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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM

The amount of success experienced by children as they
enter elementary school depends to a large degree upon their
readiness for learning and whether the particular school makes
allowances for individual student differences., Each child is
unique in his level of development of linguistic attainments
and aptitudes, visual and auditory perception, muscular co-
ordination and motor skills, knowledge of number and letter
concepts, attention/concentration span, and the ability to
follow directions, At the same time, the development of these
particular learning skills can vary widely among students
since there are many factors which influence the developmental
processes. Some of the more influential factors are as fol-
lows: (1) mental ability (intelligence), (2) family structure
and atmosphere, (3) general health and physical condition, (4)'
emotional and social adjustment, and (5) general background
of experiences.

1
A study by Harris and Serwer has shown that first-grade

Iaibert J. Harris, (Director), and Blanche L. Serwer,
Comparison of Reading Approaches in First-Grade Teaching
With Disadvantaged Children, The CRAFT Project, Cooperative
Research Project No. 2677, The Research Foundation of the
City University of New York for the Division of Teacher Ed-

e mem el e Ml n N3 doe Tlaad eon S 4+
ucation, The City University of New York, 1966,
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students from different socioeconomic levels may learn in
totally different ways. Using classes of students from each
of the upper, middle, and lower socioeconomic levels, Harris
and Serwer compared reading readiness on materials which had
been presented four different ways. The four methods of pre-
sentation were as follows: (1) Basal Reader Method, (2) Bas-
al Reader with Phonovisual Word Recognition, (3) Language-
Experience with Customary Use of Audio-Visual aids, and (4)
Language-Experience with Audio-Visual Supplementation. The
results showed that when the three groups were equated on
mental ability, age, and psychomotor control, children from
the lower socioeconomic status (SES) level performed signif-
icantly better when they were presented the materials by
audio-visual methods than when the materials were presented
in basal reader form. However, the method of presentation
made no significant difference on the reading readiness of
the students from the other two SES groups. In discussing
the results, Harris and Serwer attributed these findings to
the lower SES group's lack of familiarity with printed ma-
terial in the home where they could read or have someone
read to them,

Harris and Serwer's study could have some very important
implications for educators in determining children's readiness
to begin the schooling process. Readiness test scores admin-
istered at the end of the Kindergarten year or the beginning
of the first grade can play a very important part in deter-

mining whether a child is ready to begin first-grade work.



student's level of development in each of the following areas:
(1) intelligence/mental ability, (2) indices of verbal-abstract
learning and reasoning abilities, (3) indications of hand-eye
psychomotor development, (4) patterns of various aptitudes,
(5) accumulated background of academic concepts and skills,
and (6) levels of strategies for attacking learning and prob-
lem solving tasks, Such readiness tests are usually developed
as paper-pencil tests to be administered in group situations,
However, as indicated by Harris and Serwer's study, paper-
pencil presentations of readiness test material may not be a
valid indicator of readiness for those students who could
perform better on the test if the testing materials were pre-
sented in a more '"natural" way. One such way would be a
three-dimensional simulation (Mock-Up) of the pictures, let-
ters, numbers, symbols, etc. contained in the test booklet,
There has been much discussion concerning the measure-
ment of a child's readiness to learn. The most common type
of instrument has been the paper-pencil form of evaluation,
Ylisto conducted a study in which he utilized an inventory
of 150 test items (twenty-five printed word symbols with a
six-stage sequence for each item).2 This inventory was admi-

nistered to 229 children in the following age groups: 82

2Ingrid P. Ylisto, "An Empirical Investigation of Early
Reading Responses of Young Children,' in Reading and Realisnm,
J. Allen Figurel, (Editor) Vol 13, Part I, Proceedings of the
Thirteenth Annual Convention, (1RA), 1969, pp. 634-639.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the present study was to compare the dif-

ferences in Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT) raw scores of

first-grade students' from three socioeconomic (SES) levels
when the test items were presented to the students in two
different ways. One presentation of the test materials con-
sisted of a conventional presentation as a paper-pencil test.
The other presentation method consisted of presenting the
same test materials contained in the Form-A test booklet in
the form of three-dimensional Mock-Ups. The purpose of the
dual presentation of the materials was to determine whether
the students were able to perform better on the readiness
test materials when they were presented as three-dimensional

Mock-Ups rather than in printed-page format.

Hypotheses Tested in the Study
In order to make definitive statements about the results
obtained in the study it was necessary to test several null
hypotheses which had been derived from two general hypotheses.
The two general hypotheses were stated as follows:

Ho1 There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the six subtest and to-
tal raw scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form~A) and a three-dimensional Mock-
Up of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
among three socioeconomic status (SES) groups
by sex.

Ho, There are no statistically significant cor-
relations between the six subtest and total
raw scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three~dimensional Mock-
Up of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
among three socioeconomic status (SES) groups

by sex.




Investigation of the first general hypothesis (Ho;)

quired the
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statement of the following sub-hypotheses:

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the upper socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the upper socioeconomic

status females' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and their subtest and total raw scores from

a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

‘There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the middle socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the middle socioeconomic
status females' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the lower socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the lower socioeconomic

status females' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and thelr subtest and fTotal raw scores from

a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the upper socioeconomic
status students' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

e}
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There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the middle socioeconomic
status students' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and thelir subtest and total raw scores from

a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test,

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the lower socioeconomic
status students' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from

a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the Form-A/Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the upper socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-Up
of the test and the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores
computed for the middle socioeconomic status
students on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-Up of
the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the Form-A/Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the upper socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-
Up of the test and the Form-A/Mock~Up gain
scores computed for the lower socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-
Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the Form-A/Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the middle socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-
Up of the test and the Form-A/Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the lower socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-
Up of the test,

There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the total male popula-
tions' subtest and total raw scores on the
Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A) and
their subtest and total raw scores from a
three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.




Ho There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the total fe-
male populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness

Test (Form-A) and their subtest and

total raw scores from a three-dimensional

Mock-Up of the test.

pomd
=

Holo There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the total
students populations' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their
subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the
test.

Investigation of the second general hypothesis (Hoz)
required the following sub-hypotheses:

Hoza There are no statistically significant
correlations between the upper socio-
economic status males' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hoob There are no statistically significant
correlations between the upper socio-
economic status females' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hozc There are no statistically significant
: correlations between the middle socio-
economic status males' subtest and

total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hozd There are no statistically significant
correlations between the middle socio-~-
economic status males' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.
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There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
economic status males' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
economic status females' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-4) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock~Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the upper socio-
economic status students' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan

Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the middle socio-
economic status students' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
economic status students' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A4) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the Form-A/Mock-Up
gain scores computed for the upper
socioeconomic status students on the
Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A4)
and a three-dimensional Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the middle socio-
economic status students on the Metro-
politan Readiness Test (Form-A) and a
three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

There are no statistically significant
correlations between the Form-A/Mock-Up
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gain scores computed for the upper
socioeconomic status students on the
Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A4)
and a three-dimensional Mock-Up of

the test and the Form-A/Mock-Up gain
scores computed for the lower socio-
economic status students on the Metro-
politan Readiness Test (Form-A) and a
three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hop1 There are no statistically significant
correlations between the Form-A/Mock-Up
gain scores computed for the middie
socioeconomic status students on the
Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the
test and the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores
computed for the lower socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hozm There are no statistically significant
correlations between the total male
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and
total raw scores from a three-

dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Hogn There are no statistically significant
correlations between the total female
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test.

Ho,o0 There are no statistically significant
correlations between the total students
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and
total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

Limitations of the Study
Certain limitations were placed upon the present study.

The most important of these limitations were as follows:



11

1. The participants in the present study were
limited to first-grade students in the
Midwest City Public School System; Midwest
City, Oklahoma, who were enrolled in and
attending school during the 1973-74 aca-
demic year.

2. The measuring instruments were limited to

the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the
individual items of that testing instru-

ment and a Questionnaire By Which Socio-

economic Information Was Secured From

Parents for determining the participants’
socioeconomic status (SES).

3. The independent variables controlled in
the study were limited to the students'
sex, socioeconomic level, test from
(either Form-A of the MRT or a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test mate-

rials) and grade level.

Operational Definitions
For the purposes of the present study, the following
definitions of terms were offered. In some instances further
explanations of terms was necessary. However, when this was
the case, such explanations were offered within the context

of the narrative.
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(2)

3)

(4)

12

Metropolitan Readiness Test Scores - The six sub-

test and composite raw scores derived from the

Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A) which had

been administered to a population of first-grade
students enrolled in the Midwest City Public
School System for the 1973-74 academic year.

The six subtosts of the MRT are as follows:

Word Meaning
Listening
Matching
Alphabet

. Numbers
Copying

U W

Three-Dimensional Mock-Up Readiness Test Scores -

The six subtest and total raw scores derived
from a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the Metro-

politan Readiness Test (Form-A4) which had been

administered to a population of first-grade
students enrolled in the Midwest City Public
School System for the 1973-74 academic year.

Form-A/Mock-Up Gain Score - The arithmetic

difference between the Metropolitan Readiness

Test (Form-A) raw scores and the three-
dimensional Mock-Up readiness test raw scores
as computed for each first-grade student par-
ticipating in the study.

Socioeconomic Level/Socioeconomic Status (SES) -

The socioeconomic category or level ascribed to

student participants from their responses to the
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Questionnaire By Which Socioeconomic Information

Was Secured From Parents. This questionnaire col-

lects information in the following four areas:

1. Occupation

2. Educational level

3. House type

4. Dwelling Area
The information collected may be used to place all
participants into one of three categories or levels--

lower socioeconomic status, middle socioeconomic

status, and upper socioeconomic status.

Assumptions

Several assumptions were made in the present study. The

primary assumptions made were as follows:

1.

The concept of readiness can be measured with
a standardized testing instrument.

The Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A) is a

valid and reliable measure of school readiness
for first-grade students.
A three-dimensional Mock-Up of the items

appearing on the Metropolitan Readiness Test

(Form-A) was a valid and reliable measure of

school readiness among first-grade students.

The sample of first-grade students was large

enough and was chosen by a method which would
allow generalizing the results to other pop-

ulations of first-grade students.

The first-grade students chosen for the study
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constituted a normal population of first-grade
students within the Midwest City Public School
System.

A review of related research was conducted in order to
establish a theoretical base for the present study and to
ascertain the extent of previous research efforts in the area
of readiness testing. The results of the literature search

are presented in Chapter II.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The Concept of Readiness

The concept of readiness had its beginnings in the early
1920's. The first writings and studies were obviously a re-
flection of the thinking of those individuals who preceded
the ones given credit for the term.

Pestalozzi thought that it was improper to present edu-
cational material to children and leave the retention of
these materials to chance.l He felt that it was important
to find out the gapacities of each individual child and to
determine which stage of education he had reached. Pestalozzi
further believed that students progressed from simple to dif-
ficult educational tasks.

A definition of readiness could simply be--a state of

preparedness for learning. The specific term "reading readi-

ness" appeared about 1925 and with it the idea that there
are preparations to be made before the child is formally taught.

Readiness for learning is a factor at all educational
levels. Readiness programs limited to kindergarten and the

first grade are not enough. The erratic nature of the child's

1Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi, How Gertrude Teaches Her

Children, {(Syracuse, New York: C. W. Bardeen Co., 18958),
p. 249.

15
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development in the various subject arcas is all toec apparent,

(ol

As Cook has demonstrated, intra-individual variability is 80
per cent as great as inter-individual variability.2 A cur-
riculum which places a standard and inflexible series of
topics by grade level and which by implication results in a
grade expectancy that is not meeting the needs of children.
The curriculum must be arranged so that it leaves no child
behind and holds none back.3

Deputy, in 1930, conducted the first major experimental
study of reading readiness.4 He developed a formula for pre-
dicting first-grade reading achievement from scores on the
following subtests of a standardized reading test: mental,
visual, visual-association, word selection, visual-auditory
association and concept comprehension and recall. He found
that 80 per cent of the children who made weighted scores of
47 or less, as ascertained by his prediction formula, failed
in first grade reading.

Psychologists, too, have made an important contribution
to the concept of readiness in learning. Thorndike developed

several laws of learning. One was known as the Law of

2Walter V. Cook, "Individual Differences and Curriculum
Practice," Journal of Educational Psychology 39 (1948), pp.
141-48.

3Glenn M. Blair and R. Steward Jones, Readiness. Encyclo-
pedia of Educational Research, 3rd Edition, (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1969), pp. 1081-1086.

4
Erby C. Depu
ment," {(Teachers C

pp. 120-125.

"Predicting First Grade Reading Achieve-

ty,
cllege Columbia University, New York, 1930),

Lt
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Readiness. This law describes the circumstances under which
an individual will become annoyed or satisfied during the
learning process. Thorndike's law has three parts, which are
as follows:

(a) When a conduction unit is ready to conduct,

conduction by it is satisfying, if nothing is

done to alter its action; (b) For a conduction

unit ready to conduct, not to conduct is annoy-

ing and provokes whatever responses nature pro-

vides in connection with that particular 1lack;

(c) When a conduction unit unready for conduction

is fgrced to conduct, conduction by it is annoy-

ing.
This law of readiness stresses that frustration or satisfaction
of the person depends to a great extent upon what he is pre-
pared to do. An individual is unready until he has the appro-
priate mental set for a particular educational experience.

Morphett and Washburne conducted a study in 1931 con-
cerning the relationship between the student's readiness to
read and their mental age. They concluded that children
should not be taught to read until they reach a mental age
of six and one half years.6 However, Morphett and Washburne's
study failed to settle the issue of reading readiness and

mental age. There has always been a great deal of contro-

versy over when a child is ready to formally learn. Gates,

5Edward L. Thorndike, Theories of Learning, Ernest R.
Hilgard and Gordon H. Bower, "Thorndike's Connectionism,"
(Appleton-Century-Crofts Education Division, Meredith Cor-
poration, 1966), Chapter 2.

6M. V. Morphett and C. Washburne, "When Should Children
Begin to Read?" Elementary School Journal, 31 (1931) pp.
496-503.




18

in 1937, conducted a reading study,7 He concluded that a
mental age of six or six and one half years was not a neces-
sary prerequisite for reading some types of materials. Even
though Gates was and is highly respected, his evidence on

this subject was for the most part ignored.

In the late 1950's USSR's Sputnik triumph caused Ameri-
cans to become more tough-minded and many demanded that chil-
dren start their formal education at a much earlier age than
had previously been practiced. In the early 1960's aggressive
questions about individual student differences caused Gate's
research to be re-evaluated and re-emphasized. An in-depth
study of readiness also brought out various types of readi-
ness such as physiological, intellectual, and experiential

readiness.

Physiological Readiness

A person's physical condition is very important to the
learning process, and has an effect on everything he does.
There are several aspects of physical growth that concern the
readiness to learn. First, there is the total physical mat-
uration. Second, there is the matter of sex differences in
learning. Third, there are specific deficiencies, defects

and illnesses,

Eames conducted a study of 100 randomly selected nine

“a. 1. Gates, "The Necessary Mental Age for Beginning
Reading," Elementary School Journal, 37 (1937), pp. 497-508.
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year ¢lds to compare the effects of premature birth on reading
ability.8 The premature birth group had more neurological
lesions, defective vision, slower recognition speed and cer-
tain lateral dominance variations than the normal groups.

Olsen studied twenty-eight boys and twenty-eight girls
from five to eight years of age to compare the relationship
between growth in reading and total physical growth patterns
of the child.9 The results showed that as a whole reading

tends to be an integral part of the total physical growth of

children.

Intellectual Readiness

The importance of the relationship between intelligence
and reading has been the subject of numerous investigations;
Many investigators claim that a mental age of from six to six
and one half years is necessary fof success in beginning read-
ing. At the same time it is doubtful that any one mental age
is a guarantee of beginning reading success.

Bigelow utilized the Modern School Achievement Test

scores for one group of eighty-eight (N=88) children and

another group of thirty-nine (N=39) children to compare school

8Thomas H. Eames, "Comparisons of Children of Premature
and Full Term Birth Who Fail in Reading," Journal of Educa-
tional Research, 38 (March, 1945), pp. 506-508.

9William C. Olsen, "Reading as a Function of the Total
Growth of the Child," in William S. Gray, Reading and Pupil
Development, '"Summentary Educational Monographs,”" (No. 51),
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1940), pp. 1-39.
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readiness of younger students to older students.10 She found
that children who are chronologically between six years and
six years and four months of age and who have an intelligence
quotient (I.Q.) of 110 or over are virtually certain to suc-
ceed in school. However. younger children with IQ's below
110 have fewer chances of success in school.
ed that reading readiness may
be related to levels of mental development rather than to
rates of mental development. For instance, a two-year old
child could have an exceptionally high I.Q. but probably
would not have the necessary mental level to learn to read.
Bond and Tinker reported that by the end of the first
grade the correlation between intelligence (I1.Q.) and reading
ability is generally around .35, but by the sixth grade it

" increases to .65.11

Experiential Readiness

The child comes to school with his own peculiar set of
experiences. Some children will have traveled, been taught
to make Qbservations, and have been reared in a home environ-
ment which is conducive to learning.

Miller studied the relationship of maternal styles of

10Elizabeth B. Bigelow, "School Progress of Under-Age
Children," Elementary School Journal, 35 (November, 1934),
pp. 186-192,

11Guy L. Bond and Miles A. Tinker, Reading Difficulties:
Their Diagnosis and Correction, (New York, Appleton, Century,
Crofts, Inc., 1957), p. 146.
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communication and maternal control systems to the child's
reading readiness and subsequent reading achievement in the

first grade.12 Miller utilized home interviews, Metropolitan

Readiness Test, Gilmore Oral Reading Test and four subtests

of the Stanford Achievement Test. The sample included fifty-

five mothers and their fifty-five kindergarten children. The
resulis sihowed that the way the mother feaches the child
during the period of structured mother-child interaction was
significantly related to the child's reading readiness.

Some children are exposed to books and printed materials
from birth. Other children have not had the opportunity to
use‘paper-penéil, crayons, scissors or paste. The teacher
must contend with these differences as she strives to meet
the young child's level of readiness.

Hilliard and Troxell conducted a study utilizing infor-
mation about tﬁe student's background and intelligence test
scores.13 They used seventy (N=70) kindergarten children to
ascertain the felationship between "rich" or "meager" socio-
economic backgrounds and the child's success in first grade
reading. They found the rich-background group had slightly

higher mental ages, but the difference was not significant.

12i1na H. Miller, "Relationship Between Mother's Style
of Communication and Her Control System to the Child's Read~
ing Readiness and Subsequent Reading Achievement in First
Grade," (Wisconsin State University at La Crosse), Reading
and Realism, (IRA, 1969), p. 816.

13George H, Hilliard and Eleanor Troxell, "Informational
Background As a Factor in Reading Readiness and Progress,"”
Elementary School Journal, 38 (December, 1937), p. 255.
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Hildreth utilized an information questionnaire with
forty-seven (N=47) first-grade students to determine which
items the students would answer most successfully.14 She
found that the highest degree of success was found in those
items most.familiar to the child, the items most often re-
peated and heard and, consequently, the items most frequently

overlearned.

Measurements of Readiness

Buros' Mental Measurements Yearbooks list over twenty

reading readiness tests that are in print.15 Actually it is
hard to decide which of the many factors seem to contribute
most to successful learning experiences.

Each of the readiness tests has subtests included which
the authors believe are necessary for measuring the skills
children need in order to achieve in beginning reading. The
tests include measurements of visual discrimination of letters
and words and measurements of auditory discrimination.

Several readiness tests also attempt to measure how well
children understand language. The examiner asks a question
or makes a statement to which the children are asked to re-

spond. The children must understand the language and must be

l4Gertrude Hildreth, "Information Tests of First Grade
Children," Childhood Education IX (May, 1933), pp. 416-420.

15Oscar K. Buros, editor, Seventh Mental Measurement
Yearbook, (Highland Park, N, J.: Gryphon Press, 1972), pp.
161-169. .
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able to '"read" the pictures and follow directions. Some of
the children may know the correct answer, but not mark them
correctly. Only by examining the individual tests would thé
teacher understand why the child makes a certain response.16
Each test purports to measure reading readiness. While it
is true that they do measure some of the skills needed for
feading, how eifectively these skillis are measured is not
clear., Dykstra reported that a very small relationship ex~
isted among the measures of auditory discrimination taken
from different test batteries.l?

The question is how well do readiness tests really pre-
dict future reading success? Independent investigators,
Karlin and others, report pfedictive validity from below .30
to as high as about .75, with most indices ranging between
.40 and .60.18

Even when the coefficients of correlation are high, it
is not possible to predict how well a certain individual
child will fare in reading, since there are too many vari-

ables to make accurate predictions. Intelligence test scores

are about as useful as readiness tests for predicting success

16E1izabeth A. Zaruba, "Objective and Subjective Eval-
uation at Grade One," The Reading Teacher, 22 (October, 1968),
pp. 50-54.

17Robert Dykstra, "Auditory Discrimination Abilities
and Beginning Reading Achievement," Reading Research Quar-
terly, 1 (Spring, 1966), pp. 5-34.

18Robert Karlin, '"The Prediction of Reading Success and
Reading Readiness Tests,'" Elementary English, 34 (May, 1957),
pp. 320-22,
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in reading. This indicates that the intelligence tests
measure some of the same areas of learning as reading readi-
ness tests.

Reading readiness tests will yield information about
student performance on specified skills if the test items
measure what'they are supposed to measure. It would be of
greater value if the teacher couid recognize the specific
weakness and then teach toward improving that weakness.

Some investigators 19, 20, 21, 22 gearched for a bat-
tery of tests which could be more discriminating than single
tests to predict readiness. The batteries selected most

often are as follows: Pencil Use; Bender Visuo-Motor Gestalt

Test; Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test; Number of Words

Used in a Story; Categories; Horst Reversals Test; Gates

Word Matching Test; Word Recognition I, II; and Word Repro-

duction. These instruments were used to develop a predictive

index for each student. Fifty-three (N=53) children were

19Russell G. Stauffer and W, D. Hammond, Effectiveness
of a Language Arts and Basic Reader Approach to First Grade
Reading Instruction, (Newark, Del.: University of Delaware,
1965), pp. 110-125,

20Roger E. Johnson, '"The Validity of the Clymer-Barrett
Prereading Batter," The Reading Teacher, 22 (April, 1969),
ppo 609-14-

21Patricia S. Koppman and Margaret H. La Pray, "Teacher
Ratings and Pupil Reading Readiness Scores," The Reading
Teacher, 22 (April, 1969), pp. 603-08.

22Max S. Henig, '"Predictive Value of a Reading-Readiness
Test and of Teacher's Forecasts," Elementary School Journal,
50 (September, 1949), pp. 41-46.
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tested and the predictive index identified fourteen of the
fifty-three as potential reading failures. Ten of the chil-
dren did experience difficulty in learning to read, while

the index failed to identify one reading failure. Additional
data must be collected before it can be determined if this
battery of tests is a better predictor of reading readiness

ny on i test.

than any one single te

Cognitive Learning and Readiness

Perhaps one of the most important theorists of chil-
drens' capability of mastering educational tasks is Bruner.23
He stated that "any subject can be taught effectively in some
intellectually honest form to any child at any stage of de-
velopment.” Bruner's argument implied that even at the pre-
school level, a child has learned to deal with complex real-~
ity and of using the categories used by other people. With
realization that the child has accomplished certain develop-
mental tasks comes the need to analyze each child's level of
thinking.

Piaget inspired the study of the development of chil-~

dren's thinking and thus a more realistic view toward readi-

ness.24 He was concerned with the developmental stages

23Jerome S. Bruner, The Process of Education, (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960), pp. 321-340,

245, Piaget, "Origins of Intelligence in Children," in
D, S. Palermo and L. P, Lipsitt, Research Readings in Child

Psychology, (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
19635, pp. 83-96.
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through which children pass as they learn to'éccomodate the
various stimuli which confront them. Piaget suggested that
it is important to find the child's level of ability to func-~
tion on the symbolic level as well as through concrgte manip-
ulation. Piaget called the preschool years the preoperation-~

al phases, and Sigel has called it the preoperational thought

period, 25

During these early years the child used language
to help organize and adjust his world. The child must have

experiences and thinking ability to organize his experiences
with meaning. Johnson states:

Several important points relevant to readiness for
learning to read arise from Piaget's work. First,
the child must reach his own understandings; they
cannot be handed to him ready-made. Second, mere
acquisition of concrete experiences will not yield
understandings; the elements of the experiences
must be identified and processed (for example,
categorized). Third, in spite of the child's ap-
parently innate capacity for acquiring the under-
standings, he may need considerable help in learn-
ing to process his experiences. Fourth, this pro-
cessing will require that the child handle a vari-
ety of types of stimuli in an intergrated rather
than an isolated fashion. Fifth, because of his
restricted experiences and thinking abilities,
there are limits beyond which a child cannot go

to a particular stage of developmen’c.z6

Ausubel stressed the importance of beginning where the

25Max Siegel, "The Personality Structure of Children
with Reading Disabilities as Compared with Children Pre-
senting Other Clinical Problems." The Nervous Child, 10
(No. 3-4, 1954) pp. 409-414,

26Marjorie Seddon Johnson, "A Study of Diagnostic and
Remedial Procedures in a Reading Clinic Laboratory School."
Journal of Educational Research, 48 (April, 1955) pp. 565-
578. .
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learner is.27 In planning an educational curriculum, he
would eliminate all study which the learner cannot organize
because of his stage of cognitive development. Ausubel con-
tended that a child should master present materials before
attempting new ones. Ausubel cited further research results
which show that overlearning facilitates the transfer of

prior learning to new tasks.

Affective Learning and Readiness

A second major area of learning is classified as affec-
tive learning. Affective learning involves the development
of beliefs, attitudes, values, feelings of self, etc. The
child's growth in affective learning is important to the
smooth progression of thé learning process. For example, if
the child feels secure, his behavior patterns will be con-
sistent and he will demonstrate this comnsistency in his re-
lationships with others. The child will grow from one level
of learning to the next with little frustration,

Harris, Rose, Clark and Valasek utilized a home-duties
survey questionnaire with approximately 1,500 children to
28

compare children with high and low levels of responsibility.

They found that responsibility, as measured in their study,

27David P. Ausubel, "A Teaching Strategy for Culturally
Deprived Pupils: Cognitive and Motivational Consideration,"
School Review, 81 (Winter, 1963), pp. 454-63.

28pale B. Harris, A. M. Rose, Kenneth E. Clark and
Frances Valasek, "Personality Differences Between Responsible
and Less Responsible Children," Journal of Genetic Psychology,
87 (1955), pp. 103-109.
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was more assoriated with the quality of personal and emotional
relationships between the parent and child than it was with
the number of home chores performed. The study conducted by
Harris et al., phrased in terms of social behavior, was close-
ly associated with general emotional and pefsonal adjustment.
Radke-Yarros, Trager and Davis utilized interviews with

the Social Episodes Test in two sessions that included 250

children of kindergarten, first, and second grades, to study

social perceptions and attitudes.29

They found that chil-
dren's perceptions of groups developed out of adult values
and the status quo and that these perceptions were learned

very early in life.

Psychomotor Learning and Readiness

A third major area of learning is generally classified
as psychomotor learning. This type of learning is simply
learning to manipulate the various muscles, bones and tendons

£ the body in the'manner desired by the learner (walking,
talking, etc.).

Learning not only requires that a person have experi-
ences but that they have good general health, glandular and
neurological functioning, speech development and cerebral
dominance. These same areas of development are important to

the readiness level of first-grade children.

29Marian Radke-Yarros, Helen G. Trager and Hadasah Davis,
"Social Perceptions and Attitudes of Children,'" Genetic Psy-
chologv Monographs, 40 (1949), pp. 327-447.
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There have been many studies concerned with the rela-
tionships of reading disability and heart conditions, nutri-
tional and circulatory problems, nerve disorders, hemoglobin
variations and vitamin deficiencies. Some specific condi-~-
tions found to be detrimental to reading ability were poor
teeth, infected tonsils, adenoids, rheumatic fever and aller-
gies causing prolonged illnesses. Johnson found that sixty-
five per cent of her clinical reading cases had experienced
serious or recurrent illnesses.30

Several writers have suggested that more poor readers
than good readers have endocrine disturbances. Witty and
Kopel believed that the apparent association of reading defi-
ciencies and lack of motor coordination may have as an under-
lying cause the dysfunction of the endocrine glands.31

Cavanaugh found that in 660 children in the Santa Barbara
County (California) schools eighteen per cent had thyroid
deficiencies sufficiently severe to cause two or more years
retardation in physical maturity.32 He concluded that thyroid

deficiencies accounted for seventy-five per cent of all behav-

ior, performance, and social-adjustment problems in children.

30Marjorie S. Johnson, "A Study of Diagnostic and Reme-
dial Procedures in a Reading Clinic Laboratory School," pp.
565-578.

3lpaul Witty and David Kopel, "Factors Associated with
the Etilogy of Reading Disability," Journal of Educational
Research, 29 (February, 1936), pp. 119-134,

32Lyman A. Cavanaugh, "Reading Behavior with Regard for
Endocrine Imbalances," in The Thirteenth Yearbook of the
Claremont College Reading Conference, (Claremont, California:
1948), pp. 95-102.
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The research on cerebral dominance and reading has been
more concerned with cross laterality and lack of dominance
than with lateral dominance. Lateral dominance refers to
the consistent use of and preference for the muscles of one
side of the body. Cross laterality refers to the condition
in which the dominant hand and the dominant eye are on oppo-
site sides of the body. A third possibiiity is lack of dom-
inance of either hand resulting in ambidexterity.

Orton points out that the child develops memory traces
of "engrams" for words.33 Theée engrams are stored in the
dominant hemisphere of the brain. The non-dominant hemisphere
of the brain usually reflects (mirror images) of the engrams
stored in the dominant hemisphere and injury tolthe non-
dominant hemisphere does not lead to reading disability.
Orton hypothesized that if cerebral dominance were well de-
veloped by the time reading began, reading difficulty would
probably not occur, even if there was damage to the non-
dominant hemisphere of the brain. However, reversals could
occur if the child read words on one occasion with a left
orientation and on another occasion with a right orientation.

Not all studies show a positive relationship between
mixed laterality or lack of dominance and poor reading.

Stevenson and Robinson studied sixty kindergarten children

33samual T. Orton, "An Impediment to Learning to Read--
A Neurological Explanation of the Reading Disability," School
and Society, 28 (September, 1928), pp. 286-290.
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igh intellect (bright) and high sociocecononmic level, 34

of h

They found that children who preferred the right hand and
the left eye tended to move from right to left whem per-
forming physical activities and that they needed to be re-
mined of the left-to-right progression in readiness activi-
ties and in reading. The bright children made the adapta-
tion and there was no relationship between right hand pref-
erence and eight common reversal errors on reading achieve-
ment.

Gates suggested that the concepts of left and right
handedness should be established before the child begins

actual reading.35

If such development has occurred the child
is well on his way to becoming a good reader at an early age.
Harris tested 316 children with severe reading disabil-
ties and 245 unselected children.36 He found that among
seven and eight year old children there were twice as many
instances of lack of hand dominance among the disability

cases as among the unselected cases. Among the nine to ten

year old children the proportion was three to one.

34Lillian P, Stevenson and Helen M. Robinson, "Eye-Hand
Preference, Reversals, and Reading Progress," Clinical Stud-
ies in Reading, II Supplementary Educational Monographs, No.
77 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953), pp. 83-88.

35Arthur I. Gates, The Improvement of Reading, 3rd
Edition, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1950), pp. 124-
129.

36A1bert J. Harris, "Lateral Dominance, Directional
Confusion, and Reading Disability," Journal of Psychology,
44 (October, 1957), pp. 283-294.
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Variables Which Affect Readiness
for Learning

Maturation and Readiness

Learning at any age is successfuly only when the person
is ready. After a certain stage of development has been
reached, the child is able to do easily and quickly those
tasks which would not be done with much training earlier.

He has a feeling of satisfaction and accomplishment and as a
result is eager to undertake new learning experiences.

As a result of an extensive study of reading instruction
in the United States, Austin and Coleman, in the second Har-
vard report, made the following recommendations:

(1) That all school systems establish kindergartens;

(2) that appropriate reading activities be initiated

for those children who are already reading and for

those who appear to be ready to begin reading, and

(3) that the kindergarten program be adjusted accord-

ingly to each child's strengths and weaknesses as

revealed by an appraisal of readiness.37

Studies indicated that early symbol learning is selec-
tive and it cannot be prescribed for all children. Desirable
symbolic learning should be a program that neither frustrates
nor bores.38 Durkin stated: '"stimulate the most able child

without undermining the least able in the group."”

Bender stated that the body image is a Gestalt

37Mary Austin and Morrison Coleman, The First R, (New
York: Macmillan, 1963), pp. 219.

38pelores Durkin, "Reading Instruction and the Five-
Year 01d Child," in J. Allen Figurel (Ed.) Challenge and
Expneriement in Reading, (New York: Scholastic Magazine,
1963), pp. 23-27.
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(comprehensive pattern or picture) determined by laws of
growth and development.39 The maturational level of a
child's human-figure drawing and school achievement are sig-
nificantly related as has been demonstrated by Coleman.40
Koppitz found that a child's score on his human—figufe draw-
ing at the beginning of first grade was predictive of his

A1
reading level at the end of the year.*"

Sex and Readiness for Learning

There are many people who think girls are ready to learn
at a much earlier chronological age than boys. McCarthy ob-
served that among American white children, girls character-
istically are superior to boys in nearly all aspects of lan-
guage at the beginning of the first grade.42 A few years
later, Anastasi reported that differences favoring females
were found in almost every aspect of language development

and that this finding was remarkably consistent from study

39Lauretta Bender, "The Goodenough Test (Drawing-a-man)
and Chronic Encephalitis in Children," Quarterly Journal of
Child Behavior, 3 (1951), pp. 449-459.

403, M. Coleman, Ira Iscoe and Marvin Brodsky, "The Draw-
a-Man Test as a Predictor of School Readiness and as an Index
of Emotional and Physical Maturity," Pediatrics, 24 (1959),
pp. 275-281.

41p) jzabeth M. Koppitz, The Bender Gestalt Test for Young
Children, (New York: Grune and Stratton, 1964), pp. 1-47,

141

42p, McCarthy, "Language Development in Children," in L.
Carmichael (Ed.), Manual of Child Psychology (2nd Ed.), (New
York: Wiley, 1954), pp. 171-175.
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to study=43 A review of research by Maccoby made the fol-
lowing conclusion. '"Girls are generally younger than boys
when they begin first speech, development of articulation
and verbal fluency."44
Dykstra and Tinney utilized several representative mea-
sures of readiness with a sample that included 1,659 boys
and 1,624 girls from school systems in the states of Penn-
sylvania, Michigan, New York, and New Jersey. Their study
was designed to yield additional information concerning sex
differences in first and second-grade achievement, as well
as in readiness for reading. Dykstra and Tinney found girls
were significantly superior in intelligence, auditory dis-
crimination, letter knowledge, learning rate, visual dis-
crimination, and the ability to follow directions given

45
orally. They concluded that the pattern of temale superior-

ity in readiness was evident.
There are several studies that tend to contradict female
superiority over male readiness. Strickland in her survey of

language of elementary school children, reported no consistent

43Anne Anastasi, Differential Psychology, (New York:
Macmillan, 1958), pp. 327-345.

44Eleanor E. Maccoby, The Development of Sex Differences,
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1966), pp. 67-132.

45Robert Dykstra and Ronald Tinney, "Sex Differences in-
Reading Readiness First-Grade Achievement and Second-Grade
Achievement,' Reading and Realism, 13, Part I. Proceedings
of the Thirteenth Annual Convention, International Reading
Association, (Newark, Delaware; 1971), pp. 623-628.
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sex differences.46 Loban found that although low language
ability girls had a greater repertoire of syntax than low
language ability boys, the reverse was true for boys and
girls rated as possessing high language ability.47 A 1967
report by O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris indicated that numer-
ous differences were found in syntactic structures and func-
tions in the language of kindergartien and elementary school
boys and girls.48 1In speech, however, no consistent pattern
was noted. In most cases, differences which did exist fa-
vored boys. In light of this recent evidence, the theory of
femaleAlinguistic superiority in early school age language
development is being challenged.

Psychological Variables Related
to Student Readiness

The student's self concept and educational achievement

are very closely related. One of the most important motiva-
tional factors influencing the learning performance of chil-

dren is the feelings of being successful. This has been

4~6Ruth G. Strickland, "The Language of Elementary School
Children: Its Relationship to the Language of Reading Text-
books and the Quality of Reading of Selected Children," Bul-
letin of the School of Education, (Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press) 38, No. 4 (July, 1963), pp. 1-28,

1Tya1ter D. Loban, The Language of Elementary School
Children, (Champaign: National Council of Teachers of English,
1963), pp. 65-85.

48pob C. 0'Donnell, William C. Griffin and Raymond C.
Norris, Syntax of Kindergarten and Elementary School Children:

A Transformational Analysis, (Champaign: National Council of
Teachers of English, 1967), pp. 92-107.
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supported by Bruck49, Brookoverso, ChickeringSI, Fink52,
This was especially true as it related to readiness and
reading.

Children come to school with a wide range of self con-
cepts. Some are confident, well-poised and sure of their
ability to succeed. Others are lacking in self confidence,
shy and immature.

According to Sornson, children who become retarded
readers in the primary grades develop feelings of insecu-
rity.53 As a result of this insecurity, they manifested a

less than satisfactory form of personal and social adjustment.

Sociological Variables and
Student Readiness

Some of the learning problems experienced by the

49%4ax Bruck, "A Study of Age Differences and Sex Differ-
ences in the Relationship Between Self-Concept and Grade-
Point Average," (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan
State University, 1957), (Microfilmed).

50W. B. Brookover, Ann Paterson and Shailer Thomas,
"Self Concept of Ability and School Achievement,”" (East
Lansing: Office of Research and Publications, College of
Education, Michigan State University, 1962), pp. 1-29,

51prthur W, Chickering, "Self Concept, Ideal Self Con-
cept and Achievement," (Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation,
Columbia University, 1958), (Microfilmed).

52y, B. Fink, "Self Concept as it Relates to Academic
Under Achievement," California Journal of Educational Re-
search, 13 (March, 1962), pp. 57-62.

93H, H, Sornson, "A Longitudinal Study of the Relation-
ship Between Various Child Behavior Ratings and Success in
Reading," (Unpublished Ph.D., University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, 1950), pp. 42-56.
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dicadvantaged stem from their backgrounds. Some of the de-
terrents in learning to read which‘are normally found among
the disadvantaged are the following: Negative self-concept,
lack of motivation to learn and lack of literature in the
home.

The child from a lower socioeconomic home rarely encoun-~
ters paper and pencils, newspapers, magazines or books before
he arrives at school. He is certainly at a disadvantage
since the printed page is the maihstay of teachers, schools
and the entire educational process.

Since 1960 the federal government has tried to help the
disadbantaged student through education. This help has been
primarily in the form of financial aid to schools with a high
concentration of students from low income families. Most of
these children are Black, Puerto Rican, Mexican, mountain
white and Indian.9%4 Webster believed that certain sociolog-
ical conditions tend to have a negative effect on the learn-
ing patterns of most disadvantaged students. Some of these
characteristics would be as follows: (1) Concern for the
Here and Now; The adults are concerned for the immediate and
fhey have little time to plan for the future, thus their
children take on this attitude. (2) Concrete and Functional
Versus the Abstract; Students from Disadvantaged environments

tend to possess cognitive styles which require extensive use

54staten W. Webster (ed.), The Disadvantaged Learner:
Knowing, Understanding., Educating, (San Francisco, Calif.:
Chandler, 1966), p. 477.
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of concrete examples in perception and in learning. (3) Dif-
ficulties in Seeing Relationships; The child socialized in

an impoverished environment are lacking in experiences which
require classifying, relating, and intergrating knowledge.
(4) Active Learning Versus Contemplative Learning; This fac-
tor might explain the growing alienation of the disadvantaged
student from the school and its content. Socially disadvan-
taged persons tend to be more physical and expressive in
their personal styles; learning can best be accomplished
when the learning process involves physical activity.

The New York State Education Department Survey revealed
that one major characteristic of the disadvantaged child is
his inadequate language preparation. Language unpreparedness
for school is usually found in the child who has extremely
limited language resources to use as aids in conceptualizing
his world. The child is usually characterized by the fol-
lowing:

(1) a lack of vocal stimulation during infancy,

(2) few experiences in conversation with more

verbally mature adults in his early years, (3)

severally limited opportunities to develop mature

cognitive behavior, (4) a greater deficit in the
auditory-vocal modality than in the visual-motor

areas, and (5) a lack of quantity and quality of

verbal expression.

Conclusions Dervied from the Literature

The various studies cited in the review of the literature

55New York State Education Department, Bureau of School
and Cultural Research, The Education of Disadvantaged Chil-
dren: A Survey of the Literature, (Albany, New York, 1967),

p. 170,
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have indicated some general conclusions which can be drawn.
An attempt has been made to show that students from different
socioeconomic status levels and different sexes usually per-
form differently on objective measures of academic readiness
simply because of the differences in their ways of perceiving

the testing materials. Based on the premise of different

levels, it can be presupposed that students who are accustomed
to looking at the printed page would not derive as much bene-
fit from a "natural" presentation of the test materials
through a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test items as
those students who are not accustomed to looking at the
printed page but are more familiar with experiencing the
world in a three-dimensional way. Applied to the research
setting, it could be hypothesized that the upper and middle
socioeconomic status students would not derive as much bene-
fit (increase in readiness test performance) from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentation of readiness test materials
as students from the lower socioeconomic status level. .

The basic assumptions which were derived from the theo-
retical framework of the literature were as follows: (1)
There will be less mean difference between raw scores from
a paper-pencil test and the raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test for those students who are .
more accustomed to seeing the test materials presented in
both formats. For the purposes of this study, these students

were those from the upper and middle socioeconomic status
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levels. {2) There will be more relaticnship between raw
scores from paper-pencil tests and raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentation of the saﬁe test for those
students who are more accustomed to seeing the test materi-
als presented in both formats (the upper and middle socio-
economic status students) than the relationship between

the paper-pencil test scores and the three-dimensional Mock-
Up scores of students who are less accustomed to seeing the
test materials presented in both formats (the lower socio-
economic status students).

In essence, it may be hypothesized that the lower
socioeconomic status students will gain more from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentation of readiness test materials
than students from the upper and middle socioeconomic status
levels simply because the lower SES students are more accus-
tomed to perceiving the méterials presented on the readiness
éest in three-dimensional format. For this reason, it is
anticipated that the lower SES students will not perform well
on the paper-pencil test, but will show considerable im-
provement when the test materials are presented in three-

dimensional Mock-Up format,



CHAPTER I1I
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

In the present study first-grade students from the Mid-
ty Elementary Schools were classified intoc one of
three socioeconomic status (SES) groups and samples of thirty
boys (N=30) and thirty (N=30) girls were randomly drawn from
each of the three SES groups. Trained test administrators
and proctors administered standardized tests to the selected
participants to determine their scores that are predictive of
success in reading. Test materials were alternately pre-
sented to the various groups in two different ways; (1) the

Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A) was presented as a

paper-pencil test and (2) test items contained on the Metro-

politan Readiness Test (Form-A) were presented in the form

of three-dimensional Mock-Ups. The data collected from the
six subtests and total raw scores at each administration of
the readiness test were used to test the thirty (30) hypoth-
eses (Figure 1).

The methods and procedures used in the study were class-
ified into the following three phases: (1) Pre-Experimental
Procedures, (2) Experimental Procedures and (3) Data-Analysis

Procedures.

41
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Pre-Experimental Procedures

The pre-experimental procedures consisted of all those
tasks which the researcher had to complete before the data
collection began. The more important of these tasks are de-
scribed in detail in the following sections.

The research design chosen for the present experiment
was a multiple-sample true experimental design preceded by
random sampling participants from three finite populations.
A paradigm of this research design is presented in Figure 1.

Selection and Development of
Measuring Instruments

The first step of the pre-experimental procedures was
the selection and development of the survey and data collec-
tion instruments. This involved two instruments--one for
determining the socioeconomic status (SES) of the study par-
ticipants and one instrument for determining their readiness
scores. The Mock-Up was a derivation or simulation of the
readiness instrument,

The instrument used to determine the participants' socio-

economic status was the Questionnaire By Which Socioeconomic

Information Was Secured From Parents prepared by Eells and

- others. This instrument uses the following criteria to es-

tablish the socioeconomic status level: (1) Occupation, (2)
Education (3) House type and (4) Dwelling area. The ques-
tionnaire in Appendix A was used to collect information con-
cerning the occupation ahd educational level of the first-

grade students' parents. Personal observations of the size
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and physical condition of each student's home and the general
area of each home's location in the community.
The instrument chosen to determine the participants’

readiness scores was the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-4).

This test yields measures on six subtests and a total raw
score. The six subtests are as follows: (1) Word Meaning,
(2) Listening, (3) Matching, (4) Aiphabet, (5) Numbers and

(6) Copying. The test-retest reliability of the Metropolifan

Readiness Test has been determined as ranging from .78 to .91

while the content validity has been reported as ranging from
.47 to .64.1 These validity and reliability indices are con-
sidered to be sufficient.

The most difficult and time consuming aspect of the pre-
experimental procedures was the development of the three-
dimensional Mock-Ups of the readiness test materials. Mock~
Ups were made of the readiness test materials by placing
small plastic and plexiglas figures, letters, numbers, and
symbols on a plexiglas base. Mock-Up panels were prepared
simulating each of the fourteen pages contained in the Metro-

politan Readiness Test (Form-A). Five sets of panels (14

panels per set) were developed as an attempt to shorten the
amount of time needed to test all students participating in
the study and avoid any confounding effects of subject mat-

uration.

1oscar K. Buros, (editor) Seventh Mental Measurements
Yearbook, (Highland Park, N. J.: Gryphon Press, 1972), pp.
161-169.
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tation and Trainino of
Administrators

Five qualified test administrators assisted in the qol-
lection of data from the participants chosen for the study.
Two workshop sessions were held for the test administrators
in which they were taught the proper procedures for present-
ing the Mock-Up panels and given the opportunity to practice

the administration and scoring of test materials.

Selection of Subjects

The second major task of the pre-experimental procedures
was the selection of the students who would take part in the
experiment. This involved the determination of a population
of first graders for each of the three SES levels and the
random selection of male and female samples from each of
these populations.

Establishing the SES level of each of the first-grade
students in the Midwest City School System began by having
their parents complete the questionnaire shown in Appendix

A, Questionnaire By Which Sociceconomic Information Was Se-

cured From Parents. Five-hundred twenty seven (N=527) first-

grade parents responded to the questionnaire. The size and
condition and residential location of the homes of those re-
sponding were determined.

The instrument developed by Eells and others is designed
to establish socioeconomic status by the following criteria:

(1) Occupation, (2) Education (3) House type and (4) Dwelling
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area of the home=2 The information needed to rate the first
two criteria was taken from the questionnaire., Personal ob-
servation of the size and condition of the dwellings were
used to determine house type. Ratings for the dwelling area
were determined by the quality of the homes in each section
of the city. Each of the four characteristics was rated on

a seven-point scale which range from "1" (very high status
value) to "7" (very low status value). The ratings made on
the four scales were then summed to arrive at a single numer-
ical index. This index was an indication of the student's
SES level. A total raw score within the 4-12 range was used
to designate the upper socioeconomic status children. A
total raw score within the 13-20 range was used to designate
the middle socioeconomic status children. Those with a total
raw score within the 21-28 range were classified as lower
socioeconomic status children. This method of determining
SES levels is a simplified version of the methods described
by Warner, Meeker, and Eells.3 Using the procedures de-
scribed, populations were established for the three SES lev-.
els as follows: (1) upper socioeconomic status--N=82, (2)
middle socioeconomic status--N=127, and (3) lower socioeco-

nomic status--N=71). It should be noted that no attempt was

2Kenneth Eells et al., Intelligence and Cultural Differ-
ences (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1951), p.
363.

3Lloyd W. Warner, Marcia Meeker and Kenn
Social Class in America, (Chicago: Science R
ciates, 1949), pp. 121-175.

eth Eell
esearc

S,
arch Asso-




made to check the size, condition, and residehtial location
of all 527 respondents' homes. These criteria were checked
for randomly chosen respondents until three SES populations
had been established which were large enough to yield samples
of thirty boys and thirty girls each and extra subjects avail-

able, if needed (Figure 2).

Experimental Procedures

The experimental procedures consisted of the data col-
lected from the various groups of boys and girls from each
of the three socioeconomic status levels. The collection of
the data posed several problems such as the following: (1)
a large number of students to be tested (at least 180), (2)
a short period of time to complete the testing (school offi-
cials had agreed upon a ten-day time frame), (3) subjects
were attending thirteen different school sites, (4) recency-
primacy practice effects had to be controlled and (5) the
effects of mean differences among test administrators had to
be controlled.

The test administrators completed the data collection
procedures only ten days after they had begun. During that

time the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A) and a three-

dimensional Mock-Up of the Form-A test items were adminis-
tered to 197 first-grade students from the thirteen elemen-
tary schools. The number of students chosen from each SES

level at each school site is shown in Table 1.
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DATA FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESES
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|
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TABLE 1

THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS CHOSEN FROM EACH OF THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Number of Students Chosen From Each School

School Total
Number Upper SES Middle SES Lower SES Number Chosen

1 0o 2 23 25

2 15 1 o 16

3 1 5 9 15

4 3 6 o 9

5 0 6 6 12

6 7 9 3 19

7 6 0 0 6

8 2 7 10 19

9 5 8 4 17

10 0 3 1 4

11 12 5 2 19

12 13 11 1 25

13 3 5 3 11

TOTALS 67 68 62 197

6V



Every attempt was made to control for any possible dif-
ferences that might have existed among the variations in
their procedures of administering the test. Such differences
in ability would cause significant mean differences in the
readiness test raw scores of the students being tested. Test
administrator differences were controlled in the following
ways: (1) only qualified test administrators were selected
for collecting data, (2) group training sessions were held
for the test administrators, (3) standardized sets of direc-
tions were used in administering the test materials, (4) stu-
dents to be tested were randomly assigned to the test admin-
istrators and (5) the test administrators had no knowledge
of the students' SES levels prior to the administration of
the testing materials, These five methods of controlling
for test administrator differences proved to be effective,
and the effects of any such differences on students' raw

scores were considered to be minimal.

Controlling for Practice Effects

In collecting the Form-A and Mock-Up test data, it was
also necessary to control for practice effects. It is en-
tirely possible that subjects who have been a&ministered

Form-A or the Mock-Up version of the Metropolitan Readiness

Test on a pretest basis could perform well on the alternate
version when it is administered as a posttest because of the

knowledge gained from the pretesting. This is commonly known
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as a "practice effect”" or a "recency-primacy" effect. It
should be noted, however, that any possible mean differences
in the students' raw scores arising from such practice ef-
fects were controlled by administering the Form-A and Mock-
Up materials on an alternating basis (Figure 1).

Although the data collection procedures posed several
problems, the Form-A and Mock-Up readiness test data were
collected from the specified number of students from each of

the three socioeconomic levels (Table 2).

Data Analysis Procedures

The data analysis procedures consisted of the calcula-
tion of the statistical tests and the testing of the hypoth-
eses which had been stated in the first chapter. Data anal-
ysis began by grouping the students' responses according to
sex by socioeconomic level. This procedure yielded two sets
of raw scores (Form-A subtest and total raw scores and Mock-
Up subtest and total raw scores) for each sex group at each
SES level. This constituted a total of twelve sets of data;
However, a third set of data was also generated for each sub-
group when the Form-A raw scores were subtracted from the
Mock-Up raw scores yielding a mean difference (gain or loss
score) measure for each student. The data analysis consisted
of computing the descriptive statistics on each set of data
such as the mean (X), standard deviation (S) and variance
(s%).

Analysis of the data when testing the hypotheses required
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TABLE 2

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED NUMBERS AND ACTUAL NUMBERS
INCLUDED IN EACH SUBSAMPLE GROUP

sE£X
MALES FEMALES TOTALS
¥ 1
Form-A E Mock-Up Form-A ! Mock-Up
N=30* N=30* N=60*
UPPER
N=32** N=30** N=62++
: !
Form-A !  Mock-Up Form-A 1+ Mock-Up
N=30* N=303 N=60*
MIDDLE
N=33** N=32** N=65**
.r 1
]
Form-A ! Mock-Up Form=A ' Mock-Up
LOWER N=30* N=30* N=60*
N=29** N=37** N=60**
TOTALS N=90* N=90* N=180*
T N=94** N=93#* N=187++

*Number of students proposed for the sample group prior to the data collection procedures

**Number of students actually included in the data collection procedures for the sample group
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the use of the following statistical tests: (1) the Stu-
dent's t test both for correlated data and independent data,
(2) the Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient for
determining the relationships among the Form-A and Mock-Up
raw scores of the various groups, and (3) the z test for com-
paring the Form-A/Mock-Up correlation coefficients of the
various SES groups whenever inter-group comparisons were
being made. All sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis Ho; were tested
with a t test for correlated data except sub-hypotheses Hoyj,
Hoyk, Ho,1. These three sub-hypotheses were tested by per-
forming a Student's t test for two independent samples be-
tween the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores computed for each of

the SES groups being compared.

A1l sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis Hog were tested with a
Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation coefficient ("r") except
sub-hypotheses Hogj, Hozk, and Hozl. These three sub-
hypotheses were tested by performing a Z test for two inde-
pendent correlations between the Form-A/Mock-Up correlation
coefficients computed for the two SES groups being compared
when inter-group comparisons were being made.

The results derived from these data analysis procedures
are presented in Chapter IV along with several ancillary

findings which further explain the outcome of the experiment.



CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter contains the results derived from the sta-
tistical caiculations made in testing the hypotheses. A
Student's t test, a Z test, and a Pearson's product-moment
correlation were used to test thirty null hypotheses which

had been stated before the data were collected.

Hypothesis Hoy

Hypothesis Ho1 was concerned with the differences be-
tween the Form-A and Mock-Up scores. However, there was an
exception to these comparisons. This exception occurred
when comparisons were bging made among the three socioeconomic
status groups. For these treatments the gain scores (differ-
ence between the Form-A and the Mock-Up scores) were computed
for each group and used as raw scores for making the desired
comparisons.

Tﬁe first general hypothesis tested in the study was
stated in the null form as follows:

Hoy; There are no statistically significant differ-

ences between the six subtest and total raw

scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test

(Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-Up

of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

54
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among three socioeconomic status (SES)
groups by sex.

The first general hypothesis was reduced to fifteen
specific sub-hypotheses to facilitate its testing. The spe-
cific null hypothesis tested in each case is stated, and the
statistical results are presented in an accompanying table.

Hola There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the upper socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 3) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the upper socioeconomic
status (SES) males. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, Mock-Up raw scores were significantly lower
than Form-A raw scores on the subtest of Lisfening; therefore,
the hypothesis related to Listening was rejected. There were
no significant mean differences between Mock-Up and Form-A
scores on the subtests of Matching and Alphabet; therefore,
the hypotheses related to these two subtests were accepted.

Holb There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the upper socioeconomic
status females' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 3)



TABLE 3

A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORM-A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED BY UPPER SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
STUDENTS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

M A L E S(N=32)

FEMAL E S(N30)

The Six Sub-Areos of

Form=A Scores

Mock-Up Scores

Form-A Scores

Mock=-Up Scores

' (] []
the Metropolitan ! Stondard ! Standord E Standard i Stondard .
Reodiness Test (MRT) Mean +__Deviatlon Mean v__Deviotion t-Value Mean ! Deviotion Meon v Deviation t=Valye
; : : :
1. Word Meoning 9.68 2.39 .09 E 2.22 4.278* 9.70 i 2.05 10.43 5 2.53 2.505"
[}
] [] 1
2. Listening .63 ! 2.08 0.4 ! 2.30 -2.272¢ n.az E 2.4 10.83 ! 2.18 -0.920
) [} (] 1
3. Matching 9.97 E 2.60 10.28 | 197 0.73 10.10 ! 247 10.70 | 2.25 1.306
] . ] [
' . ] [}
4. Alphobet 13.09 ! 3.56 1288 ! 3.09 -0.584 14.23 E 2.81 14.57 ¢} 3.42 0.755
L] 1 [ [}
5. Numbers 139 | 4.7 15.41 477 2.516* 16.30 DO ¥/ 17.20 | 3.24 1.902
] (] [ ] ]
6. Copying 6.53 E 4.39 9.63 E 2,20 4.621¢ 673 1 3.29 10.43 E 3.5 6.635*
]
: : ' :
T T ] T
‘ : : :
TOTAL SCORE 6.4 1 3.9 7200 1 11.84 5.598¢ 69.17 \ 10,35 75.03 | 9.87 3.324*

*Significant beyond the .05 level

9¢
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indicated that significant mean differences existed between
the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the upper socioeconomic
status (SES) females. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Copying and Total raw scores, therefore,
hypotheses related to these subtests were rejected. There
was no significant mean differences between Mock-Up and
Form-A raw scores on the subtests of Listening, Matching,
Alphabet and Numbers; therefore, the hypotheses related to
these four subtests were accepted.

Hojc There are no statistically significant mean
differences between the middle socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 4) indi?
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the middle socioeconomic
status (SES) males. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
on the subtests of Word Meaning, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying
and Total raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to
these subtests were rejected. However, there were no signif-
icant mean differences between Mock-Up and Form-A raw scores
on the subtests of Listening and Matching; therefore, the
hypotheses related to these two subtests were accepted.

Hold There are no statistically significant mean -

differences between the middle socioeconomic

status females' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
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A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORM-A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED 8Y MIDDLE SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
STUDENTS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

M A L E S (N=3J)

FEMATLES (N=32)

The Six Sub-Areas of

Form=-A Scores

Mock=-Up Scores

Form=-A Scores

Mock=-Up Scores

L] L} 1 ]
the Metropolitan : Standard : Standord H Standard : Stondard .
Reodiness Test (MRT) Mean 1 Deviation Mean t__ Deviation 1=Value Mean i__Deviation Mean i __Deviation t=Volue
.s z = e
N [}
1. Word -Meoning 10.36 i 2.33 11.46 ! 2.02 3.008* 10.22 ! 2.21 10.44 ! 2.46 0.609
LI | [} ] ]
2. Listening 10.79 2.2 10,55 | 2.18 =0.498 1,23 | 2.52 1,09 2.56 ~0.362
] (] ] [] .
3. Matching 9.91 i 3.15 10.46 E 1.79 1,039 1n.13 E 2.46 10.59 5 2.56 -1.271
] ] ” ] ]
4. Alphobet s ¢ 2.3 15.52 ! 0.97 2.477¢ LRI 1.45 15.06 ! 1.59 0.643
] ' [ ] []
5. Numbers 15.00 ! 4.53 17.42 | 3.24 3.315% 15.41 ! 4.4 7.3 ! 3.72 2.971¢
L 1] [] ]
‘.
8. Copying 688 3.61 0.64 ¢ 2.9 6.322¢ 703 ¢ a3 0.5 ! 3.20 6.732¢
: ' -3 H
v L] [] T
[ ] [ ] ! :
TOTAL SCORE 69.12 | 12.13 76.03 ; 7.87 3.894¢ 69.97 | 10.57 7.9 1.62° 3.547%
1 A

*Significant bayond the .05 level

8¢
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and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results shown in Table 4 indicated that
significant mean differences existed between the Form-A and
Mock-Up raw scores of the middle socioeconomic status (SES)
females. These students had Mock-Up raw scores which were
significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores in Numbers,
Copying, and Total raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses re-
lated to these subtests were rejected. However, there were
no significant mean differences between Mock-Up and Form-A
raw scores on the subtests of'Word Meaning, Listening, Match-
ing, and Alphabet; therefore, the hypotheses related to these
subtests were accepted.

Hoje There are no statistically significant mean

differences between the lower socioeconomic
status males' subtest and total raw scores

on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)
and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 5) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the lower socioeconomic
status (SES) males. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there were no significant mean differences
between Mock-Up and Form-A raw scores on the subtests of

Word Meaning and Listening; therefore, the hypotheses related

to these two subtests were accepted.



TABLE 3.

A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENICES BETWEEN FORM=A AND MOCK<~UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED BY LOWER SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
STUDENTS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

M AL ES (N=29) FEMALES (N=31)
Form-A Scores Mock=-Up Scores Form~A Scores Mock=-Up Scores
The Six Sub-Arecs of y 3 T N
the Metropolitan ! Standard ! Stondard ! Stondard ! Stondord .
Reodiness Test (MRT) Mean ! __Deviation Mean '__ Deviation t-Volue Mean i__Deviation Mean !__Deviotion t=Vaolyp
s s = i
1. Word Meaning nas 1.90 1214 3 1.68 1.874 10.84 E 2.62 11.87 E 1.73 2.744¢
13 [ ] (] ¢
2. Ulstening 10.79 ! 2.4 naz v 2.4 0.662 i ! 2.2 .58 ! 2,39 1.126
] [} ] [}
3. Matching 10.17 |} 3.13 na3an | 1.69 2.293¢ n.ae 1.78 .16 E 2,45 -0.069
[ ] [} . (]
[} M [} ] ]
4. Alphabet 448 ! 2.21. 1579 ! 1.24 2,844 1545 ! 0.89 15.87 ! 0.34 2.489
) [] ] []
3. Numbers 15.93 E 4.68 18.41 E 4.17 4.129* 1739 | 272 18.77 | 3.063 3.207
. [} s
8. Copying 70 1 as mar 1 2.0 8.867° 752 1 3w .64 | 275 5.801¢
: : : :
T L] (] L)
] H H H
TOTAL SCORE . 70.31 E 13.03 80.03 1 8.2 5.,682* 73.52 1 8.9 80.10 1 8.94 . 4.849°

*5ignificant beyond the .05 level
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Hoyf There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the lower
socioeconomic status females' subtest
and total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 5) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the lower socioceconomic
status (SES) females. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw
scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests
were rejected. However, there were no significant mean dif-
ferences between Mock-Up and Form-A raw scores on the sub-
tests of Listening and Matching; therefore, the hypotheses
related to these two subtests were accepted.

Holg There are no statistically significant

mean differences between the upper
socioeconomic status students' subtest
and total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 6) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the upper socioeconomic
status (SES) students. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw
scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests

were rejected. However, Mock-Up raw scores vwere significantly
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A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORM-A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED DY STUDENTS FROM THE THREE SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS LEVELS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

U PP E R(N$2

M1 DD L E (N=65)

LOWER (N=%0)

The Six Sub~Areas of

Form=A Scores

Mock-Up Scores

Form=A Scores

Mock-Up Scores

Form~-A Scores

Mock-Up Scores

Etondord

:S'ondord

the Metropolitan Standard 1 Stondord : 1 Standard tStandard !

Reodirgss Test (MRT) [Meon _!Deviation)l Meon ! Deviation| 1-Volye |it Meon | Deviation || Meon _!Deviction | t-Vgluelll Meon ;Deviotion !l Megn 1Devigtion | $-Valua
' ' ! t ! ]
1 ' ' ' H ' )

' ' 1

1. Word Meocning 9.66 E 2.48 10.69 ! 2.4 4,617+ 10.29 T 2.26 10.95 H 2.29 2.476* 11,15 1 2.3 12.00 ; 1.70 3.314*
[] 1 3 ] 1 ]

2. Listening " 11.40 ! 2.10 10.58 | 2.24 |-2.485* 1.00 | 2.3 10.82 ; 2.37 }0.688 10.95 5 2.30 11.40 E 2.40 1.270
! H 1 1 H '

3. Moatching 10,03 : 2.52 10.48 E 2.10 1.510 10,51 5 2.87 10.525 2,19 0.000 |0.67: 2,52 11.23 i 2.10 1.692
H ’ 1 ] e :

4. Alghabet 13.65 1 3.25 || M0 | 276 | 32080 [llraes | 1o [ 15290 a2 [ram 1498 ¢ 1.72 || 15.83 ! 0.89 | 3.47e
H | ' H : :

5. Numbers 15.08 {442 || 16,27} 4.7 | 3490 [ 15.43 o408 (| 17,071 348 |2.7190 16.70 1 3.84 | 18.60 1 3.61 | 51440
H 1 ] ’ ¢ H

8, Copying 6.63 i 3.87 10,02 ! 3.18 7.989* 7.00 } 3.57 10.52 7 2.95 9.639* 7.27 ¢ 3.34 11.03 |} 2.44 9.887* -

1 : 1 H . v )

; = ; : ! ;
‘ : : i : : :

TOTAL SCORE 66.71 E 12.39 73.47 H 10.95 8.204* ,69.5‘ : 11.31 75.48 : 9.83 5.198* 71.97 1 11,13 80.07 | 8.52 7.358*

*Significant beyond the .05 level
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iower than Form-A raw scores on the subtest of Listening;
therefore, the hypothesis related to Listening was rejected.
There were no significant mean differences between Mock-Up
and Form-A scores on the subtest of Matching; therefore the
hypothesis related to Matching was accepted.

Holh There are no statistically significant
mean differences between middle socio-
economic status students' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-

dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 6) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the middle socioeconomic
status (SES) students. These students had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypothesis related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there were no significant mean differences
between Mock-Up and Form-A raw scores on the subtests of
Listening, Matching and Alphabet; therefore, the hypotheses
related to these subtests were accepted.

Holi There are no statistically significant

mean differences between the lower
socioeconomic status students' subtest
and total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 6) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the

Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the lower socioeconomic
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status (SES) studenis. These studenis had Mock-Up raw scores
which were significantly higher than their Form-A raw scores
in Word Meaning, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw
scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests
were rejected. However, there were no significant mean dif-
ferences between Mock-Up and Form-A raw scores on the sub-
tests of Listening and Matching; therefore, the hypotheses
related to these two subtests were accepted.

Holj There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the Form-A/
Mock-Up gain scores computed for the
upper socioeconomic status students
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test and the Form-A/
Mock-Up gain scores computed for the
middle socioeconomic status students
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 7) indi-
cated that there were no significant mean differences between
the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores computed for the students from
the upper socioeconomic status and the middle socioeconomic
status. Therefore, the hypotheses relating to these differ-
. ences were accepted.

Holk There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the Form-A/
Mock-Up gain scores computed for the
upper socioeconomic status students on
the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-4)
and a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the
test and the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores
computed for the lower socioeconomic
status students on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and a three-

LY Sy M Ve YT - _ g
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.




TABLE 7.

A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORM=A/MOCK=-UP GAIN SCORES OBTAINED 8Y STUbENTS FROM THE THREE SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS LEVELS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

UPPER (N=62) vs. MIDDLE (N=65)

UPPER (N=62) vs. LOWER (N=60)

MIDDLE (N=65)vsi. LOWER (N=60)

The Six Sub-Areas |UPPER SES Form=A/ [[MIDDLE SES Form-4/ UPPER SES Form-A/ [[LOWER SES Form-A MIDDLE $£5 Form=A L?ANE;E Ess éogm-A/

f the Met liton iMock-Up Goin Mock=Up Gain |_Mock=-{lp Coin___| - Lt Mack-Up Cain ock=Up Cain
:ead;le%% 1Standard + Standard : 1 Standard s Standord ) Standard 1 Standerd
—————— Mean  1Deviation] Mean !'Deviation t=Vaolue Mean !Deviation Mean !Deviation ] 1=Volue Mean !Deviation Mean !Deviotion | t=Val

r i ‘a—
H 1 ' 1 ' !
1. Word Meoning | 1.03 |} 2.45 || 0.66 E 2.28 | -0.882 l.O‘.!E 2.45 |l 0.49 ‘: 2.01 | -1.335 0.66 E 2.28 || 0.49 } 2.00 -0.444
H . ' ' ' 1 1
2. Listening -0.82 E 2.17 [t-0.18 3 2,37 1.5% -0.82 ! 2,17 0.45 | 2.35 3.099* {{[ -0.18 ¢ 2.37 0.45 | 2.35 1.491
' 1 ] ] t ]
3. Motching 0.45 ' 231 f{ 0.00 | 2.53 ~1.024 o.4sE 2,31 0.5 3 2.31 |-0.263 0.0t E 2.53 0.56 f 2.31 1.201
' ’ ]
) ] t [}
4. Alphabet 0.95 1 3.01 || 0.61 E 1.54 -0.786 0.95! 3.0 0.85 ! 1.31 |-0.240 0.61 ! 1.64 0.85 ! 1.31 0.909
[}
] s ! [} ) ]
5. Numbers 199 Y 430 |} 14 } 376 | .02 1.195 4.30 1.90 E 3.73 | 0.97% 1.94 E 3.76 1.90 E 3.73 | -0.060
’ H .
[] - ] ] [} ]
é. Copying 3.3 E 3.53 || 3.52 ! 3.26 0.216 3.39 3.53 3.76 ! 2.89 | 0.635 3.52 ] 3.2 3.76 | 2.89 0.436
= L s s s s
' i ‘ ' : :
¥ * M []
TOTAL SCORE 6.76 | 11.67 || 5.94 5 10.57 -0.414 6.765 .67 8.10 E 9.83 | -0.687 5.94 E 10.57 8.10 ! 9.83 -1,184
[}
1 . ' [ ) '

*Significant beyond the .05 lavel
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The results of the statistical analysis (Table 7) indi-
cated that the lower SES students made significantly greater
Form-A/Mock-Up gains in Listening than the upper SES students.
Therefore, the hypothesis related to this subtest was re-
jected. However, there were no significant mean differences
between the two groups' Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores on the
subtests of Word Meaning, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copy-
ing and Total raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related
to these subtests were accepted.

Holl There are no statistically significant
mean differences between the Form-A/
Mock-Up gain scores computed for the
middle socioeconomic status students
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test and the Form-A/
Mock-Up gain scores computed for the
lower socioeconomic status students
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 7) indi-
cated that there were no significant mean differences between
the Form-A/Mock-Up gain scores computed for the students from
the middle socioeconomic status and the Form-A/Mock-Up gaih
scores computed for the students from the lower socioeconomic
status. Therefore, the hypotheses relating to these different
subtests and Total raw scores were accepted.

Holm There are no statistically significant

mean differences between the total male
populations' subtest and total raw scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Form-A)

and their subtest and total raw scores from
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 8)



A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORM-A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED BY THE MALES, FEMALES, AND TOTAL

TASLE ¢

POPULATION OF STUDENTS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

TOTAL MALES (N=94)

TOTAL FEMALES (N=93)

TOTAL STUDENTS (N=187)

The Six Sub=Areas of | Form-A Scores Mack~-Up Scores Form~A Scores Mock-Up Scores Form=A Scores Mock-U? Scores

the Metropolitan Standard 1 Standard 1 Standard TSlandard 1Standard 1Standard
] 1 []

Readiness Test (MRT) | Meon 'Deviation|| Mean _ ! Deviotion | 1-Valye il Meon ! Deviation || Meaq {Deviotion t-Volueill Meon __iDeviotioni Mean :Deviagtion} t=Valus
i [} ] ' ) ] -
H ] ' 1 : :

1. Word Meoning 10.54 E 2,30 11.54 ; 2.02 5,131 10,34 E 1.99 10.96 E 2.18 3.583¢ 10.45 | 2.16 1125 2.1 5.585*
] ] ' ' [] ]

2. Listening - 1.07 } 2.24 10.67 |} 2.29 -1.303 1,16} 2.28 117§ 2.38 0,048 11,12 :' 2,25 10.92 E 2,35 [=-1.031
H 1 H H ' ]

3. Motching 1002 | 2.94 || 10.66 } 1.8 | 2.373* | 10.862 3 2.29 [ 10.82 | 2.42 | 0.000 ||| t0.42 | 2.65 || 10.74 | 2.15 | 1.745
H [) 1 1 ) [)

4. Alphabet 14.15 E 2.44 15.30 } 1.54 5,591 14.87 } 1.93 1517 1 2.21 1.749 14.51 | 2.22 15.24 | 1.90 4.526°
' ] ] s ] ]

5. Numbers 15.07 | 4.43 17.05 | 4.24 5.742+ 16.37 { 3.77 17,77} 3.40 4.273° 15.71 i 4.15 17.40 E 3.86 7.403¢
' ’ ' H 3

] o ] ! ]

6, Copying 6.80 E 3.84 10.47 } 2.83 10,935 713, 3. 10.56 ! 2.96 |11.253¢ 6.97 | 3.59 10.51 § 2.89 |15.685°
] ] . (] ' : '
= ; E ; : :
= ' : E = =

TOTAL SCORE 67.89 1 13,14 75.90 ! 9.95 8,758 70.90 ! 10.08 76.68 ! 10.40 7.760* 69.38 | 11.78 76.28 ) 10.15 [11.612°
)

*Significant beyond the .05 level
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indicated that significant mean differences existed between
the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the total male popula-
tion. These students had Mock-Up raw scores which were sig-
nificantly higher than their Form-A raw scores in Word Mean-
ing, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total raw
scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests
and Total raw scores were rejecited. However, there were no
significant mean differences between the males' Form-A and
Mock-Up raw scores on the subtest of Listening; therefore,
the hypothesis related to this subtest was accepted.
Hojn There are no statistically significant

mean differences between the total fe-

male populations' subtest and total

raw scores on the Metropolitan Readi-

ness Test (Form-A) and their subtest

and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 8) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the total female population.
These students had Mock-Up raw scores which were signifi-
cantly higher than their Form-A raw scores in Word Meaning,
Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores; therefore, the hy-
potheses related to these subtests and Total raw scores were
rejected. However, there were no significaht mean differ-
ences between the females' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on
the subtests of Listening, Matching, and Alphabet; therefore,
the hypotheses related to these subtests were accepted.

Hojo There are no statistically significant

mean differences between the total stu-
dent populations' subtest and total raw
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scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form~-A) and their subtest and total raw
scores from a three-dimensional Mock-Up
of the test.

The results of the statistical analysis (Table 8) indi-
cated that significant mean differences existed between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores of the total student popula-
tion. The students had Mock-Up raw scores which were sig-
nificantly higher than their Form-A raw scores in Word Mean-
ing, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying, and Total raw scores; there-
fore, the hypotheses related to these subtests and Total raw
scores were rejected. However, there were no significant
mean differences between the students' Form-A and Mock-Up
raw scores on the subtests of Listening and Matching; there-

fore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were accepted.

Summary of Results of Hypothesis Ho1
The results presented in Tables 3 through 8 indicate
that nearly all sex groups at each socioeconomic (SES) level

performed better‘on the Mock-Up version of the Metropolitan

Readiness Test material than on the paper-pencil (Form-A4)

version. However, the individual presentations of each sub-
hypothesis makes a comprehensive picture of the overall re-
sults difficult. The t values computed for each comparison
are presented collectively in Table 9 as a means of summa-
rizing the results obtained in testing the fifteen sub-
hypotheses of Hypothesis Hoj.

The significant t values presented in Table 9 show def-

inite patterns along both SES and sex dimensions. It was
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TABLE ¢

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL RESULTS OBTAINED FROM TESTING THE FIFTEEN
- SUB~-HYPOTHESES OF HYPOTHESIS NUMBER ONE

READINESS SUBTESTS AND .CORRESPONDING t-VALUES
. Word y
GROUPS Meaning Listening Matching | Alphabet | Numbers Copying TOTAL
UPPER CLASS
Males 4.278* =2.272* 0.731 - -0.584 2.516* 4.621* 5.5%*
Females 2,505* -0.920 1,306 0.755 1.902 6.635* 3.324+
MIDDLE CLASS .
Moles 3.008* -0.498 1.039 2,477 3.315* 6.322* 3.894*
Females 0.609 -0.362 -1.271 0.643 2,971 6.732* 3.547+
LOWER CLASS :
Males 1.874 0.662 2.293* 2.844* 4.129* 8.867* 5.682*
Females 2.744* 1.126 -0.069 2.489* 3.207* 5.801* 4.869*
" Total Upper Classfl 4.617* -2.485* 1.510 13.208* 3.469* 7.989* 8.204*
“Total Middle Class| 2.476* -0.688 0.000 1.180 [ 2,719 9.439* 5.198*
Total Lower Class|| 3.314¢ 1270 | 1.692 3.474* 5.144+ 9.887* 7.358*
Total Males 5.131* -1.303 2,373+ 5.591* 5.742* 10,935 8.758*
Total Females 3.583* 0.048 0.000 1.749 4.273* 11.253* 7.760*
Total Students 5.585* -1.031 1.745 4.526* 7.403* 15.685* 11.612*
o — =
Upper vs. Middle | -0.882 1.590 -1.024 -0.786 1.026 0.216 ~0.414
Upper vs. Lower [| -1.335 3.099* -0.263 <0.240 0.976 0.635 -0.687
Middle vs. Lower || -0.444 1.49] 1.271 0.99 | -0.060 0.43% -1.184

*Significant bayond the .05 level
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obvious that differences between Form-A and Mbck-Up scores
were consistently large on some subtests, while other sub-
tests showed a negative effect as a result of presenting the
material in the form of three-dimensional Mock-Ups. The re-~
sults may best be summarized by SES level, sex and total
groups.

The facilitating/debilitating eifects of the three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentations on the various subtest
scores of the three SES groups were as follows: (1) Word
Meaning--Significantly positive (facilitating) effect for
all three SES levels; (2) Listening--Negative (debilitating)
effects for both the upper and middle SES groups, but positive
effects for the lower SES group; (3) Matching--Positive ef-~
fects for both, the upper and lower SES groups, but no effects
upon the middle SES group's scores; (4) Alphabet--Signifi-
cantly positive effects upon the scores of all three SES
groups; (5) Numbers--Significantly positive effects upon the
scores of all three groups; (6) Copying--Significantly posi-
tive effects upon the scores of all three groups.

The facilitating/debilitating effects of the three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentations on the various subtest
scores of the two sex groups were as follows: (1) Word Mean-
ing-~Significantly positive effects upon the scores of both
groups; (2) Listening--Negative effects upon males' scores,
but positive effects upon the females' scores; (3) Matching--
Significantly positive effects upon the males' scores, but

no effects upon the females' scores; (4) Alphabet--Positive
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effects upon the scores of both groups; (5) Numbers--Signif-
icantly positive effects upon the scores of both groups; (6)
Copying--Significantly positive effects upon the scores of
both groups.

A summary of the comparisons made between the Form-~-A
Total raw scores and the Mock-Up Total raw scores recorded
for each SES group showed ihat the greatesti improvement re-
sulting from the Mock-Up presentations was experienced by the
lower SES group (8.10 Total points increase); the upper SES
group experienced the second highest increase (6.76 Total
points); and the middle SES group experienced the least in-
crease of all (5.77 Total points). It should be noted, how-
ever, that the amount of increase experienced by all three
SES groups was significant. Also, the over-all increase
experienced by the male participants (8.01 Total points) was
higher than the increase experienced by the female partici-
pants (5.79 Total points). Both sex groups showed significant
gains from the Form-A administration to the Mock-Up adminis-
tration of the readiness test materials. These results indi-

cate that the Mock-Up version of the Metropolitan Readiness

Test has-a facilitating effect.upon the performance of all
the students used in this study. However, the males in the
upper and lower SES groups seemed to benefit the most of all
the groups being tested. These results are further explored
in testing the second general hypothesis, and the conclusions
drawn from all findings are presented in more detail in the

final chapter of the dissertation.
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Hypothesis Ho2
Hypothesis H02 was concerned with the relationships
(correlations) between the Form-A and Mock-Up scores recorded
for each student participating in the study. The second gen-
eral null hypothesis was stated as follows:

Hog There are no statistically significant
correlations between the six subtest and
total scores on the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) among three socioeconomic status
(SES) groups of first-grade students who
had been further divided into groups of
males and females at each socioeconomic
status level.

The second general hypothesis was reduced to fifteen sub-
hypotheses to facilitate its testing. The null proposition
of each sub-hypothesis is stated in conjunction with the pre-

sentation of the statistical results.

Hoza There are no statistically significant
correlations between the upper socio-
economic status males' subtest and total
raw scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and total
raw scores from a three-dimensional Mock- .
Up of the test.

The results (Table 10) indicated there were significant
relationships on five (5) subtests and total raw scores of

the Metfopolitan Readiness Test. Mock-Up raw scores which

were significantly correlated with Form-A scores on the sub-
tests of Word Meaning, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying
and Total raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to

these five subtests were rejected. However, there was

no significant correlation hetween the Form-A and Mock-Up
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TABLE 10

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL RESULTS OBTAINED FROM TESTING THE FIFTEEN
SUB-HYPOTHESES OF HYPOTHESIS NUMBER TWO

READINESS SUBTESTS AND CORRESPONDING CORRELATIONS ")

Word
GROUPS Meaning Listening | Matching | Alphabet Numbers Copying TOTAL

UPPER_CLASS :

Males .683* -.006 .512¢ .834¢ .763* .549* .844*

Females T .561* .435% .703* . 738* .551* .839*
MIDDLE CLASS

Males .622% .278 419* .222 .512¢ 517 .601%

Females Lbd6r | 6520 | s7Iv 651 641 478t | 728
LOWER _CLASS

Males 425* .148 .495* .on .729* .685* .698*

Females 621* 487+ .398* .089 674* .451* .658*
Total Upper Class|  .730* .250* 4720 691 .766* .544* .845*
Total Middle Clasd|  .621* .495¢ A2 .357¢ .585* .59* .645*
Total Lower Class]|  .542¢ .319* .389* .030 .703* .533* .657*
Total Males | .625* 120 A62¢ 569 7040 .558* .738*
Total Females .6%0* 567 .468* .684* A1 .570* .760*
Total Students .570¢ .348* 451 A3 .698* .562* .735¢

*Significant beyond the .05 level
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raw scores on the subtest of Listening, and the hypothesis
related to this subtest was accepted.

Hozb There are no statistically significant
correlations between the upper socio-
economic status females' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

m N . - -
Taple 16 indicated

The statisical resulis presented in
there were significant relationships between the upper SES
females' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on six (6) subtest

and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Listening, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total
raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these sub-
tests were rejected.

Hozc There are no statistically significant
correlations between the middle socio-
economic status males' subtest and to-
tal raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
there were significant relationships between the middle SES
males' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on four (4) subtest and

total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test. Mock-

Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with Form-
A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning, Match-
ing, Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores; therefore, the

hypotheses related to these subtests were rejected. However,
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there were no significant correlations between the Form-A
and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtests of Listening and Al-

phabet, and the hypotheses related to these subtests were

accepted.

Hood There are no statistically significant
correlations between the middle socio-
economic status females' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form—-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
there were significant relationships between the middle SES
females' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on six (6) subtest

and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Listening, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total
raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these sub-
tests were rejected.

Hoze There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
econonmic status males' subtest and to-
tal raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form~A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
there were significant relationships between the lower SES
males' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on four (4) subtest and

total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test. Mock~

Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with Form-

A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning, Matching,
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Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores; therefore, the hypoth-
eses related to these subtests were rejected. However, there
were no significant correlations between the Form-A and Mock-
Up raw scores on the subtests of Listening and Alphabet, and
the hypotheses related to these subtests were accepted.

Hozf There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
economic status females' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-
test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
there were significant relationships between the lower SES
females' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on five (5) subtest

and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Listening, Matching, Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there was no significant correlation be-
tween the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtest of
Alphabet, and the hypothesis related to this subtest was ac-
cepted.
Hoog There are no statistically significant

correlations between the upper socio-

economic status students' subtest and

total raw scores on the Metropolitan

Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated

there were significant relationships between the upper SES
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and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there was no significant correlation between
the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtest of Listening,
and the hypothesis related to this subtest was accepted.
Hozh There are no statistically significant

correlations between the middle socio-

economic status students' subtest and

total raw scores on the Metropolitan

Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
there were significant relationships between the middle SES
students' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on six (6) subtest

and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Listening, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total
raw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these sub-
tests were rejected.

Hozi There are no statistically significant
correlations between the lower socio-
economic status students' subtest and
total raw scores on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and their sub-

test and total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 10 indicated
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there were significant relationships between the lower SES
students' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on four (4) subtest

and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Matching, Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores; therefore,
the hypotheses related to these subtests were rejected. How-
ever, there were no significant correlations between the
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtests of Listening
and Alphabét, and the hypotheses related to these subtests
were accepted.

Hozj There are no statistically significant
' mean differences between the Form-A/

Mock-Up correlations computed for the
upper socioeconomic status students
from their performance on the Metro-
politan Readiness Test (Form-A) and
a three-dimensional Mock-Up of the
test AND the Form-A/Mock-Up corre-
lations computed for the middle
socioeconomic status students from
their performance on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (Form-A) and a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 11 indicated
that there were significant differences between the Form-A/
Mock-~Up correlations computed for the two groups. The upper

. SES correlations were significantly higher than those comput-
ed for the middle SES group on Alphabet and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there were no significant differences be-
tween the two groups' correlations computed for the subtests

of Word Meaning, Listening, Matching, Numbers and Copying;



TABLE 1)

- A COMPARISON OF THE FORM-A/MOCK-UP CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS COMPUTED FOR STUDENTS FROM THE THREE SO CIOECONOMIC
STATUS LEVELS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

UPPER (N=62) vs. MIDDLE (N=65)

UPPER (N=62) vi. LOWER (N=60) .

MIDDLE (N=65) vs. LOWER (N=60)

The Six Sub-Areos

UPPER SES MIDDLE SES UPPER SES LOWER SES MIDDLE SES LOWER SES
of the Metropolitan | Correlations Correlations Correlations Correlations Correlations Correlgtions_
Reodiness Test (MRT) [cqrre- Corre~ Corre- Correa- Corre= Corre-
lotion Fishers Z Illotion  Fishers Z | Z-Value |ll lotion _Fishers Z _ Hlation  Fishers Z Z-Vaolse |{llotion Fisherg 2 lation Fishers Z Z-Volug_

1. Word Meaning | .730 0.929 621 =727 =1.111 .730 0.929 .541 0.606 -1.739 .621 0.727 .541 0.606 ~0.65¢%
2, Listening .250 0.255 .495 0,543 1.589 .250 0.255 319 0.331 0.415 495 0.543 319 0.331 1,158
3. Matching 471 0.512 .472 0.513 0.011 A71 0.512 .389 0.572 -0.538 472 0.513 .389 0.572 ~0.5%¢
4. Alphabet ’ 696 0.859 .357 0.373 ~2.672* 696 0.859 .030 0.030 -4 ,464¢ 357 0.373 .030 0.030 ~1.869
5. Numbers 765 1.008 .585 0.670 ~0.957 765 1:008 .703 0.873 -0.158 .585 0.670 .703 0.873 1.106
é, Copying .544  0.610 .59 0.734 0.423 544 0.610 .533 0.5%94 ~-0.081 .59 0.734 .533 0.5%4 ~0.501
TOTAL SCORE .845 1.238 645 0,787 ~2.590¢ .845 1.238 .657 0,788 ~2.423* 645 0.787 .657 0.788 0.114

*Significant beyond the .05 level

08
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the hypotheses related to these subtests were

Ho_,k There are no statistically significant
differences between the Form-A/Mock-Up
correlations computed for the upper
socioeconomic status students from their
performance on the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test AND the Form-A/Mock-
Up correlations computed for the lower
socioeconomic status students from their
performance on the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional
Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 11 indicated
that there were significant differences between the Form-A/
Mock-Up correlations computed for the two groups. The upper
SES students showed correlations which were significantly
higher than those correlations computed for the lower SES
students on the subtests of Alphabet and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there were no significant differences be-
tween the two groups' correlations computed for the subtests
of Word Meaning, Listening, Mafching, Numbers and Copying;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were
accepted.

H021 There are no statistically significant dif-
ferences between the Form-A/Mock-Up corre-
lations computed for the middle socioeco-
npomic status students from their perfor-
mance on the Metropolitan Readiness Test
(Form-A) and a three-dimensional Mock-Up
of the test AND the Form-A/Mock-Up cor-
relations computed for the lower socio-
economic status students from their per-

formance on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and a three-dimensional

Mock-Up of the test.
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The statistical results presented in Table 11 indicated

P 2 LA LT

that there were no significant differences between the Form-
A/Mock-Up correlations computed for the two groups; therefore,
the hypotheses related to the subtests and Total raw scores
were accepted.

Hozm There are no statistically significant
correlations between the total male
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and
total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 12 indicated
there were significant relationships between the total male
populations' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on five (5) sub-

test and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated with
Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total raw scores;
therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests were re-
jected. However, there was no significant correlation be-
tween the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtest of
Listening, and the hypothesis related to this subtest was
accepted.

Hozn There are no statistically significant
correlations between the total female
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and

total raw scores from a three-
dimensional Mock-Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 12 indicated

there were significant relationships between the total female



TABLE 12

A COMPARISON OF THE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FORM~A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES OBTAINED BY THE MALES, FEMALES AND TOTA!.
POPULATION OF STUDENTS ON THE SIX SUBTESTS AND TOTAL OF THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST

TOTAL MALES (N=94) m TOTAL FEMALES (N=93) TOTAL STUDENTS (N=187)
The Six Sub~Areas of | Form=-A Scores Mock-Up Scores Form=A Scores Mock-Up'Scores . Form=A Scores Mock=-Up Scores
T 1]
the Metrooolitan IStandard 1Standord | Correlatio 1 Standerd iStandard  |Correlotior .S'ondord 1Stonderd  [Corralotion
S_E_SM‘J'_TC_L' (MRT) | Mean 1Deviation|| Mean__ ! Deviation |Coeflicient]|i Mean § Deviation |l Mean__!Deviotion gmﬁ_g_,'_MT Mean .|[2g¥|gt[gg Magn E evigtion {Coefficient
: ' ] '
] ' 1 ' ' [
' [ ' '
1. Word Maoaning 10.54 E 2.30 11,54 ! 2.02 .625* 10,34 [ B 10,96 E 2,18 .690¢ 10.45 ) 2.16 1.25 } 2.1 570
. ] 1 . ' ] H
2. Listening 11,07 ¢ 2,24 || 10.67 | 2.29 .120 11,16 | 2.28 1.7} 2.3 5670 ||| 11.12 5 2.25 10.92 E 2.35 .48+
) t & ' . H
3. Matching 10.02 § 2.94 10.66 E 1.86 462 10.82 E 2.29 10.82 E 2.42 .468* 10.42 } '2.65 10.74 ¢+ 2.15 451
H ] (] t ' []
4. Alphabet 14.15 E 2.44 15.30 | 1.54 . 569 1487 1 1.93 19.17 ¢ 2.21 .684¢ 14.51 | 2.22 15.24 § 1.9 431
[l ] (] 3 ] [
5. Numbers 15.07 ! 4.43 [} 17.05 | 4.24 .704* ()l 16.37-) 3.77 17.77 ) 3.40 617+ 1) 15,71 E 4.5 17.40 §  3.86 .698¢
[ [} 1 H !
b4 1 ] ]
6. Copying 6.80 E J3.84 10,47 E 2,83 .558* 7.13 E 3.34 10.56 E 2.9 .570* 6.97 E 3.59 10.51 E 2.89 .562¢
'
: ; 3 ] : i
: ' : : - : :
TOTAL SCORE 67.89 E 13.14 75.90 ! 9.95 .738* 70.90 ¢ 10.06 76.68 ! 10.40 .760+ ||| 69.38 ! 11.78 76,28 ' 10,15 735

*Significant beyond the .05 level
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populations' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on six (6) sub-

test and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Mock-Up raW scores which were significantly correlated with
Form;A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Meaning,
Listening, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total
Taw scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these sub-
tests were rejected.

Hog0 There are no statistically significant
' correlations between the total student
populations' subtest and total raw
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form-A) and their subtest and
total raw scores from a three-
dimensional  Mock~Up of the test.

The statistical results presented in Table 12 indicated
there were significant relationships between the total stu- -
dent populations' Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on five (5)

subtest and total raw scores of the Metropolitan Readiness

Test. Mock-Up raw scores which were significantly correlated
with Form-A raw scores were from the subtests of Word Mean-
ing, Matching, Alphabet, Numbers, Copying and Total raw
scores; therefore, the hypotheses related to these subtests
were rejected. However, there was no significant correlation
between the Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores on the subtest of
Listening, and the hypothesis related to this subtest was

accepted.

Summary of Results of Hypothesis Hog
The results presented (Tables 10 through 12) indicated

that both sex groups at each socioeconomic (SES) level had
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raw scores from the Mock-Up version of the Metropolitan Read-

iness Test which were significantly correlated with their raw
scores from the (Form-A) version of the same test. The cor-
relation coefficients computed between the participants'
Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores are presented collectively in
Table 10 as a means of summarizing the results obtained in
testing the fifteen sub-hypotheses oi hypothesis Hoz.

The correlation values ("r") (Table 10) show a definite
pattern of significance. It should be further noted, however,
that these patterns did not adhere to (SES) categories. For
example, the subtest of Listening seems to be more closely
associated with the student's sex than with his SES level.
There were significant correlations between the Form-A and
Mock-Up raw scores of females at all three SES levels. How-
ever, the Form-A/Mock-Up correlations computed for males were
not significant at any of the SES levels.

The subtest of Alphabet appears to be associated with
the student's socioeconomic status at two of the SES levels
and with his sex at another. For example, Form-A/Mock-Up
correlations were significant for both males and females at
the upper SES level; Form-A/Mock-Up correlations were not
significant for either the males or females at the lower SES
level; Form-A/Mock-Up correlations were significant for the
females but not significant for the males at the middle SES
level.

Four of the subtests appear to be associated with both

the student's SES level and sex. Form-A/Mock-Up correlations
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for the subtests of Word Meaning, Matching, Numbers; and
Copying were significant for both sexes at all three SES
levels.

A summary of the correlations computed between the Total
raw scores on the Form-A and the total raw scores on the
Mock-Up presentation shows that the highest Form-A/Mock-Up
correlations were computed for the upper SES students; the
middle SES group showed the second highest correlations; and
the lawer SES group showed the lowest correlation coeffi-
cients, although the correlations were significant for all
sex groups at all SES levels. When the correlation coeffi-
cients were compared by sex groups, the correlations computed
for the females were higher than those computed for the males,
although both sets of correlations were significant.

A comparison of the overall correlation coefficients
computed for the three SES groups was made to determine if
the Form-A/Mock-Up correlations computed for each SES group
were significantly different. The correlation computed be-
tween the upper SES group's Form-A/Mock-Up Total raw scores
(r = 0.845) was significantly higher than the correlation
computed for either middle SES group on these same raw scores
(r = 0.645) or for the lower SES group on their Form-A and
Mock-Up Total raw scores (r = 0.657). Also, there were no
differences between the correlations computed for the lower
and middle SES groups on their Total raw scores. This
implies that the upper SES students showed more commonality

between their Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores than students
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from either the middle or lower SES groups. However, there
was no difference between the amount of commonality shown by
the middle SES group on their Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores
and the amount of commonality showed by the lower SES group

on their Form-A and Mock-Up raw scores.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The overall purpose of this study was to determine the
effects of two different methods of presenting testing ma-

terials on the Metropolitan Readiness Test scores of first-

grade students from three socioeconomic status (SES) levels.
Students from thirteen Midwest City Elementary Schools (Mid-
west City, Oklahoma) were classified into one of three socio-
ecbnomic status (SES) groups, and samples of ninety-four
males (N=94) and ninety-three females (N=93) were tested on

both the Form-A of the Metropolitan Readiness Test and the

three-diménsional Mock-Up of that same test. Samples of
thirty boys (N=30) and thirty girls (N=30) were randomly
‘drawn from each of the three SES groups. Trained test ad-
ministratofs and proctors administered standardized tests to
the selected participants to determine their level of readi-
ness for beginning the first grade. Test materials were al-
ternately presented to the various groups in two different
ways. One method of presentation consisted of the normal
administrafion procedures suggested in the (MRT) Administra-
tion Manual. The other method of presentation consisted of
presenting the MRT materials in the form of three-dimensional

Mock-Ups constructed of plastic and plexiglas figures and
88



89

symbols attached to a plexiglas base. Fourteen plexiglas
panels were prepared--one for eaéh page of the MRT (Form-A)
booklet.

Primary comparisons were made by determining the differ-
ences and relationships among the six subtest and total scores
from the Form-A presentation and the six subtest and total
scores from the Mock-Up presentation. The results of testing
the first general hypothesis indicated that in most instances
both sex groups at each socioeconomic (SES) level perférmed

better on the Mock-Up version of the Metropolitan Readiness

Test material than on the paper-pencil (Form-A) version. A
summary of the comparisons made between the Form-A Total
scores and the Mock-Up Total scores recorded for each SES
group showed that the greatest improvement resulting from
the Mock-Up presentations was experienced by the lower SES
group (8.10 Total points increase); the upper SES group ex-
perienced the second highest increase (6.76 Total points);
and the middle SES group experienced the least increase of
all (5.77 Total points). However, the amount of increase
experienced by all thre> SES groups was significant. The

overall increase experienced by the male participants (8.01

.. Total points) was higher than the increase experienced by the

female participants (5.79 Total points). Again, it should be
noted that both sex groups showed significant gains from the
Form-A administration to the Mock-Up administration of the

readiness test materials. The results of testing the second

general hypothesis indicated that both sex groups at each



90

of the Metropolitan Readiness Test which were significantly

correlated to their scores from the paper-pencil (Form-A)
version of the same test. A summary of the correlations com-
puted between the Total scores on the Form-A and the Total
scores on the Mock-Up presentation shows that the highest
Form-A/Mock-Up correlations were computed for the upper SES
students; the middle SES group showed the second highest cor-
relations; and the lower SES group showed the lowest corre-
lation coefficients, although the correlations were signifi-
cant for all sex groups at all SES levels. When the correla-
tion coefficients were compared by sex groups, the correla-
tions computed for the males, although'both sets of correla-

tions were significant.

Comparisons of the correlation coefficients computed
for each of the three socioeconomic (SES) groups were made
to determine if the Form-A/Mock-Up correlation computed for
each SES group's Total scores was significantly different
than the Form-A/Mock-Up correlation computed between the
other groups' Total raw scores. The upper SES group's Form-
A/Mock-Up correlation on Total raw scores (r=0.845) was sig-
nificantly higher than the correlation computed for either
the middle SES group (r=0.645) or the lower SES group on
their Form-A and Mock-Up Total raw scores (r=0.657). However,
there were no significant differences between the correla-

tions computed for the middle and lower SES groups.
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Concliusions

Results of the study led to the following conclusiohs:

1, Each of the socioeconomic status male groups per-
formed at a higher level on the Mock-Up form of the readi-
ness test in the areas of numbers, copying and total raw
scores with the exception of word meaning for the lower male
socioeconomic group, listening for each of the male socio-
economic, matching and alphabet for the upper male socio-
economic group.

2. Each of the socioeconomic status female groups per-
formed at a higher level on the Mock-Up form of the readi-
ness test in the areas of copying and total raw scores with
the exception of word meaning for the middle female socio-
economic, listening and matching for each of the socioeco-
nomic groups, alphabet for the upper and middle, and numbers
for the upper.

3. Each of the socioeconomic status total students per-
formed at a higher level on the Mock-Up form of the readi-
ness test in the areas of word meaning, numbers, copying and
total raw scores with the exception of listening and match-

ing for upper, middle and lower socioeconomic status students

" and alphabet for the middle socioeconomic total students.

4, Performance difference of first-grade students was
comparable for upper and middle SES group in word meaning,
matchings, alphabet, numbers, copying, and total raw scores
with the exception of listening for the upper vs. lower socio-

economic groups.
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5. The total male, femaie, and student popuiations per-
formed at a higher level on the Mock-Up form of thée readiness
test in the areas of word meaning, numbers, copying and total
raw scores with the exception of listening for all three
groups, matching for the female group and total student group,
and alphabet for the female group.

6. First-grade boys of each of the socioeconomic levels
reflected a relationship in performance on the two forms of
the test in the areas of word meaning, matching, numbers,
copying and total raw scores with the exception of listening
in each of the SES levels and alphabet in the middle and
lower SES levels.

7. There is a relationship between performance on word
méaning, listening, matching, numbers and copying scores of
the two forms of the test for the upper, middle and lower
socioeconomic females with the exception of alphabet with
the lower and totél raw scores for the upber socioeconomic
status females,

8. First-grade students of the upper, middle, and lower
socioeconomic status level reflected a relationship in per-
formance on the two forms of the test in the areas of word
meaning, matching, numbers, copying and total raw scores,
with the exception of listening for the upper and lower socio-
économic groups, and alphabet for the lower socioeconomic
group.

9. There is a relationship between the performance on
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listening, matching, numbers, and copying of the two forms
of the test between upper vs. middle, upper vs. lower, and
middle vs. lower with the exception of word meaning for
upper vs. lower, alphabet for each group, and total raw
scores for upper vs. middle and upper vs. lower,

10. Malé, female and total student groups of the first-
grade population reflected a relationship between their per-
fofmances on the two forms of the test in the areas of word
meaning, matching, alphabet, numbers, copying, and total raw
scores. The female and total student groups also showed a
relationship between their performance in the area of lis-
tening. The male student groups showed no relationship be-

tween their scores in the area of listening.

Recommendations

As the present study progressed through its various
stages, it was observed that many other similar studies could
be conducted which would yield additional information and
expand the amount of knowledge now available concerning three-
dimensional Mock-Up presentations of testing materials. Some
of the recommendations may prove to be beneficial to further
research efforts in the area. Some of the more pertinent
recommendations are as follows:

1. Another study could be conducted using only students
from the upper and lower SES levels. This would maximize the
contrasts caused by socioeconomic differences.

2. Additional studies could be conducted in which the
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variables of intelligence and age would be controlled. These
two factors may make a difference on the students' perfor-
mance at the first-grade level.

3. Additional studies could be conducted in which the
students' familiarity with the printed-page material is
determined by a more direct method than inferring it from the
parent's socioeconomic level. For instance, the student's
familiarity with printed-page material could be determinéd
from questionnaires completed by the parents. Questions would
be asked about the number and frequency of books read by each
child, the amount of time spent watching television, the type
of television programs watched, the number and type of weekly,
daily, and monthly subscriptions taken by each student's
family, etc.

4, A study could be conducted using different forms of

the Metropolitan Readiness Test as well as other paper-pencil

tests. Such studies might also include general intelligence

tests.



APPENDIX A

SURVEY INSTRUMENT USED IN DETERMINING THE STUDENTS'
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DETERMINING SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

To the Parent;

The information requested on this form is needed as part of a research study
which is being conducted on 180 boys and girls in the first-grade classes of the
Midwest City Public School System. The purpose of the study is to determine the
relationship between readiness and status. Your cooperation in completing and re-
turning this form, as soon as possible, will be greatly appreciated.

Pupil's name: Birthday
(First) (Middle)  (Last) (Month) (Day) (Year)

Pupil's school Did you attend here lost year?

Pupil's address:

Indian

What is the pupil's race? Check one: White
Mexican Other

Negro

What kind of work does the pupil's father or guardion, do?

Tell what kinds of work he does in a factory, or store or office.

If he has a title, like watchman, foreman, clerk, manager, president, owner, etc.,
write it here

What other kind of work has the father ever done?

How often is the father paid? Check one: Every week Once every two
weeks Once a month By the day In business for himself

What kind of work does the pupil's mother do?

What other kind of work has she ever done?

Grade, or year of school completed by the pupil's father. Circle one:

Grade School High School College
234567 8 2 3 4 12345678

Grade, or year of school completed by the pupil's mother. Circle one:

Grade School High Sc ol College
T23456 738 T234 T23458778
Was the fatherborn in the United States?________ Was the mother?

What type of dwelling do you live in? Check one:
Apartment house_______ Duplex Single-family dwelling

How many rooms are there in the dweiiing in which you live?



APPENDIX B

FORM-A AND MOCK-UP RAW SCORES FROM THE METROPOLITAN
READINESS TEST FOR EACH SEX GROUP AT THE
THREE SOCIOECONOMIC LEVELS
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