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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of sensi-

. tivity of preservice elementary teachers to the language differences of 

Mexican American children in an oral reading task. 

The review of related research dealing with language attitudes 

toward nonstandard speech revealed that teachers were reacting differ

ently and generally less favorably to this speech as opposed to more 

standard, less ethnic sounding varieties of English. These findings 

were also influenced by the amount of accent in the speech, the social 

status of the speaker, and the ethnicity of the teacher. 

This descriptive study involved 67 preservice elementary 

teachers enrolled in a University of Arizona College of Education 

introductory reading course. Two other separate and distinct educator 

populations were also used to interpret the sensitivity data of the 

preservice teachers related to language differences among children. 

These comparison populations were 20 ESEA Title X Reading and Language 

teachers and 16 elementary teachers. 

Three instruments were used to gather data on teacher knowledge 

related to linguistic features, teacher attitudes toward language 

differences, and teacher sensitivity toward oral reading behavior among 

children. These instruments rated language as represented on tape-

recorded oral reading passages by three readers and three precoded 

scripts of those tape-recorded passages. 
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The tape of the target reader featured a fourth grade male, 

reading in Spanish-accented English and producing "classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions while reading at near frustration level in 

an understandable, expressive, and normally rhythmic voice. 

A three member panel of experts developed a coded script of 

the passage read by the target reader. This coded script was used to 

produce a modified script needed for two other tape recordings by two 

other readers. The Anglo reader read with standard English pronuncia

tion and intonation patterns. The Spanish intonation reader read with 

Spanish pronunciation and intonation patterns, but without "classic" 

Spanish-English phonemic confusions. 

After the instruments were developed or selected and both the 

reading passage and oral readers were chosen, the preservice elementary 

teachers in the study were randomly assigned to one of the three tape-

recorded oral reading conditions. The two comparison populations were 

assigned to the condition involving the target reader. 

The data for the study were analyzed using appropriate statis

tical tests and the reliability of instruments was computed. For the 

study, overall mean scores for the rating instruments were tested for 

significance using the one-way ANOVA procedure and appropriate post hoc 

procedures. Evidence gathered in this study raised serious questions 

about the applicability of the language attitude instrument used and 

this should be kept in mind when accepting these following conclusions: 

1. The knowledge base of preservice elementary teachers related to 

specific Mexican American linguistic features is similar to 
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that of some experienced teachers, but different from those who 

are predominantly bilingual speakers. 

2. Attitudes of preservice elementary teachers in some cases may 

be stereotypical in nature as they relate to the language fea

tures exhibited by children in an oral reading task. 

3. Preservice elementary teachers differ in their attitudes toward 

children due to ethnic language features exhibited during oral 

reading. 

4. Preservice elementary teachers' attitudes toward and knowledge 

of specific oral reading behaviors are not influenced by the 

language features exhibited by children during oral reading 

tasks. 

The comparison of responses of preservice elementary teachers 

and those of experienced teachers groups resulted in the following 

additional conclusion: 

Preservice elementary teachers and experienced teachers do not 

differ in their ratings of Mexican American children's oral 

reading behavior. 

The major implication of this study is that caution should be 

exercised in the interpretation of research based on language attitude 

measures because of their questionable validity. 



CHAPTER 1 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction and Background 

The field of reading has long discussed the relationship between 

success of the child in learning to read, and the teacher's expectation 

for that success to occur (Betts, 1946). Throughout the literature, 

examples can be identified that illustrate how teacher expectation in 

general affects children from different backgrounds (Zintz, 1975). This 

is one of the factors involved in an increasingly larger concern for the 

success of minority children in the educational system. 

After a long period of neglect, the Hispanic minority child has 

been getting more and more attention. A recent issue of Time (Russell 

and Satterwhite, 1978) magazine has brought to the attention of the pub

lic the fact that the Hispanic population represents the fastest growing 

minority group in this country with a growth rate of 14.3% over the past 

five year span of 1973-1978. The national news magazine states that the 

1980's will be the decade of the Latino, just as the 1960's are viewed 

as the decade of the Black Americans. In fact, it is projected that 

sometime in the next decade Hispanics may outnumber Blacks, to become 

the largest ethnic minority population in the country. Time cites re

cent U.S. census figures as high as 19.4 million Hispanics, including 

Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Central and South Americans, 
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Dominicans, and Spaniards. In the same issue of Time, it is pointed out 

that Hispanics are an undereducated group with only 40% having completed 

high school compared to 46% for Blacks and 67% for Anglo Americans. 

An even more recent issue of Newsweek (Williams, 1979) focused 

on Mexican Americans or "Chicanos," as they are known. Newsweek's cen

sus figures indicate that Mexican Americans presently number 7.2 million 

people and represent the largest and fastest growing Hispanic group with 

a 60% increase in the last eight years 1970-1978. This population is 

characterized as young and urban with 80% living in urban settings. 

As a group, Mexican Americans are numerous and their population 

is concentrated in the five southwestern states of California, Arizona, 

Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. Mexican Americans comprise the domi

nant group within the largest bilingual speaking group, the Hispanics, 

making the United States one of the largest Spanish speaking countries 

in the world. In addition, Mexican Americans are underschooled when 

compared to other ethnic groups in the nation. Such demographic data 

underscore the urgency and uniqueness of the special educational needs 

of the Mexican American. 

The attention of the educational institution on the Mexican 

American student has also been affected by a wide variety of government 

actions: regulatory, legal, and legislative. 

An example of regulatory action is the directive known as the 

May 25th Memorandum (Pottinger, 1970) which was issued from the U.S. 

Office of Civil Rights addressed to school districts with more than 

five percent national origin-minority group children. It cited 
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Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in clarifying Department of 

Health, Education and Welfare policy on the responsibilities of school 

districts to provide equal educational opportunity to minority children 

deficient in English language skills. This directive enumerated several 

concerns, one of which was: 

1. Where inability to speak and understand the English lan
guage excludes national origin-minority children from 
effective participation in the educational program 
offered by a school district, the district must take 
affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency in 
order to open its instructional program to these 
children (Pottinger, 1970, p. 1). 

Legal action which focused the attention of the educational in

stitution on the Mexican American student was the U.S. Supreme Court 

decision in the case of Lau vs. Nichols (1973) . The basis for the deci

sion was violation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and regulations of 

the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The highest court re

versed a lower court decision in finding that the San Francisco school 

district involved in the litigation had failed to provide appropriate 

English language instruction to students of Chinese ancestry who did 

not speak English. This, the court believed, denied these students a 

meaningful opportunity to participate in the public educational program. 

"Lau centers" were established by the Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare to help school districts across the nation develop remedies 

that would benefit those students who were not proficient in English. 

Bilingual education became one of those remedies often used to comply 

with the Lau decision. Equal educational opportunities for Mexican 
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American children became a prominent issue that attracted more and more 

attention. 

These regulatory and legal actions helped to promote and main

tain the Bilingual Education Act of the Elementary and Secondary Educa

tion Act Title VII, an example of legislation intended to help Mexican 

American children learn better English skills. 

However, in spite of all these supportive actions, many Mexican 

American children are still not being reached by appropriate educational 

programs. They are finding the educational system largely insensitive 

to their needs (Carter and Segura, 1979), and they are not succeeding 

in school programs. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1971) reported 

that Mexican American children, in general, failed to reach the level of 

proficiency in reading achievement generally acquired by other groups. 

Carter and Segura (1979) reinforced this conclusion, citing further 

data concerning reading achievement. 

It can be generally stated that Mexican Americans are a large, 

fast growing, and poorly educated ethnic minority population that often 

achieves a low level proficiency in reading. Therefore, it is essential 

that attempts be made to seek out and identify potentially contributory 

factors related to low achievement in reading in order to reverse this 

disturbing relationship. 

Researchers have examined some of these factors which seemed to 

be related to this low achievement in reading. They included factors 

such as teachers' reaction to oral reading of students, teachers' 

stereotypical attitudes of children's speech and teachers' knowledge 

of language differences among children. 
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Austin and Morrison (1963) stated that oral reading employed 

judiciously may provide a means for diagnosis and evaluation of reading 

ability in school settings. In surveying teacher practices, these re

searchers found that this was in fact a common use of oral reading, and 

that further, the correction most often made in oral reading was on-the-

spot correction for mispronunciation. This correction practice could 

have a significant effect on the Mexican American child learning to 

read English through oral reading. Carter and Segura (1979) and the 

U.S. Civil Rights Commission (1971) both found that this type of teach

er behavior and subsequent student performance were often related in a 

negative way for the Mexican American child. 

To further clarify the relationship between teacher correction 

of student pronunciation patterns, it is necessary to discuss several 

studies dealing with the influence of spoken language in oral reading 

situations on the listener's attitudes toward the reader-speaker. 

Lambert et al. (1960, p. 44) hypothesized that reactions of the listener 

"to a spoken language should be similar to those prompted by interaction 

with individuals who are perceived as members of the group that uses it, 

but because the use of the language is one aspect of behavior common to 

a variety of individuals, hearing the language is likely to arouse main

ly generalized or stereotyped characteristics of the group." Supporting 

this hypothesis, Fredrick Williams (1970a) indicated that teachers used 

speech stereotypes more than perceptions of the child's speech as the 

basis for evaluation. Another study dealing with spoken language, and 

more specifically with oral reading, was conducted by Walter Lamberg 
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(1979). He concluded that preservice teachers were not knowledgeable of 

the language differences of Mexican American children reading orally in 

English. 

From these research findings emerges a concern about the cri

teria that teachers use for the evaluation of the oral reading behavior 

of Mexican American children. Do teachers make decisions about chil

dren's performance in oral reading situations from a well-defined 

knowledge base of oral reading behavior and language features differ

ences, or do they make those decisions from an attitude base resulting 

from stereotyped conceptions about the child's oral language? Further

more, if it is from an attitude base, have these attitudes been influ

enced by knowledge related to the general language features of the 

child or from a lack of such knowledge? 

Statement of the Problem 

A study was planned whose purpose was to determine the degree 

of sensitivity of preservice elementary teachers to the language differ

ences of Mexican American children in an oral reading task. 

More specifically, this study sought answers to the following 

questions: 

1. What is the nature and extent of the knowledge base of pre

service elementary teachers related to the specific linguistic 

features exhibited by a Mexican American child reading orally 

in English? 
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2. Are attitudes of preservice elementary teachers stereotypical in 

nature as they relate to the language features exhibited by 

children in an oral reading task? 

3. Do preservice elementary teachers differ in their attitudes 

toward children due to language features exhibited during an 

oral reading task? 

4. Are teacher attitudes toward and knowledge of specific oral 

reading behavior influenced by the language features exhibited 

by children during oral reading tasks? 

In order to further interpret the sensitivity of preservice 

elementary teachers toward children whose oral reading behavior exhib

its typical Mexican American speech characteristics, some additional 

questions were posed: 

1. Regarding their knowledge base related to specific linguistic 

features exhibited by a Mexican American child reading orally 

in English, do preservice elementary teachers differ from ESEA 

Title I Reading/Language Resource teachers, and from classroom 

teachers working in schools which have a dominant Mexican 

American population? 

2. Regarding stereotypical attitudes related to the language 

features exhibited by a Mexican American child in an oral 

reading task, do preservice elementary teachers differ from 

ESEA Title I Reading/Language Resource teachers, and from 

classroom teachers working in schools which have a dominant 

Mexican American population? 



3. Regarding their attitudes about children due to language fea

tures exhibited during an oral reading task, do preservice 

elementary teachers differ from ESEA Title I Reading/Language 

Resource teachers, and from classroom teachers working in 

schools which have a dominant Mexican American population? 

4. Regarding their attitudes toward and knowledge of specific oral 

reading behavior as influenced by the linguistic features ex

hibited by children during oral reading tasks, do preservice 

elementary teachers differ from ESEA Title I Reading/Language 

Resource teachers, and from classroom teachers working in 

schools which have a dominant Mexican American population? 

Justification of the Study 

The study was built on past research related to knowledge of 

and attitude toward language differences and oral reading behavior in 

order to better define these areas as they relate to the Mexican 

American child. This past research included prominent reviews of the 

research, as well as studies about language attitudes, language differ

ences, and oral reading behavior. 

As an overview, it is appropriate to look at several prominent 

reviews of the research concerning these areas. Ford (1974), in a 

review of selected research, cited studies of both teachers and pre

service teachers who rated children negatively in personality and ex

pectations for student achievement. Such ratings were based on tape 

recordings of children's speech which exhibited nonstandard features. 
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A historical review of teacher language attitudes over the last 

50 years (Moses, Daniels, and Gundlach, 1976) revealed that such atti

tudes have an enormous and critical effect on the classroom's socio-

linguistic environment. This is particularly true in the area of 

language differences, such as bilingualism and bidialectalism. 

Shuy (1977) and Horvath (1977) concurred with the earlier re

views concerning teachers' negative attitudes toward language differ

ences. According to Shuy, such findings may be useful in planning a 

language learning curriculum. 

These reviews included several individual studies that are 

worthy of separate notice because they are frequently noted in other 

related literature. 

Lambert et al. (1960) formulated the "stereotype hypothesis" 

by proposing that a person's evaluational reaction to speech (oral 

reading) is a stereotype of his attitudes toward the user of that 

speech. Williams (1970a) found that teachers used speech stereotypes 

more than perception of the children's speech as the basis for evalua

tion. In Williams' study, an instrument was used to record teachers' 

reactions to tapes of children's speech, and Williams speculated that 

teachers base much of their instructional behavior toward children on 

the stereotypes. Further work of both of these researchers has been 

quite extensive in this area and has continued to support these early 

findings. 

Numerous studies have been conducted that explore some of the 

general notions about so-called nonstandard speech. Many of these 
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studies involve Black children speaking Black English dialect. Labov 

(1969) concluded that teachers should possess information about the dia

lect patterns of Negro children in order to make a more correct analysis 

of oral reading errors. In supporting the above position, Baratz (1969) 

found that negative teacher attitudes toward Black children and their 

language led directly to reading difficulty and subsequent school fail

ure. Lamberg and McCaleb (1977) studied the identification of Black dia

lect features by preservice teachers and found that inaccurate identifi

cation was due to the subjects' inability to hear or perceive such 

features. This further evidence highlights the concern about the impor

tance of language in education. Attitudes of teachers toward language 

seem to affect their evaluation of the students with whom they work. 

An additional body of literature has explored similar language 

issues regarding Mexican American children. Williams (1973) reported 

that teachers tended to employ stereotyped sets of attitudes as anchor 

points in evaluating samples of students' speech. Carter (1976) found 

that the relationship between teacher ratings of Mexican American chil

dren and children's accented speech patterns is positively correlated. 

Perhaps the studies of Lamberg (1979) have been the most con

clusive research so far reported in this area. Lamberg analyzed the 

ability of preservice teachers to assess tape-recorded oral reading 

behavior of Mexican American children exhibiting specific language 

differences. Specifically, Laniberg's findings and recommendations were: 

that preservice teachers were not sensitive to the language differences 

of Mexican American children; that special training is desirable to 



provide the knowledge needed for the recognition of the Spanish language 

features; and that the special training should include both a written 

and an auditory module taught in the context of a practicum to instruct 

teachers in the use of the informal reading inventory. Further, Lamberg 

suggested that the next step in the sequence of language attitude stud

ies is to explore whether objectivity and accuracy of assessment by pre-

service teachers is adversely affected by negative attitudes toward 

language differences. 

These reviews of the research strongly support the idea that 

positive teacher attitudes concerning language differences among chil

dren lead to favorable learning consequences. 

This study examined the sensitivity of preservice elementary 

teachers toward language differences among children and whether this 

sensitivity had any effects on the accuracy of assessment of oral read

ing behavior conducted by these teachers. 

Assumptions Underlying the Study 

1. The rating instruments used were valid measures of their 

construct. 

2. Attitude measurements of preservice elementary teachers can 

be generalized to other similar populations. 

3. Populations sampled indicate actual representative attitudes 

on the rating instruments. 

4. Passages selected were representative of elementary grade 

reading material in their content, language and interest level. 



12 

5. Speech of the Mexican American reader reflected actual Mexican 

American speech. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. Only preservice elementary teachers attending one university 

were sampled. 

2. The rating instruments measured only a portion of what could 

be interpreted as sensitivity toward language differences. 

3. Only preservice elementary teachers who had not participated 

in a student teaching experience were sampled. 

4. Only one sample of oral reading behavior was used. 

Definition of Terms 

To clarify their meanings as used in this study, the following 

terms are defined: 

1. Traditionally defined reading errors—deviations from the 

written text which occur during oral reading at sight and 

which can be classified as follows. 

a. Substitution—any word mispronounced, regardless of its 

phonological similarity or dissimilarity to the stimulus 

word, which is intended to represent a specific stimulus 

word in the text (Thomas, 1974). "Classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions are exceptions to this 

definition. 

b. Insertion-—any word read into the printed text that was 

not originally part of it (Hays, 1972). 
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c. Omission—any word omitted from the printed text during 

the oral reading by the subject (Hays, 1972). 

d. Word given by examiner—any word which the subject hesitated 

over for a period of five seconds and which was given to the 

subject by the examiner (Hays, 1972). 

"Classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusion—any regularly 

anticipated deviation from text which results directly from 

phonemic interference between Spanish and English. 

Independent oral reading level—that level at which the reader 

correctly identifies 99% of the words in the text (Johnson and 

Kress, 1965). 

Instructional oral reading level—that level at which the reader 

correctly identifies between 93% and 98% of the words in the 

text. 

Frustration oral reading level—that level at which the reader 

correctly identifies less than 93% of the words in the text. 

Language differences—those differences that occur between 

dialects of the same language that are often categorized as 

phonological, grammatical, lexical and syntactical. The dif

ferences can be influenced by knowledge of a second language. 

Language attitude—that attitude that may result from a listen

er hearing someone's spoken language. 

Linguistic features—those features considered to be phonologi

cal in nature. 

Language features—those features of language which could be 

phonological, grammatical, lexical and/or syntactical in nature. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

For the last 20 years, the nature of language attitudes has been 

defined by an ever increasing pool of research. Many of these studies 

have investigated the attitudes of either preservice or inservice 

teachers toward language differences in children's oral speech. In 

addition, the influence of teachers' linguistic attitudes related to the 

teaching of reading to children has been discussed. It is the purpose 

of this chapter to review (1) studies dealing with language attitudes 

toward children from different language backgrounds and (2) literature 

related to attitudinal and other influences on the teaching of reading. 

Research Dealing with 
Language Attitudes toward Children 
from Different Language Backgrounds 

Canadian Studies 

The influential work of Wallace E. Lambert and his colleagues 

(1960) in Montreal, Canada analyzed the reactions of listeners to French 

and English speakers to determine the significance of spoken language. 

An English-speaking sample of 64 students, with both sexes about equally 

represented, and another sample of 66 French-speaking male students were 

asked to listen to recordings of four bilingual speakers. Each speaker 

read both French and English versions of a two and one-half minute prose 

14 
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selection of a philosophical nature in a matched guise design. These 

eight recordings of errorless, fluent reading were combined with two 

additional filler voice recordings for the experiment. The ten record

ings were presented to the subjects in an alternating French-English 

order, starting with the two filler speakers and allowing for a maximum 

interval between successive presentations of the French and English 

guises of any specific speaker. 

While the recordings were playing, and during the 90-second 

interval between speakers, the subjects rated each speaker on 14 traits 

using a six-point scale. The traits included: height, good looks, 

leadership, sense of humor, intelligence, religion, self-confidence, 

dependability, entertainingness, kindness, ambition, sociability, 

character, and general ability. The results of this rating procedure 

were that French-speaking subjects evaluated the English-speaking re

cordings more favorably than the French recordings and that the English-

speaking subjects also rated the English recordings more favorably. 

These results were interpreted to mean that the subjects were using 

stereotyped attitudes toward the speakers in order to arrive at their 

ratings. Thus was generated the stereotype hypothesis: 

Spoken language is an identifying feature of members of a 
national or cultural group and any listener's attitude toward 
members of a particular group should generalize to the lan
guage they use. From this viewpoint, evaluational reactions 
to a spoken language should be similar to those prompted by 
interaction with individuals who are perceived as members of 
the group that uses it, but because the use of the language 
is one aspect of behavior common to a variety of individuals, 
hearing the language is likely to arouse mainly generalized 
or stereotyped characteristics of the group (Lambert et al., 

1960, p. 50). 
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Much of the subsequent language attitude research used this particular 

hypothesis as part of the rationale for data interpretation. 

Anisfeld, Bogo, and Lambert (1962) extended attitudinal research 

to another cultural group distinguished by its style of speech and asso

ciated with many stereotyped characteristics. A sample including 114 

gentile subjects and 64 Jewish subjects was asked to listen to record

ings of four bidialectal speakers reading both flawless English and 

Jewish accented English versions of a philosophical passage in a matched 

guise design. These eight recordings, along with two practice voices 

reading in unaccented English, were rated by the subjects on 14 traits 

using a similar procedure to Lambert et al. (1960). Results indicated 

that the gentile listeners rated less favorably a speaker using Jewish 

accented English and the Jewish subjects varied in their evaluations of 

persons with Jewish accents. Gentiles did not rate any of the accented 

guises more favorably than the unaccented guises. Both groups rated 

the accented guises less favorably on such traits as height, good looks, 

and leadership. Jewish subjects rated the accented guises more favor

ably than the unaccented guises for sense of humor, kindness, and 

entertainingness. These findings were said to be related to stereo

types held by listeners toward the speakers' cultural groups. 

Seligman, Tucker, and Lambert (1972) examined the cues which 

teachers use to form attitudes toward students. Photographs, drawings, 

compositions, and speech samples of oral reading taken from third grade 

boys were used as the cues. The sample population was made up of 19 

upper year, female education students who had participated in student 



teaching and who were completing their work at a teacher's college in 

Canada. These subjects were asked to rate the cues of eight hypotheti

cal third grade boys who were composited from a population of 36 boys 

from classes in upper and working class area schools. Compositions, 

drawings, photographs, and speech samples from oral reading of the 36 

boys were rated on a seven-point semantic differential scale by pre-

service teachers to determine the quality of the cues. Then, four very 

poor and four very good cue samples were selected based on these 

ratings, and these cue samples were randomly mixed to create the eight 

hypothetical boys. After the subjects were shown the child's photo

graph, the speech sample of oral reading, the drawing, and the composi

tion, they were asked to rate the child on scales similar to those used 

initially to select the cue samples. Each subject rated the eight chil

dren according to this procedure. The analysis of the scores revealed 

that even when combined with other cues, speech style of reading was an 

important cue to teachers in their evaluations of students. Good com

positions, good drawings, and good photographs were also important. 

Results suggested that subjects considered speech style of reading when 

judging students' intelligence and both speech style of reading and 

photographs when rating student capacity. According to the researchers, 

these findings were of great social importance because subjects judged 

students according to information such as voice and physical appear

ance, contrary to the underlying assumption of the study, which was 

that teachers would not hold biased stereotypes and attitudes toward 

their students. 
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In summary, these Canadian studies resulted in the formulation 

and testing of the stereotype hypothesis with several different, iden

tifiable cultural-linguistic groups- The findings are supportive of 

the stated hypothesis. 

American Studies: Black English 

In his Language and Poverty: Perspectives on a Theme, Fredrick 

Williams (1970a, p. 381) stated as a unifying thesis for linking 

speech, attitudes, and social structure the following: 

That our speech, by offering a rich variety of social and 
ethnic correlates, each of which has attitudinal correlates 
in our own and in our listeners' behaviors, is one means 
by which we remind ourselves and others of social and 
ethnic boundaries, and is thus a part of the process of 
social maintenance (or change). 

Much of the research investigating language and attitudes during the 

1970's was carried out by Williams to explore the parameters of this 

guiding thesis. 

A 1970b Williams study investigated the types of judgments 

teachers make about speech and language and how these judgments relate 

to ratings of a child's social status. Tapes of 40 fifth and sixth 

grade children were obtained by randomly selecting pairs of Black and 

Anglo children from the taped samples of the Detroit Dialect Study 

(Shuy, 1968), matched by sex and socioeconomic index from low to 

middle-high socioeconomic ranges. This resulted in 20 children being 

assigned to a subsample for higher status and 20 to a lower status sub-

sample. These were further balanced for ethnicity and sex. Each child 

was represented by two tapes discussing either TV or games. 
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The subjects were 33 primary school teachers from schools in 

inner-city Chicago who were attending a summer institute in speech and 

language. Based on a Latin-square type design, the teachers were 

divided into five subgroups of listeners and each subgroup was assigned 

16 tapes which represented all combinations of two levels of status, 

sex, race, and topic. The subjects were asked to rate each of the 

tapes using a seven-point scale on 22 semantic differential items. In 

addition to this judgmental information, a wide variety of character-: 

istics had been identified and quantified for each tape (e.g., silent 

pauses, filled pauses, word total, sentence length, etc.) to relate to 

the rating instruments. 

The findings of this study suggest that a judgmental model in

corporating two rather independent factors was being used by the 

teacher-raters. Factor I of the model, called confidence-eagerness, 

seemed to relate to the child's fluency, lack of hesitation and tendency 

to participate actively in the interviews. Factor II, labeled 

ethnicity-nonstandardness, seemed to relate to the degree of English 

nonstandardization found in the child's speech. The ratings of a 

child's social status were accounted for by the two factor model because 

sounding disadvantaged or nonstandard was associated with the character

istics defined within each factor. Ratings of both status and the 

judgmental factors could be reliably predicted based on the kinds of 

selected features of speech and language found on the tapes such as 

silent pauses, main verb construction, and articulation of selected 

phonemes. 
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The results of this study would have been more meaningful if 

the population sample had been larger, if reliability data had been 

reported, if there could have been some control on the varying quality 

of speech reflected for each individual tape used in addition to the 

control for sex, ethnicity, and economic status of the children, and 

if the seven-point scale for the 22 semantic differentials had had a 

point that would have allowed for judgments of irrelevancy of items 

based on the treatment and removed their judgmental value from the 

analysis of the data. This point has been designated as "not relevant" 

in another study (Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman, 1970a). 

Rita Naremore (1971) conducted an investigation to determine to 

/ 

what extent teachers could be grouped based on their attitudinal re

sponses and, additionally, to what extent they can be contrasted-and 

compared for teacher, child, rating scale, and selected speech sample 

characteristics. The sample was made up of 33 primary school teachers 

from inner-city schools in Chicago who were attending a summer institute 

in speech and language. Twelve of these subjects were Blacks. The 

design of the study and the treatment the subjects received followed 

the same steps as the Williams (1970a) study. The major apparent dif

ference was that the rating instrument used here had 12 scales (six for 

Factor I and six for Factor II) rather than 22. Findings indicated that 

teachers could be grouped on the basis of their rating behavior using 

a factor analytic procedure. The only differentiating teacher charac

teristic was teacher race. Teachers differed in the kinds and accu

racies of judgments of different kinds of children and different 



semantic differential scales. Speech sample characteristics seemed to 

relate to teachers' subjective ratings roughly along lines of race. A 

further implication of the research was that teachers form certain 

types of attitudinal responses to children on the basis of listening 

to tape recordings of the children's speech. 

The same criticisms that were offered about the Williams 

(1970a) study also apply to this study. Additionally, Factor II 

ethnicity-nonstandardness was made up of six items, including three 

that appeared to differ in what they were measuring from the other 

three items within that factor (i.e., judgmental vs. observational). 

The three judgmental items included the following: 

THE MEANING OF THE MESSAGE IS—very unclear/very clear 

THE CHILD'S FAMILY IS PROBABLY—low-social-status/high-

social-status 

THE CHILD'S SPEECH INDICATES—a poor educational background/ 

a good educational background. 

The three observational items included the following: 

PRONUNCIATION IS—nonstandard/standard 

THE CHILD SOUNDS—White-like/Negro-like 

THE LANGUAGE SHOWS A—standard American style/marked Ethnic style. 

The first three items seem to differ from the second three items based 

on what the rater must use to complete the scale, a judgment vs. an 

observation. 
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Roger Shuy and Fredrick Williams (1973) provided a statistical 

analysis of subjective judgment data from an earlier study (Shuy, 

Baratz, and Wolfram, 1969). The purposes of these analyses were to 

determine the dimensions of judgments used by the respondents in rating 

five types of speech and to determine the degree to which the judgments 

varied according to the respondents' ethnicity, social status, age, and 

sex. The 640 respondents represented different elementary, high school, 

and adult groups in Detroit. These respondents rated Detroit speech, 

White Southern speech, British speech. Black speech, and Standard speech 

on a 12 item semantic differential rating instrument. 

Four dimensions of judgment were identified, labeled value, 

complexity, potency, and activity. Reliable contrasts were obtained 

among the ratings of the five speech types in the direction of rating 

Detroit speech and Standard speech in a similar manner; rating British 

speech more positively on all dimensions than Black speech, and rating 

Black speech more positively than Southern speech. Other significant 

interactions were reported across ethnicity, social status, age, but not 

sex for the respondents as they rated the five speech styles. 

The generalizability of these results to other teacher popula

tions might not be appropriate, but the findings are still interesting 

because of the variables that were compared and because these variables 

pertained to the population sample rather than the treatment population. 

The researchers interpreted the two sets of judgmental dimensions (Two 

Factor vs. Four Factor) as not necessarily in conflict, but rather 

representative of different levels of a person's reaction to speech. 
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Orlando Taylor (1973) assessed the attitudes of teachers toward 

language differences through the development and administration of the 

Language Attitude Scale. This Likert-type rating instrument was made 

up of 25 items classified within four categories. These dealt with 

issues related to Black English, such as its structure and inherent use

fulness, the consequence of its use and acceptance in the educational 

setting, philosophies about its use and acceptance, and the cognitive, 

intellectual abilities of its speakers. A sample of 422 teachers was 

selected using a national sampling procedure that attempted to reflect 

the geographical, sex, racial, and cultural characteristics of those 

areas sampled. The results of this survey indicated that teacher atti

tudes related to the various categories varied from category to cate

gory. The topic that teachers found most objectionable was the 

linguistic structure of nonstandard and Black English dialects. An

other finding was that teachers with three to five years of teaching 

experience were more positive in their attitudes than either new or 

more experienced teachers. Also, it seemed that teachers from schools 

with many Black students were more positive in their attitudes than 

teachers from predominantly Anglo schools. No geographic nor sex 

differences were found for any category. 

In summary, these American studies dealing with language atti

tudes toward Black English found that teachers reacted differently and 

generally less favorably to the use of this dialect as opposed to the 

use of more standard, less ethnic sounding varieties of English. These 

findings also seemed to be influenced by the social status of the 

speaker and the race of the teacher. 



American Studies: Mexican Americans, 
Blacks, and Anglos 

In reviewing the literature related to accented speech of 

Mexican Americans, Ellen B. Ryan (1973) found that the vast majority 

of bilingual and monolingual Mexican Americans in the southwest speak 

English with an unmistakable influence from Spanish phonology. The 

resulting accented speech on the part of students could reduce chances 

for educational and occupational success if it fosters a prejudicial 

attitude in the listener toward the speaker. For Anglo and Black 

listeners, this Mexican American accented speech served as a social 

marker. 

Ellen B. Ryan and Miguel A. Carranza (1976-77) updated the re

view of literature done by Ryan (1973) and added that even a minimum 

amount of nonstandardness in speech of a Mexican American was suffi

cient to elicit stereotyping of the speaker by listeners. 

Ruth Barrera Carter (1976) conducted a study to determine 

teachers' attitudes toward Mexican American accented speech. The sam

ple was made up of 100 elementary teachers from four different schools. 

The sample included 52 Anglos and 48 Mexican Americans who were asked 

to react on a 20 item semantic differential instrument to each of nine 

tape-recorded speech samples that were judged by a panel to vary in the 

degree of accentedness of their English speech. The speakers were 

third and fourth grade Mexican American children from low socioeconomic 

families who were native Spanish speakers, bilingual, and successful 

students. The findings of this investigation showed that teachers 

rated minimally accented, moderately accented, and highly accented 



speech of the nine children differently. The more accent exhibited in 

the free and spontaneous speech, the less favorable the rating. Mexican 

American teachers rated all nine speech samples significantly more 

favorably than did the Anglo teachers. Overall, it was shown that 

accent in a Mexican American's speech tended to evoke prejudicial atti

tudes for all the children. 

In a study by Fredrick Williams, Jack Whitehead, and Jane 

Traupman (1970a), the researchers wanted to establish the degree to 

which teachers' ratings of videotape samples of children's speech would 

be related to the ratings of speech these teachers might anticipate 

from children of certain ethnic and social status groups. The sample 

in this study consisted of 15 teachers and prospective teachers enrolled 

in upper division and graduate summer courses. One week prior to the 

videotape presentations, the subjects were asked to respond on the two 

factor judgmental model attitude instrument (the Williams Instrument) 

to six brief written descriptions for the ethnic and status groups of 

children represented in the videotapes. One week later the videotapes 

were presented to the subjects representative of six ethno-status groups 

(Black middle to low, Mexican American middle to low, and Anglo middle 

to low) and they were rated on the Williams Instrument. 

Results indicated that across all three ethnic groups, status 

differentiations were significant and were in the anticipated direction. 

There were no differences between the pre- and post-ratings of the chil

dren. For the Mexican American child the status groups were signifi

cantly different from one another and in the anticipated direction. 



For this group there were differences between the videotape and the 

pre-rating of the Mexican American child. For the middle status 

Mexican American, the videotape was rated lower than the pre-rating for 

confidence-eagerness (Factor I). For the lower status Mexican American, 

the videotape was rated as less ethnic-nonstandard (Factor II) than the 

pre-rating. No reliability data were presented and the "not relevant" 

option to the rating scale was not available to raters. 

Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970b) reported another study 

conducted for the purpose of determining if the two factor Williams 

model (confidence-eagerness and ethnicity-nonstandardness) would result 

when subjects were provided speech samples in presentation modes of 

audio, visual, and audiovisual, and secondarily, whether the two factors 

were useful in the differentiation of ethnic and social status. A sam

ple of 102 undergraduate female students enrolled in a speech class for 

prospective teachers was presented a set of two minute interviews of 

six 11 to 12 year old boys representing six ethno-status groups (Black 

middle to lower, Mexican American middle to lower, and Anglo middle to 

lower). The subjects rated the interviews using a 59 item semantic 

differential rating instrument. Some subjects responded to each of the 

audio, visual, and audiovisual modes. 

Results of this study indicated that the two factors of the 

Williams Instrument were apparent for the three modes of presentations. 

It also appeared that a status and an ethnic differentiation were re

vealed, but they were considered slight. Factor II (ethnicity-

nonstandardness) did not differentiate status when the child was seen, 
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but not heard. Factor II reflected the speech of the child and there

fore did not show significance for the visual mode. For the auditory 

mode, Blacks were rated lowest, Mexican Americans second lowest, and 

Anglos highest for Factor II (ethnicity-nonstandardness). Reliability 

information was reported (Factor I = .821, Factor II = .797). A "not 

relevant" option was available for those subjects who felt that the 

stimulus was not relevant to the scale. When this option was taken, 

the results were treated as missing data for purposes of analysis and 

therefore the subject's mean score for the other items for that factor 

was used as the score for such items. This practice would seem to be 

contrary to the subject's intentions in selecting this response option. 

According to the researchers, the use of this scale rejection option 

was not very significant except for the ratings of ethnicity-

nonstandardness in the visual mode. 

Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970c) conducted yet another 

study to test the idea that a teacher's ethnic stereotyping may bias 

perceptions of a child's speech. A total of 44 undergraduate education 

majors constituted the sample., These subjects each viewed three 90-

second segments of videotape showing fifth and sixth grade boys from 

three ethnic groups (Blacks, Mexican Americans, and Anglos). These 

videotapes were produced in such a manner that it was possible to sub

stitute the speech of one child for another. Each subject viewed an 

Anglo speaking standard English, a Black or Mexican American speaking 

the standard English of an Anglo child, and a Black or Mexican American 

speaking in his own dialect. The subjects used the Williams Instrument 

to rate the videotapes. 
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The findings indicated that visual cues of ethnicity did bias 

teachers1 evaluations of the same standard English language samples. 

The Mexican American child was rated as less confident and eager 

(Factor I) than either Black or Anglo children. Both Mexican American 

and Black children were rated more ethnic-nonstandard (Factor II) than 

the Anglo child. The "not relevant" option was not included in this 

instrument. 

A study by Fredrick Williams, Jack L. Whitehead, and Leslie 

Miller (1972) was influenced by the issues raised by Rosenthal and 

Jacobson (1968) in Pygmalion in the Classroom. It was designed to 

answer these questions: 

1. Are dialect attitudes associated with expectations of pupil 

performance in particular subject matter areas? 

2. Using the Williams Instrument (Two factor model) how would 

judgments vary as a function of teacher experience and 

ethnicity? 

3. To what degree might a teacher tend to report attitudinal 

stereotypes in evaluating a child from a particular ethnic 

group, rather than carefully evaluating the significance of 

what is presented in an assignment? 

A sample of 175 elementary classroom teachers from the central Texas 

area were stratified for ethnicity and experience level. These sub

jects were asked to assess 24 videotaped interviews with fifth and 

sixth grade boys selected as characteristic of the speech typically 

associated dialectally with children of six ethno-status groups 
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(Black middle to lower, Mexican American middle to lower, Anglo middle 

to lower). Four children made up each group and the length of the lan

guage sample was two minutes. The subjects used the Williams Instrument 

to rate the tapes, and additionally, they assigned each child a class 

level rating code in nine different subject matter areas. 

The general results of this study provided the following 

answers to the questions posed: 

1. Language attitudes of teachers tend to bias their expectations 

of pupil performance in subject matter areas, particularly 

those directly within the language arts. 

2. Teacher experience did not appear to interact with the two 

factors of the Williams Instrument, although teacher ethnicity 

and pupil ethnicity did. Black teachers generally rated 

minority children less ethnic-nonstandard (Factor II) than 

Anglo teachers. 

3. Teachers' stereotypical language ratings appeared only for 

Factor II (ethnic-nonstandard). 

Findings specifically concerning Mexican Americans showed them as rated 

less confident and eager (Factor I) than either Blacks or Anglos and 

more ethnic-nonstandard (Factor II) than the Anglo children. 

This study reported no reliability data and the Williams In

strument did not have a "not relevant" option. Also, the language 

samples were controlled for length, ethnicity, social status, and 

dialect characteristics for the various ethno-status groups. This seems 

to indicate that the researchers might have applied stereotyping 



characteristics to the criteria used to select the videotapes. In 

addition, Factor II seemed to be composed of two different kinds of 

items, one observational and the other judgmental, which could affect 

the results obtained for this factor. The ratings for Factor I might 

be explained by the interview procedure by which a young Anglo female 

teacher conducted the interviews, and may have inhibited the language 

samples of the ethnic minority children. 

Leslie M. Miller (1972) conducted a study that focused on 

Mexican American children's speech and the evaluation reactions by 

teachers toward that speech. Miller tried to find answers to these 

questions: 

1. What differences are there in the stereotyping behavior of 

Mexican American and Anglo teachers regarding Mexican American 

and Anglo children's speech? 

2. Are there any differences in the ratings of children with 

regard to their status and ethnicity? 

The sample in this study was comprised of 18 Mexican American and 18 

Anglo teachers who worked in schools where the ethnic balance was 

equal for Anglo and Mexican American children. The treatment design 

for this study was similar to that used by Williams, Whitehead, and 

Miller (1972), with the addition of pretreatment ratings by the teach

ers of hypothetical Anglo and Mexican American children which were 

compared to the ratings of the videotaped language samples. 

The results of this study provided these answers to the 

research questions: 
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1. Both Anglo and Mexican American teachers held similar stereo

type views of their school populations. Anglo children were 

rated as more confident and less ethnic sounding than the 

Mexican American children by both groups of teachers. Both 

groups also had higher academic expectancies for the Anglo 

child. 

2. Social status appeared to be an important factor for the 

Mexican American child. Differences were found between low 

and middle class children with the middle class ones receiving 

the more favorable rating. 

This study raises many of the same criticisms cited for the Williams, 

Whitehead, and Miller (1972) study because similar procedures were 

utilized. Many of these research results may be accounted for by these 

procedures which, in turn, seem to be designed to produce these find

ings . 

Fredrick Williams and Rita C. Naremore (1974) conducted a study 

to group teachers based on their similarity of language attitude rating 

behavior and to compare these groups in terms of their evaluation of 

labels used for different ethnic groups of children (Black, Mexican 

American, and Anglo), as well as in terms of their ratings of academic 

rating expectations of such children. The sample of the study was made 

up of 130 teachers from central Texas rating videotaped speech samples 

using the Williams Instrument. The data gathered consisted of teachers' 

ratings of the speech samples, teachers' stereotype responses to ethnic 

labels, and teachers' academic expectations for the three ethnic groups 

of children. 
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The results generally corroborate the findings of Naremore 

(1971). There were groups of teachers based on their individual rating 

behaviors and a relationship seemed to exist between this and the 

teachers1 ethnicity and nature of their school populations. Teacher 

biases seemed generally to reflect their biases toward a child's eth

nicity. Finally, their academic expectancies for language arts re

flected some ethnic biases, but not as much as their stereotypical 

ratings for Factors I and II. No reliability data were reported. 

In summary, these American studies dealing with language atti

tudes toward Mexican American speech found that teachers were reacting 

differently and generally less favorably to this speech as opposed to 

more standard, less ethnic sounding varieties of English. These find

ings were also influenced by the amount of accent in the speech, the 

social status of the speaker, and the ethnicity of the teacher. 

Attitude and Other Influences on Reading 

What language and reading authorities have had to say about 

language attitudes and their possible relationships to learning to read 

generally supports the findings of the research conducted in this area. 

Courtney Cazden (1972, p. 154) stated that "The power of atti

tudes to affect language learning is of critical importance for educa

tion. When teachers become language planners, powerful social and 

political values lie behind their decisions and will affect the success 

of their work." 

Diane Lapp and James Flood (1978, p. 13) added that "Language 

refinement and growth are highly dependent on teacher acceptance, and 



it is suggested that teachers accept the language presented by the 

child and through teacher examples provide further learning." 

The values, attitudes, and expectancies of teachers are often 

conveyed to students, who readily sense the teacher's reactions from 

bodily posture, facial expression, tone of voice, and verbal comment, 

according to Albert J. Harris and Edward R. Sipay (1979). They further 

comment that these expectations of teachers influence student placement 

into reading groups and even the kinds of questions that teachers ask. 

Eldon K. Ekwall (1976) stated that negative teacher expecta

tions were a major factor for student reading disabilities. According 

to Ekwall, these negative teacher expectations also contributed to 

negative student attitudes and negative self-concepts. He suggested 

that teachers should be familiar with the research in this area and 

realize the worth of students as humans capable of learning. 

Many of these conflicts are related to inadequate preparation. 

Teachers have to understand and accept dissimilar cultural values of 

the students they teach. This was expressed by Miles V. Zintz (1975) 

and reinforced in a later Zintz (1977) work in a chapter dedicated to 

the teaching of linguistically and culturally different children. 

According to Zintz, teachers must understand the many factors involved 

in cultural as well as linguistic differences of children. 

Supporting Zintz, Daniel R. Hittleman (1978, p. 402) says, 

Teachers when dealing with non-native speakers of English 
should be acutely sensitive to the pupils' cultural and 
linguistic perspective. In dealing with the language of 
non-native speakers, teachers should be aware of the dif
ferences that exist in the way of phonology, lexicon, and 
syntax. Avoid embarrassment for the student by understand
ing the language system of the pupils. 



34 

Black English 

William Labov (1969) found that teachers seemed reluctant to 

believe that there were systematic principles in nonstandard English. 

These teachers preferred to view these deviations as evil caused by 

laziness, sloppiness, and the child's natural disposition to be wrong. 

These teachers felt that nonstandard English was chaotic and shapeless. 

Labov stated that the systematic rules for nonstandard English were 

present, but different. According to Labov, differences in a child's 

phonological rules do not necessarily affect a child's grasp of a text. 

Labov advocated that information about the dialect patterns of Black 

children should be presented to teachers to help them distinguish be

tween mistakes in reading and differences in pronunciation. 

Joan Baratz (1969) stated that the failure of teachers to recog

nize the interference from the child's different linguistic system and 

the consequent negative teacher attitude toward the child and his lan

guage lead directly to reading difficulties and subsequent school 

failure. 

Two recent studies have been conducted relative to the comments 

of Labov (1969) and Baratz (1969) concerning nonstandard English. 

Walter J. Lamberg and J. L. McCaleb (1977) checked the ability of pre-

service teachers to distinguish dialect features of Black students from 

miscues not related to dialect. The coding of these preservice teachers 

was compared to the coding done by an experienced linguistically sensi

tive panel. The findings indicated that these preservice teachers were 

somewhat inaccurate in identifying dialect features because they did 

not hear or perceive them. 
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In the second study, Christopher Ramig and Robert Granger (1978) 

wanted to determine whether the presence of syntactic Black dialect 

features in the speech of oral readers affects the teachers' perceptions 

of the reader's reading ability. This study suggested that teachers may 

confuse oral language features of Black dialect speaking readers with 

their reading ability. 

Mexican American 

Muriel R. Saville and Rudolph C. Troike (1971) discussed some 

of the problems that occur to a person learning a second language. As 

the linguistic habits involved in the perception and production of one 

language become increasingly fixed, it becomes all the more difficult 

to acquire a second without predictable kinds of interference at phono

logical, grammatical, and lexical levels. In addition to this linguis

tic interference, another problem manifests itself. The attitudinal 

factor of the school can affect the learning, motivation, and achieve

ment of the child. The Spanish speaking children might even deny 

knowledge of their first language in school because of the subordinate 

social status of their linguistic and cultural heritage. 

Nancy Modiano (1973) reviewed two major approaches to decoding 

related to the Spanish speaking child. The phonics approach was judged 

unacceptable because many children with foreign language interferences 

are unable to hear the sounds of the second language (English) and may 

not even understand the teacher. The sight vocabulary approach would 

be just as difficult as the phonics approach because the child would 
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not be able to recognize each word through visual configuration and 

attach meaning to it. 

Teachers of children who are learning to read in a second lan

guage also have difficulties. Walter J. Lamberg (1979) reported, in a 

series of studies related to the assessment of oral reading which ex

hibited dialect and language differences, that preservice teachers were 

inconsistent in the assessment of language differences exhibited by 

Mexican American oral readers who made deviations due to language dif

ferences that were not reading miscues or errors. These inconsistencies 

indicated that teachers might neglect skill problems of children or 

might prescribe unnecessary and inappropriate instruction. Lamberg 

recommended special training for teachers to provide knowledge concern

ing Spanish features and additional research to determine whether the 

objectivity and accuracy of assessment by classroom teachers is ad

versely affected by negative attitudes toward language differences of 

children. 

In a series of reports collectively known as The Mexican 

American Education Study, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights reached 

conclusions and cited findings supportive of what has been reported in 

this chapter. In Report 3 entitled The Excluded Student: Educational 

Practices Affecting Mexican Americans in the Southwest (1972), a survey 

of principals in the five southwestern states estimated that nearly 50% 

of Mexican American first graders did not speak English as well as the 

Anglo first graders. In spite of this, they found that curriculum in 

the southwest was designed to meet the needs of middle-class Anglo 



children and the needs of the Chicano were virtually ignored. In 

Report 5 entitled Teachers and Students (1973), it was further found 

that Mexican Americans were usually taught by teachers whose own cul

ture and background were different and whose entire training left them 

ignorant of and insensitive to the educational needs of Mexican American 

students. The result of this predicament was that these teachers dis

played poorer teaching behavior toward these students than toward Anglo 

students. Anglo students got 35% more praise and encouragement, 40% 

more acceptance of their ideas, and 20% more questions than Mexican 

American students. These teacher behaviors have shown the strongest 

and most consistent relationship to student gains in school achievement 

scores. 

In a follow-up to the classic earlier work (Carter, 1970), 

Thomas P. Carter and Roberto D. Segura (1979) concluded that teachers' 

own behavior, as well as their esqpectations of student behavior, appear 

to be determined chiefly by the ethnicity of the students they teach. 

Although an improvement from the first study was noted, it was found 

that in schools with high ethnic enrollments, a pessimistic attitude 

prevailed on the part of teachers and seemed to diminish their efforts. 

Negative teacher attitudes contributed to negative student performance. 

Summary 

The research and literature that deals with language attitudes 

toward children from different language backgrounds has tended to sub

stantiate the "stereotype hypothesis" originally generalized by 
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Lambert and his colleagues (1960). This hypothesis held that a 

speaker's language was likely to arouse on the part of the listener 

stereotyped characteristics of the group (linguistic or ethnic) to 

which the speaker was a member rather than a more specific evaluational 

reaction toward the speech itself. 

This hypothesis was applied to French and English speaking 

Canadians as well as to Blacks and Mexican Americans. Reading educa

tors have stated that the resulting attitudes toward these groups may 

have a negative effect, on the instructional success of the affected 

students. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This descriptive study investigated the sensitivity of preservice 

teachers toward' language differences among children as revealed during 

oral reading behavior. The purpose of this chapter was to describe: 

1. The population 

2. The instrumentation 

3. The procedures 

4. The statistical analysis 

The Population 

The subjects of this study were 67 preservice elementary teachers 

enrolled in three sections of The University of Arizona College of Educa

tion undergraduate introductory reading course during the spring semester 

of 1980. By definition, these preservice teachers had no extensive 

classroom teaching experience. That is, they had not participated in 

student teaching or substitute teaching experiences. For the purpose of 

future discussion, this group will be known as the target population. 

Table 1 provides a description of the population. 

These preservice teachers were selected for study because of 

their potential of remaining in the southwest, once trained and certi

fied, to begin careers as educators. If it is assumed that many of these 

preservice teachers will stay and teach in the southwest, then it can be 

39 



Table 1. Summary—description of the population 

Major Study Populations Comparison Populations 
Classroom 

Target Reader Spanish Intonation Anglo Reader Title I Teacher 
Teacher Population Reader Population Population Population Population 

Characteristics (n=23) (n=22) (n=22) (n=20) (n=16) 

Sex Male 5 1 2 2 1 
Female 18 21 20 18 15 

Ethnicity Anglo 16 19 17 15 6 
Hispanic 5 3 5 4 9 
Other 2 0 0 1 1 

Education Jr. 17 18 18 0 0 
Level Sr. 4 2 4 0 0 

B.A. 1 2 0 4 11 
M.Ed. 1 0 0 16 5 

Student Yes 0 0 0 20 16 
Teaching No 23 22 22 0 0 

Years Average 0 0 0 10 9 
Teaching 

Languages English 18 18 20 16 4 
Spoken Spanish 4 3 2 4 12 

Other 1 1 0 0 0 
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further assumed that students in their respective classes will have a 

variety of language backgrounds. This includes Mexican American children 

who have been exposed to two languages and who retain characteristics of 

both. 

The foregoing appears likely, not only because of the large 

minority population in the southwest, but also because openings for 

teaching positions in the area tend to follow a pattern. Historically 

in the southwest, teacher turnover has been greatest in schools with the 

largest minority populations, comprised mostly of Mexican Americans. 

The openings created by this turnover are customarily filled by budget 

conscious districts hiring inexpensive and inexperienced preservice 

level teachers. 

For these reasons, it is important to look at the professional 

educational training of preservice teachers. Of particular interest is 

the sensitivity toward language differences among children which is 

fostered, reinforced, or ignored. This information about teachers' 

sensitivity toward language may influence future planning for pre

service teacher education programs at colleges of education in the 

southwest. 

The primary concern in this study was the sensitivity of pre

service teachers toward language differences among children, although 

two other separate and distinct educator populations were also needed 

to interpret the sensitivity data of the target population in terms of' 

positive or negative polarity. 

The first interpretive population was comprised of 20 ESEA 

Title I Reading and Language Resource teachers employed by a local 
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school district during the spring semester, 1980. This is a separate 

and distinct group from the target population because these teachers are 

currently employed in a teaching situation where specialized advanced 

graduate level training in reading is desired. Other characteristics of 

the group include varied backgrounds of teaching and experience with 

children who are exposed to more than one language, since typically a 

majority of the children participating in ESEA Title I programs to re

ceive reading instruction are Mexican American children. For the pur

pose of future discussion, this group of teachers will be called the 

Title I population. 

The second group of educators was comprised of 16 classroom 

teachers employed by a local school district during the spring semester, 

1980. This group is characterized as a separate and distinct group from 

the target population because it is composed of practicing teachers 

working at various grade levels with varying experience. Further, such 

teachers teach at two schools with a large percentage of Mexican Ameri

can children at all grade levels. For the purposes of future discussion, 

this group will be called the classroom teacher population. 

Data from these teacher populations were used to clarify data 

obtained in the major study of the target population. 

Instrumentation 

Three instruments were developed to gather data on teacher 

knowledge related to linguistic features, teacher attitudes toward lan

guage differences, and teacher sensitivity toward oral reading behavior 

among children. Since these instruments were based on language 
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behavior as represented on three tape-recorded oral reading passages and 

three precoded scripts of those tape-recorded passages, information con

cerning the selection of the passage and the readers is presented first. 

Selection of Oral Reading Passages 

The following selection criteria were used by the researcher to 

choose eight basal reading passages for possible use in this study: 

1. The reading difficulty of the passages, as measured by the Fry 

readability formula (Fry, 1972), represented readability scores 

of 1.0, 1.9, 3.1, 3.6, 4.0, 4.8, 5.9, and 7.2. The eight pas

sages therefore spanned the intermediate elementary grade 

levels, as well as including passages above and below those 

levels. This variety in passage difficulty helped to insure 

that a passage of appropriate difficulty was found for the 

reader. 

2. The work of Stockwell and Bowen (1965) and the judgment of the 

researcher was used as a basis for identifying passages that 

appeared to offer the opportunity for "classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions in oral reading by a select Mexican 

American male whose normal speech exhibited such confusions. 

3. The eight passages reflected the reading interests of inter

mediate elementary grade level age Mexican American males as 

determined by a review of the literature in the area (Barchas, 

1971; Joels, 1978). 
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4. The length of the passages ranged from 285 words to 356 words 

in order to allow for a sufficient number of reading errors 

and phonemic confusions. 

5. The eight passages had a beginning and a conclusion in order to 

present the reader with a meaningful reading experience. 

6. The eight passages had a potential for "newness" to the reader. 

This was accomplished by selecting the passages from new read

ing material submitted by the various publishers to the State 

of Arizona Department of Education for the purpose of state 

adoption. 

After the passages were selected, they were typed, centered, and 

double-spaced on 8 1/2" x'll" bonded white paper. One copy of each pas

sage was used by the oral reader during the tape-recording session. 

Another copy of each passage was used by the researcher for the purpose 

of evaluating the quantity and type of deviations from print made by 

the oral reader. 

Identification and Selection of Oral Readers 

The appropriate reading passages were used to develop the tape-

recording and the precoded script for use in the study. Readers were 

selected according to the following procedures: 

1. Intermediate teachers from a selected elementary school were 

asked to identify those students in their classes who met the 

following characteristics: 

a. Mexican American males who read orally in English with a 

discernible Spanish accent. 



b. Their oral reading behavior had the potential for producing 

"classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions such as share-

chair; this-these; dare-there; sink-sing (Saville and 

Troike, 1971). 

c. Their range between instructional and frustration levels 

for oral reading was between 2.0 and 8.0 as determined by 

teacher judgment. 

d. Their oral reading at instructional level was clearly under

standable, expressive, and normally rhythmic. 

From these identified students, the researcher selected three 

fourth grade Mexican American males and one sixth grade Mexican 

American male who, according to the intermediate teachers, met 

the stated, desired characteristics in the closest possible 

manner. 

The four potential Mexican American male readers were individu

ally asked to read orally several passages selected by the 

researcher. The first passage to be read by each student was 

at that level of readability which, in the opinion of the class

room teacher, best represented that student's independent oral 

reading level. 

Each student continued reading orally passages of increasing 

difficulty until a story of appropriate difficulty was reached. 

Each passage reading was tape-recorded. 
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Selection of Target Reader 
and Target Passage 

After the students had finished tape-recording, the researcher 

was able to identify the reader and the passage which best fit the 

established selection criterion: the reader whose reading behavior for 

a particular passage was characterized by traditionally defined errors 

and "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions. The reader was one 

of the fourth grade Mexican American males. The passage was a portion 

of "The Shoeshine Chair" by Janice May Udry, from the book Rhymes and 

Reasons of the Series R basal series published by MacMillan Publishing 

Company, Inc., 1980 and authored by Carl B. Smith and Ronald Wardhaugh 

(see Appendix A). The first 352 words of that story with a readability 

level of 4.8 were used. 

The researcher obtained a second taped reading of this selection 

by the same reader in order to have a wider variety of potentially 

usable reading behavior. 

The researcher coded, using traditional informal reading inven

tory notation (Johnson and Kress, 1965) the two taped oral reading 

protocols. All oral reading behavior that represented a deviation from 

text was coded (Goodman, 1973). 

After close and careful examination, the tape best representing 

the type of oral reading behavior needed for the study was selected by 

the researcher. This oral reading behavior included a Spanish accented 

reader producing "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions while 

reading at a near frustration level in an understandable, expressive, 

and normally rhythmic voice. The tape recording and the reader who 
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produced the recording will be known as the target tape and target 

reader, respectively. 

Selection of Panel 
to Prepare Transcript 

A panel was chosen to develop from the most appropriate taped 

passage a coded script of that passage. This panel had three members 

selected because of their perceived sensitivity to language differences 

among children, particularly Spanish-English language differences, be

cause of their familiarity with the reading process and the procedures 

for using an informal reading inventory and its notations, and because 

they are bilingual speakers of Spanish and English. 

The panel members were supplied with printed copies of the 

reading passage for coding. The panel members coded using traditional 

informal reading inventory notations as they listened to the tape-

recording selected by the researcher. Panel members were asked to code 

all reading behaviors that represented a deviation from text, including 

both traditionally defined errors and those behaviors which might be 

interpreted as "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions. The 

panel members had several opportunities to hear the tape. 

During this process, the panel voted on each notation. The 

purpose of this procedure was to establish a consensus by majority vote 

as to which deviations were considered errors, which were considered 

"classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions, and which were con

sidered deviations not included in either of the aforementioned 

categories. 
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After this task was completed, the panel members were asked to 

once again review the passage selection criteria to ascertain whether 

the target recording and transcript included approximately 15 tradition

ally defined errors and approximately six to eight "classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions. 

Development of the Modified Script 
and Production of Other Oral 
Reading Tape Recordings 

The products of this preceding multiple step process were a 

target tape recording and a coded transcript. The coded transcript was 

used to produce a modified script needed for two other tape recordings 

by two other readers. 

The modified script was produced by making certain specific 

changes in the coded transcript developed by the panel members. On the 

transcript, words coded as "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions 

were replaced by words from the original text. Transcript sections con

taining traditionally defined errors and other deviations remained in 

the modified script. This modified script was typed following the same 

format as that for the original passage. 

The two additional tape recordings were made by oral readers of 

the same age as the Mexican American male used for the target taping 

and script. These two males read the new modified passage in different 

manners for recording purposes. 

One of the readers was an Anglo male who read with "standard 

English" pronunciation and intonation patterns. He received appropri

ate training and rehearsal time in order to enable him to read the 
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passage script as normal oral reading behavior. The most representative 

of his oral readings was tape-recorded. For purposes of discussion, he 

will be referred to as the Anglo reader. 

The other male, who was a Mexican American, read with Spanish 

pronunciation and intonation patterns, but without "classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions. He also received appropriate training and 

rehearsal time in order to enable him to read the passage script as 

normal oral reading behavior. His most representative oral reading was 

tape-recorded. For discussion purposes, he will be known as the Spanish 

intonation reader. 

Development of Coded Passages 

Three coded passages were prepared to represent the three tape 

recordings of the three readers (see Appendix B). The first coded pas

sage was the final result of the selection process described in an 

earlier section, Selection of Panel to Prepare Transcript. This coded 

passage was of the target reader. 

The second coded passage was based on the modification of the 

target reader's coded transcript and represented the actual oral reading 

behavior of the Anglo reader. This second modified passage was produced 

from the taped rehearsed reading by the Anglo reader of an uncoded pas

sage (Appendix C) which best represented all the oral reading behavior 

of the target reader, with the exception of the "classic" Spanish-

English phonemic confusions. 

The third coded passage was based on the modification of the 

target reader's coded transcript and represented the actual oral reading 
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behavior of the Spanish intonation reader. The third modified passage 

was produced similarly to that of the Anglo reader as outlined above. 

The oral reading behavior of the Anglo reader and the Spanish 

intonation reader contained inevitable deviations from that of the tar

get reader. The deviations did not appear to affect the basic intent ' 

of the study. A summary of the three coded passages appears below in 

Table 2. 

Table 2. Oral reading behavior 

Readers 
Spanish 

Oral Reading Behaviors Target Anglo Intonation 

Total Traditionally 
Defined Errors 22 22 21 
1. Omissions 4 4 3 
2. Insertions 0 0 0 
3. Substitutions 18 18 18 

Total Other Behaviors 37 34 39 
1. Hesitations 15 12 14 
2. Repetitions 11 11 13 
3. Insertions 5 5 6 
4. Ignored punctuation 5 5 5 
5. Inserted punctuation 1 1 1 

Time of Reading Passage 5:35 6:00 5:15 
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Development of Rating Instruments 

The three tape recordings and three precoded passages described 

in previous sections served as the foundation for the development of 

three rating instruments. These rating instruments were used to identi

fy teacher sensitivity towards language differences among children. 

The first instrument was designed to measure teacher knowledge 

related to linguistic features of the oral reading behavior of a Mexican 

American bilingual child (see Appendix E). It will be known as the 

Knowledge Instrument. 

The second instrument was designed to measure the attitudes of 

preservice elementary teachers toward the language differences exhibited 

in the oral reading behavior of the three oral readers, and additionally, 

the attitudes of the Title I population and the classroom teacher popu

lation regarding the oral reading behavior of the target reader (see 

Appendix F). It will be known as the Williams Instrument. 

The third instrument was designed to measure preservice elemen

tary teachers' perceptions of specific oral reading behaviors exhibited 

by the three oral readers and, additionally, the perceptions of the 

Title I population and the classroom teacher population regarding the 

oral reading behavior of the target reader (see Appendix G). It will 

be known as the Behavior Instrument. 

The Knowledge Instrument used to measure teacher knowledge re

lated to linguistic features of the oral reading behavior of a Mexican 

American bilingual child, specifically the target reader, is a 32 item 

multiple choice format (four choices per item) instrument. Teachers 

were asked to analyze select items considered to be "classic" 
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Spanish-English phonemic confusions similar in nature to those appearing 

on the target tape recording. Each item consisted of one sentence con

taining an underlined word and the subjects were instructed to indicate 

the choice which best characterized the substitution that a Mexican 

American bilingual child would most likely make for the underlined word, 

due to linguistic interference between Spanish and English. The four 

choices included the correct answer, a distractor, and two choices that 

were linguistically related through contrastive analysis to the correct 

answer. The instrument is described in Table 3 in terms of features 

and items. 

Table 3. Description of knowledge instrument 

Linguistic Feature 
English/Spanish 

Sample Words 
English/Spanish 

Number 
of Items 

Consonant ch/sh chest/shest 4 

Consonant j/y j ester/yester 4 

Consonant th/d (voiced) there/dare 4 

Consonant th/t (voiceless) things/tings 4 

Consonant s/z his/hiss 3 

Final Consonant 
Cluster Simplification card/car 7 

Vowel i/e sin/seen 3 

Vowel e/i neat/nit 3 
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The Williams Instrument used to measure the teachers' attitudes 

toward the language differences exhibited in the oral reading behavior 

of the three oral readers is one developed and widely used by Fredrick 

Williams (1970b). The scheme used by Williams in developing the 

rating instrument involved the gathering of descriptive statements from 

teachers in response to speech samples of Anglos, Blacks, and Mexican 

Americans, constructing summated rating scales from adjectives found in 

these statements, then subjecting the scales to use and subsequent 

analyses of their rating properties. From the original 59 scales iden

tified, factor analysis allowed Williams to identify clusters of scales 

which appeared to be measuring gross aspects held in common. He called 

his two clusters Factor I and Factor II. 

Factor I was called confidence-eagerness and seemed to relate 

to the child's fluency, lack of hesitation, and tendency to participate 

actively in a linguistic interview. This researcher selected from among 

the highest 17 scales those five which had the highest average correla

tions based on teacher responses, auditory mode of presentation, and 

Mexican American ethnicity subset. These ranged from .86 to .80 with an 

average of .84. These were scales with rating points 1 to 7. 

Factor II was called ethnicity-nonstandardness and seemed to re

late to the degree of English nonstandardization found in the child's 

speech. This researcher selected from among the highest 17 scales those 

five which had the highest average correlations based on teacher re

sponses, auditory mode of presentation, and Mexican American ethnicity 

subset. These ranged from .90 to .71 with an average of .82. These 

were scales with rating points 1 to 7. 
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In addition, five filler items were selected for use based on 

individual item relevance and interest. These were scales with rating 

points 1 to 7. 

The format of this instrument was similar to a summated rating 

scale and included a multi-word stem with descriptive words at points 

1 and 7. Included was the option to answer "no opinion." Subjects 

were asked to rate the oral reader they had just heard on the seven 

point scale according to their most generalized perceptions of the 

reader. The items were randomly ordered. 

The Behavior Instrument used to measure the teachers' percep

tions of specific oral reading behaviors exhibited by the three oral 

readers is a five point summated rating scale consisting of 21 items 

intended to measure three separate universes: language in oral reading, 

comprehension and teacher attention, and instructional placement. 

A review of the works of several linguists (Bloomfield, 1933; 

Gleason, 1955; Lefevre, 1964) and reading authorities (Harris and 

Sipay, 1975) helped to identify domains within the three separate 

universes. These domains and their identified characteristics helped 

to define and provide information to aid in the development of items 

to assess each universe. 

The following (Table 4) represents the table of specifications 

used to identify universes, domains, and characteristics for this 

study. 



Table 4. Specifications for the behavior instrument 

Universe Domain Characteristics 

Language in 
Oral Reading 

A. Reader Intonation 1. Word Stress 
2. Sentence Stress 
3. Pitch (Phrasing and 

Expression) 
4. Juncture (Hesitations 

and Punctuation 

B. Reader Fluency 1. 
2 .  
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Hesitations 
Repetitions 
Phrasing 
Expression 
Punctuation 
Speed 

C. Language Features 1. Grammar 
2. Insertions 
3. Substitutions 
4. Deletions 
5. Reader Phonology 
6. Articulation 
7. Dialect 

II. Comprehension and 
Teacher Attention 

A. Comprehension Level 
B. Teacher Attention 

III. Instructional 
Placement 

A. Assignment to 
Reading Group 

B. Recommendation for 
Special Services 
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In order to control for teacher knowledge and establish common 

criteria for judgments, 15 items were written with a definition followed 

by a five point rating scale representing a range of specifically defined 

oral reading behaviors or specifically defined perceptions of those be

haviors. Those six items without definitions were judged to be of a 

kind for which the subjects already possessed knowledge and common cri

teria, and were further assisted in responding to them by the explicit-

ness of the behavior described on the underlying scale. 

Procedures 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted for the purpose of identifying any 

unforeseen problems that might occur during the major study. It focused 

specifically on the following: 

1. Whether the subjects understood traditional informal reading 

inventory notations; 

2. Whether the directions given during the study were clear; 

3. Whether the time allocated for each task was appropriate; 

4. Whether there were alterations which needed to be made in the 

procedures of instruments; 

5. Whether the instruments were reliable enough to measure what 

they were intended to measure. 

Eighteen preservice elementary teachers, who were not members 

of the sections of the introductory reading course used for the major 

study, were selected to participate in the pilot. Since the procedures 



developed for each of the three conditions were identical, only the 

condition involving the target reader was used. 

The pilot study determined the following: 

1. The subjects understood the traditional informal reading 

inventory notations; 

2. The directions given during the study were clear; 

3. The time allocated was appropriate for each task; 

4. Alterations were made in the instruments used 

a. For the Knowledge Instrument no changes were made; 

b. For the Williams Instrument a "no opinion" choice was 

added to each of the 15 items, as had been the case with 

the Williams (1970b) Instrument, because subjects judged 

many items as inappropriate for the task they were given; 

c. For the Behavior Instrument, it was found through statisti

cal analyses of the data that three of the items were in

appropriately identified for polarity and appropriate 

changes were made. In addition, the analyses revealed 

three universes rather than two originally defined by the 

researcher. The original second universe having to do with 

teacher judgment of instructional placement from oral read

ing behavior was divided into comprehension and teacher 

attention and instructional placement. 

5. a. The reliability for the first instrument was .8008; 

b. The reliability for Factor I of the second instrument was 

.7457 and for Factor II was .3500. It was postulated that 
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the addition of the "no opinion" choice and the larger sam

ple size in the major study would increase the reliability 

of Factor II to a more acceptable level. 

c. The reliability for the Knowledge Instrument was .4321, but 

because the analysis was conducted using two universes and 

the pilot identified three, it was believed that the reli

ability of this instrument in the major study would be 

higher and hence adequate. 

6. Demographic data on the cover sheet were modified to provide 

better information to describe the population (Appendix H). 

Major Study 

The following table (Table 5) represents the plan of the study 

in terms of conditions, populations, and number of subjects. 

Table 5. Major study 

Conditions 

Major Study 
Target 

Populations 

Select, Intact Educators 
Title I Classroom 

Populations 

Target Reader 23 20 16 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 22 

Anglo Reader 22 
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These students were assigned randomly to one of the three condi

tions in the study in their classes by counting off by three's as they 

sat at their desks which were self^selected. 

Arrangements were made to work separately with each group, and 

data was gathered within a one-day period. The other two populations 

used for comparison purposes in this study were considered as two 

select, intact groups assigned to the condition involving the target 

reader. Arrangements were made to work separately with each group. 

The following sequence of tasks was conducted for the purpose 

of gathering the necessary data for the study: 

1. Subjects were provided with information concerning the purpose 

of the study. 

2. Subjects were provided with the Knowledge Instrument with the 

cover sheet. The instruments were collected when completed. 

3. Subjects were provided with brief (five minutes) instruction on 

the interpretation of traditional informal reading inventory 

notations. The notations were explained specifically for sub

stitutions , omissions, insertions, substitutions with immediate 

corrections, ignored punctuation, inserted punctuation, repe

titions, and hesitations. Subjects' questions were answered. 

4. Subjects were provided with an uncoded copy of the passage in 

order to familiarize themselves with the text. 

5. Subjects were provided with the appropriate coded copy of the 

passage and were given a brief description of the reader which 

included sex, age, and grade placement. 
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6. Subjects were asked to listen to the appropriate tape recording 

which matched the coded passage. 

7. Subjects were asked to refer to the coded passage as they 

listened to the tape. 

8. Upon completion of the tape recording, subjects received a copy 

of the Williams and the Behavior Instruments and were asked to 

respond to them with their best perceptions about what they had 

just heard and read. These two instruments were randomly mixed 

in their presentation in order to avoid any order effect. 

9. The two instruments were collected upon completion and matched 

by subject with the first instrument. 

The Statistical Analysis 

Reliability 

The internal consistency of the three rating instruments was 

determined using the Cronbach coefficient alpha procedure (Cronbach, 

1951). This provided for one aspect of instrument reliability. 

Statistical Analysis 

This study attempted to determine the degree of sensitivity of 

preservice elementary teachers to the language differences of Mexican 

American children in an oral reading task using three rating instru

ments. In the major study, mean scores of subjects from the three 

target populations were analyzed using the one-way analysis of variance 

procedure (Glass and Stanley, 1970) for each of the three rating in

struments in order to determine whether significant differences existed 



between groups. For the Knowledge Instrument, the mean scores for the 

total instrument were used. For the Williams Instrument, the mean 

scores for Factors I and II were used and for the Behavior Instrument, 

the mean scores for the total instrument as well as the mean scores for 

Factors 1, 2, and 3 were used. Also, an item by item analysis was done 

for the Williams and the Behavior Instrument using a one-way analysis of 

variance procedure on mean item scores of subjects across the target 

populations. An .05 level of significance was set and appropriate post-

hoc procedures were applied whenever necessary. In addition, homo

geneity of variance was tested using the Bartlett-Box procedure (Box, 

1953). 

In order to determine whether significant differences existed 

between the preservice teacher population and each of the comparison 

populations, further data analyses were undertaken. These analyses 

involved the target reader population compared to the comparison popu

lations of Title I and classroom teacher populations. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

The findings of this study are reported under the following head

ings: (1) reliability of the instruments, (2) findings related to the 

Knowledge Instrument concerning the target population, (3) findings re

lated to the Williams Instrument concerning the target population, (4) 

findings related to the Behavior Instrument concerning the target popula

tion, (5) findings related to the Knowledge Instrument concerning the 

target population compared with two select, intact educator populations, 

C6) findings related to the Williams Instrument concerning the target 

population compared with two select, intact educator populations, (7) 

findings related to the Behavior Instrument concerning the target popu

lation compared with two select, intact educator populations, and (8) 

summary of the findings. 

In the analyses of the data, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was met unless otherwise indicated. 

Reliability of the Instruments 

In order to interpret the findings related to the three rating 

instruments used in this study, it was necessary to ascertain their 

reliability. Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha procedure was 

selected to analyze the internal consistency of the instruments. Reli

ability coefficients were calculated for the total 32 item Knowledge 
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Instrument, for each of the two factors of the Williams Instrument, and 

for the total 21 item Behavior Instrument, as well as for two of its 

three universes. The reliability of the third universe, instructional 

placement, could not be determined because it consisted of too few items 

to be used with the selected computer program. All of these calcula

tions were computed across the five populations. 

Table 6 summarizes this information and includes the number of 

subjects involved. 

Table 6. Reliability coefficients of three instruments 

Instruments 
Number of 
Items 

Number of 
Subjects 

Reliability 
Coefficient 

Knowledge 32 103 .78745 

Williams 
Factor I 5 58 .85057 

Factor II 5 47 .74198 

Behavioral 
Total 21 101 .79618 

Universe 1 15 101 .73054 

Universe 2 4 101 .40255 

Universe 3 2 _ _ 
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The instruments were found to be adequately reliable except for 

universes 2 and 3 of the Behavior Instrument. The resulting coeffi

cients may have been different if they had been determined separately 

for each instrument used for each of the five populations involved in 

the study. However, the data analysis procedure which determined usable 

data for the Williams Instrument made this impractical because of small 

sample sizes. Usable data resulted when a subject completed all items 

for each of the two factors. 

Findings Related to the 
Knowledge Instrument for the 

Major Study Populations 

The Knowledge Instrument was designed to measure teacher knowl

edge related to linguistic features (see Table 3) of oral reading 

behavior of a Mexican American bilingual child, specifically, the 

target reader. Teachers were asked to analyze select items considered 

to be "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions similar in nature 

to those appearing on the target tape recording. There were 32 items 

in a multiple choice format. Each item consisted of one sentence con

taining an underlined word for which four possible replacements were 

given. One of the four choices given was the substitution that a 

Mexican American child would most likely make due to linguistic inter

ference between Spanish and English. The other choices represented 

nonfunctional phonemic confusions. Table 7 presents information about 

the Knowledge Instrument according to major study populations, the num

ber of subjects in each, mean scores, and standard deviations. 
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Table 7. Knowledge instrument—major study populations, number of 
subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Major Study 
Populations 

Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 23 17.8261 5.2193 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 22 17.2273 5.7976 

Anglo Reader 22 17.1818 4.5001 

Table 8 summarizes the results of the statistical analysis. 

The one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differ

ences existed among the scores of the major study populations for the 

Knowledge Instrument. 

Table 8. Knowledge instrument—one-way analysis of variance of major 
study populations 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 
Significance 

of F* 

Between Groups 2 5.8578 2.9289 .1083 NS .8975 

Within Groups 64 1730.4407 27.0381 

Total 66 1736.2985 

*p< .05 
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These pretreatment findings indicate that the three groups of 

preservice elementary teachers are statistically similar in their 

knowledge base related to phonological features of a Mexican American 

child. Therefore, any differences in teacher sensitivity toward lan

guage differences among children would not be due to a significant dif

ference in the knowledge base of the three teacher groups. 

Findings Related to the 
Williams Instrument for the 
Major Study Populations 

The Williams Instrument (Williams, 1970a) was a two-factor in«-

strument adapted for this study to measure the attitudes of the major 

study population toward the language differences exhibited in the oral 

reading behavior of three oral readers. Factor I, called confidence-

eagerness, related to the child's fluency, lack of hesitation and 

tendency to participate actively in a linguistic interview. Factor II, 

called ethnicity-nonstandardness, related to the degree of English non-

standardization found in the child's speech. In addition, five filler 

items, which-related to other linguistic characteristics, were selected 

for use. 

The format of the Williams Instrument was similar to a summated 

rating scale and included a multi-word stem with descriptive words at 

points one and seven. An option to answer "no opinion" was also includ

ed. The 15 items (five items each for Factors I and II and five filler 

items) were randomly presented. The subjects were asked to use these 

items to rate the oral reader they had just heard according to their 

most generalized perceptions of the reader. 
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Factor I 

Table 9 presents the Williams Instrument Factor I data according 

to the major study populations, the number of subjects in each treat

ment, their mean scores, and standard deviations for the Williams 

Instrument. 

Table 9. Williams instrument factor I—major study populations, number 
of subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Major Study 
Populations 

Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 14 19.9286 6.3545 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 10 17.5000 6.7204 

Anglo Reader 13 18.6154 5.6353 

It should be noted that the decrease in the number of subjects in each 

population occurred as a result of subjects' use of the "no opinion" 

option for any of the five items in this factor. That is, if a subject 

chose this option for any of these five items, his ratings for the other 

items in the factor were not of use in the analysis of this factor. 

Table 10 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

existed among the scores of the major study populations for Factor I. 



Table 10. Williams instrument factor I (five items)—one-way 
analysis of variance of major study populations 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 
Significance 

of F* 

Between Groups 2 35 .1702 17 .5851 .4555 NS .6379 

Within Groups 34 1312 .5055 38 .6031 

Total 36 1347 .6757 

*p < .05 

These findings are not consistent with results reported by 

Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970b), Williams, Whitehead, and 

Miller (1972), Miller (1972), and Williams and Naremore (1974) which 

found that teachers tended to rate Mexican American speech as less con

fident and eager than Anglo speech. The present study differs from the 

above studies in that the treatment was taped oral reading rather than 

taped oral responses to restricted topics in an interview setting. 

Also, the taped oral reading samples were generally longer than the 

taped oral speech samples (five vs. two and one-half minutes) to allow 

for a sufficient number of reading errors and phonemic confusions. A 

further difference was evident in the control exercised in the present 

study to develop three comparable taped oral reading samples. 

A possible explanation for the difference in results may be 

attributed to these differences between the treatments of the studies. 

In the present study, preservice elementary teachers were asked to rate 



three comparable readers. The readers were indeed comparable because 

two of the readers were trained to read a script developed from the 

oral reading of the target reader. The subjects rated the three oral 

readers as statistically similar because in fact they were very much 

alike. These subjects did not appear to be basing their ratings for 

Factor I on stereotypical language attitudes they may hold for Mexican 

American and Anglo children. Rather, they seemed to be focusing upon 

the quality of the oral reading as opposed to any factors that may be 

keyed to evidence of reader ethnicity. To further clarify these re

sults, the five items that constituted Factor I are presented below in 

Table 11 together with the statistical significance for each item using 

a one-way analysis of variance by item. 

This item analysis indicates that there were no statistically 

significant differences for any of the individual items for Factor I 

across the three major study populations. This supports the success of 

the design of the treatments. Preservice elementary teachers rated the 

three oral readers as comparable in terms of confidence-eagerness, 

which was related to reader fluency, lack of hesitation, and tendency 

to participate actively in the oral reading session. 

Table 12 presents data concerning the subjects' use of the "no 

opinion" response for Factor I by the major study populations. Table 12 

indicates that many of the subjects were unable to make judgments about 

the taped oral reading using the items for Factor I. This supports the 

inclusion of this option for this instrument's rating scale. Without 

the "no opinion" option the subjects would have had to use the mid-point 
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Table 11. Williams instrument factor I by item—one-way analysis of 
variance of major study populations 

Item Signifi-
Number Item cance of F* 

THE CHILD SEEMS 
6 i 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .2518 

Hesitant Enthusiastic No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS 
10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .3486 

Shy Talkative No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD IS 
12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .2794 

Dull Alert No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS TO 
14 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .4582 

Enjoy Dislike No 
Reading Reading Opinion 

THE CHILD IS 
15 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .0975 

Active Passive No 
Opinion 

*p<.05 
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Table 12. Williams instrument factor I—summary of "no opinion" 
responses of major study populations 

"No Opinion" Responses 
Spanish 

Target Intonation Anglo 
Item Reader Reader Reader Total 

Factor I Number (n=23) (n=22) (n=22) by Iter 

Confidence- 6 0 0 1 1 

Eagerness 10 6 3 3 12 

12 7 8 4 19 

14 4 2 5 11 

15 5 10 3 18 

Total by 
Population 22 23 16 61 

four to indicate their neutral position. In such cases, the numerical 

value would have been used in the statistical analysis, representing a 

point between the polar descriptors at points one and seven. 

This difference in the design of the scale meant that all re

sponses of subjects who answered "no opinion" for any of the items 

comprising Factor I were eliminated from analysis for that factor. This 

approach is contrary to that of Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970b) 

who treated "no opinion" responses as missing data, and substituted for 

them the mean scores of the other items comprising this factor. 

A subject selecting the "no opinion" option may actually be 

more sensitive attitudinally than one who rates numerically on the 
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scale. A subject who selects "no opinion" may be saying that it is not 

appropriate to judge a child as being less enthusiastic, less talkative, 

less alert, or less positive about enjoying reading based only on a 

five minute tape of the child's oral reading. Analysis of data using 

instruments which do not offer a "no opinion" option or which substitute 

mean values of other responses for a "no opinion" option may result in 

interpretations different from what subjects actually intended. 

Factor II 

Table 13 presents the Williams Instrument Factor II data 

according to the major study populations, the number of subjects in 

each treatment, mean scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 13. Williams instrument factor II—major study populations, 
number of subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Major Study 
Populations 

Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 8 12.0000 4.7509 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 13 15.0000 3.5590 

Anglo Reader 9 23.2222 4.7111 



It should be noted that the decrease in the number of subjects in each 

population occurred as a result of a subject's use of the "no opinion" 

option for any of the five items in this factor. That is, if a subject 

chose this option for any of these five items, his ratings for the 

other items in the factor were not of use in the analysis of this 

factor. 

Table 14 summarizes the results of the statistical analysis. 

The one-way ANOVA indicates that a significant statistical difference 

existed among the major study populations. 

Table 14. Williams instrument factor II (five items)—one-way analysis 
of variance of major study populations 

Source DF SS MS 
Significance 

F Ratio of F* 

Between Groups 2 597.1111 298.5556 16.5335 .0000* 

Within Groups 27 487.5556 18.0576 

Total 29 1084.6667 

*p< .05 

Both the Newman-Keuls and the Tukey-HSD post hoc procedures 

(Glass and Stanley, 1970) indicated that the target reader population 

and the Spanish intonation reader population were significantly differ

ent from the Anglo reader population, but were not significantly dif

ferent from each other in their ratings on Factor II. 
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These results indicate that the preservice elementary teachers 

in the three major study populations rated the two Mexican American 

males (the target and the Spanish intonation readers) as significantly 

more ethnic-nonstandard in oral reading than the Anglo male. These 

results are consistent with the findings reported by Williams, Whitehead, 

and Traupman (1970a, 1970b, 1970c), Williams, Whitehead, and Miller 

(1972), and Williams and Naremore (1974), which found that teachers 

tended to rate Mexican American speech as more ethnic and nonstandard 

than Anglo speech. These ratings were said to be based more on stereo

typed language attitudes held by these subjects toward the speakers 

than on the speech itself. 

Another explanation for these results might be attributed to 

differences between the above cited research and this study related to 

the selection criteria for choosing the speakers or the oral readers. 

In the cited research, the speech samples were selected based on the 

ethnicity, social status, and sex of the speakers. Little control was 

exercised over the linguistic characteristics of the speech samples, but 

the topics discussed and the general length of the tapes were controlled. 

In the present study, the three oral readers were chosen based 

on criteria that included specific linguistic characteristics. The 

target reader was a Mexican American male reading with a discernible 

Spanish accent "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions, tradi

tional reading errors, and other reading behaviors (i.e., hesitations, 

repetitions, insertions). His oral reading was at an instructional 

level delivered in a voice that was understandable, expressive, and 

normally rhythmic. The Spanish intonation reader was chosen using 
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these same criteria except for the "classic" phonemic confusions. The 

Anglo reader was also chosen based on these criteria except for the 

"classic" phonemic confusions, the discernible Spanish accent, and 

Mexican American ethnicity. 

The differences in linguistic characteristics among the three 

oral readers by design resulted in the exhibition of different degrees 

of nonstandardization by the readers holding actual reading constant. 

The results of the study indicate that the preservice teachers were 

able to differentiate for amount of nonstandardization between the two 

Mexican American oral readers when compared to the Anglo oral reader, 

but were unable to differentiate to any statistically significant degree 

between the two Mexican Americans reading orally. Perhaps this suggests 

that the major study populations were not using stereotyped language 

attitudes as the basis for their ratings on this factor, but rather 

exhibiting somewhat accurate real differentiations between the three 

oral readers without regard to bias or stereotype. 

Further clarification is provided by examining differences among 

the items (observation vs. judgment) of this factor. This distinction 

was made by Naremore (1971) and was also evident in the studies cited 

in Chapter 2 involving Mexican Americans. Table 15 presents the five 

items that constitute Factor II categorized as either observation or 

judgment items, together with the statistical significance for each 

item obtained using a one-way ANOVA. 

Table 15 reveals that three of the five items in Factor II are 

statistically significant and are contributing to the overall 
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Table 15. Williams instrument factor II by item—one-way analysis 
of variance of major study populations 

Item Signifi
Number Item by Category cance of F* 

OBSERVATION 

THE CHILD'S LANGUAGE SHOWS A 
3 i 2 3 4 5 — 6 7 N.O. 

Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

THE LANGUAGE SPOKEN IN THIS CHILD'S HOME IS PROBABLY 
8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 

Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

.0000* 

.0000* 

JUDGMENT 

THE CHILD'S FAMILY IS PROBABLY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. .0466* 
Low High No 
Social Status Social Status Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS CULTURALLY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .0968 
Disadvantaged Advantaged No 

Opinion 

THE CHILD'S SPEECH INDICATES 
It- 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .4038 
A Poor A Good No 
Educational Educational Opinion 
Background Background 

*p< .05 



significance of the factor in a major fashion. Appropriate post hoc 

procedures (Tukey HSD, Tukey LSD, and Newman-Keuls) revealed where these 

differences were between the three major study populations. Two of 

these three items are in the observation category. This suggests that 

the subjects concluded from the taped oral reading samples that the 

Anglo reader was more standard in his reading than the two Mexican 

American readers. However, the two Mexican American readers were more 

ethnic sounding by design. 

One of the three judgment items was statistically significant. 

If the major study populations were not sensitive to the language dif

ferences among the three oral readers, more of these items should have 

shown significance. On this factor, the preservice elementary teachers 

seemed to indicate that the two ethnic minority readers sounded more 

like ethnic minorities than the nonethnic majority reader. They did 

not indicate that these ethnic minority readers were significantly more 

disadvantaged, or more poorly educated than the Anglo reader. 

Table 16 presents data concerning the subjects' use of the "no 

opinion" response for Factor II by the major study populations. The 

data presented in this table indicate that the subjects were able to 

rate the three oral readers for the observation items using points one 

through seven on the scale because they selected the "no opinion" option 

only to a small degree. However, for the judgment items many of the 

subjects were not able to use the underlying scale as readily, and 

therefore utilized the "no opinion" option much more frequently (56 

times vs. 3). In fact, for the judgment items, the more statistically 
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Table 16. Williams instrument factor II—summary of "no opinion" 
responses of the major study populations 

"No Opinion" Responses 
Spanish 

Target Intonation Anglo 
Item by Reader Reader Reader Total 

Factor II Category (n=23) (n=22) (n=22) by Item 

Ethnicity- Observation 

Nonstandard- 3 0 0 0 0 
ization 

8 1 2 0 3 

Judgment 

5 11 5 9 25 

4 9 7 9 25 

2 2 3 1 6 

Total by 
Population 23 17 19 59 

significant the item the more often the subjects chose to use "no opin

ion." Thus, the highest degree of statistical significance observed 

was based on the smallest numbers of subjects. This supports the 

notion that perhaps the subjects most sensitive to the language differ

ences among these three children were those that most frequently used 

the "no opinion" option. 

The results found for Factor I and II seem to indicate that 

subjects in the major study populations are sensitive to language dif

ferences among these three oral readers and are able to differentiate 
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between them based on linguistic differences. This does not support 

previous findings discussed in Chapter 2 for those studies using the 

Williams Instrument. 

Findings Related to the 
Behavior Instrument for the 
Major Study Populations 

The Behavior Instrument was designed to measure the perceptions 

of the major study populations of specific oral reading behaviors ex

hibited by the three taped oral readers. Three universes of behavior 

were assessed in a five point summated rating scale format. 

The interpretation of the data requires a review of the reli

ability of this instrument. The reliability of the 21-item total 

instrument, as well as the 15-item universe dealing with language in 

oral reading, was sufficiently adequate for purposes of discussion. 

However, the reliability of the 4-item universe dealing with comprehen

sion and teacher attention was inadequate for discussion. The reli

ability of the third universe, instructional placement, could not be 

determined because it consisted of too few items (two) to be calculated 

with the selected computer program. 

Table 17 presents the total Behavior Instrument data for the 

major study populations, the number of subjects in each treatment, mean 

scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 18 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

existed among the scores of the major study populations for the 

Behavior Instrument. 
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Table 17. Total behavior instrument—major study populations, number 
of subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Major Study 
Populations 

Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 22 51.000 6.8452 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 22 50.5909 7.5571 

Anglo Reader 22 53.8182 8.2787 

Table 18. Total behavior instrument—one-way analysis of variance 
of scores of major study populations 

Source DF SS MS 
Significance 

F Ratio of F* 

Between Groups 2 135 .8485 67 .9242 1.1813 NS .3136 

Within Groups 63 3622 .5909 57 .5014 

Total 65 3758 .4392 

*p< .05 
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These findings indicate that the three groups of preservice 

elementary teachers are statistically similar in their perceptions of 

specific oral reading behaviors exhibited by the three taped oral 

readers. Therefore, any difference in teacher sensitivity toward lan

guage differences among children are not attributable to a significant 

difference in perceptions of the three taped oral readers by the three 

teacher groups. These findings may also support the success of the 

design of the study regarding comparability of oral readers. 

Table 19 summarizes the Behavior Instrument data for the 15-item 

universe dealing with language in oral reading according to the major 

study populations, the number of subjects in each treatment, mean 

scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 19. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading universe—major 
study populations, number of subjects, means, and standard 
deviations 

Major Study 
Populations 

Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 22 37.0000 4.9570 

Spanish Intonation 
Reader 22 37.6364 5.2097 

Anglo Reader 22 39.7273 6.0646 
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Table 20 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

were found among the scores of the major study populations for the 

universe addressing language in oral reading. 

Table 20. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading—one-way 
analysis of variance of major study populations 

Source DF SS MS 
Significance 

F Ratio of F* 

Between Groups 2 89 .5758 44 .7879 1.5191 NS .2268 

Within Groups 63 1857 .4545 29 .4834 

Total 65 1947 .0303 

*p < .05 

These findings are consistent with the findings for the total 

Behavior Instrument. However, to further clarify these results, a one

way ANOVA by item was conducted for each of the 21 items of the instru

ment . Six items, all within the universe dealing with language and oral 

reading, showed statistically significant differences in the responses 

of three major study populations. Responses of the three groups for 

the remaining items did not differ significantly. (See Appendix G 

items 2, 3, 8, 9, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 20.) Table 21 presents the six 

items and the statistical significance of each according to a one-way 

ANOVA. 
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Table 21. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading (six statisti
cally significant items)—one-way analysis of variance of 
major study populations 

Item Significance 
Number Statistically Significant Items of F* 

4 Articulation in oral reading refers to the reader's 
ability to pronounce vowels and consonants clearly 
and distinctly. In this oral reading task, the 
child exhibited 
1 2 3 4 5 .0000* 

Very Poor Poor Adequate Good Very Good 
Articulation Articulation 

6 Expression in oral reading refers to the reader's 
voice used to interpret the author's ideas and 
exhibited as surprise, anger, seriousness, and 
the like. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited 

Very Poor Poor Adequate Good Very Good 
Expression in Expression in 

His Oral Reading His Oral Reading 

14 Dialect or accent in oral reading refers to the 
reader's pronunciation patterns as exhibited by 
inflection of words, nasality of vowels and 
consonant precision. In this oral reading task, 
the child exhibited 

A Very A Noticeable Some Little No Noticeable 
Noticeable Accent Accent Accent Accent 
Accent 

7 Reader phonology in oral reading refers to the 
quality of the vowels and consonants as pronounced 
by the reader compared to the norm of standard 
English. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited 
1 2 3 4 5 .0001* 

Very Inappro- Adequate Appropriate Very 
Inappropriate priate Appropriate 

Reader Phonology Reader Phonology 
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Table 21., continued 

Item Significance 
Number Statistically Significant Items of F* 

5 Hesitations in oral reading refer to brief pauses 
made by the reader usually because of nervousness, 
self-consciousness, or difficult of the reading 
material. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited 

Very Many Many Some Few Very Few 
Hesitations Repetitions 

18 Word stress in oral reading refers to the different 
degrees of loudness of the reader's voice exhibited 
in the accenting os syllables in words. In this 
oral reading task, the child exhibited 

Very Inappro- Adequate Appropriate Very 
Inappropriate priate Appropriate 
Word Stress Word Stress 

* p < . 0 5  



Table 22 further clarifies the results shown in Table 20 by 

presenting data related to homogeneity of variance and post hoc pro

cedures (Tukey HSD, Tukey LSD and Newman-Keuls) for the statistically 

significant items in Table 21. 

Table 22. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading (six statisti
cally significant items)—summary data of homogeneity of 
variance and post hoc procedures 

Item Assumption of 
Number Homogeneity of Variance* Post Hoc Relationships** 

4 No ( .007) — 

6 Yes ( .290) 1 and 4 differ from 5 

14 Yes ( .058) 1 differs from 4 differs from 5 

7 No ( .009) — 

5 Yes ( .683) 1 and 4 differ from 5 

18 Yes ( .064) 1 and 4 differ from 5 

* = Cochrans <C .05, critical value for homogeneity of variance 
**1 = Target Reader Population 
4 = Spanish Intonation Reader Population 
5 = Anglo Reader Population 

The results summarized in Table 21 and 22 indicate that of the 

six statistically significant items in the universe language in oral 

reading, only four satisfy the assumption of homogeneity of variance 

necessary for interpretation of the data. Items five and six satisy 

this assumption more conclusively than items 14 and 18. 
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These findings indicate that preservice elementary teachers 

rated the two Mexican American readers as reading with significantly 

more hesitation and significantly less vocal expression than the Anglo 

reader. These teachers also indicated that the target reader exhibited 

significantly more accent in his oral reading than did the other two 

oral readers, and further, that the Spanish intonation reader exhibited 

significantly more accent than the Anglo reader. Additionally, the two 

Mexican American oral readers utilized significantly more inappropriate 

word stress than did the Anglo reader. Findings for these four items 

support earlier findings that the major study populations were sensitive 

to some language differences among these three oral readers and seem to 

differentiate among them based on linguistic characteristics. 

Further findings indicate that responses of the preservice ele

mentary teachers to the three oral readers did not differ to a statisti

cally significant degree for number of deletions, use of punctuation, 

grammar, speed of oral reading, repetitions, phrasing, sentence stress, 

insertions, or substitutions. These findings support the comparability 

of the three oral readers as initially shown in Table 2. 

The results of the overall statistical analysis for the Behavior 

Instrument suggest that any relationship to the sensitivity of the major 

study populations toward language differences among children are not due 

to a statistically significant difference in their perceptions of spe

cific oral reading behaviors exhibited by the three taped oral readers. 
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Findings Related to the Knowledge 
Instrument Concerning the Target 

Population and the Comparison Populations 

In order to interpret the sensitivity data of the target popu

lation, in terms of positive or negative polarity, some comparisons 

were made with other separate and distinct educator groups. More spe

cifically, the responses of these two comparison populations to all 

three instruments were used to interpret the data of those target group 

subjects who rated the target reader. Both comparison groups also 

rated this reader (see Table 5). The Title I population was comprised 

of 20 ESEA Title I Reading and Language Resource teachers, specialized 

in reading remediation, who worked with mostly Mexican American chil

dren. The classroom teacher population was comprised of 16 classroom 

teachers who also worked with mostly Mexican American children at the 

various elementary grade levels. 

The Knowledge Instrument was used to measure teacher knowledge 

related to linguistic features (see Table 3) of oral reading behavior 

of a Mexican American bilingual child, specifically the target reader. 

There were 32 items in a multiple choice format. Table 23 presents 

information about the Knowledge Instrument according to the target 

reader and comparison populations, the number of subjects in each, 

mean scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 24 summarizes the results of the statistical analysis. 

The one-way ANOVA indicates that a significant statistical difference 

existed among the scores of the three populations for the Knowledge 

Instrument. Both the Newman-Keuls and the Tukey HSD post hoc 
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Table 23. Knowledge instrument—target reader and comparison 
populations, number of subjects, means, and 
standard deviations 

Number of Standard 
Populations Subjects Means Deviations 

Target Reader 23 17.8261 5.2193 

Title I 20 20.0000 4.2302 

Classroom Teacher 16 22.5000 5.5377 

Table 24. Knowledge instrument—one-way analysis of variance of 
target reader and comparison populations 

Source DF SS MS 
F 

Ratio 
Signifi
cance of F* 

Between Groups 2 207.0007 103.5004 4.1421 .0210* 

Within Groups 56 1399.3043 24.3876 

Total 58 1606.3051 

*p <.05 



procedures (Glass and Stanley, 1970) indicated that the target reader 

population and the Title I population differed significantly from the 

classroom teacher population, but not significantly from each other. 

These pretreatment findings indicate that the classroom teacher 

population is significantly different in their knowledge base related 

to phonological features of a Mexican American child from either the 

target reader or Title I populations. As shown in Table 1, the class

room teacher population is the only one of the five populations studied 

which included a majority of bilingual Spanish-English speakers. The 

Title I population, unexpectedly, was not statistically different from 

the less experienced and less educated preservice elementary teachers 

as represented by the target reader population. Therefore, any differ

ences in teacher sensitivity toward language differences among children 

may be due to a significant difference in the knowledge base of the 

classroom teacher population. 

Findings Related to the Williams 
Instrument Concerning the Target 

Population and the Comparison Populations 

The Williams Instrument (Williams, 1970a) was a two-factor in

strument adapted for this study to measure teacher attitudes toward the 

language differences exhibited in the oral reading behavior of the 

target reader. For data interpretation purposes, the attitude scores 

of the target reader population were compared with scores of the 

Title I and the classroom teacher populations. 

Five items each for Factor I (confidence-eagerness) and 

Factor II (ethnicity-nonstandardness), as well as five filler items, 
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were included in the instrument. The format was similar to a summated 

rating scale and included a multi-word stem with descriptive words at 

points one and seven. An option to answer "no opinion" was provided. 

The subjects were asked to rate the target reader according to their 

most generalized perceptions of the reader. 

Factor I 

Table 25 presents the Williams Instrument Factor I data accord

ing to the target reader and comparison populations, the number of 

subjects in each, mean scores, and standard deviations. It should be 

noted that the decrease in the number of subjects in each population 

occurred as a result of subjects' use of the "no opinion" option for 

any of the five items in this factor. That is, if a subject chose this 

option for any of these five items, his ratings for the other items in 

the factor were not of use in the analysis of this factor. 

Table 25. Williams instrument factor I—target reader and comparison 
populations, number of subjects, means, and standard 
deviations 

Populations 
Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 14 19.9286 6.3545 

Title I 9 21.3333 5.6569 

Classroom Teacher 12 20.4167 4.2525 
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Table 26 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

existed among the scores of the three populations for Factor I. 

Table 26. Williams instrument factor I (five items)—one way analysis 
of target reader and comparison populations 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 
Signifi
cance of F* 

Between Groups 2 12.3262 6 .1631 .2013 NS .8187 

Within Groups 32 979.8452 30 .6202 

Total 34 938.6860 

*p .05 

These findings indicate that the ratings of the target reader 

by the preservice elementary teachers were statistically similar to 

those by the Title I and the classroom teacher populations. These find

ings support the major study results, in which preservice elementary 

teachers rated the Mexican American target reader as statistically 

similar to the Spanish intonation and Anglo reader for confidence and 

eagerness. Title I and classroom teacher populations also rated the 

target reader in the same way as the major study subjects. It appears 

that all five teacher populations did not base their ratings for 

Factor I on stereotypical language attitudes they may hold for Mexican 

American children, and that further, the target population of preservice 
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elementary teachers appears to be sensitive to language differences, 

related to both confidence and eagerness, among children reading orally. 

This may provide further evidence counter to earlier studies which con

cluded that teachers tended to rate Mexican American speech as less 

confident and eager than Anglo speech. 

To further clarify these results, the five items that constitute 

Factor I are presented below in Table 27, together with the statistical 

significance for each item using a one-way analysis of variance by item. 

This item analysis indicates that there were no statistically 

significant differences for any of the individual items for Factor I 

across the three populations. The preservice elementary teachers, the 

Title I teachers, and the classroom teachers rated each item in a sta

tistically similar manner which indicates that the perceptions of these 

three populations were comparably related to the target reader's enthu

siasm, talkativeness, alertness, activeness, and enjoyment of reading. 

The characteristics of the comparison populations in terms of teaching 

experience, education level, ethnicity, or linguistic knowledge base 

did not seem to be a contributing factor when their ratings are compared 

with those of the preservice elementary teachers in this study. 

Table 28 presents data concerning the subjects' use of the "no 

opinion" response for Factor I by the target reader and comparison 

populations. Table 28 indicates that many of the subjects were unable 

to make judgments about the taped oral reading using the items for 

Factor I. However, it appears that the classroom teacher population was 

more willing to rate the target reader on the rating scales points one 
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Table 27. Williams instrument factor I by item—one-way analysis of 
variance of target reader and comparison populations 

Item 
Number Item 

Significance 
of F* 

THE CHILD SEEMS 
6 1 2 3 4 —5 6 7 N.O. NS .9264 

Hesitant Enthusiastic No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS 
10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .6070 

Shy Talkative No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD IS 
12 1 2 3 4 5 —6 7 N.O. NS .6985 

Dull Alert No 
Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS TO 
14 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .8137 

Enjoy Dislike No 
Reading Reading Opinion 

THE CHILD IS 
15 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .8668 

Active Passive No 
Opinion 

*p< .05 
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Table 28. Williams instrument factor I—summary of "no opinion" 
responses of the target reader and comparison populations 

"No Opinion" Responses 
Item Target Reader Title I Classroom Teacher Total by 
Number (n=23) (n=20) (n=16) Item 

6 0 10 1 

10 6 7 2 15 

12 7 5 4 16 

14 4 6 2 12 

15 5 7 4 16 

Total 
Population 22 26 12 60 

to seven than were the other two populations. In fact, the classroom 

teacher population as a whole tended to select the mid-point four as 

the most frequent response. 

A subject selecting the "no opinion" option may actually be 

more sensitive attitudinally than one who rates numerically on the 

scale. A subject who selects "no opinion" may be saying that it is not 

appropriate to judge a child as being less confident and eager based 

only on a five minute tape of the child's oral reading. However, the 

willingness to rate oral reading may be a type of diagnostic skill more 

characteristic of classroom teachers who work with larger groups of 

children and are more linguistically knowledgeable than the other two 

populations. 
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Factor II 

Table 29 presents the Williams Instrument Factor II data accord

ing to the target reader and comparison populations, the number of sub

jects in each, mean scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 29. Williams instrument factor II—target reader and comparison 
populations, number of subjects, means, and standard 
deviations 

Populations 
Number of 
Subjects Means 

Standard 
Deviations 

Target Reader 8 12.0000 4.7509 

Title I 7 13.1429 2.1931 

Classroom Teacher 10 15.4000 2.915 

It should be noted that the decrease in the number of subjects 

in each population occurred as a result of subjects' use of the "no 

opinion" option for any of the five items in this factor. That is, if 

a subject chose this option for any of these five items, his ratings 

for the other items in the factor were not of use in the analysis of 

this factor. 

Table 30 summarizes the results of the statistical analysis. 

The one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differ

ences exist among the scores of the three populations for Factor II. 
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Table 30. Williams instrument factor II (five items)—one-way analysis 
of variance of target reader and comparison populations 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 
Signifi
cance of F* 

Between Groups 2 54.1829 27 .0914 2.2469 NS .1294 

Within Groups 22 265.2571 12 .0571 

Total 24 319.4400 

*p <.05 

Previous findings in the major study indicated that the target 

reader population was significantly different from the Anglo reader 

population in their ratings for Factor II. These results, consistent 

with previously cited research, seemed to indicate that the preservice 

elementary teachers rated the Mexican American male as significantly 

more ethnic-nonstandard in oral reading than the Anglo male using 

stereotyped language attitudes held toward the speakers. 

However, another explanation was postulated. The differences 

in the linguistic characteristics between the two oral readers by de

sign resulted in the exhibition of different degrees of nonstandardi-

zation by the readers, holding the actual reading behavior constant. 

The results of the major study indicate that preservice elementary 

teachers were able to differentiate for the amount of nonstandardiza-

tion between the Mexican American oral reader and the Anglo oral reader. 
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These subjects were therefore sensitive to language differences between 

the two oral readers. 

Since these preservice elementary teachers were considered to 

be sensitive to the language differences between the two oral readers 

in the major study, then the comparison populations can also be con

sidered sensitive because of their statistical similarity to the target 

reader population. To further clarify and strengthen these results, 

the five items that constitute Factor II are presented in Table 31, 

categorized as either observation or judgment items, together with the 

statistical significance for each item obtained using a one-way ANOVA. 

Table 31 reveals that the target area population and the com

parison populations are not statistically different from one another for 

any of the items. Perhaps the significant differences in the ratings of 

the target reader compared to the Anglo reader in the major study may 

also exist for other teacher groups. The comparison populations rated 

the Mexican American target reader as more ethnic sounding because he 

was more ethnic sounding by the design of the study, but they did not 

rate him as more disadvantaged, or more poorly educated. 

Table 32 presents data concerning the subjects' use of the "no 

opinion" response for Factor II by the target reader and comparison 

populations. 
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Table 31. Williams instrument factor II by item—one-way analysis of 
variance of target reader and comparison populations 

Item Signifi
Number Item by Category cance of F* 

OBSERVATION 

THE CHILD'S LANGUAGE SHOWS A 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .4686 
Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

THE LANGUAGE SPOKEN IN THIS CHILD'S HOI1E IS PROBABLY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .8059 
Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

JUDGMENT 

THE CHILD'S FAMILY IS PROBABLY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .2757 
Low High No 
Social Status Social Status Opinion 

THE CHILD SEEMS CULTURALLY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .2108 
Disadvantaged Advantaged No 

Opinion 

THE CHILD'S SPEECH INDICATES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. NS .5076 
A Poor A Good No 
Educational Educational Opinion 
Background ' Background 

*p<( .05 
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Table 32. Williams instrument factor II—summary of the "no opinion" 
responses of the target reader and comparison populations 

Item "No Opinion" Responses 
Number Target Reader Title I Classroom Teacher Total by 

by Category (n=23) (n=20) (n=16) Item 

Observation 

3 0 0 1 1 

8 1 2 0 3 

Judgment 

5 11 11 3 25 

4 9 11 5 25 

2 2 6 2 10 

Total by 
Population 23 30 11 64 

The data presented in this table indicate that the subjects 

were able to rate the target reader for the observation items using 

points one through seven on the scale because they selected the "no 

opinion" option only to a small degree. However, for the judgment 

items, many of the subjects were not able to use the underlying scale 

as readily, and therefore utilized the "no opinion" option much more 

frequently (60 times vs. 4) . This use of the "no opinion" option by 

the Title I population mirrored the rating behavior of the subjects in 

the major study. The classroom teacher population was more likely to 
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rate the target reader on the rating scales points one to seven than 

were the other two populations. As in Factor I, this tendency did not 

appear to affect the statistical significance among ratings of the three 

populations for this factor, but it did indicate that the classroom 

teacher population was more willing to express an opinion based on the 

taped oral reading sample than were the other two populations. 

As in the major study, the use of the "no opinion" option seemed 

to indicate that the target reader and Title I populations could not 

make an evaluation based solely on one tape recording of a child's oral 

reading. These subjects may be exhibiting sensitivity to the language 

differences of the Mexican American target reader by this rating 

behavior. 

The results for Factor I and II for the target reader and com

parison populations supports the findings of the major study that the 

preservice elementary teachers are sensitive to language differences 

among the three oral readers and are able to differentiate among them 

based on linguistic differences. These findings are strongly supported 

because of the statistically similar rating behavior exhibited by the 

target population and both comparison populations. These results were 

statistically similar for each factor and for each item within each 

factor. 

Findings Related to the Behavior Instrument 
Concerning the Target Population 
and the Comparison Populations 

The Behavior Instrument was designed to measure the perceptions 

of the target reader and comparison populations of specific oral 
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reading behaviors exhibited by the target reader. Three universes of 

behaviors were assessed in a five point summated rating scale format. 

The interpretation of the data requires a review of the reli

ability of this instrument. The 21-item total instrument, as well as 

the 15-item universe dealing with language in oral reading, were ade

quately reliable for purposes of discussion. However, the reliability 

of the four-item universe dealing with comprehension and teacher atten

tion was inadequate for discussion. The reliability of the third 

universe, instructional placement, could not be determined because it 

consisted of too few items (two) to be calculated with the selected 

computer program. 

Table 33 presents the total Behavior Instrument data for the 

target reader and comparison populations, the number of subjects, mean 

scores, and standard deviations. 

Table 33. Total behavior instrument—target reader and comparison 
populations, number of subjects, means, and standard 
deviations 

Number of Standard 
Populations Subjects Means Deviations 

Target Reader 22 51.0000 6.8452 

Title I 19 53.8421 10.1119 

Classroom Teacher 16 54.6875 8.7309 
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Table 34 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

existed among the scores of the target reader and comparison populations 

for the Behavior Instrument. 

Table 34. Total behavior instrument—one-way analysis of variance 
of target reader and comparison populations 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 
Signifi
cance of F* 

Between Groups 2 147.0186 73.5093 1.0004 NS .3744 

Within Broups 54 3967.9638 73.4808 

Total 56 4114.9825 

*p<.05 

These findings are consistent with the results reported for the 

major study. There the three groups of preservice elementary teachers 

were statistically similar in their perceptions of specific oral read

ing behaviors exhibited by the three taped oral readers. Table 34 

results indicate that there were no statistically significant differ

ences among the target reader or the two comparison populations in 

rating oral reading behavior of the target reader. Therefore, any dif

ferences in teacher sensitivity toward language differences among chil

dren are not attributable to a significant difference in the perception 

of the target reader by the three teacher groups. The target reader 
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population and the Title I and classroom teacher populations are ex

hibiting similar rating behavior for this instrument. 

Table 35 summarizes the Behavior Instrument data for the 15-item 

universe dealing with language in oral reading according to the target 

reader and comparison populations, the number of subjects, mean scores, 

and standard deviations. 

Table 35. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading universe— 
target reader and comparison populations, number of 
subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Number of Standard 
Populations Subjects Means Deviations 

Target Reader 22 37.0000 4.9570 

Title I 20 39.6000 7.0666 

Classroom Teacher 16 40.6250 6.0759 

Table 36 reports the results of the statistical analysis. The 

one-way ANOVA indicates that no statistically significant differences 

were found among the scores of the target reader and comparison popu

lations for the universe addressing language in oral reading. 
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Table 36. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading—one-way 
analysis of variance of target reader and comparison 
populations 

Signifi
Source DF SS MS F Ratio cance of F* 

Between Groups 2 136.829 63.414 1 .864 NS 

Within Groups 55 2018.550 36.701 

Total 57 2153.379 

*p< .05 

These findings are consistent with the findings for the total 

Behavior Instrument. However, to clarify these results, a one-way ANOVA 

by item was conducted for each of the 15 items of this universe, lan

guage in oral reading. Two items within this universe showed statisti

cal differences among the responses of the target reader and comparison 

populations. Responses of these three populations for the remaining 

items did not differ significantly (see Appendix G, items 3, 4, 5, 6, 

7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18). Table 37 presents the two items and 

the statistical significance of each according to a one-way ANOVA pro

cedure . 

Table 38 further clarifies the results shown in Table 36 by 

presenting data related to homogeneity of variance and the post hoc 

procedure (Tukey-LSD) for the two items in Table 37. 



105 

Table 37. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading (two statisti
cally significant items)—one-way analysis of variance of 
the target reader and comparison populations 

Item Significance 
Number Statistically Significant Items of F* 

Deletion in oral reading refers to the omission by 
the reader of a word, phrase or part of a word 
present in the author's text. In this oral reading 
task, the child exhibited: 

Very Many Many Some Few Very Few 
Deletions Deletions Deletions Deletions Deletions 

20 Substitution in oral reading refers to the replace
ment by the reader of a word, phrase or part of a 
word not present in the author's text with another 
word, phrase or part of a word. In this oral reading 
task, the child exhibited: 
1 2 3 4 5 .0398* 

Very Many Many Some Few Very Few 
Substitutions Substitutions 

*p< .05 
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Table 38. Behavior instrument-language in oral reading (two statisti
cally significant items)—summary data of homogeneity of 
variance and post hoc procedure 

Item Assumption of 
Number Homogeneity of Variance* Post Hoc Relationships** 

2 Yes (.407) 1 differs from 4 and 5 

20 Yes (.357) 1 and 4 differ from 5 

* = Cochrans <^".05 
**1 = Target reader population 
4 = Title I population 
5 = Classroom teacher population 

The results summarized in Tables 36, 37, and 38 indicate that 

the rating behaviors of the three populations are very similar, differ

ing significantly for only two items. The Title X and classroom teacher 

populations rated the target reader as making fewer deletions than the 

rating indicated by the target reader population. On the other item, 

the classroom teacher population indicated that the target reader read 

with less hesitation than did the ratings indicated by the target reader 

and Title I populations. 

Due to the similarity of rating behavior among the three popula

tions, these findings support the results presented for the Behavior 

Instrument in the major study. These results suggested that any rela

tionship concerning the sensitivity of the preservice elementary 

teachers toward language differences among children was not due to a 

statistically significant difference in their perceptions of specific 
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oral reading behaviors exhibited by the three oral readers. This find

ing can now be expanded to include the rating behavior of the two 

select, intact comparison populations. Since to a great degree, the 

preservice teacher population was similar in rating behavior to these 

two comparison populations selected because of their potential for being 

sensitive to language differences among children. 

Table 39 summarizes the results of the three instruments used 

in the major study as well as the comparison study. 

Table 39. Summary of the findings 

Major Study Comparison Study 
Instruments (1, 2, 3**) (1, 4, 5**) 

Knowledge NS 1 and 4 differ from 5* 

Williams 
Factor I NS NS 

Factor II 1 and 2 differ from 3* NS 

Behavior NS NS 

Universe 
Language in 
Oral Reading NS NS 

* p< .05 
** 1 = Target reader population 

2 = Spanish intonation population 
3 = Anglo reader population 
4 = Title I population 
5 = Classroom teacher population 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains a summary of (1) the problem investigated, 

(2) the literature which was reviewed, and (3) the procedures employed. 

Following the summary, findings are reviewed, and conclusions, implica

tions, and recommendations are presented. 

Restatement of the Problem 

The purpose of the planned study was to determine the degree of 

sensitivity of preservice elementary teachers to the language differ

ences of Mexican American children in an oral reading task. 

More specifically, this study sought answers to the following 

questions: 

1. What is the nature and extent of the knowledge base of pre

service elementary teachers related to the specific linguistic 

features exhibited by a Mexican American child reading orally 

in English? 

2. Are attitudes of preservice elementary teachers stereotypical 

in nature as they relate to the language features exhibited by 

children in an oral reading task? 

108 
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3. Do preservice elementary teachers differ in their attitudes 

toward children due to language features exhibited during an 

oral reading task? 

4. Are teacher attitudes toward and knowledge of specific oral 

reading behavior influenced by the language features exhibited 

by children during oral reading tasks? 

In order to further interpret the sensitivity of preservice 

elementary teachers toward children whose oral reading behavior exhib

its typical Mexican American speech characteristics, some comparisons 

were made to determine whether their responses to the above four ques

tions differed from those of ESEA Title I Reading/Language Resource 

teachers and classroom teachers working in schools which have a pre

dominantly Mexican American population. 

Related Literature 

Canadian Studies 

Research dealing with language attitudes toward children from 

different language backgrounds was influenced by the work of Canadian 

Wallace E. Lambert and his colleagues (1960) who analyzed the reactions 

of listeners to French and English speakers. Their results demonstrated 

that French-speaking subjects evaluated the English recordings more 

favorably than the French recordings and that the English-speaking sub

jects also rated the English recordings more favorably. These findings 

were interpreted to mean that the subjects were using stereotyped 
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attitudes toward the speakers in order to arrive at their ratings, thus 

generating the stereotype hypothesis. 

Anisfeld, Bogo, and Lambert (1962) extended the stereotype 

hypothesis to Jewish subjects distinguished by style of speech and other 

characteristics. The results indicated that gentile listeners rated 

speakers using Jewish accented English less favorably than speakers 

using unaccented English. 

Seligman, Tucker, and Lambert (1972) examined the cues which 

teachers use to form attitudes toward students. Photographs, drawings, 

compositions, and speech samples of oral reading taken from third grade 

boys were used as the cues. Their results indicated that subjects 

judged students according to information such as voice and physical 

appearance, contrary to the assumption of the study which was that 

teachers would not hold biased stereotypes and attitudes toward their 

students. 

American Studies: Black English 

A 1970b Williams study investigated the types of judgments teach

ers make about speech and language and how these judgments relate to 

ratings of a child's social status. The findings suggest that a judg

mental model using two independent factors was used by the teacher-

raters . Factor I, confidence-eagerness, and Factor II, ethnicity-

nonstandardness, were the two factors. There were no reliability data 

reported, the samples were small, and there was no use of a "no opinion" 

option. 
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Rita Naremore (1971) conducted an investigation to determine to 

what extent teachers could be grouped based on their attitudinal re

sponses and, additionally, to what extent they can be contrasted and 

compared for teacher, child, rating scale, and selected speech sample 

characteristics. Findings indicated that teachers could be grouped on 

the basis of their rating behavior using a factor analytic procedure. 

The only differentiating teacher characteristic was teacher race. 

Teachers differed in the kinds and accuracies of judgments of different 

kinds of children and different semantic differential scales. There 

were no reliability data reported, the samples were small, and there 

was no use of a "no opinion" option. Factor II, ethnicity-

nonstandardness, appeared to have two different types of items (i.e., 

judgmental vs. observational). 

Roger Shuy and Fredrick Williams (1973) provided a statistical 

analysis of subjective judgment data from an earlier study (Shuy, 

Baratz, and Wolfram, 1969) in order to determine the dimensions of judg

ments used by the respondents in rating five types of speech and to 

determine the degree to which the judgments varied according to the 

respondents' ethnicity, social status, age, and sex. In the findings, 

four dimensions of judgment were identified. Reliable contrasts were 

obtained among the ratings of the five speech styles. Further, signifi

cant interactions were reported across ethnicity, social status, age, 

but not for sex for the respondents as they rated the five speech 

styles. 

Orlando Taylor (1973) assessed the attitudes of teachers toward 

language differences through the development and administration of the 
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Language Attitude Scale. Taylor found that teachers responded most 

negatively to the linguistic structure of nonstandard and Black English 

dialects. 

American Studies: Mexican Americans, 
Blacks, and Anglos 

Reviews of the literature related to accented speech of Mexican 

Americans by Ellen B. Ryan (1973) and Ellen Ryan and Miguel Carranza 

(1976-77) found that such speech fostered prejudicial attitudes on the 

part of the listener toward the speaker, and could negatively influence 

chances for educational and occupational success. 

Ruth Barrera Carter (1976) conducted a study to determine teach

ers' attitudes toward Mexican American accented speech. Carter found 

that the more accent exhibited by a speaker, the less favorable the 

rating of the child's speech by teachers. The accent in a Mexican 

American's speech tended to evoke prejudicial attitudes toward the child. 

In a study by Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970a), the re

searchers wanted to establish the degree to which teachers' ratings of 

children's speech would be related to the ratings of speech these teach

ers might anticipate from children of certain ethnic and social status 

groups. Results indicated that across all three ethnic groups, status 

differentiations were significant and were in the anticipated direction. 

For the Mexican American there were differences between the videotape 

and the pre-ratings. The videotape was lower than the pre-rating for 

Factor I (confidence-eagerness) for the middle status Mexican American. 

The lower status Mexican American was rated as less ethnic-nonstandard 
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(Factor II) for the videotape compared to the pre-rating. No reliability 

data were presented and a "no opinion" was not available to raters. 

Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970b) reported another study 

to determine whether the two factor Williams Instrument would result 

when subjects were provided speech samples in presentation modes of 

audio, visual, and audiovisual. The researchers also sought to determine 

whether the two factors were useful in the differentiation of ethnic and 

social status. The results indicated that the two factors of the 

Williams Instrument were apparent for the three modes of presentations. 

Status and ethnic differentiation was revealed to a slight degree. Reli

ability data were reported and a "not relevant" option was available. 

This option was treated like missing data for analysis and a subject's 

mean score for the other items in the factor was used as the score for 

such items. 

Williams, Whitehead, and Traupman (1970c) , in yet another study, 

tested the idea that a teacher's ethnic stereotyping may bias perceptions 

of a child's speech. The findings indicated that visual cues of ethnic

ity did bias teachers' evaluations of the same standard English language 

samples. The Mexican American child was rated as less confident and 

eager (Factor I) than both Black and Anglo children. Both Mexican 

American and Black children were rated more ethnic-nonstandard (Factor II) 

than the Anglo child. The "no opinion" option was not included in the 

instrument. 

Williams, Whitehead, and Miller (1972) reported that language 

attitude of teachers tend to bias their expectations of pupil performance 
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in subject matter areas particularly those directly dealing with language 

arts. They also reported that teachers' stereotypical language ratings 

appeared only for Factor II (ethnic-nonstandard). No reliability data 

were given and the "no opinion" option was not available. In addition, 

Factor II seemed to be composed of two different kinds of items (observa

tion vs. judgment) which could have affected the results obtained for 

this factor. 

Leslie M. Miller (1972) conducted a study that focused on 

Mexican American children's speech and the evaluation reactions by 

teachers toward that speech. The results indicated that Anglo and 

Mexican American teachers held similar stereotype views of their school 

populations and that social status appeared to be an important factor 

for the Mexican American child. No reliability data were given and the 

"no opinion" option was not available. Factor II once again was com

posed of two different kinds of items which could have affected the 

results. 

Williams and Naremore (1974) conducted a study designed to group 

teachers based on their similarity of language attitude rating behavior 

and to compare these groups in terms of their evaluation of labels used 

for different ethnic groups of children and their academic rating ex

pectations for such children. The results seemed to indicate that 

teachers could be grouped by their rating behavior and a relationship 

existed between this grouping and the teachers' ethnicity and the nature 

of their school populations. Teacher biases reflected their biases 

toward a child's ethnicity as did their academic expectations for 

language arts. 
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In summary, these studies dealing with language attitudes toward 

nonstandard speech found that teachers were reacting differently and 

generally less favorably to this speech as opposed to more standard, 

less ethnic sounding varieties of English. These findings were also 

influenced by the amount of accent in the speech, the social status of 

the speaker, and the ethnicity of the teacher. 

Design and Procedures 

This was a descriptive study involving 67 preservice elementary 

teachers enrolled in three sections of The University of Arizona College 

of Education introductory reading course. These preservice teachers had 

not participated in student teaching or substitute teaching. Two other 

separate and distinct educator populations were also used to interpret 

the sensitivity data of the preservice teachers related to language dif

ferences among children. 

Twenty ESEA Title I Reading and Language Resource teachers and 

16 classroom teachers comprised the two interpretive populations. They 

were selected because of their training and experience working with 

Mexican American children and therefore represented subjects with poten

tial for sensitivity toward language differences among children. 

Three instruments were used to gather data on teacher knowledge 

related to linguistic features, teacher attitudes toward language differ

ences, and teacher sensitivity toward oral reading behavior among chil

dren. These instruments rated language behavior as represented on tape 

recorded oral reading passages by three readers and three precoded 

scripts of those tape-recorded passages. For these reasons, information 
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concerning the selection of the passage and the reader is presented 

first. 

Eight passages were selected to span the elementary grade levels 

according to readability formula (Fry, 1972). These passages appeared 

to offer the opportunity for "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confu

sions and to reflect the interests of intermediate elementary grade 

level age Mexican American males. The passages had a beginning and a 

conclusion in order to present a meaningful reading experience and were 

of sufficient length to allow for an appropriate number of reading 

errors and phonemic confusions. 

The reading passages were used to develop the tape recording 

and precoded script used in this study. Oral readers were selected 

according to teacher recommendations identifying students in their 

classes who met specific characteristics and the oral reading of these 

students was tape recorded. 

The tape best representing the type of oral reading behavior 

needed for the study was selected by the researcher. This oral reading 

behavior featured a fourth grade male, reading in Spanish-accented 

English and producing "classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions, 

while reading at near frustration level in an understandable, expres

sive, and normally rhythmic voice. This was the target reader. 

A three member panel, selected because of their perceived sen

sitivity to language differences among children, their familiarity with 

the reading process, and their bilingualism in Spanish and English, 

developed a coded script of the passage. This coded passage was used 

to produce a modified script needed for two other tape recordings by 
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two other readers. The Anglo reader read with standard English pronunci

ation and intonation patterns. He read the modified script as normal 

oral reading and this was tape recorded. The Spanish intonation reader 

read with Spanish pronunciation and intonation patterns, but without 

"classic" Spanish-English phonemic confusions. He also read the modified 

script as normal oral reading and was tape recorded. Coded passages were 

prepared to represent the three tape recordings of the three readers. 

Three rating instruments were used by the subjects in this study. 

The Knowledge Instrument was used to measure teacher knowledge related 

to linguistic features (see Table 3) of oral reading behavior of a 

Mexican American bilingual child, namely the target reader. There were 

32 items in a multiple choice format. The Williams Instrument (Williams, 

1970) was a two-factor instrument adapted for this study to measure 

teacher attitudes toward the language features exhibited in the oral 

reading behavior of the three oral readers. The Behavior Instrument was 

designed to measure the perceptions of specific oral reading behaviors 

exhibited by the three oral readers. Three universes of behavior were 

assessed in a five point summated rating scale format. 

After the instruments were developed or selected and both the 

reading passage and oral readers were chosen, the preservice elementary 

teachers involved in the study were randomly assigned to one of the 

three tape-recorded oral reading conditions (see Table 5). Arrangements 

were made to work with each group separately, and data were gathered 

within a one-day period. The two interpretive populations were con

sidered as select, intact groups and were assigned to the condition 
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involving the target reader. A structured sequence of tasks was followed 

in order to gather the necessary data for the study in a procedurally 

consistent manner. 

The data for the study were analyzed using appropriate statisti

cal tests. Reliability of instruments was computed using the coefficient 

alpha procedure (Cronbach, 1951). For the major and comparison studies, 

overall mean scores for the rating instruments were tested for signifi

cance using the one-way ANOVA procedure and appropriate post hoc proce

dures. In addition the homogeneity of variances was determined for 

each statistical analysis. 

Findings of the Study 

In this section are reported the results of the data analyses 

regarding the three instruments used in the major study as well as the 

comparison study (see Table 38). The statistical analyses yielded the 

following findings. 

Major Study 

1. No significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the major study populations for the Knowledge 

Instrument. 

2. a. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the major study populations for the Williams 

Instrument-Factor I. 

b. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the major study populations for the Williams 

Instrument-Factor I for any of five items. 
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a. Significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the major study populations for the Williams Instru

ment—Factor II. Tukey-HSD and Newman-Keuls post hoc procedures 

indicated that the scores of the target reader population and 

the Spanish intonation population were significantly lower than 

those of the Anglo reader population, but were not significantly 

different from each other. 

b. Significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the major study populations for the Williams Instru-

ment-Factor II for three of the five items. Tukey-HSD, Tukey-

LSD, and Newman-Keuls post hoc procedures revealed that the Anglo 

reader was rated as being more standard in his oral reading and 

of a higher social status than either of the Mexican American 

oral readers. 

No significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the major study populations for the total Behavior 

Instrument. 

a. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the major study populations for the Behavior 

Instrument universe, language in oral reading. 

b. Significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the major study populations for the Behavior Instrument 

universe, language in oral reading, for six of 15 items. The 

two Mexican American readers were judged to read with more 

hesitation, more inappropriate word stress, and less vocal 
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expression than the Anglo reader. Also, the target reader was 

rated as reading with more accent than the two other oral read

ers, and the Spanish intonation reader was rated as exhibiting 

more accent than the Anglo reader. 

Comparison Study 

1. Significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the target reader population as compared to the 

Title I and classroom teacher populations for the Knowledge 

Instrument. Tukey-HSD and Newman-Keuls post hoc procedures 

indicated that the target reader population and the Title I 

population were significantly less knowledgeable than the class

room teacher population, but were not significantly different 

from each other. 

2. a. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the target reader population and the two compari

son populations. Title I and classroom teachers, for the 

Williams Instrument-Factor I. 

b. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the target reader population and the two compari

son populations for the Williams Instrument-Factor I for any of 

the five items. 

3. a. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the target reader population and the two compari

son populations, Title I and classroom teachers, for the 

Williams Instrument-Factor II. 
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b. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the target reader population and the two compari

son populations for the Williams Instrument-Factor II for any 

of the five items. 

4. No significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the target reader population and the two comparison 

populations, Title I, and classroom teachers, for the total 

Behavior Instrument. 

5. a. No significant differences in group means were found among 

the scores of the target reader population and the two compari

son populations, Title I, and classroom teachers, for the Be

havior Instrument universe, language in oral reading. 

b. Significant differences in group means were found among the 

scores of the target reader population and the two comparison 

populations for the Behavior Instrument universe, language in 

oral reading, for two of the 15 items. For these two items 

post hoc procedures revealed that Title I and classroom teacher 

populations rated the target reader as making fewer deletions 

than did the target reader population, and that the classroom 

teacher population indicated that the target reader read with 

less hesitation than did the ratings indicated by the Title I 

and target reader populations. 



Conclusions 

The following conclusions, based on the findings, are limited 

to the populations and instruments similar to those utilized in this 

study. Evidence gathered in this study has raised serious questions 

about the applicability of the language attitude instrument used in this 

study and this should be kept in mind when accepting these conclusions. 

1. The nature and extent of the knowledge base of preservice 

elementary teachers related to specific Mexican American 

linguistic features is similar to that of some experienced 

teachers, but different from those who are predominantly 

bilingual speakers. 

2. Attitudes of preservice elementary teachers in some cases may 

be stereotypical in nature as they relate to the language 

features exhibited by children in an oral reading task. 

3. Preservice elementary teachers differ in their attitudes toward 

children due to ethnic language features exhibited during oral 

reading. 

4. Preservice elementary teachers attitudes toward and knowledge 

of specific oral reading behavior are not influenced by the 

language features exhibited by children during oral reading 

tasks. 

The comparison of responses of preservice elementary teachers 

and those of experienced teacher groups resulted in the following 

additional conclusion: 
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Preservice elementary teachers and experienced teachers do not 

differ in their ratings of Mexican American children's oral 

reading behavior. 

Implications 

Results of this study suggest the following implications: 

1. Caution should be exercised in the interpretation of research 

based on language attitude measures. The questionable validity 

of such measures casts much uncertainty about the generalizabil-

ity of the findings and conclusions of any study using language 

attitude instruments. 

Assuming the validity of the instruments used in this study, 

however, the following implication might be appropriate. 

2. Assumptions should not be made by university teacher education 

programs or by school district staff development programs that 

attitudes of teachers towards language different children neces

sarily adversely affect their perceptions and judgments about 

children's oral reading behavior. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The following suggestions for further research developed as an 

outgrowth of this study: 

1. Development of a more appropriate instrument for assessing 

language attitudes. 
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2. Refinement of the Behavior Instrument to enhance assessment of 

teachers' perceptions of oral reading behavior of children. 

3. Expansion of the Knowledge Instrument to include the assessment 

of linguistic characteristics other than those that are phono

logical in nature. These may include lexical, morphological, 

syntactical, and semantic characteristics. 

4. Replication of the study using larger numbers of subjects. 

5. Replication of the study using preservice elementary teachers 

from other geographic areas of the country. 

6. Replication of the study using additional comparison populations 

to include bilingual education preservice teachers and experi

enced classroom teachers who are not bilingual speakers. 

7. Replication of the study using oral readers at various instruc

tional and grade placement levels. 

8. Replication of the study using revised instruments and other 

data analysis procedures. 

9. Replication of the study using bilingual oral readers who speak 

a language other than Spanish, or who speak a marked dialect of 

English. 

10. Replication of the study using an Anglo to gather the data. 



APPENDIX A 

TARGET PASSAGE 

The Shoeshine Chair* 

One of Angle's favorite places was the secondhand store. The 

sign in front said "Antiques and Junk for Sale." The old store had 

three rooms. The front room contained expensive furniture and dishes. 

But items in the second room cost less. In the third room was the junk. 

Some things in the junk room cost less than a dollar. The junk room 

overflowed out into a weedy fenced-in junkyard in the back. 

Angie went to the secondhand store. She hoped to find an un

usual but inexpensive present for her father's birthday. 

"Have you got any really good junk today, Mr. Whitaker?" asked 

Angie. 

"Sure I have, Angie. Just look around. There's a little bit 

of everything out there in back," said Mr. Whitaker from behind his 

messy, dusty old desk. 

Mr. Whitaker told Angie he had been collecting stuff since he 

was six years old. Angie looked around his store. 

"That's not hard to believe," she said. 

"If you think I've got a lot here," he chuckled, "you ought to 

see my house." 
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Ang.ie poked around the store for a long time. But she didn't 

see anything that seemed just right for her father's birthday. Before 

she left, she decided to take one last turn around the junkyard. 

There, lying on its side, she found something that really in

terested her. It was an old, homemade wooden shoeshine chair. A thin 

straight chair had been nailed to a large box with a drawer in it. The 

drawer pulled open with a spool. The chair and the box were nailed to 

a platform with two wooden footrests on it. The whole thing had been 

painted sky-blue. It was loose and rickety now. 

"But some nails will fix it up fine," thought Angie. 

"How much for the shoeshine chair?" Angie asked Mr. Whitaker. 

"You found one of my best pieces of junk," said Mr. Whitaker. 

"How much money have you got?" 

"Fifty cents," said Angie. 

"It's a deal," said Mr. Whitaker. "The shoeshine chair is 

yours. I'll tell Joe to deliver it to your house when he's taking 

that sofa over to the Bensons1." 

*Udry, Janice May, 1980, pp. 88-90 



APPENDIX B 

TARGET READER CODED PASSAGE 

sharê  / 
The Shoeshine Chair* kftrd U-ruJ 

hwas du.k 
One of Angie's favorite places was the secondhand store. The 

ode-
sign in front said "Antiques and Junk for Sale." The old store had 

Con&k, efecve.s. 
three rooms. The front room contained expensive furniture and dishes. 

dul\ dak 
But items in-the- second room cost lesŝ  In the third room was the junk. 

+iM.g5 een dolv / i 
Some things in the junk room cost less than a dollar./ The junk room 

overflowed out into a weedy fenced-in junkyard in the back. 

duA-\ hopf «-»\ 
Angie went to the secondhand store. She hoped to find an un-

Wvbkoe, 11 e-yU U-ws.lv/e- "feWr UnW 
usual butilinexpensive present for her father's birthday. 

"Have you got any really good junk today, Mr. Whitaker?" asked 

Angie. 

Dxr«, 
"Sure I have, Angie. Just look̂ around̂  There's a little bit 

e.M evW"Hv IAV dare- 4ta- M , ̂WlriJfchi-kr 
of everything out there in̂ back," said Mr. WhitakeriTlfrom behind his 

messy,! dusty old desk̂  

Mr. Whitaker told Angie he had been collecting stuff since he 

II look lru£6 
was sixl years old. Angie looked around his store. 

"That's not hard to believe,1.' she said. . 

X +iUc I I ciunck°\e<l out 4°̂  
"If-yon-think I've got a lot/ here,"J-he- chuckled, "you oughtAto 

see my house." 

127 
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i i d&ftAn 
Angie/poked aroundjthe store,for a long timê  But she didn't 

 ̂ tir-̂ Ay 
see anything that seemed just right for her father's birthday. Before 

cJM-V <4VJA jLM'vk-ya-i-
she left,, she decided to take one last turn around the junkyard. 

T~kre, dub 'botne^ejiYi dak IM,-
There, lying on its side, she found something that really in-

oua I -3-
terested her. It was an old, homemade wooHen shoeshine chair. A thin 

~H«, -H\e/vnd d war 
straight chair had been nailed to a large box with/j-â  drawer in it. The 

. "aViftre-
drawer pulled open with a spoolji The chair and the box were nailed to 

-W\e_ (xt4 
a platform with two wooden footrests on it. The whole thing had been 

f C V v i  .1 loose and rickety now.// 

•huM-
"But some nails will fix it up fine," thought Angie.  ̂

"How much for-the- shoeshine chair?" Angie asked Mr. 

"You found̂ one of my best pieces of junk," said Mr. Whitaker. 

do v/ 
"How much moneŷ have you got?" 

"Fifty cents," said Angie. 

"It's a deal," said Mr. Whitaker. "The shoeshine chair is 

So 
yours. I'll tell doe to deliver it to your house when he's taking 

that sofa over to the Bensons'." 

*Udry, Janice May, 1980, pp. 88-90 



APPENDIX C 

ANGLO READER CODED PASSAGE 

The Shoeshine Chair*  ̂̂ 1 

hard 
One of Angle's favorite places was the secondhand store. The 

sign in front said "Antiques and Junk for Sale." The old store had 

conelc. e-yce-v/£••£> 
three rooms. The front room contained expensive furniture and dishes. 

But items in-tfee- second room cost lesŝ  In the third room was the junk. 

Some things in the junk room cost less than a dollar./ The junk room J 
r,-rlewe4 I 1 

e\/e»-v4-Hco»~ 
overflowed out into a weedy fenced-in junkyard in the back. 

Wttvted hcpf" civ\-
Angie went to the secondhand store. She hoped to find an un-

wvskoe-' ey.W> 
usual but inexpensive present for her father's birthday. 

Mrs. IAJ y 
"Have you got any really good junk today, Mr. Whitaker?" asked 

Angie. 

"Sure I have, Angie. Just look̂ around̂  There's a little bit 

Mt-6. 
of everything out there in̂ jback," said Mr. Whitaker from behind his 

messy ,j dusty old desk̂  

Mr. Whitaker told Angie he had been collecting stuff since he 

was six years old. Angie looked around his store. 

"That's not hard to believe," she said. 

I , i cWdodei Oau} 0(4" 4W 
"If-yea think I've got a lot/here, "/-fee chucklea, "you ought/| to 

see myj house." 

129 
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Angie poked around|the store,for a long timê  But she didn't 

see anything that seemed just right for her father's birthday. Before 

-tta' ll 
she left,̂ she decided to take one last turn around the junkyard./̂  

There, lying on its side, she found something that really in-

F ̂  
terested her. It was an old, homemade wooden shoeshine chair. A thin 

-jta- / 
straight chair had been nailed to a large box witĥ -a-drawer in it. The 

dravjer pulled open with a spool̂  The chair and the box were nailed to 

â̂ platform with two wooden footrefs'ts on it. The whole thing had been 

III painted sky-blue. It was! (loose and rickety now. 

"But some nails will fix it up fine," thought Angie. 

"How much for-the shoeshine chair?" Angie asked Mr. Whit 

IWFC. VJKI; 
"You found one of my best pieces of junk," said Mr. Whitaker. 

dô OU-VvtLv̂  ̂  
"How much moneŷ have you got?" 

-"Fifty cents," said Aiigie. 

IV6. 
"It's a deal," said Mr. Whitaker. "The shoeshine chair is 

yours. I'll tell Joe to deliver it to your house when he's taking 

that sofa over to the Bensons'." 

*Udry, Janice May, 1980, pp. 88-90 



APPENDIX D 

SPANISH INTONATION CODED PASSAGE 

The Shoeshine Chair*  ̂I 

\\Ar-4 
One of Angie's favorite places was the secondhand store. The 

sign in front said "Antiques anJunk for Sale." The old store had 

L. beeves 
three rooms. The front room contained expensive furniture and dishes. 

But items in the second room cost lessĵ  In the third room was the junk. 

Some things in the junk room cost less than a dollar. The junk room 
M -f levied 

overflowed out into a weedy fencedWin junkyard in the back. 

cvn -
Angie went to the secondhand store. She hoped to find an un-

usual butll inexpensive present for her father's birthday. 

"Have you got any really good junk today, Mr. Whitaker?" asked 

Angie. 

"Sure I have, Angie. Just look.aroundV There's a little bit 

fArs. lOlucUiajifi-
of everything out there in̂ jback," said Mr. Whitaker̂ jfrom behind his 

messy,j dusty old desk̂  

Mr. Whitaker told Angie he had been collecting stuff since he 

was six//years old. Angie looked around his store. 

SeWS 
"That's not hard to believe," she said. 

T i 
"If -¥©»• think I've got a lotlhere,"-h® chuckled, "you ought̂ jto 

see irryl house." 

131 



132 

Angiejpoked aroundjthe storê  for a long timê  But she didn' 

see anything that seemed just right for her father's birthday. Before 

she left,.she decided to take one last turn around the junkyard. 
A  ̂
There, lying on its side, she found something that really in-

I X 
terested her. It was an old, homemade woaden shoeshine chair. A thin 

4U, -Hve-dvui . 
straight chair had been nailed to a large box witĥ a- drawer in it. The 

drav 

-Hut-

er pulled open with a spool̂  The chair and the box were nailed to 

a platform with two wooden footrests on it. The whole thing had been 

painted sky-blue. It wasjj loose and rickety now.// 

"But some nails will fix it up fine," thought Angie. t/ 

votive 
"How much for the shoeshine chair?" -Angie asked Mr. ̂ it̂ ker.. 

M. W 
"You found one of my best pieces of junk," said Mr. Whitaker. 

dp >/0U.Wpjt.4D 
"How much moneŷ have you got?" 

"Fifty cents," said .Angie. 

"It's a deal," said Mr. Whitaker. "The shoeshine chair is 

yours. I'11 tell Joe to deliver it to your house when he1s taking 

Mc, 
that sofa over to the Bensons1." 

*Udry, Janice May, 1980, pp. 88-90 



APPENDIX E 

KNOWLEDGE INSTRUMENT 

Directions: Answer each numbered item by circling the letter which best 
characterizes the substitution, due to linguistic inter
ference between Spanish and English, that a Mexican American 
bilingual child is most likely to make for the underlined 
word in each sentence. 

1. How are you and the kids? 7. Several people are over there. 

a. ant 
b. ang 

c. an 
d. ank 

a. tear 
c. dare 

c. zair 
d. nair 

The extra keys are mother's. 8. I should have thought of it. 

a. 
b. 

mother 
mothern 

c. mothersh 
d. motherch 

a. hought 
b. taught 

c. sought 
d. dought 

I watched them from the side. 9. The hotel was very seedy. 

a. wadged 
b. wadded 

c. wast 
d. washed 

a. suddy 
b. siddy 

c. seddy 
d. soody 

4. It was them. 10. The crowd chuckled. 

a. dem 
b. shem 

c. tem 
d. zem 

a. truckled 
b. shuckled 

c. juckled 
d. suckled 

5. The treasure is in the chest. 11. That makes me sick. 

a. shest 
b. test 

c. jest 
d. sest 

a. 
b. 

Zat 
Tat 

c. Dat 
d. Hat 

6. The jester was funny. 12. He looked out the window. 

a. shester 
b. yester 

c. Chester 

d. hester 
a. look 
c. lookted 

c. lookth 
d. looks 
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13. The baker's bread smelled good. 23. He has a cold. 

a. bakerge 
b. bakersh 

c. bakerch 
d. baker 

a. hath 
b. hatch 

c. hash 
d. hass 

14. I want to join the club. 

a. yom 
c. choin 

c. hoin 
d. soin 

24. She kept the house very neat. 

a. net 
b. nit 

c. not 
d. nat 

15. What a great thingI 

a. theeng c. thang 
b. thayng d. thing 

16. Just a minute there. 

a. Zust 
c. Yust 

c. Chust 
d. Hust 

17. It sure seems hot out there. 

25. Someday something like this 
might happen. 
a. somening c. someding 
b. somesing d. someting 

26. Figure out the puzzle. 

a. pussle 
b. putchel 

c. puddle 
d. pushel 

27. Did you catch a big fish? 

a. simes 
b. sems 

c. sims 
d. soms 

a. cack 
b. cash 

c. cass 
d. cadge 

18. I bathe regularly. 28.  All of them were interested. 

a. base 
b. bade 

c. bate 
d. baze 

a. interesk 
b. interesth 

c. interests 
d. interest 

19. I will fix some broth. 29. Things couldn't be better. 

a. bros 
b. brod 

c. brosh 
d. brot 

a. Zings 
b. Tings 

c. Sings 
d. Dings 

20. Did you do it? 

a. Deed 
b. Died 

c. Dade 
d. Dood 

30. That would be a sin. 

a. sane 
b. seen 

c. sun 
d. sine 

21. How far can you jog? 

a. chog 
b. log 

c. hog 
d. yog 

22. I would call him a card. 

31. It was his_ bike. 

a. hiss c. hish 
b. hitch d. hidge 

32. The bread has mold. 

a. earn 
b. car 

c. cart 
d. carve 

a. mole 
b. molk 

c. molve 
d. molt 



APPENDIX F 

WILLIAMS INSTRUMENT 

Name Date 

Directions; Circle the number on the underlying scale which best charac
terizes your perceptions of the oral reader you just heard. 
Circle the letters N.O. if you have no opinion. 

1. THE CHILD IS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Slow Quick No 

Mentally Mentally Opinion 

2. THE CHILD'S SPEECH INDICATES: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
A Poor A Good No 

Educational Educational Opinion 
Background Background 

3. THE CHILD'S LANGUAGE SHOWS A: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

4. THE CHILD SEEMS CULTURALLY: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Disadvantaged Advantaged No 

Opinion 

5. THE CHILD'S FAMILY IS PROBABLY: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Low High No 

Social Status Social Status Opinion 
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6. THE CHILD SEEMS: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Hesitant Enthusiastic No 

Opinion 

7. THE CHILD'S WORD USAGES ARE: 

Consistently Consistently No 
Incorrect Correct Opinion 

8. THE LANGUAGE SPOKEN IN THIS CHILD'S HOME IS PROBABLY: 

Standard Marked No 
American Style Ethnic Style Opinion 

9. THE CHILD'S PRONUNCIATION IS: 

Unclear- Clear- No 
Indistinct Distinct Opinion 

10. THE CHILD SEEMS: 

Shy Talkative No 
Opinion 

11. THE CHILD USES LANGUAGE: 

1 2 3- 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Effectively Ineffectively No 

Opinion 

12. THE CHILD IS: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Dull Alert No 

Opinion 

13. THE CHILD SEEMS: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N.O. 
Active Passive No 

Opinion 
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14. THE CHILD SEEMS TO: 

Enjoy Dislike No 
Reading Reading Opinion 

15. THE CHILD IS: 

Active Passive No 
Opinion 



APPENDIX G 

BEHAVIOR INSTRUMENT 

Name Date 12 3 

Directions j Read each item carefully and then indicate your answer by 
circling the number on the underlying scale which best 
characterizes your perceptions of the oral reader you have 
just heard. 

Assignment to reading group: Based on this child's oral reading 
performance, a teacher might predict that the child is a member 
of the: 

highest reading middle to middle reading middle to lowest reading 
group in the highest group in the lowest group in the 
classroom classroom classroom 

2. Deletion in oral reading refers to the omission by the-reader of a 
word,- phrase, or part of a word present in the author's text. In 
this oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

very many many some few very few 
deletions deletions deletions deletions deletions 

3. Use of punctuation in oral reading refers to the reader's vocal 
intonation pattern signaled by punctuation marks such as periods, 
commas, and question marks. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited: 

1 2 • 3 4 5 
appropriate 95% 90% 85% appropriate 

use of punctuation of the of the of the use of punctuation 
100% of the time time time time 80% of the time 
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Articulation in oral reading refers to the reader's ability to 
pronounce vowels and consonants clearly and distinctly. In this 
oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very poor poor adequate good very good 

articulation articulation 

5. Hesitations in oral reading refers to brief pauses made by the 
reader usually because of nervousness, self-consciousness, or 
difficulty of the reading material. In this oral reading task, 
the child exhibited: 

very many many some few very few 
hesitations hesitations 

6. Expression in oral reading refers to the reader's voice used to 
interpret the author's ideas and exhibited as surprise, anger, 
seriousness, and the like. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very poor poor adequate good very good 

expression in his expression in his 
oral reading oral reading 

7. Reader phonology in oral reading refers to the quality of the vowels 
and consonants as pronounced by the reader compared to the norm of 
standard English. In this oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

very inappropriate adequate appropriate very 
inappropriate appropriate 

reader phonology reader phonology 

Grammar in oral reading refers to the faithful rendering of the 
author's text by the reader. In this oral reading task, the child 
exhibited: 

a 100% faithful 
rendering of the 
author's text 

95% a 90% an 85% an 80% faithful 
rendering of the 
author's text 
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9. Speed in oral reading refers to that cadence of the voice that is 
neither too rapid nor too slow, but tends to approach the speed of 
normal conversation. In the oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

1 2— 
the speed of 90% 

normal conversation 
100% of the time 

— 3— 
80% 

—4 5 
70% the speed of 

normal conversation 
60% or less of the time 

10. Comprehension level: Based on this child's oral reading perfor
mance, a teacher might predict that the child comprehends: 

1 2 3 4 5 
100% of what 75% 50% or less of 
he has read what he has read 

11. Teacher attention: Based on this child's oral reading performance, 
the child would benefit from small group (5 to 7 pupils) based on 
teacher attention during reading instruction: 

1 2 3 4 5 
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% or less 

of the time of the time 

12. Repetitions in oral reading refers to the repeating of a word or 
words in the text by the reader caused by nervousness, self-
consciousness, or difficulty of the reading material. In this 
oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very many many some few very few 
repetitions repetitions 

13. Teacher attention: Based on this child's oral reading performance, 
the child would benefit from large group (20 to 30 pupils) based 
on teacher attention during reading instruction: 

100% of 80% 60% 40% 20% or less 
the time of the time 
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14. Dialect or accent in oral reading refers to the reader's pronunci
ation patterns as exhibited by inflection of words, nasality of 
vowels, and consonant precision. In this oral reading task, the 
child exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
a very a noticeable some little no 

noticeable accent accent accent noticeable 
accent accent 

15. Phrasing in oral reading refers to the correct grouping of the 
words during oral reading into meaningful thought units. In this 
oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very poor poor adequate good very good 
phrasing phrasing phrasing phrasing phrasing 

16. Sentence stress in oral reading refers to the accenting of words 
or word groups in a sentence in a manner that approximates normal 
conversational style as opposed to word-by-word reading. In this 
oral reading task, the child exhibited inappropriate sentence 
stress: 

100% of 80% 60% 40% 20% or less 
the time of the time 

17. Insertion in oral reading refers to the addition by the reader of 
a word, phrase,, or part of a word not present in the author's text. 
In this oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

very few few some many very many 
insertions insertions 

18. Word stress in oral reading refers to the different degrees of 
loudness of the reader's voice exhibited in the accenting of 
syllables in words. In this oral reading task, the child exhibited: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very inappropriate adequate appropriate very 

inappropriate appropriate 
word stress word stress 
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19. Recommendation for special services: Based on this child's oral 
reading performance, a teacher might decide that this child would 
receive the greatest part of his reading instruction in a: 

1 2 3 4 5 
class with mainstreaming regular mainstreaming class with 
other gifted from regular class with from remedial other 
children class to other regular class to remedial 

gifted class children regular class students 

20. Substitution in oral reading refers to the replacement by the 
reader of a word, phrase, or part of a word not present in the 
author's text with another word, phrase, or part of a word. In 
this oral reading task, the child exhibits: 

very many many some few very few 
substitutions substitutions 

21. Teacher attention: Based on 
the child would benefit from 
during reading instruction: 

this child's oral reading performance, 
individual (1 to 1) teacher attention 

—2-
80% 20% or less 

of the time 



APPENDIX H 

COVER SHEET FOR INSTRUMENTS 

Please answer all items. 

Name Date Sex: M F (please circle) 

Ethnicity: (please check one) 

Caucasian 

Educational Level: (please 

_Black 
JHispanic (Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

South American or Other) 
_American Indian and Alaskan Natives 
_Asian and South Pacific Islanders 
_Other (please specify) 

circle one) 
_Junior 
_Senior 
_BA Degree 
jGraduate Student 
_Master's Degree 
Doctorate 

Teaching Experience: 

Student Teaching Completed: Yes 

Years Teaching: 0 12 3 4 5 6 
(please circle) 

No (please circle) 

7 a 9 10 15 20 25 30 

Level(s) Taught: Preschool (Pre-K) 
JPrimary (1C-3) 
JIntermediate (4-6 
_Junior High (7-8) 
_Senior High (9-12) 
Higher Education 

Languages Spoken Fluently: 

English 
Spanish 
_Other (please specify) 

Length of Time Living in Southwest (AZ, CA, N.M., CO, TX) Years 

Do you plan on teaching in the Southwest when you are certified? 
Yes No (please circle) 
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