Foxcroft & Roodt, 2001)e term 'standardised’ or
‘standardisation’ refers to uniformity across sejs in reference to both administration and

scoring of the test (Anastasi, 1982; Gregory, 20U0Rgrefore, a test is also defined as “a



standardized procedure for sampling behaviour asdribing it with categories or scores”
(Gregory, 2007. p. 2).

Owen (1998, p. 13) argues that the most importamttfon of a psychological test is “to
measure inter- and intra-individual differencespiner words differences between

individuals as well as differences in the variaudividuals themselves”. Tests are referred to
as being either norm-referenced or criterion-refeeel tests. Norm-referenced tests are “tests
that use a well-defined population of personslieirtinterpretive framework” (Gregory,

2007, p. 4) while criterion-referenced tests aest4 that measure what a person can do

rather than comparing the results to the performaenels of others” (Gregory, 2007. p. 4).

Foxcroft and Roodt (2001) prefer to use the tersséasment measures” instead of “tests” to
incorporate a broader definition of assessment. é¥@w most literature still uses the term
‘test’ and, therefore, these terms will be usedritttangeably. Importantly, they highlight the
relationship between assessment measures andoftiextin which they are designed”
(Foxcroft & Roodt, 2001. p. 6), specifically that:

A measure is usually designed in a certain corfsodiety, culture) for a specific
purpose, and the normative information used taméd test performance is limited
to the characteristics of the normative sample.séquently, the appropriateness of
an assessment measure for an individual, grougrgamisation from another context,
culture, or society cannot be assumed without e@sitigation into possible test bias
and without strong consideration being given topsidg and renorming the measure
(Foxcroft & Roodt, 2001, p. 6).

Essentially, this statement highlights the fact theery test, whether norm-referenced or
criterion-referenced, is context-bound and, theeefs only appropriate for use with the
population from whence it came. Nevertheless,designers generally strive to create tests

or assessment measures that can be applicables aatases.

Culture is commonly defined as the “shared pattefrizeliefs and knowledge by which
people order their perceptions and experiencesrataiims of which they act” (Weber &
Tardif, 1991). Therefore, cross-cultural testingaives extricating from a test those features
that may disadvantage people whose beliefs, kn@elegoerceptions and experiences are

different to those who designed the test (Anasi®8?). Intelligence tests have been



criticised for their reliance on language and vedimslity, for example, and therefore, non-
verbal measures such as the Raven Progressivecba(RRPM) were developed (Foxcroft et
al., 2001). The value attached to speed is anfdlotor that varies across culture and,
therefore, cross-cultural tests attempt to limé ilfluence of time on performance (Anastasi,
1982). Lastly, test-content is frequently very atdtspecific and thus, the content of cross-
cultural tests needs to be considered carefuliga&e certain that people from different
cultures have the experiential background requivathderstand the content (Anastasi,
1982).

Furthermore, psychometrists require that assessmessures be reliable and valid. An
assessment measure is described as reliable wiseaibie to measure an aspect of behaviour
consistently and as valid when it accurately messwhat it claims to measure (Murphy &
Davidshofer, 2001). Both reliability and validitgre be compromised when a test is used in a

context other than the one in which it was devaiope

1.1. Assessment in South Africa

In the South African context it is essential thedessment practitioners carefully examine the
instruments with which they evaluate a person’titas, particularly when the measures that
they use have been constructed and standardisewiher country with another population.
Is it really plausible to use a test that was cpheadised and validated in an entirely different
context and apply it to South Africa where facteush as culture, language and socio-

economic status play such a crucial role in a pesgoerspective and understanding?

The South African context demands a unique apprtmeducational and psychological
assessment. This is due to the fact that the emwient in which assessment in South Africa
developed was “characterised by the unequal digioib of resources based on racial
categories” (Foxcroft et al., 2001, p.22). Theeddvelopment of psycho-educational
testing in South Africa was, therefore, markedh®y fiact that standardisation was only for
the White population and, therefore, tests werélitigiased in favour of one group, White
South Africans, as well as the fact that resutisifthese tests were used to perpetuate

Apartheid philosophy and policy (Foxcroft et alD02).

Significantly, S. Biesheuvel challenged the redeanpon which White intellectual

superiority was supposedly indicated, in 1943 boak entitled 'African Intelligence'.



According to Foxcroft et al. (2001, p.23), Biesheluguestioned the “cultural
appropriateness of Western-type intelligence tiestslacks Fic]”. Thus, the question of
whether a certain test is meaningful for all popalagroups in South Africa was raised even
at a time when the use of such standardised measnrsuch a disadvantaged population

was clearly arbitrary.

Today, many South African assessment practitioaerstill working from a deficit-model,
assuming that if a child performs poorly in a thstt it is some problem within the child
(Kriegler & Skuy, 1996). However, factors such askl of formal education; lack of
resources; contextual factors; and language baihnigre a significant impact on how an
individual child performs in a test. South Africaes not have valid psychological and
educational tests that fully accommodate all tHastors. Indeed, according to Kriegler and

Skuy (1996), the usefulness of Western standardesgs is highly questionable.

In Foxcroft et al.’s (2004) study, assessment fracers including clinical, counselling,
educational, industrial and research psychologistwell as psychometrists,
psychotechnicians, registered counsellors, psygyatudents and interns were questioned
about their needs related to psychological andathral tests. Amongst the issues raised
was a need for “more cross-culturally appropriatss”’ (Foxcroft et al., 2004, p. 36) and “a
need for more training with regards to the adapta@pplication, and interpretation of tests
for cross-cultural purposes” (Foxcroft et al., 200436). A limitation of this study was that a
relatively small sample of the population responttethe surveyN = 881, response rate =
13%). However, the authors argue that the samflected the characteristics of South
African psychologists and that the findings werer@oorated by the findings of two other
studies (one focus group study and one individuairview study) conducted by the same

authors.

Importantly, this study also showed that “Southiégn psychologists perceive testing to be
central to their professional functioning” (Foxdret al., 2004, p. 131). Some of the reasons
included the argument that psychological testobjective and well researched; that they
provide rich information in a short period of tinad that they provide standardised
information that allows for comparison between wdiials (Foxcroft et al., 2004). However,
the participants also highlighted the fact thatghejogical tests add value only if they are
valid, reliable and cross- culturally applicabl®xEroft et al., 2004).



Language is just one dimension to South Africareidity but it is an important one and one
that is recognised internationally. Robert Greg@307, p. 38) cites Valdés and Figuerod
(1994, p. 172):

When a bilingual individual confronts a monolingtedt, developed by a
monolingual individual, and standardized and norme monolingual population,
both the test-taker and the test are asked tomething that they cannot. The
bilingual test taker cannot perform like a monoliafy The monolingual test can't

“measure” in the other language.

This implies an inherent disadvantage for the Eédrher being measured on a test
developed for an EFL learner. In this way langulaaeiers play a critical role in determining

whether a test is appropriate for English Additidrenguage learners (Foxcroft et al., 2004).

South Africa has eleven official languages. Sevémty percent of the population speak an
African language as their first language, 15% aitBd\frica’s population speak Afrikaans,
and 9% of the population speak English as theit fanguage (Broom, 2001). Significantly,
despite the statistics and due to South Africalgipal past, two languages, Afrikaans and
English, have been given precedence in South AfNtatin, 1997). During the apartheid
regime under the guise of promoting multilingualiarmd in the form of the Bantu Education
Act of 1953, the apartheid government effectivelylated Black learners from Afrikaans and
English education systems (Martin, 1997). Following Bantu Education Act, the
Department for Native Affairs introduced the '5056licy’, which insisted on teaching
being divided between English and Afrikaans and-academic subjects being taught in the
learners’ first language (Martin, 1997). This pgltogether with a more stringent language
policy during the 1970s, led to the 1976 Sowetoisipg, in which Black learners rioted in
protest of educational oppression and the langpabieies that had been enforced (Broom,
2001).

Past educational policies in South Africa createdenario in which the majority of South
African learners ‘choose’ to learn in their secathitd or fourth language, hence the use of
the term English as an Additional Language (EAlst@ad of English as a Second Language
(ESL). A number of studies suggest that “bilingsidican positively affect both intellectual
and linguistic progress” (Cummins, 1991, p. 164)eTinguistic advantage of bilingual

speakers is attributed to the fact that they haastened two languages allowing for more



experience in analysing meanings (Cummins, 19919.r€lationship between bilingualism
and cognitive development is based upon the pexsbhieving a higher threshold of bilingual
competence (Ben-Zeev, 1984). However, it also ago® be dependent upon the person
experiencing an additive form of bilingualism. Atidé bilingualism refers to a situation
where learning a second language is at no cospérson’s first language and the first
language is either dominant in the environmentesc@ived as prestigious (Ben-Zeev, 1984;
Cummins, 1991). In contrast, subtractive bilingsmlioccurs when there is no educational
support of a person’s first language and learnisga@nd language is to the detriment of the
development of both languages or the loss of tiselanguage (Ben-Zeev, 1984; Cummins,
1991). For the majority of South African learn#rsir educational experience has been
characterised by a form of subtractive bilingualessna result of the country’s political past.
Therefore, it follows that studies that have denaitsd the positive effects of bilingualism
may possibly only be generalised to White bilingBauth African learners because their
education reinforced the privilege of their langesgn the community and thus provided
them with the cognitive skills to achieve in edimatHeugh, 1995b as cited in Broom,
2001).

Current educational policies in South Africa strtegoromote an additive form of
bilingualism by teaching in the majority first lamgge up unto Grade Three and then in
English from Grade Four onwards (Martin, 1997). ld@er, this policy appears to be
difficult to implement because many parents desiegr children to be taught in English
from the outset due to the high status of Englisth fiocally and internationally (Martin,
1997). This is in spite of the fact that numercesearch studies have shown that submerging
learners in a second language at the expense fifgshianguage does not necessarily
promote second language proficiency (Cummins & Miyc 1978; Legaretta, 1979; Leyba,
1978; Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976, Troike818% cited in Cummins, 1981;
Rosier & Farella, 1976). Furthermore, studies rehawvn that an additive form of
bilingualism may promote cognitive and academicaa®ge over monolinguals (Cummins,
1981).

Cummins (1981) distinguishes between basic intsgrerl communicative skills (BICS) and
cognitive/ academic language proficiency (CALP).adfgues that BICS “involves
processing language within a meaningful interpeatsoantext in which word meaning is

supported by many situational and paralinguistes¢Cummins, 1981, p. 23) whereas



CALP involves higher order literacy skills whichdentext-reduced (Cummins, 1981;
Kessler, 1984). This distinction is important, esply within the South African context and
with reference to assessment, because Cummins,(@89&ited in Cummins 1991) reported
that psychologists often fail to take into accoilnat difference between these two types of
proficiency when testing EAL learners. Althoughesk learners may appear to be fluent in
English, that is, they have mastered BICS, they nwyhave adequate CALP. Cummins
(1980, as cited in Miller, 1984) suggests that @egaiate level of CALP is only reached after
five to seven years of residence in a country peeence with the language, after the age of

six years old.

In this study, the EAL learners have at least jigars of English medium education, and
therefore, should have developed adequate CALRh&umore, these learners are generally
South African citizens and thus it is likely thaey have had experience of English since
birth. However, the subtractive nature of manyhefse learners’ bilingualism may have
prevented some of these learners from becomingcpenf in English cognitive or academic
language. The developmental interdependence hygietaecounts for why EAL learners
who have been exposed to English for a number afsymay not be proficient in either their
first or additional language. This theory postusateat second or additional language
acquisition is influenced by the level of first tarage proficiency (Miller, 1984). The
hypothesis extrapolates that intensive exposugestecond or additional language whilst the
first language is underdeveloped may hinder thinéurdevelopment of the first language
and subsequently, the acquisition of the secorguiage (Miller, 1984). It can be inferred
based upon the above discussion that this migthidease for a number of South African
learners.

Therefore, South African assessment practitioneesirio be keenly aware of the issues of
language such as bilingualism, the relationshigvben bilingualism and academic
achievement and the difference between basic eteopal communicative skills and
cognitive or academic language proficiency. Sushas are crucial to understanding
assessment in the South African context, and peatiy the use of English language tests.
However, discussion of such issues also leadsctration of the need for English language
proficiency measures in South Africa to assistangjng the level of competence of South

African learners in the English language.



Culture is another important element that comes ptdly when a test is used on a different
population to one on which the test was develoBe@¢h & Singleton, 1997; Foxcroft et al.,
2004). Most tests are intrinsically culture or etbound and, therefore, beg the question of
whether standardised tests are ever truly bias-indeed, Anastasi (1982, p. 342) refers to a
“continuum of cultural differentials” in referente the influence of culture for the

individual, implying that it is impossible to beropletely isolated from the influence of
culture. South Africa is a multicultural societyhieh implies that it is a society that consists
of a number of different perspectives, beliefscpecas and experiences. There appears to be
a common perception that due to South Africa’s iditvg and its socio-political past, it
presents a unique context. Furthermore, it seeatghhbre is an urgency to make assessment

measures in South Africa relevant for South Afre@foxcroft et al., 2004).

Culture and context are two terms that often appebe used interchangeably. However,
Duquette (1991) argues that there are subtle diifsgs between the terms, specifically in
reference to the relationship between culture atexd and language acquisition. He refers to
context as the surrounding environment or circunta that influence behaviour and
culture as “group-determined behaviour” (Duquet®91, p. 122). He also cites a definition

of context in relation to language acquisition tinabrporates culture:

Contextual refers in this case to the inner as agthe outer context, not only to
situational features, but also to linguistic andb&onal factors that are often strongly
influenced by the attitudes and values of the speéskultural environment. (Rivers,
1983, as cited in Duquette, 1991, p. 122).

Based upon the above definition, culture may beritesd as being part of context.
Therefore, in discussing cultural factors that nmdlppence test performance, the context of
the test-takers is explored. However, there is nmeontext than culture. The context of a
country, region or community also includes geogregdland climatic features, language,
socio-economic factors, and common commercial anceational activities. The South
African context is characterised by geographical @matic features such as mountainous
regions and flatlands, wet summers and dry wirdedry summers and wet winters, in
different regions. Many South African children hanever seen snow. The South African
context is also marked by the great divide betwberhaves and the have-nots. Some South
African children may have the privilege of travegiioverseas, whilst many do not travel

beyond their own town. In terms of recreationaivttes, socio-economic factors, again,

10



play a significant role. The majority of South Afain learners may not have the means to go
the cinema or watch television, for example. Howetleere are some who are accustomed to

enjoying skiing or snowboarding during the holidays

Thus, the diversity of experiences in South Afmeakes it difficult to define a singular
context of South African learners. Similarly, thelticultural nature of South African society
begs the question of whether different assessmeasunes or norms should be developed
for different groups, both cultural and socio-eamim for example. And yet, this is neither a
practical nor an economic alternative (Owen, 19B8)thermore, such a move could also be
described as a type of discrimination. There ameespsychologists who have advocated that
assessment measures either be modified or newdyectéor specific cultural groups (Helms,
1992 & Davidson, 1995, as cited in Owen, 1998arBwer to such proposals, Dyck (1996,
as cited in Owen, 1998, p. 81) states that “succially specific approach to assessment is
based on inappropriate racial stereotyping, [armjrdounding of cultural (categorical)
variables with individual (continuous) variableFhus, there exists the potential for

discrimination even under the pretext of makingesmsure more culturally appropriate.

Shuttleworth-Jordan (1996, p. 96) goes even furdinerappeals against a form of nihilism in
South Africa, that assumes that “all tests in cammsage on westernised populations
should be abandoned and new culturally relevaniegpdopriately standardised tests should
be designed”. She cautions that there is ofterotemus exaggeration of cultural effects,
which fails to take into account the acculturagwacess” (Shuttleworth-Jordan, 1996, p. 96).
She argues that in the South African context, peap at different stages of urbanisation,
westernisation, and literacy. She further highbgtiat differences in test performance are
frequently attributed to cultural differences wheis in fact differences in level of education
that have led to the discrepancy (Ardila, 1995t in Shuttleworth-Jordan, 1996).
However, she does note that culture “dictates wghahd what is not relevant, and provides
models for ways of thinking, acting and feeling’r@fa, 1995, as cited in Shuttleworth-
Jordan, 1996, p. 97-98) and that this does inflagast performance.

Significantly, Shuttleworth-Jordan (1995a, as cite&huttleworth-Jordan, 1996) conducted
a comparative research study that compared therpeathce of African first language and
English first language students of equivalent ursig education in a range of non-verbal
and verbal tests (SA WAIS: Digit Span and Digit $yh) Wechsler Memory Scale: Paired
Associates, Logical Memory and Visual Reproductierbal Fluency - Words in one
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minute, The Trail Making Test, and the Finger TagpTest). The results indicated that
although the African first language students scamsistently below the English first
language students, the difference between the swans of the two groups was within one
standard deviation and, therefore, had little chhsignificance, according to Shuttleworth-
Jordan (1996). In explaining the poorer performavfaie African first language students,
she argues that the long-term educational histbtlyeoAfrican first language students may
have provided fewer opportunities for quality ediaain comparison to the educational
history of the English first language students sTtogether with earlier socialisation
experiences, is the most probable cause of therdiite in performance between the two
groups. Shuttleworth-Jordan (1996) lastly, warrd thisattribution of lower test scores to
socio-cultural factors risks the failure to ideptiEal impairments in cognitive or educational

functioning for this population.

Therefore, it is the responsibility of educatiopajchologists to seek ways in which
assessment can be meaningful and true for evemjidodl. Shuttleworth-Jordan (1996)
recommends that one way of doing this is by usiagdardised tests, even with urban
African language speakers studying in English,a$ @f a holistic assessment approach. In
addition, she advises that South African resednolld focus on “the modification and
standardization of existing test sources for ugh wibanized black populations”
(Shuttleworth-Jordan, 1996, p. 107). Other suggestnclude the use of criterion-
referenced tests as these are “specific to thd'stalvn progress and do not involve
comparison with other pupils” (Beech & Singletof97, p. 17). However, criticism can also
be made of criterion-referenced tests in that ther@ itself is often norm-related (Beech &
Singleton, 1997).

Finding ways to assess every individual fairly @ a simple or easy task. Standardised tests
have significant value in terms of being well-resbad, valid and reliable measures of very
defined constructs. Therefore, it is essential ths¢archers find ways to adapt tests so that
they become more appropriate for the context datrreéheir reliability and validity. Many of
the psychological and educational tests that aed usSouth Africa are internationally
developed tests, mostly from North America or thtéd Kingdom (Foxcroft et al., 2004).
Research into these tests requires evaluatioreaf $outh African validity, reliability and

cross-cultural bias (Foxcroft et al., 2004).
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The preceding discussion highlights both the neear awareness of the effects of socio-
cultural and contextual factors on test developraent performance as well as recognition of
the fact that cultural effects are frequently gitea much credit for the differences in
performance between different groups of peopléhénSouth African context, factors such
as quality of education and socialisation procease®ubtedly have an effect on test
performance amongst the different population grotfmsvever, this is not sufficient
justification to abandon the use of standardisstst@ South Africa. The alternative is the

translation or adaptation of these tests for ussomth Africa.

1.2. Test Trandlation and Test Adaptation

The history of test adaptation in South Africa sparperiod of time from colonial inquisition
to apartheid educational policies to the ‘new’ $oéfrica where government policies
attempt to right the wrongs of the past. In Retiéf988, p.14) ‘Method and theory in cross-
cultural psychological assessment’, he providesvamview of “adaptability testing, in the
broadest sense of the word” as he calls it, whahihvolved both an attempt at adapting the
Black population to the demands of westernised t&stl adapting westernised tests to the
needs of the Black population. This debate, abdwtdle of western psychology in the
African context, is beyond the scope of this studigwever, test adaptation for the purpose
of using standardised tests in the South Africartexd is key in the current practice of

psychological and educational assessment.

It is useful to differentiate between test translatind test adaptation. Test translation means
translating a test from one language into anothrowt changing the meaning of the test
(Kanjee, 2001). In contrast, test adaptation aonmetain the meaning of the original test but
also strives to make the test “more applicablederéain context while using the same
language” (Kanjee, 2001, p. 87). In other wordsypdithg a test involves changing words,
examples, and contexts in order to make the tgsbppate for a different context (Kanjee,
2001). Test adaptation is preferable to test tediusl because test translation can possibly
over-simplify the process and in so doing comprentin® validity of the test (Hambleton,
1996). For example, Shuttleworth-Jordan (1996) stiat in the Xhosa translation of
Hemp’s (1989) memory test for children there ar@ynaords that were unfamiliar to
Eastern Cape Xhosa-speaking children, living imdran area. Although this was based

upon informal clinical observations, she argues ithadicates that the English version of
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this test is more relevant to that population. réfare, test translation can be complicated

because it may depend upon assumptions aboutieyterpopulation or language group.

However, test adaptation is also a complex proweisis,a poor test adaptation possibly
leading to a significant change in scores (Hamblei®96). In Hambleton (1996), the
importance of maintaining the meaning of the cartdsr being measured is highlighted.
However, he also emphasises taking consideratiovhether “the construct itself is
meaningful in the target group” (Hambleton, 199613). Therefore, test adaptation does not
merely involve changing words or contexts but detisaam evaluation of whether a specific
construct has value to a certain group of peope eikample, in some cultures reflection and
thoughtfulness is valued in comparison to the Wastalue placed on the ability to respond
quickly (Hambleton, 1996; Kanjee, 2001). Such défeces in value would impact on the

way in which a test would be approached.

Thus the challenge in South Africa, in terms of s&faptation, is defining both the context
and the values of the general South African popraflhis is an almost impossible task due
to the multiplicity of contexts, cultures and therying degrees of westernisation in South
Africa. Therefore, research efforts should endeatwidentify traits and values common to
all South Africans so that tests may be adaptedeet the needs of the general South

African population.

Test adaptation is also viewed in conjunction witinming (Foxcroft et al., 2004). Norms are
misinterpreted when they are based on a popul#iainis not representative of the
population for which the norms are being used (Myr& Davidshofer, 1998). South Africa
does not have norms that have been developeddontifticultural population, and yet,
assessment practitioners believe that the developafi&South African norms is necessary in
ensuring that tests produce valid and reliablelte¢Eoxcroft et al., 2004). Skuy, Schutte,
Fridjhon, & O’ Carroll (2001) confirmed the need fppropriate norms for the South
African population in their study that compared pegformance of urban African students
on neuropsychological tests with the correspondimgerican norms and provided the

beginnings of an appropriate set of norms for ten African population.

In summary, tests need to accurately measure Wagtset out to measure and demonstrate
consistency in measurement, specifically for thet®&é\frican population. However, once

again, practicality and expenditure concerns pretrendevelopment of South African
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norms. Consequently, it is essential in the Sodtic@n context to explore the possibilities
of adapting international assessment measuresliteeedias and ensure that assessment is

meaningful, reliable and valid for the populatibattis being measured (Kanjee, 2001).

1.3. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading T est

The Psychological Corporation in the USA first pshéd the SDRT in 1966. In 1974 thé 1
edition was supplemented with a higher level far ushigh schools and colleges (Karlsen &
Gardner, 1986). The latest edition, the Fourthi&alitvas published in 1996. The SDRT is
an English Language Proficiency test. Its targeutation is English First Language
speakers and its Grade levels range from Grada®@eade Twelve. It can also be used to

assess low-achieving college or university students

The fact that the test is an English Language €lssfcy test immediately begs the question
of why it would be used with EAL learners. In Sodthica, there is a national move towards
English as the primary medium of education degpiefact that the majority of the
population are not English First Language speal@tgldemann, 1999). Therefore, a large
proportion of EAL learners attend English-mediurhcas and are required to learn through
the medium of English using English textbooks.datf most textbooks are either available
in English or Afrikaans (Pluddeman, 1999). As ailiedt is imperative that educators are
able to reliably determine how well or how poosatners understand what it is that they are
reading in English textbooks. The SDRT is a usifstrument through which to do this.

The SDRT is a favoured test for two primary reaséirstly, it makes use of diagnostic
criteria, which provides detailed information abdifterent reading skills (Karlsen &
Gardner, 1986). Secondly, the SDRT “places morehasip on the low achiever” (Karlsen

& Gardner, 1986, p. 3). This allows for a more aatelassessment of these learners’
abilities. The authors of the SDRT believe thatamdostic reading test should be responsive
to all learners (Karlsen & Gardner, 1986). Suclespective is accommodated well within
the South African inclusive education framework @nolvides good reason for the use of the

SDRT in South Africa and an investigation intoStsuth African reliability and validity.

Furthermore, in terms of supporting EAL learneriaving to learn through the use of
English textbooks, knowledge about their readingoeehension skills is indispensable.

Reading comprehension involves understanding mgamirthree levels: word, sentence, and
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text (Bowyer-Crane & Snowling, 2005). The two sugein the SDRT that provide
information about these different levels of competion are the Auditory Vocabulary and

Reading Comprehension subtests.

For the purposes of this research study, only teab&ests were administered. The Auditory
Vocabulary subtest provides information about lagguproficiency, in other words,
understanding the meaning of words, and uses wbadsre representative of the different
parts of speech that “were sampled from three géentent areas: reading and literature,
mathematics and science, and social sciences araitgi (Karlsen & Gardner, 1986, p. 6).
The Reading Comprehension subtest assesses diteraferential comprehension using
three types of comprehension passages: textuaktidmal, and recreational. The texts

represent a variety of content that is appropfiat¢he age range.

1.3.1. Vocabulary and reading compr ehension

Word recognition, understanding what the word meartsthen understanding the meaning
of the entire sentence is a simple way of desajibome of the processes involved in
reading. Therefore, assessment of a learner’s wtagband reading comprehension is
crucial in understanding their level of reading elepment. Difficulties in both the
development of vocabulary and in reading comprebarare attributed to multiple factors.
The issues highlighted here are those, which maglegant to understand the reading

difficulties of South African learners.

A number of studies have shown that print exposuag account for differences in
vocabulary development (Cunningham & Stanovich,11®anovich & Cunningham, 1992,
1993, as cited in Stanovich et al., 1996). Howetrer ,authors note that their findings may be
viewed as examples of the “Matthew effects” whéerich get richer and the poor get
poorer, meaning that children who are already tiueaders will read more and therefore,
expand their vocabulary and in turn improve themprehension and their academic skills
(Stanovich et al., 1996). This coincides with Re#sand Verhoeven’s (1998, p. 4) statement
that “literacy problems can also be related todrkih’s social and economic background”, in

terms of exposure to reading material.

Similarly, underdeveloped vocabulary has been fdorabrrelate with biligualism (Ben-
Zeev, 1972, 1975; Rosenblum and Pinker, 1983 ted &i Ben-Zeev, 1984). Ben-Zeev
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(1984, p. 56) explains that bilinguals may havedeexperiences in hearing any particular
word because “they must share their conversatietwsden two language systems”. In
addition, studies have shown that a person’s kragéeof vocabulary is strongly correlated
with his or her ability to comprehend what he ag shreading (Anderson & Freebody, 1983,
as cited in Stanovich et al., 1996). A specifididifity that may become a barrier to bilingual
readers’ comprehension was identified in a study itidicated that second language readers
may make predictions about language structure basedgnitive strategies used in their
first language, thus leading to confusion (CowaS8a&med, 1976, as cited in Ben-Zeev,
1984).

Vocabulary scores have also been found to be glosklted to Spearman’s general
intelligence factor and the Peabody Vocabulary Tessed as a measure of general
intelligence (Ben-Zeev, 1984). Therefore, reducechbulary may indicate lower cognitive
functioning. However, vocabulary deficits are adsggestive of reading difficulties or

language barriers (Ben-Zeev, 1984).

According to Oakhill and Cain (1998), research $tamwn that difficulties in reading
comprehension may be the result of a number obfacthese include word recognition that
is not sufficiently smooth and automatic, underdigred syntactic knowledge that hinders a
person at the level of the sentence, memory diffes) and difficulties with inference and
integration of information (Oakhill & Cain, 199&urthermore, to understand the meaning
of a sentence a person draws upon their knowlefitfeeavorld (Gough, Hoover, &
Peterson, 1996). Therefore, comprehending aneatves a number of complex processes
that lead to a mental representation of what tkiedescribes. Oakhill and Cain (1998)
highlight the fact that integration of the meanafgentences and the inferences made from
the meaning of these sentences requires some defgdmmtification of the main ideas of the
text. The authors offer the example, adapted frdrar@iak (1972, as cited in Oakhill &

Cain, 1998), of the following text:

Jane was invited to Jack’s birthday party. She woed if he would like a kite. She

went to her room and shook her piggy bank. It mamleound.

They argue that to understand this text requiresvi@dge about social conventions
associated with birthday parties and with savingneyo The concept of a piggy bank, for

instance, may be completely foreign to some pedevever, without this knowledge the
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text would not make sense. The text also requiresdgader to make inferences. For
example, the reader must infer that Jane doesavet the money to buy Jack a kite because
there was no money in her piggy bank (It made nmdp This example provides a basis for
the analysis of the texts used in the SDRT in ezfee to the context of South African

learners.

1.3.2. Possibilities for Cultural Biasin the SDRT

For the purpose of this research, a definitionudifural bias that is found in Murphy &
Davidshofer (1998, p.313) will be used:

Cultural bias refers to differences in the extenwhich the child being tested has had
the opportunity to know and become familiar witk 8pecific subject matter or

specific process required by the test item.

Accordingly, cultural bias in tests used in Soufnida could exist in both the content of
items as well as their format. Careful consideratbboth these elements is required in

determining how culturally biased a certain testidde.

The item format, in other words, the way in whiakesgtions are framed, of the SDRT is
multiple choice. However, Kanjee (2001, p. 89)esahat “South African students are more
familiar with essay type questions while thosehie USA are more familiar with multiple-
choice questions”. Thus, this suggests that thedoof the SDRT itself could be a
disadvantage to some South African learners. Howévis problem can be accommodated
quite simply through the use of practice items tr&ntate the learner with the format. The

impact of cultural background on reading comprelmenis not as easily remedied.

A person's cultural background has a significafit@nce on their reading comprehension.
Incongruency between the learner's context upociwiniierpretation is based and the text
presented leads to difficulty in comprehendingrtiemning of the text (Machet, 1991).
Furthermore, the emotions that the content ofeledlicits in a person will also colour the
way in which the text is understood (Machet, 199herefore, the selection of material for
the reading comprehension subtest is crucial to\Wweilva learner will understand the
meaning of the test. In the South African contexdferial should be relevant to the general

context of the South African population.
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There is a growing interest in cross-cultural resedHambleton, 1996). However, there is a
significant gap in literature, generally, arounst@daptation for different cultural groups
and, specifically, on the cultural bias of the SDRTaddition, based upon the preceding
literature and particularly the findings of Foxdref al's (2004) national study on the needs
of South African assessment practitioners, itéacthat the usefulness of standardised tests
is questionable because many of these tests aeppuoapriate for the diverse South African
context. There is a decisive call for research theoadaptation of current tests as well as the
development of new measures tailored for the unmueth African context. The SDRT is a
test that is used in South Africa but “can onlyjusified if it can be demonstrated that the
information gathered will be useful to the childrr whom it is obtained” (Kriegler & Skuy,
1996, p. 116).

1.3.3. Possibilitiesfor Gender Bias
Murphy and Davidshofer (1998, p. 301) state th#&sts said to exist when a test makes

systematic errors in measurement or predictionhd&e bias thus refers to a test or item that
fails to accurately measure a construct or presdibtevement for either males or females. In
a reading comprehension test, gender bias mayiaxisé content of the passages that have
been chosen as well as the types of texts thatse@ However, the difference in
performance between males and females on readitgydennot simply be accounted for by
potential bias in test content or structure. Issueh as interest in reading, enjoyment of
reading and an environment that promotes readm@lafactors that contribute to reading
achievement. Nevertheless, the research studgtdidtited below, have found that females

generally perform better on reading tests, pawitylreading comprehension tests.

A research study conducted by Rutter, Caspi, FeggydHorwood, Goodman, Maughan,
Moffitt, & Carroll (2004) has shown that readindfitiulties are far more common in boys
than in girls. This UK and New Zealand-based stuyimarised the findings of previous
research into gender differences in reading diffies and aimed to generate new empirical
evidence of the findings through four epidemiol@distudies that targeted the general
population (Rutter et al., 2004). The strengththete studies included the large size of the
samples, the high participation rates and the sgmtative nature of the samples for the
general population, and lastly, the fact that #sults were based on standardised testing.
The report by the authors provides significant emitk that boys tend to display higher rates
of reading difficulties (Rutter et al., 2004).
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In another study involving 199, 097 15 year oldsfr43 countries, girls outperformed boys
on the reading comprehension test in every coufinys were also more likely to be
adequate readers. One of the variables that wasl fraupartly account for this gender
difference was interest in reading, both individaatl school-based (Chiu & McBride-
Chang, 2006). This study also highlighted the cdnt factors that influence reading
development and gender differences in reading gehient including socio-economic status
of the school a child attends, number of booksoatdy reading enjoyment, and the influence
of a peer culture of enjoyment of reading, whiaoh #luthors argue may be facilitated by a

higher concentration of girls in a school (Chiu &Bfide-Chang, 2006).

In addition, a different study involving 66 studeaiged eight and nine found that girls had a
more positive attitude towards reading than boys¢h, 2002). This study examined the
relationship between parents’ reading beliefsdechit’s reader self-perceptions, and their
reading achievement in terms of gender (Lynch, 208@nificant relationships were found
between parents’ self-efficacy beliefs and chiltseself-perception of their reading,
specifically that mothers had stronger beliefsthiair ability to help improve boys’ reading
achievement” (Lynch, 2002, p. 54) and between obils own perceptions about their

reading and reading achievement.

According to Pomplun & Omar (2001), item bias resbgdRosser, 1989, Scheuneman, 1983,
Wendler & Carlton, 1987, Zwick & Ercikan, 1988, @ted in Pomplun & Omar, 2001) has
shown that items with content concerning war ortfiéary may disadvantage women.
However, their study, which involved a sample cd@@enth graders and confirmatory factor
analysis, found invariance across both gendera feading comprehension test using an
expository passage pertaining to the American Qi{ar (Pomplun & Omar, 2001). Thus,

the authors suggested the continued use of pasashgeswar in comprehension

assessments.

Interest in the content of texts used in reading@m@hension assessments is another factor
that has been considered in view of identifyingdgarbias. In Bray and Barron’s (2003)
study, involving 19, 735 students from Grade FouGtade Eight and 98 different reading
passages, they found that girls demonstrated gneateest in texts with predominantly
female characters while boys’ interest appearatbtwease with poetry. However, they

caution against removing such content and empheetiser awareness about the potential
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effect of interest on test scores. In addition,abthors recommend that test developers do
not use a single reading passage or passagesgdlat single theme as they did find a
small but significant relationship between intemsi comprehension, which could influence

test outcomes (Bray & Barron, 2003).

Therefore, gender differences in overall perforneaoic the Vocabulary and Comprehension
subtests of the SDRT and in performance on indalidtems would be interesting to note.
Furthermore, the validity of the measure includespéection of whether certain items of the
SDRT are biased in favour of either sex. Bias cts@ldncorporated through test content in

terms of its greater interest and relevance tosengNeale, 1989).

1.3.4. The SDRT: Previousresearch

Although a number of studies, both internationalihd locally, have used the SDRT as an
instrument (Israel, 2006; Lathy, 2006; Ping-Ha &i-Thng, 2000; Pretorius, 2000), there
seem to be few studies evaluating the SDRT it3élére is one study that has examined the
difference in performance of university studentstbe Blue level of the SDRTrefer to
second para. in Chapter 2.3. for description ofBhee level) and also evaluated the SDRT
as a predictor of academic achievement (Andor, R0A6r findings indicate that second
language university students performed signifigab#low first language university students
on all the subtests of the Blue level of the SDRIGluding vocabulary and reading
comprehension (Andor, 2006). She also found thatS3BDRT was not a good predictor of
academic achievement for either first language emosd language university students.
However, the author does note that there were aauwf limitations to her study such as
the effects of confounding variables, a small nundieoarticipants and greater English First
Language than English Additional Language reprediemt (Andor, 2006). Although the
current study acknowledges a number of confoundar@ables, the sample size is large and

adequately representative of the population.

The rationale for the current study emerged out oked recognised at a number of levels.
Firstly, policies presented by government havecti@ such a course of action. Secondly, an
extensive national research study demonstratecaisgtssment practitioners in South Africa
identify the need to re-evaluate the standardiest$ tthat are currently used in South Africa

and develop new tests that are fully applicabl8dath Africa. There is a gap in the literature

21



in terms of research into the appropriateness @fuge of the SDRT in the South African
context. And lastly, the SDRT is a useful tests$sessing reading comprehension, however,

its suitability for the South African context neddsbe scrutinised.

This study aimed to investigate using the SDRTtHerassessment of English auditory
vocabulary and reading comprehension in the Sofrilkah context by determining the
reliability and validity of the SDRT for South Afian Grade Eight learners. The difference in
the performance of English First Language (EFLjriess and English as Additional
Language (EAL) learners and Male and Female leamethe SDRT was also explored.
Finally, a comparison was made between Englistt Easguage (EFL) learners and English
Additional Language (EAL) learners’ performance &tale and Female performance on
individual items in the Vocabulary and Comprehensiab-tests of the SDRT. The

underlying reasons for any differences or simisibetween these groups were considered.

The following three research questions were ingagtid:

« How reliable and valid are the Vocabulary and Caghpnsion subtests of the SDRT
for South African Grade Eight learners, specificédir EFL learners, EAL learners,
Male learners, and Female learners?

+ Is there a difference in performance on the Vocalyuhnd Comprehension subtests
of the SDRT between English First Language (EF&jriers and English Additional
Language (EAL) learners and Male and Female legner

+ Is there a difference in performance on individterhs within the Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests of the SDRT between EnfgiishLanguage (EFL) learners
and English Additional Language (EAL) learners Male and Female learners?

1.4. Resear ch Hypotheses

» There is a difference in performance between EFLEBAL learners for both
the Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests of tbevBt evel of the SDRT.

* There is a difference in performance between madef@male learners for
both the Vocabulary and Comprehension subtestseoBtown Level of the
SDRT.
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* There is a difference in performance between EFLEBAL learners on
individual items of both the Vocabulary and Compenesion subtests of the
Brown Level of the SDRT.

» There is a difference in performance between nradefemale learners on
individual items of both the Vocabulary and Compenesion subtests of the
Brown Level of the SDRT.

Chapter 2: Methods

2. 1. Research Design

This is a quantitative study that used archivahdatiected over the past three years. The
research involved a comparison between groupstectdry one variable (either language or
gender), and a second variable (performance o8E#T) was measured “to produce a set
of scores within each condition” (Gravetter & Farea2003, p.216). It was a non-
experimental study because the groups were natecréy manipulating an independent
variable but rather defined by a pre-existing jpgrtint variable (Gravetter & Forzano,
2003). The independent participant variables deditthe groups were language, English
First Language (EFL) or English Additional Langudg#é\L), and gender. The dependent
variable being measured was the performance oxddhabulary and Comprehension
subtests of the SDRT. The variable was measurgdamue. The descriptive data did not
demonstrate a cause-and-effect explanation forefladonship between the variables but

merely described the relationship between the bhasa

2.2. Subjects

The purposive sample consisted of 631 Grade Eggirhers in three consecutive years. All
631 learners attend a previously termed “Model @/agnment school in Gauteng and each
of the 631 learners have received at least fivesyebeducation at an English-medium
school. Approximately two-thirds (352 learners)tlod subjects spoke English as an
Additional Language (EAL) while the other third @Ikarners), spoke English as a First
Language (EFL). Overall, there was an approximété®split between male and female
learners with 316 males and 315 females. Spedifidhlere were 154 males and 125 females

in the EFL group and 162 males and 190 femalesarEAL group (see Table 1). Learners
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with severe learning difficulties were excludednfrthe sample, on the advice of their
educators, to ensure that the sample consistexhnidrs who had a basic reading ability.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the variablées@me language and gender for the EFL and EAL ggou

GENDER HOME LANGUAGE
EFL EAL
MALE 154 162
FEMALE 125 190
TOTAL 279 352 N =631
2.3. Materials

The materials administered in the study were arhjggcal questionnaire (see Appendix B)
and the Vocabulary and Comprehension subtesteddtbwn Level of the SDRT. The
biographical questionnaire enquired about the stdjjage; their first language and the
number of years spent in an English medium schid®. Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test
is a group-administered test (Karlsen & Gardne86)9lt is a multiple-choice test and
measures “the major components of the reading psi¢&arlsen & Gardner, 1986, p. 3),
including decoding (phonics and auditory and vislistrimination); vocabulary (word
identification and meaning); comprehension (underding of texts); and rate (pace of

reading and ability to skim read).

There are four different levels to the test, thel Revel (Grade One to Three); the Green
Level (Grade Four to Five); the Brown Level (Gr&ie to Eight); and lastly, the Blue Level
(Grade Nine to college or university level) (Karis&adden & Gardner, 1986). The grading
of the test reflects the developmental processading, which assumes that reading skills
and the nature of the reading material become wmr®lex as a child progresses through
the school grades (Karlsen et al., 1986). Theretbeesuccessive levels of the SDRT begin
with decoding and progress to increasing levelgeohbulary, comprehension and reading
rate (Karlsen et al., 1986). The assumption isrimading comprehension is the most
important objective of reading and that vocabukamg decoding are skills required to
enhance comprehension (Karlsen & Gardner, 1986)e@omprehension is mastered, the

rate at which readers can comprehend should irel&aslsen & Gardner, 1986).

The SDRT's chief purpose is diagnosing a perseading strengths and weaknesses

(Karlsen et al., 1986). However, it is also usegrvide information about reading progress;
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identifying learners in need of additional readsugport; providing data on the effectiveness
of support and intervention programs; and earlycaibn of learner placement (San Diego
Unified School District: Standards, Assessment, Aocbuntability Division, 2003). In
addition, the SDRT is different from other readtegts in two ways. Firstly, as a diagnostic
instrument the SDRT provides “more detailed coveraigreading skills than does the typical
survey test [achievement tests], which covers adeorange of areas in less detail” (Karlsen
et al., 1986, p. 5). Secondly, due to the fact thatest “places more emphasis on the low

achiever” (Karlsen et al., 1986, p. 5) it cons@dtsnore easy questions.

In this study the Brown Level of the SDRT was ubedause it is applicable to Grade Eight
learners. Two subtests were used that are apptepoiathe investigation of the SDRT’s
assessment of reading comprehension. These wefaithi®ry Vocabulary and Reading
Comprehension subtests. The objective of the AndN@cabulary is the recognition of
“words frequently found in reading materials” (Keegh & Gardner, 1986, p. 9) that are
grade-appropriate. The words are divided into tleegegories: Reading and Literature;
Mathematics and Science; Social Studies and the Attthe Brown Level, the purpose of
this subtest is to discover if learners understardneaning of the words that they have
learned to decode (Karlsen & Gardner, 1986). Tloeeetthis subtest assesses listening or

auditory vocabulary “to eliminate the decoding athéarlsen & Gardner, 1986, p. 6).

The Auditory Vocabulary subtest is dictated and/jates information about the learners’
language competence without requiring them to (Kadlsen et al., 1986). The administrator
reads a sentence to the learners, which they mugblete from a choice of three words,
which are also read, to them. For example, “Coureneans... braveb polite c unusual.

The learner then marks the space for their answénair answer sheet. This subtest consists
of 40 items, which relate to: Reading and Literat{d6 items); Mathematics and Sciences
(12 items); and Social Studies and the Arts (12%e

The purpose of the Reading Comprehension subtasnigasure how well the learners can
read different types of material (Karlsen & Gardri€&¥86). The Reading Comprehension
subtest measures two different levels of comprebankteral and inferential
comprehension. It also differentiates between ttypes of reading, namely, textual;
functional, and recreational reading. Literal coetfnsion refers to explicit meanings in the
text while inferential comprehension requires thader to draw conclusions about implicit

meaning. Three different types of text are useds@ges from grade-appropriate textbooks
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(textual reading); printed material encountereevaryday life (functional reading); and
material that is read for pleasure (recreatioradlirgg). In the Brown level of this subtest,
learners are required to read, independently dedtlsi, a number of short passages and
answer the multiple-choice questions that folloWweTearner is given 40 minutes within
which to complete the subtest. The subtest consis3® literal comprehension questions and
30 inferential comprehension questions. The 60stare further grouped according to the
following categories: Textual Reading (20 itemg)né&tional Reading (20 items); and

Recreational Reading (20 items).

Tests are scored either manually or electronic&&pres can either be content-referenced or
norm-referenced. Therefore, the assessor can clhduséer to look at the learner's score on
specific sub-tests or compare the score relatiappdicable norms. The applicability of the
SDRT’s norms for all South African learners is di@sable. Although the SDRT is reported
to be a valid and reliable test in the U.S con(@&DL Reading Resources, 2008), in the
South African context, its reliability and validity unknown. Therefore, this study

investigated these psychometric components of DR TSfor the South African context.

The validity of the SDRT as an overall measuresaiding ability is commonly recognised
(Marsh & Butler, 1984). However, the discriminaalidity of the 1966 version of the SDT,

in other words, its ability to differentiate betwethe different components of reading, has
been refuted (Marsh & Butler, 1984). Research abobsequent editions’ validity is not
available. Nevertheless, the SDRT is a readinglesthas been used as a valid measure of
reading ability in a number of studies (Israel, @00athy, 2006; Ping-Ha & Chi-Ting, 2000;
Pretorius, 2000). In South Africa the test has hesad as an instrument in studies centred on

the relationship between reading and academiaybiindor, 2006; Pretorius, 2000).

In this study, the SDRT’s construct or internalididy, that is, the extent to which the test
produces results that can only be attributed foglesfactor, was examined. Validity was
determined through item analysis in which item resy be identified. Item bias refers to
those items that may disadvantage different gr¢kipsjee, 2001). The present study was
interested in whether there are items in the Augitocabulary and Reading
Comprehension subtests of the SDRT that might desatdge South African learners,
specifically EFL or EAL learners, as well as matdemale learners. The test’s validity was

also explored by determining if the test was anué&ly valid indicator of performance for
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both sexes” (Neale, 1989, p. 58). This was achidyedetecting any bias in favour of either
sex (Neale, 1989).

2.4. Procedur e and Ethical Consider ations

In terms of procedure, since the data for the stualy archival data, the way in which the
data was collected will be described. Prior to daféection, ethical clearance from the
Gauteng Department of Education for collecting diata school and using it for research
purposes was applied for and granted. A letterthes sent to the principal of the school
describing the purpose and nature of the reseaeshAppendix A). With the principal’s
permission, a letter with consent and assent favassthen sent to the parents of the Grade
Eight learners. The letter described the purposbeofesearch study, what it would involve
and how the information would be used as well aatfdedback would be given to the
learners and parents. The letter clearly stipul#tatiparticipation was voluntary, that there
would be no negative consequences of non-partioipand that the confidentiality and

anonymity of the learner would be ensured (see AgpeA).

Only those learners from whom parental consentreeesived and who assented to
participate in the research were then sent biograpfuestionnaires (see Appendix B).
Once these questionnaires were collected the dalyexe selected on the basis of whether

they had received a minimum of five years Engligsdinm education.

The sample was then administered the Auditory Vaoltzalp and Reading Comprehension
subtests of the Brown Level of the SDRT. The tes$ group-administered in classroom
settings. The test took approximately 60 minutesotoplete. The subjects’ tests were then
collected, scored and collated. Both a raw scohgglmindicates how the learner performed
on each subtest, and a norm-referenced score wdagad for each subject. Only

guantitative data was collected.

Confidentiality was maintained throughout the reseg@rocess and no identifying
information appears in the report. There was freetimwithdraw at any time during the
research process and there were no negative carsaegifor this. There were no

foreseeable risks for the participants.
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Chapter 3: Results

3.1. Data Analysis

The collated data was first, described statistjcatid then analysed quantitatively. Data
gathered from the Auditory Vocabulary and Readiogn@rehension subtests of the Brown
Level of the SDRT was analysed in reference tddhe differentiated groups: Male, Female,
EFL, and EAL. Initial assessment of the data reag#hat the data was suitable for use with
parametric analysis (see Appendix C). Parametiatyais assumes the existence of specific
parameters (a summary of values that describep@atomn (Gravetter & Forzano, 2003)

and their estimation (Howell, 1997). This was aehtkby assessing whether the scores were
normally distributed by using histograms and measwf central tendency. This was

followed by a number of statistical techniques giesd to address the three research

questions.

3.2. Basic Description of Data Set

The descriptive statistics for each independerialée are presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Basic Descriptive Statistics for the twbtests and four groups

Simple Descriptive Statistics

Vocabulary Subtest (40 items)

Variable N Mean Std. Dev Median Min. Max.
Female EFL 125 30.30 6.97 31 0 40
Female EAL 190 24.58 6.16 24 0 39
Male EFL 154 29.45 6.27 29.5 0 40
Male EAL 162 25.18 5.84 25 11 39
Comprehension Subtest (60 items)
Female EFL 125 45.74 10.42 48 0 60
Female EAL 190 37.66 9.49 37 13 59
Male EFL 154 42.24 10.86 44 0 60
Male EAL 162 34.72 11.15 36 2 59

As indicated in Table 2, the highest mean scor¢hi®ocabulary subtest was for the
Female EFL subjectd/ = 30.3,SD= 6.97). The lowest mean score was for the Feiale
subjects Iyl = 24.58,SD =6.16). Similarly, the Female EFL subjects also exdd the
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highest mean score for the Comprehension subiest45.74,SD= 10.42), while the Male
EAL subjects achieved the lowest mean schbte=(34.72,SD = 11.15). This suggests that
EAL subjects performed below the EFL subjects,xqeeted.

3.3. Reliability of the Vocabulary and Compr ehension Subtests

The first research question sought to determinéntieenal consistency of the Vocabulary

and Comprehension subtests of the SDRT. A reltglmbefficient was calculated overall
and for each group: EFL learners; EAL learners;éMahrners; and Female learners. This
was achieved by using data about the number ofitarthe test; variance of the total test;
the proportion of items answered correctly; andpiaportion of items answered incorrectly
(Wolfaardt, 2001). Internal consistency estimaiedicated by Cronbach Coefficient Alphas
were calculated for both subtests of the SDRT. &lags presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Reliability estimates for the subtests

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha

Variable Raw Standardised
Variables Variables

Overall 71 77

Female EFL .59 .63

Female EAL .79 .84

Male EFL .54 .60

Male EAL .73 .82

Table 3 indicates that, in this study, the SDRpldiged a high level of internal consistency
(o =.77) overall N = 631). The SDRT also displayed high levels of indénonsistency for
female English Additional Language subjects=(.84) and Male English Additional
Language subjects & .82). However, the SDRT displayed only modelatels of internal
consistency for female EFL subjects< .63) and male EFL subjects £ .60). While these
are still acceptable reliability estimates of imi@rconsistency, the pattern does reflect the
fact that the SDRT is aimed at low-achieving readard, therefore, the consistency in its
measurement for EFL subjects is expected to behessfor EAL subjects, whose English

Language proficiency is expected to demonstratatgrevariance.
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3.4. Differencein perfor mance between EFL, EAL, Male and Female subjects

The second research question, which determinediffeeence in performance on the two
subtests of the SDRT between the four groups ffiedtin the sample, namely EFL and EAL
learners, and Male and Female learners, was igatstl by using a Factorial Analysis of
Variance. Factorial or Two-way Analysis of Variarneas used because it can determine
whether there is a significant difference in meaorass between the EFL and EAL learners
and between Male and Female learners and if teexe interaction between the two factors.
The Independent Variables that were analysed wangliage and Gender, namely: English
as a First Language; English as an Additional Laggu Male; and Female. The Dependent
Variables were scores on the Vocabulary and Congmsbns subtests of the Brown level of
the SDRT.

Three hypotheses were tested through the facinialysis of Variance. The first hypothesis
tested the main effects (the mean difference betwee groups’ scores) for the language
factor, that is, English First Language or Enghglditional Language. The second
hypothesis tested the main effects for the gerattof. And the third hypothesis evaluated
the interaction between the factors. A post-hodysmawas used to determine what was

responsible for any differences between the groups.

Results of the Factorial ANOVA with interaction indted that for the Auditory Vocabulary
subtest of the SDRT, there was no significant difice in the performance of male and
female subjectsH(1) = .07,p = .8). However, the difference between the pertorce of

EFL and EAL subjects was highly significaf({) = 97.72,p < .0001). The interaction
between the two independent variables (Gender amdeH_.anguage) was not significant
(F(1) = 2.06,p = .15) (see Means Plot of Totals: Vocabulary ssthite Appendix D)

For the Reading Comprehension subtest of the SEHTe was a significant difference in
the performance of male and female subjeefs)(= 14.65p = .0001). The difference
between the performance of EFL and EAL subjectsal&s highly significantf(1) = 85.81,
p <.0001). The interaction between the two indepandariables (Gender and Home
Language) was not significarf(l) = .11,p = .74) (see Means Plot of Totals:

Comprehension subtest in Appendix D).
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A post-hoc analysis was conducted using the Tukeyyi€r adjustment for multiple
comparisons to determine the specific differenete/en the four groups. The results
indicated that there was a significant differencéhie performance for the Vocabulary
subtest of the SDRT between female EFL and femadenzale EAL subjects; between
female EAL and female and male EFL subjects; betweale EFL and female and male
EAL subjects; and between male EAL and female aalkfBFL subjects (see Table 9 in

Appendix D).

There was also a significant difference in the grenince for the Comprehension subtest of
the SDRT between female EFL and female and male, BAd male EFL subjects; between
female EAL and female and male EFL, and male EAbjextis; between male EFL and
female EFL, female and male EAL subjects; and betwaale EAL and female EAL, and
male and female EFL subjects (see Table 10 in AgpeD).

3.5. Differencein perfor mance on individual items of the two subtests

Item analysis commonly provides information abdat éxistence of distractors; information
about item difficulty; and information about itenscrimination power (Murphy &
Davidshofer, 1998). In this study, item analysiswamarily used for the purpose of gaining
information about item difficultly and to investigathe third research question, which tested
the difference in performance on individual itene$vieen the groups. The latter was
achieved through a Chi-Square table analysis ubmgisher exact probability testvhich

“is based on exact probability rather than refeeeiaca distribution” (Rosenthal & Rosnow,
1991, p. 620), and, thus provided the stricteshadities.

According to Anastasi (1982, p. 193), the “diffigubf an item is defined in terms of the
percentage (or proportion) of persons who answaaritectly”. Therefore, the higher the

item difficulty index, the easier the item. Itenifitiulty indices were calculated for all 40
items of the Vocabulary subtest and all 60 itemthefComprehension subtest for each
group: Female, Male, EFL, and EAL (see Appendix@lculation of item difficulty also
provides information about the ability of the itéondifferentiate between individual
differences in level of attainment of what the ississessing (Anastasi, 1982). For example,
an item that no subjects get correct or all subjget correct is redundant because it provides

no information about individual differences (Anas$td 982). No items were found to have
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an item difficulty index of .0 or 1.0, which meathsit all the items in both subtests allowed
for some differentiation between individuals. Armsst(1982, p. 193) notes that “the closer
the difficulty level of an item approaches .50, there differentiations the item can make”.
However, Cohen & Swerdlik (2005) recommend thasd, tfor which the purpose is to

discriminate between individual differences, sharddtain a spread of items with levels of

item difficulty ranging from .40 to .70.

The item analysis also involved observation ofiegibnd floor effects that were evident in
the scores on different items in the SDRT. A cgil@ffect occurs when an item produces a
cluster of high scores indicating that a task cs¢asy (Gravetter & Forzano, 2003). It was
unlikely that the sample's scores on the SDRT wpubdiuce a ceiling effect. However, it
was possible that the data might present a fldecebn certain items of the SDRT. A floor
effect is the result of a cluster of low scoresc¢ating that a task is too difficult (Gravetter &
Forzano, 2003). Generally, ceiling and floor eféeiatply “a basic incompatibility between
the measurement procedure and the individuals medis(Gravetter & Forzano, 2003, p.
108). Thus, floor effects in the data provided ewick that certain items of the SDRT might
have been unsuitable for use with the sample,quaatily given that a feature of the test is
that it targets low-achieving readers. The validitghe two subtests was also determined

through the observation of ceiling and floor effeatich indicated potential item bias.

The third research question required that the iddad items of the Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests be analysed for the pugdaketermining differences in each
group’s performance for each item. The resulthef@hi-Square table analysis indicated that
the EAL subjects performed significantly below tleL subjects on 63 % of the items in the
Vocabulary subtest and 57% of the items in the Gelmgmsion subtest. The females
performed significantly below the males on itemof The Vocabulary subtest, however they
performed significantly above the males on item8,1,3, 45, 46, 47, 52, and 58 of the

Comprehension subtest (see Appendix F).

Ceiling effects were identified for several iterparticularly for the EFL subjects. However,
floor effects were also observed, particularlytfee EAL subjects. The following tables
demonstrate the item difficulty indices of a numbgchoice items in the Vocabulary and

Comprehension subtests.
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Table 4: Item difficulty index: Vocabulary Subtest

Item Difficulty Index = Female EFL Female EAL MaleEFL MaleEAL

(p)
p9 57 37 58 29
p10 .63 41 57 .34
p15 37 22 41 30
p22 37 28 34 29
p26 50 37 .65 .38
p30 48 31 46 .36
p36 48 22 36 16

Table 4 highlights the items in which one or moréhe groups demonstrated an item
difficulty index under .40. Items with an item fitulty above .70 for one or more of the
groups were not included in this table due to #et that the SDRT aims to identify low-
achieving readers and, therefore, the SDRT consistsiumber of easy items. It is
interesting to note that items 15 and 22 displaitean difficulty index below .40 for both
EFL and EAL subjects (for example, Female 22 =.37; Male EFLp22= .34). This

could imply that these items may hold some biasSfuuth African learners, in general.

Table 5: ltem difficulty index: Comprehension Sugite

Item Difficulty Index Female EFL Female EAL Male EFL Male EAL

(9))

pl 77 43 47 33
p6 .55 .38 45 46
p10 .65 .30 62 31
p12 54 .30 59 23
p43 .60 44 .64 .38
p44 .66 35 53 27
p48 46 27 32 24
p51 62 35 50 .36
p54 46 23 44 29
p55 49 24 46 26
p56 .70 43 .65 35
p57 62 32 52 32
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pS8 .69 .28 46 .23
p59 .70 41 .55 .33

Table 5 highlights the Comprehension items in whunk or more of the groups
demonstrated an item difficulty index under .4&nis with an item difficulty above .70 for
one or more of the groups were not included inttiide due to the fact that the SDRT is
aimed at identifying low-achieving readers andrefare, the SDRT consists of a number of
easy items. It is significant to note the differesén item difficulty indices between EFL and
EAL subjects. The item difficulty indices presentadable 5 suggest that these items were
more difficult for the EAL subjects than for the [EBubjects. However, scanning the content
of these items revealed that there might be a nuwiteasons for the difference in

performance.
The statistical analyses that were used to inva#tithe three research questions were
presented in this chapter. The following chaptdr discuss the implications of these

findings and relate the findings to relevant litera.

Chapter 4: Discussion

In South Africa there is currently scope for exteasesearch in the area of psychometrics.
This study aimed to contribute to this knowledgehag evaluating the use of the Stanford
Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) as a measure oftAydVocabulary and Reading
Comprehension for South African Grade Eight lean&he SDRT is an English Language
Proficiency test standardised for the U.S. popaoitatlhe value of the test, particularly for
the South African context, is its emphasis on regdiomprehension, with the focus on
developing readers. For the majority of South Adridearners their education, specifically
their high school education, is carried out throthgkir second or third language as the
medium of instruction. Textbooks used in South ¢ri schools are generally either English
or Afrikaans. Therefore, English language proficiers a crucial factor in academic success.
In addition, there is a perception in South Afriteat English literacy is associated with

empowerment and achievement, both academicallyrating workplace (Broom, 2001).
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This study investigated the reliability and valditf the Auditory Vocabulary and Reading
Comprehension subtests of the SDRT for South AfriGaade Eight learners; the difference
in performance between English First Language (E€&jners and English Additional
Language (EAL) learners on both the subtests; asttl/| individual items in both subtests
that demonstrated a significant difference in pannce between EFL and EAL learners as

well as items that were identified as being notatiffrcult for all the subjects.

The sample used in the study consisted of 631 Gtagte learners (made up over three
years) from a previously termed ‘Model C’ high sohim Gauteng. All of the subjects had a
minimum of five years English medium education. Tivwds of the subjects were EAL
learners and one-third were EFL learners. Thereapproximately the same number of
males and females. The subjects each completemheaphical questionnaire indicating their
home language and then completed both the Vocabatet Comprehension subtests of the
SDRT. The data was analysed statistically, usirggitependent variables, gender and

home language.

Overall, the Auditory Vocabulary and Reading Conmemesion subtests were found to
demonstrate adequate internal consisteacy .(f7). A reliability coefficient of between 0.7
and 0.9 indicates that the test is reliable forgraup for which it was measured (Anastasi &
Urbina, 1997). Thus these subtests of the SDRT feered to be generally reliable for use
with South African Grade Eight learners. This issigtent with findings of the SDRT'’s
reliability in the U.S.A. (SEDL Reading Resourc2808). The internal consistency estimates
for each of the four subgroups indicated that e subtests of the SDRT were reliable
measures of performance for all the subgroups. Kewyé¢he estimates suggested that the
subtests were slightly more reliable for the EA&rleers than the EFL learners. This is
explained by the fact that the SDRT is an Engliahduage Proficiency test and, therefore,
the majority of EFL learners are expected to penfarell on the test whereas, there is
expected to be greater variation for EAL learnen®may have different levels of English
Language Proficiency. Thus, the data demonstratatey internal consistency for the EAL
learners.

To investigate the difference in performance betweEL and EAL learners and male and
female learners, a factorial Analysis of VarianB&lQVA) was carried out for the subjects’

performance on both the Vocabulary and Comprehersibtest. The results indicated that
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there was a significant difference between thegoarance of EFL and EAL learners on both
the VocabularyK(1) = 97.72p < .000) and Comprehensioir(1) = 85.81p < .000)

subtests of the SDRT. This confirms the first hjagsis, which postulated that EAL learners
would perform significantly below EFL learners footh subtests. The same finding was
found in previous studies that examined the diffeecin performance between EFL and

EAL learners for these subtests (Andor, 2006; LaB®06). The results are also consistent
with international research that indicates that Hédarners whose experience has been one of
subtractive bilingualism will perform below theiFE peers due to the consequences of
submerging learners in a second language while fingti language is still developing (Ben-
Zeev, 1984; Cummins, 1991; Miller, 1984).

Specifically, in terms of the lower performanceE#L learners on the Vocabulary subtest,
research has shown that bilinguals may have allssoped vocabulary due to sharing their
conversation between two language systems, diffesem print exposure related to
differences in social and economic background,difidrences in reading comprehension
ability (Ben-Zeev, 1972, 1975; Rosenblum and PinkéB3, as cited in Ben-Zeev, 1984,
Cunningham & Stanovich, 1991; Reitsma &Verhoevé&98l Anderson & Freebody, 1983,
as cited in Stanovich et al., 1996; Stanovich & @ngham, 1992, 1993, as cited in
Stanovich et al., 1996). Therefore, EAL learneess@mnfronted with a number of barriers to
their vocabulary development, which in turn, infiges their ability to comprehend what

they are reading.

Subsequently, one of the reasons for the loweopmdnce of the EAL learners for the
Comprehension subtest is underdeveloped Englisabtdary. However, “the effects of
comprehension and vocabulary are reciprocal inttiegt limit and extend the opportunities
for further development in both directions” (Bouw2004, p. 95). This is demonstrated in
what is known as “the Matthew effect”, which is redvin reference to the parable of the
talents in the biblical gospel of Matthew and putpthe notion that the rich get richer and
the poor poorer. In the context of reading devalept, “the Matthew effect” is used to refer
to the premise that the person who can read wélfe&d more and continue to develop their
reading skills. Specifically, the fluent reader args their vocabulary thus improving their
reading skills, which in turn facilitates the fuethdevelopment of their vocabulary and
reading ability. Conversely, the poor reader rdads and is less likely to develop their

reading skills and extend their vocabulary.
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Frequently, for South African EAL learners, leagninglish is incidental. For many of these
learners, English as an additional language igarotally taught and yet they are expected to
speak and learn in English as soon as they bepgwokcTheir ability to succeed in learning

in English at school is largely dependent on the#vious exposure to English. The results of
this study suggest that many EAL learners are stibjethe repercussions of “the Matthew
effect” when they lack early consolidation of Esglireading skills and consequently
struggle to master reading in English. This teds¢rease the gap between them and EFL

learners.

In terms of gender, there was no significant défere found in the performance of male and
female learners for the Vocabulary subté&gi) = .07,p = .8). This suggests that the males
and females in this study may have relatively equial exposure and equal ability in word
recognition and identification. Vocabulary scoresirelations with measures of general
intelligence also implied that the male and fensaibjects demonstrated no significant
difference in general intelligence (Ben-Zeev, 1984iks interesting that there was only one
item in the Vocabulary subtest, item 17, on whiwvh inales performed significantly above
the females. The word tested in item 1&lgvated’ There is no obvious reason why the

word ‘elevated’was more familiar to the male learners.

The results for the Reading Comprehension subiidgtdted that the male learners
performed significantly below the female learndt€lj = 14.65p = .0001). This is
consistent with research that has shown that ntefesto present with reading difficulties
more frequently than females (Chiu &McBride-Cha®@06; Rutter et al., 2004).
Furthermore, scanning the items identified as h@isignificant difference in performance
between males and females did not reveal any qtisétinformation suggesting item bias
on the basis of gender. Therefore, it may be asduha these items indicate some of the
difficulties with reading comprehension that maiesy experience. For example, both the
male EFL and EAL learners performed significantydw female learners on items 13 and
47 (see Appendix F), which are inferential compreti@n questions and require some

knowledge about literacy conventions with referetacehoosing a title for a text.

Another factor that could have influenced the penfance of learners in the Reading
Comprehension subtest is knowledge about techniguassist in answering comprehension

and multiple-choice type questions. Generallys paossible for a person to answer a literal
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comprehension question correctly, without undeditamthe meaning of all the words in the
question. A person is able to do this by finding $ame words in the text and looking to see
what follows or precedes these words and thusirfgnthe answer. For example, item 49 of
the Reading Comprehension subtest adkswhich part of Pennsylvania do the Mennonites
live?’ The answer is found in the following sentenceetakrom the text: About 30,000
Amish and Mennonite people live in the “Pennsyladbutch” country in south-eastern
Pennsylvanid.The testee is assisted further by the four midtighoice options that are
given:a Northeas b South East Southwestl Northwest The answer ib, because the word
‘south-eastern’ was found next to the words ingbestion such as “Pennsylvania” and
“Mennonites”. In addition, the other choices foe tmswer were not found in the text.
Therefore, it is possible to answer the questianectly without knowing anything about
Pennsylvania or knowing the meaning of the word fillenites”. However, some learners
may not know about these techniques and may pamnthey see words that they do not

recognise and this leads to a poor performancéetest.

An item analysis determining the item difficulty thie items in both the Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests revealed that a numbezro§iin the subtests demonstrated an item
difficulty index of less than .40. The EAL learnaored significantly below the EFL
learners on 25 of the 40 items in the Vocabulahtesst, ten of which were Reading and
Literature words, eight were Mathematics and S@emards and seven were Social Studies
and Art words. Thus, it seems that the greatesirge EAL learners’ vocabulary was
vocabulary commonly used in Reading and Literasuieh asinfant” (item 16)

“mysterious” (item 37) and “an heroic act{item 40), which suggests that EAL learners
may not read as much English literature as thelr ggers. This is not surprising considering
that EAL learners may not read English texts wlih $ame ease as that of EFL learners. In
addition, research has shown that parents’ bediedsit their ability to help their children
read may influence children’s reading achievemey¢h, 2002). It is possible that, given
South Africa’s political and social past, EAL lears’ parents may have lower self-efficacy
regarding their ability to support their childrefEaglish reading development, thus
impacting on the EAL learners’ self-perceptionsugttbeir reading and subsequently their

reading achievement.

It was also interesting to note, in view of detegtitems that are biased against all South
African learners, that items 15 and 22 in the Vaodaty subtest displayed an item difficulty
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index below .40 for both EFL and EAL subjects. Hoee scanning the content of these
items suggests that this was not the case. Theswested in these items appeared to hold no
sign of bias, as they were words that South Afrieamners learning in English may be

expected to know (see Table 6 below).

Table 6: Vocabulary Items with an item difficultydex less than .40 for all groups

Vocabulary Item efnh difficulty Index (p)

Female EFL Female EAL Male EFL  Male EAL
15: ecology .37 22 41 .30
22: adhesive 37 .28 .34 .29

Table 6 indicates that only 37% of female EFL, 4dPmale EFL, 22% of female EAL and
30% of male EAL learners understood the meanirtg@fvord “ecology”. Similarly, only
37% of female EFL, 34% of male EFL, 28% of femalkLE&nd 29% of male EAL learners
understood the meaning of the word “adhesive”. Bhiggests that the learners in this study
might not have been exposed to literature in wihetse words would commonly be found. It
could also relate to the content and timing ofdtieool curriculum. Perhaps the subject of

ecology is only introduced in later grades.

Item analysis of the subjects’ performance on tbm@rehension subtest revealed that there
was a significant difference between the perforreasfdEFL and EAL subjects for 34 items
out of a total of 60 items. Scanning the conterthese items indicated that many of the
items for which there was a significant differeegween EFL and EAL learners, consisted
of content that may be described as inappropratéhe South African context. For example,
item 6 asks, “How much would a senior citizen payhe afternoon?” The four choices age:
75cf $2.00g $2.50h $3.50. The use of the dollar symbol is inapprdprfar use in South
Africa. However, on closer inspection of the itehis may not be the reason that EAL
learners did not get this item correct. The itegqurees the testee to refer to the provided
passage which is a cinema advertisement specifiim@rices of tickets for different groups
of people at different times. The differences istaaf tickets for the three groups of people
(children, adults, and senior citizens) are difftigged in terms of “Before 5:00 P.M. and
After 5:00 P.M). On first glance one might see wwd “After” and assume this was the

column specifying the price of tickets in the afi@on. However, this is not the case, since
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the afternoon is before 5 P.M. This example illatgs the difficulty of identifying item bias
because without a more detailed distractor anaiygEsmpossible to be completely certain

as to the reason why a particular group of indiglddound this item difficult.

Nevertheless, there are several other items onhwthi EAL learners performed

significantly below the EFL learners, in which ipappriate content may be identified. Item
11 refers to a “mitt” and item 12 refers to “bad&baoth of these terms may be unfamiliar

to the majority of South African learners sincedizl is not a sport that is popularly played
in South Africa. However, there must be cautiomiking such assumptions because as was
highlighted in the literature review, South Africaare at different stages of westernisation,
urbanisation and literacy (Shuttleworth-Jordan,&8)9%herefore, many of the EAL learners

in this study may have had exposure to basebalbarfdmiliar with the baseball kit such as
the mitt. Still, it is important that assessmenaswes be as relevant as possible to the

population for which they are being used.

Another example of a text used in the Comprehensitnest that contains unsuitable
content for South African learners is a passagetabnowshoeing’. This passage has few
contextual similarities with the context of the ority of South African learners. The
passage refers to ‘hunting boots’, ‘pine woods’ avttite hills’. All of which are objects that
are unfamiliar to the majority of South African tears. Another passage is about the Amish
community in Pennsylvania and refers to the “buggyiis passage is highly removed from
the context of South African learners. For itemwBich was related to this passage and
included the word “buggies”, only 46% of female Elearners, 32% of male EFL learners,

27% of female EAL learners and 24% of male EAL ieas correctly answered this item.

Hence, there is no doubt that inappropriate contestme of the passages and questions in
the Comprehension subtest of the SDRT accounhéotawer performance of the EAL
learners, whose level of westernisation may ndhbesame as that of their EFL counterparts.
However, there is also evidence from the literathet suggests that the difference in
performance between EFL and EAL learners could lad¢sattributed to the fact that most of
the EAL learners have experienced a form of subt@bi- or multilingualism.

Consequently, their acquisition of English has hteette detriment of both their first
language as well as to their progress in Englightduhe fact that they have been submerged

in English from an early age, whilst their firshguage was still developing.
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Evidence of underdeveloped English language pmiy may be indicated in the lower
performance of EAL learners on inferential compredien items in the subtest. For example,
the EAL learners performed significantly below &L learners on the last seven questions,
all of which were inferential questions, of the Goehension subtest. The passage to which
these questions were related was a functional gasgaout viewing a solar eclipse. There
was no inappropriate content in this passage thati@ccount for the lower performance of
the EAL learners. However, the questions did regaimore extensive vocabulary due to the
fact that they were inferential questions. Thisldalso account for EAL learners’ lower

performance on other items of the subtest.

Based on the preceding discussion, it seems tbaizldity of the Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests of the SDRT for South Afrlearners remains intact despite there
being a number of items that are deemed to coirtappropriate content. Since the SDRT is
an English language proficiency test, it is expg¢kat EAL learners will perform below
their EFL counterparts. Furthermore, the differeimcgerformance between males and
females on the Comprehension subtest seems totrediearch that has shown that reading
difficulties are more predominant in males. In &ddi, the Vocabulary and Comprehension
subtests were found to be reliable overall andgfmh of the four groups, namely Female
EFL, Female EAL, Male EFL, Male EAL. However, gividre character of the test, the EFL
learners’ performance demonstrated less variangéhas a lower internal consistency

estimate.

4.1. Limitations of the study

The limitations of this study centre largely on &hestence of possible confounding variables
that were not excluded from this study. It has begued that the lower performance of the
EAL learners on the Vocabulary and Comprehensidtests of the SDRT is accounted for
by the fact that they are second or additional lagg English speakers. This is certainly a
reasonable argument to make given the functioh@BSDRT as an English language
proficiency test. However, there are a number loépfactors, which may have influenced
the performance of both the EFL and EAL learneiiables such as socio-economic
background, previous exposure to English and differeading materials, quality of previous
schooling, practice with comprehension and multgdieice type tests, and general cognitive

and academic ability would significantly affectergon’s success in a test of this nature.
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This means that it is impossible to determine wietlifference in performance on the two
subtests of the SDRT was solely a result of languagvhether it was a product of the

aforementioned factors.

Another limitation of this study was that there wasopportunity to conduct a distractor
analysis. A distractor analysis “involves examinihg frequency with which each incorrect
response is chosen” (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998,9%) by the group tested. In this way,
distractors (incorrect responses) that are mosthwamy used may be identified. Item
difficulty is largely determined by the credibilitf the distractor (Murphy & Davidshofer,
1998). Therefore, it stands to reason that if seéekas no or little conceptualisation of the
content being tested “any distractor may be equudysible” (Murphy & Davidshofer,
1998, p. 203). Consequently, by identifying distoas, content that is inappropriate for the
South African context could have been highlightad,@hus, a more detailed guideline for
identifying which items could be adapted througtitfar research could have been provided.
Lastly, the internal validity of the study couldveabeen potentially compromised by
personal variables of the subjects such as borefddigue and the tendency to guess

answers.

4.2. Theoretical and Practical | mplications of the study

The research did make a number of positive andaddutheoretical and practical
contributions. Firstly, the paucity of researchtibe SDRT, as the primary focus of a study,
means that this study represents a starting paintetearch in this direction. In addition, the
study forms part of a burgeoning body of reseaxaiuating the use of standardised
psychological and educational tests in the Soutic&fh context. Secondly, the results of the
study emphasise the chasm between EFL and EALdesirBnglish language proficiency,
which is a crucial factor in academic success intls@éfrica. Regardless of whether this
difference is attributed to home language or osioeio-economic factors, the results indicate

that action is required to support EAL learnerthim English classroom.

Furthermore, this study highlighted the negatieas$ of a subtractive form of bilingualism,
which is the case for many South African EAL leasnénd therefore, further advances the
cause for a whole language policy to be implememeébuth African schools, including the
right to first language instruction. There is nadbthat this is idealistic, however, the

emphasis should be on ensuring that South Afrieamkrs begin to experience a more
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additive form of bilingualism. Broom (2001) recommas that South African language-in-
education policy should differentiate between stemin and long-term goals. Short-term
goals should include establishing EAL learnersitipalarly those living in urban areas, first
language literacy and supporting their transitminglish medium education, while at the
same time affirming the constructive use of oth@gluages in the classroom. The long-term
goal for language-in-education policies is additivenultilingualism for both EAL learners
and EFL learners, which requires enhancing “thegieed status of African languages both
in education and in society as a whole” (Broom,122q 212).

The research also drew attention to the prevalehoeading difficulties, particularly

difficulties with reading comprehension, amongst thale population. This could also be
accounted for in terms of the amount of print expedased on gender stereotypes as well as
level of interest in the content of reading passagejoyment of reading; personal and
parents’ self-perceptions about reading; and theacand peer culture related to reading
(Bray & Barron, 2003; Chiu & McBride-Chang, 2006;rich, 2002; Pomplun & Omar,

2001).

Finally, this study identified a number of itemslgrassages in the Comprehension subtest of
the Brown level of the SDRT that were found to eimfpotentially inappropriate content for
the South African context. Although, there is nadewce that this content constitutes as item
bias, it is recommended that content such as tla dymbol, a passage about snow

shoeing, and a passage about the Amish communiRgmmsylvania be adapted or

substituted with more contextually relevant tegtptomote the suitability of the SDRT for

the South African context.

4.3. Further Research

Future research could endeavour to replicate ttessdts having matched the subjects in
terms of socio-economic background, quality of pras schooling, and general cognitive
and academic ability. It would be interesting teestigate the correlation between academic
achievement and performance on the SDRT for Sofribah high school learners.
Longitudinal studies are necessary to evaluatsukeess of current South African language-
in-education polices being implemented (Broom, 20Brrther studies investigating the

male prevalence of reading difficulties would b&emesting, particularly within the South
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African context, taking into consideration the effeof gender and race stereotyping that
impact on self-esteem and motivation.

Research that utilises a distractor analysis totifjewhich incorrect responses are chosen by
both EFL and EAL learners in the Vocabulary and @arhension subtests of the SDRT
would facilitate further detection of items thatyrdemonstrate content bias, thus providing
a quantitative basis for adapting these items.ly astis research forms part of the

foundation for future research into standardisegtipslogical and educational tests used in
South Africa for the current South African popubaiti Studies that examine test adaptation in
South Africa are particularly pertinent, with theghasis on making tests appropriate for the

South African context while at the same time mamitay the test’s reliability.

4.4. Conclusion

There is no doubt that the Comprehension subtasecdSDRT contains content that could
and should be adapted to promote the use of theTSDRouth Africa. However, the SDRT
cannot necessarily be described as being bias@uasagacertain group in South Africa,
especially because it is an English language peoiay test and therefore, should accurately
differentiate between individuals’ English readadgjlities. This study has found the
Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests of the Bleweal of the SDRT to do this
effectively for a sample of Grade Eight learnerewdver, further research is required to test
whether the results of this study can be genethts@ther groups of learners in South
Africa and to explore the possibilities of adaptargnaking substitutions of certain items in
the Comprehension subtest.

Shuttleworth-Jordan’s (1996) caution against treyhabandonment of westernised
assessment measures is merited with significadeaee. It is too easy to conclude that a test
is unsuitable for use with the South African popioladue to the fact that one group of
individuals performs below another group, and tfeeee the test is culturally irrelevant to

that group or that the group is heavily disadvasathdue to their culture or language. Such a
statement involves several assumptions about ecplart group of people. Indeed, there is
danger of discriminating against individuals in graleavour to make a test fair to all
individuals. A truly bias free or culture fair teinnot exist. Difference may only be made in
the degree to which a test is able to measure ivisantended to measure for different

people, regardless of race, culture, and language.
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Information Sheet

UNIVERSITY

(01| oF'THE

S WITWATERSRAND,
Wemy . JOHAMIESBURD:

School of Human and Community Development
Private Bag 3, Wits 2050, Johannesburg, South Africa
Tel: (011) 717-4500 Fax: (011) 717-4559

Dear Parent,

My name is , and I am conducting research for the purposes of obtaining
a Masters Degree at the University of the Witwatersrand. My research focuses on the English
reading abilities of first and second language learners who are being educated in English. South
Africa has twelve official languages but the majority of learners choose to receive their Secondary
School education in English, even though this is not their home language. The impact of learning in
a language that is not your home language in not well understood in the South African context, and
many learners may be at risk of underachievement due to poorly developed language ability. This
research explores the level of reading abilities, particularly vocabulary and comprehension, of both
first and second language learners, and its impact on their academic performance. The Principal,
Governing Body and the Gauteng Department of Education have given permission for this research

~ to be conducted at High School. We would like to invite your child to participate in
this study.

Participation in this research will entail that your child completes a standard reading test, the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, which will be administered during school time by the teachers at

High School. The test will be completed during the guidance lessons and the results
will be collected from the guidance teacher by the researcher. In addition to the reading test your
child will be asked to complete a short biographical questionnaire giving details of their English
language experiences at home and during their Primary School education. Participation is voluntary,
and no learner will be advantaged or disadvantaged in any way for choosing to participate or not
participate in the study. Although your child will complete their name on the questionnaire to allow
collation of this information with his/her academic marks, all responses will be kept confidential,
and no information that could identify your child will be included in the research report. The results
of individual learners” performance on the reading test will not be available to the learners or to the
school.

If you choose to allow your child to participate in the study please complete the attached consent
form and return it to the Class teacher at school If you have any further queries about this research,
please contact my supervisor, =~ "~ orvia e-mail at

Your participation in this study would be greatly appreciated. This research will contribute both to a
larger body of knowledge on the level of English reading abilities of learners in South African
schools. This will inform, and help us to develop, appropriate educational practices in our schools.

Kind Regards

CMsTo

S —



Consent Form

1, the parent/ guardian of consent to my

son/daughter taking part in the reading research to be conducted at
High School under the supervision of from the University of the

Witwatersrand.

I consent to the results of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, a biographical

questionnaire and academic marks being used for the purposes of this study.

I understand that:
- Participation in this research is voluntary.,
- My son/daughter may withdraw from the study at any time.
- No information that may identify my son/daughter will be included in the

research report, and all responses will remain confidential.

Name of Parent/ Guardian (Please print)

Signed Date




Assent Form

I agree to take part in the reading research

to be conducted at High School under the supervision of

from the University of the Witwatersrand.

1 agree that my results from the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, biographical

questionnaire and academic marks may be used for the purposes of this study.

[ understand that:
- Participation in this study is voluntary.
- I may withdraw from the study at any time.
" - No information that may identify me will be included in the research report,

and all responses will remain confidential.

Name of Learner (Please print)

Signed Date
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BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONAIRE

NAME:

AGE:

GENDER:

HOME

LANGUAGE/S:

PLEASE FILL IN THE INFORMATION IN THE TABLE PROVIDED.

GRADE

SCHOOL

LANGUAGE OF
INSTRUCTION

Grade One

Grade Two

Grade Three

Grade Four

Grade Five

Grade Six

Grade Seven

Do you speak in English to? (Please tick the appropriate box)

Sometimes

Often

Never

Your Family

Your Friends

Thank you for taking the time to fill in this questionnaire. Your help is much

appreciated.

56



APPENDIX C

C.1. Normality of the Data

57



Normality of the Data

The assessment of whether the data was suitabpafametric analysis was achieved by
evaluating the normality of the distribution of tthata, through histograms, measures of

central tendency ari€olmogorov-Smirnov Tests for Normality.

0 3 6 9 12 15 1@ 21 24 27 3 33 36 39 0 5 w13 0 25 30 35 40 45 5 55 6D
Tot_Vocab Tot_Compreh

Figure 1: Histogram: SDRT Vocabulary Figure 2:tbligam: SDRT Comprehension

Examination of the two histograms for the two satgef the SDRT revealed that both the
Auditory Vocabulary subtest and the Reading Comgmeton subtest data were slightly
negatively skewed (refer to Figure 1 and Figurarif)icating that the majority of subjects
performed relatively well on the test. This wasented, given the nature of the test and the
fact that the test aims to identify low-achieviegders. These visual representations of the
score distribution were confirmed by an assessiwietie measures of central tendency (to
locate the centre of the distribution of scores)iie two subtests, with specific emphasis on
the distance between the mean and the median.

Table 7: Basic Descriptive Statistics for the twbtests

Simple Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Mean Std. Dev Median Mode Minimum Maximum
Vocab. 631 27.06 6.74030 27 29 0 40
Compr. 631 39.63 11.19295 40 39 0 06
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As observed in Table 7, this assessment tendeahfform that the Auditory Vocabulary
subtest and the Reading Comprehension subtestswiigently normally distributed to
allow for parametric analysis (Vocabulary: Mean=5; Median = 27; Comprehension:
Mean = 39.63; Median = 40).

Table 8: Kolmogorov-Smirnov Tests for Normality fible Subtests

K olmogor ov-Smirnov Goodness-of -fit test
for Normal Distribution

Statistic (D) p — Value
Vocab. 0.05558079 p<.010
Compr. 0.06565018 p =.009

According to the results of the Kolmogorav-Smirriasts, as indicated in Table 8, neither
the Vocabulary nor the Comprehension subtest doelidonsidered normally distributed
(Vocabulary:p < .010; Comprehensiop:= .009). However, Howell (1997) notes that these
tests are particularly sensitive to discrepanaesd, furthermore, no extraordinarily high

levels of significance were found.
Therefore, although it seems that there may bwghtlsl negatively skewed distribution of

scores for both subtests the measures of ceni@éney found that the data revealed

adequate normal distribution for parametric analysi
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D.1. Means Plots of Totals. Vocabulary Subtest
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Figure 3: Means plot of Totals for Vocabulary ssbtey Gender and Home Language

D.2. Means Plots of Totals. Comprehension subtest
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Figure 4: Means plot of Totals for Comprehensiootsst by Gender and Home Language

Figure 3 and Figure 4 graphically present the npats for the Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests, respectively for the vimsadit home language and gender. It is
clear that in both subtests the EAL subjects paréal below the EFL subjects. Figure 3
illustrates there was no significant differenceha performance of male and female subjects
for the Vocabulary subtest. However, Figure 4 iaths that for the comprehension subtest

the male subjects performed below the female stghjec
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D.3. Post-hoc Analysis

Table 9: Post hoc analysis: Tukey-Kramer — Vocatyububtest

Significance (p)

Female EFL Female EAL MalkeL Male EAL
Female EFL -- <.0001 .67 <.0001
Female EAL <.0001 -- <.0001 .81
Male EFL .67 <.0001 -- <.0001
Male EAL <.0001 .81 <.0001 --
Table 10: Post hoc analysis: Tukey-Kramer — Comgmeton Subtest

Significance (p)

Female EFL Female EAL MBfeL Male EAL
Female EFL -- <.0001 .03* <.0001
Female EAL <.0001 -- .0004 .04*
Male EFL .03* .0004 -- <.0001
Male EAL <.0001 .04* <.0001 --

*p<.05
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APPENDIX E

E.1. Item Difficulty Index: Vocabulary subtest

E.2. Line: Percentage Correct Items. Vocabulary subtest

E.3. Item Difficulty Index: Comprehension subtest

E.4. Line Graph: Percentage Correct Items: Comprehension
subtest
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E.1. Item Difficulty Index: Vocabulary subtest
Tablel1: Item difficulty index: Vocabulary Subtest

Item Difficulty Index Female EFL

pl

p2

p3

p4

p5

p6

p7

p8

p9

pl0
pll
pl2
pl3
pl4
p15
pl6
pl7
pl8
p19
p20
p21
p22
p23
p24
p25
p26
p27
p28
p29
p30

(p1 - p40)

72

872

.888

.904
.88

.864
.592
.84

.568
.632
912
.888
912
.944
.368
.76

.632
776
.736
.832
.688
.368
912
.704
.80

.504
.824
.848
.824
48

Female EAL

456
.758
.80

.826

.70

.821
.537

711

.367
405
.847

721

863
958
216
563
421
537
595
611
A74
284
916
495
579
368
690
758
658
305

Male EFL

.623
922
.825
.909

.805

.909
.558

73

.584
.565
.89

.851

.948
.955
409
.669
7192
7192
.695
.812
.636
344
.870
.701
.818
.649
.766
.786
.812
461

Male EAL

.519
.809
.784
.864
.753

.852
.593
.642
.290
.346
.827

778

.92

.932
.296
.50

.580
.580
617
.642
469
.290
.864
.519
.556
377
.753
.784
.642
.358

64



p31
p32
p33
p34
p35
p36
p37
p38
p39
p40

928
912
.888
.808
944
48

824
.60

792
656

.884
137
.821
142
795
221
.632
.505
.637
442

.961
916
916
.708
877
.357
.766
.520
.708
591

944
.803
.852
72
778
161
.630
420
.654
432
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E.2. Line Chart: Percentage Correct Items: Vocabulary subtest

Item Analysis_Vocab

120
100
80

60

Percentage Correct

40

20

)
‘?‘Lb

D A D
R

NDYW O A O N VW 9 A 9 ND S A
TR PRSP

Item Number

Figure 5: Plot Graph: Percentage Correct for esh for each group: Vocabulary subtest
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E.3. Item Difficulty Index: Comprehension subtest

Table 12: Item difficulty index: Comprehension Sesit

Item Difficulty Index

pl
p2
p3
p4
pS
p6
p7
p8
p9
pl1l0
pll
pl2
pl3
pl4
pl5
pl6
pl7
pl18
pl9
p20
p21
p22
p23
p24
p25
p26
p27
p28
p29

(p1 - p60)

Female EFL

.768
.824
.816
.568
.648
.552
912
728
.968
.648
.856
.544
192
.968
.656
712
.88

.96

.768
.648
944
.864
.592
.84

776
912
.632
.634
.936

Female EAL

426
.758
137
49

.579
.384
.70

.590
.926
.30

.605
.295
711
.932
.637
.505
.879
932
137
.616
.868
.853
433
.784
142
.89

.611
574
.942

Male EFL

A74
.838
.857
.565
.675
448
.831
.643
.948
.617
79
591
.675
.948
.682
.662
877
.955
.753
.701
.961
.825
.565
q73
73
.909
.688
.623
.896

Male EAL

333
728
778
531
568
463
716
414
.858
.309
648
228
562
914
549
537
877
.858
673
531
.809
889
457
698
654
.858
506
494
.901
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p30
p31
p32
p33
p34
p35
p36
p37
p38
p39
p40
p4l
p42
p43
p44
p45
p46
p47
p48
p49
p50
pS1
p52
p53
p54
p55
pS6
ps7
p58
p59
p60

.856
.76

.88

.864
.896
872
.92

.784
.864
912
.704
.84

.80

.60

.656
.80

.736
.856
456
.864
.832
.624
.808
.736
456
488

.704

.616
.688
.704
.832

.832
.56

.847
.884
.868
721
.895
137
.826
.674
.642
.684
.611
A37
.353
.595
.584
.80

274
126
.695
.353
.558
.516
.226
242

426

321
.284
411
.616

831
675
.89

877
.89

831
.89

662
844
.805
636
786
695
643
533
623
597
675
318
773
714
50

.604
636
435
455

649

52

455
546
721

728
537
778
.858
864
716
796
648
.809
636
605
580
580
377
272
488
451
636
241
648
611
315
50
432
290
259

352
321
228
333
494
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E.4. LineChart: Percentage Correct Items. Comprehension subtest
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Figure 6: Plot Graph: Percentage Correct for eterh for each group: Comprehension subtest
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APPENDIX F

F.1. Fisher Exact P-values
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F.1. Fisher Exact P-values

Table 13: Chi Square Test: Significant differenicegerformance on individual items

Fisher Exact P-value

Vocabulary Subtest

Item HOME LANGUAGE Item GENDER
1 0 17 .00001
2 .00006
5 .00075
8 .00055
9 0
10 0
12 .00019
15 .00028
16 .00001
17 0
18 0
19 .00542
20 0
21 0
24 0
25 0
26 0
29 0
30 .00041
32 0
35 .00004
36 0
37 .00001
39 .00725
40 .00001
Comprehension Subtest
Item HOME LANGUAGE Item GENDER
1 0 1 .00007
2 .0087 8 .00278
7 0 13 .00086
8 .00002 45 861
9 .00412 46 .00214
10 0 47 0
11 0 52 .00721
12 0 58 .00712
16 .00003
18 .00608
21 0
23 .00133
31 .00013
35 .00011

71



39
41
42
43
44
45
46
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

.00001
.00014

.00006
.00063
.00135
.00046
.00277

.00003

eNoNoNoNoNoNoNe)
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PSYCHOLOGY BY COURSEWORK AND RESEARCH REPORT ] : .
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