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The Reliability and Validity of the

! . . ’ B
Secondary level English Proficiency.Test. ’ : .

~ 2t

- i . . N -

' INTRODYCTION .. ,

F
+

This paper is a report to the profession on a new test English as a

-

’second language, the Secondary Level Eviglish Proficiency (SLEP) test. .

~ . The report is intended to meet two objectives. o provide information

) that might be of uwse to item writers and others interested in various

techniques for asses ing langua skills; and to provide add‘.ional
. \ ‘.

information, not avail ﬁ%; elsevhere, which might be of use in judging the
A

%
%

AN - .
overall‘validit} of the t te Regarding the.secon& objective, we view the :
. »

establishment of validity as \ he marshalling over a period of time of. . . .

4

'eyidence which would either sup

-

test for a particular function or.

Thus, validity is basically a judgmen

t or would not support the use of a
. .*/_ i

.

a partiq}lar type of examinee.

n
or Jinferential matter, rather

-

G!:han a purely empirical one.
‘ N .

Sl

\\ \\

subscores that measure ability in two primary 8: understanding

i
spoken English and understanding written English.» nceforth, we will

refé; to the sections that‘measure these areas as the
rea‘ghg se?tions of. the test, Each section contains 7\\items. Including
the time required for listening to the directions and doing sample items,
Sectfbn One, listening, lasts ﬁO minutes, and Section Two, reading, lasts
45 minutes. The total‘time required to administer both sections f the .
test 1is one hour and twenty-five minutes. i .
\yp—ﬂt. .f{i




°

The SLEP’ was developed with support provided by the TOEFL Policy
Council, as a secondary school version of the Test of English as a Foreign

Language, Published by Educational Testing Service (ETS), SLEP is designed

&

for use as a selection or admissions instrument by private secondary

schools, or as a placement instrument by ‘public secondary schools.(l)
®
. , . ./

N /
HISTORY - ' o~

-

The history of the SLEP dates back .to the mid 1970s, when ETS

received frequent inguiries from privéte secondary schools in the United

States and abroad regarding the development of a lower leygl version of
y .

the TOEﬁL. In\response.to the interest expressed, in 1976 TOEFL staff

sent-a  questionnaire to 500 private domestic and ovEFseas secondary

.schools. The questionnaire sought information ron the schools need for an

F

English. language test for selection and placement purposes, the English
o ]

language screening procedures currently used in the admissions process,,_ ’

and the degree of interest in a lower’ level TOEFL. Over 60% of the
£, -
\schools returning the questionnaire indicated support for the development
y

- of a secure English as a second language proficiency tést for secondary
schools. Subsequent contacts with officers of the yatipnal Association of
Independent. Schools (NAIS) and otlier knowledé%able perSons indicated that
the foreign student population in private secondary §chools had doubled‘

tween 1974 and 1978, and as inbuniversitfés, the population was

L) ’
s,

continuing to grow. By 1978, over 35, 000 foreign students were enrolled

dt“

in private secondary s&hools belonging to the NAIE/;%ganization.
«° In 1977, ETS staff accessed data on the date of birth of 1976 TOEFL

- e,

registrahts. It was found that 1, 584 students between ages 12 and 16
. o

had taken the TOEFL. These students were probabLy too young to enter

»




collegg and therefore it was désumed that their reason for taking the
TOEFL was related to a d\hire to be admitted to private secondary schools. *
\ % *In October 1978, ETS invited representatives of public and private

. + secondary schools enrolling a large number of international students to a

' /v

meeting at which the possibility of deVeloping a lower level TOEFL was

. .
- \ K3 R s .

' » discuased Strong support was'expressed for such a measure., Feedback

4 \} / 1 s L
indicated that the TOEFL,I/hich emphasizes college level academic English,

was too difficult for this gropp of students and not adequateLy focussed

2

on the kind of language they encounter. The indication was that listening

and reading were;the communicative skills that should be assessed. Although

-,

>

some support was expressed fon an actual measPre of writing, it was

H

‘ assumed that this skill was sufficiently related to reading proficiency ,~

that ‘a separate measure- would not‘be necesSary. The following month the .

r b

- TOEFL Policy Council approved a proposal\to develop the SLER., o \

s
&

.. CIEST DEVELOPMENT
S .

. . J 7
. " Preliminary SLEP item types were developed by ETS staff and submitted ( ) a
to members of a Committee of Examiners composed -of six secondary school T 4

teachers of English as_ a second’language. During 1979 meetings were held s

. ‘to review potential item types and discuss test spécifications. Subse-
- * ~

quently, a fourteen page set of test specifications was developed. Early

-

. in the’ test development process,'it %?s decided to use a multiple-choice .

item format. Thig format hegbs insure score reliability through-tHe o L.

standardization of administration procedures and also eliminates the <

need to rely on the subjective'judgment of raters. - The choice of. material
4

o™

for the test was based on an analysis of actual textbooks designed for use

. . in American classrooms in grades 7-11 ‘Regarding the so¢ial éontext of ‘: .
’ . . “ z.' , ,_' I' Ll . . .




) items, the committee decided to,present‘situations representative of those

encountered by students in American secondary Schools. This design

,1
<

decision is particularly evident in the conversations used to test

listening comprehension. ’ : -

Eventually almost 3‘5&) questions were written and reviewed by ETS-9

\
test deyelopment staff and by the secondary school ESL teachers. Following

review, sixteen different pretests were administered to students\in order

. -

to gather data on item performance. Over 6 OQO students in 30 secondary

. .

schools representing 12 countries in North America, Central America, South

.America, Africa, Asia, Europe and the Middle East, "took a form of the

pretest. Subsequently, it was determined that 84 percent of the pretested
& R 3
items could be used in‘operatiomal forms of the test. Two such forms have

since been assembled. The secand form is equated to the first through

. - -

common item equating. Examinee score. and item response data,from the °

’

..

first form are examined in depth below. .

, .
. 4
.-
.

8,
TEST CONTENT , '
)

.
. In,addition to the history stated already, each of the eight item

-’

types selectéd for inclusionoin the specifications and on the test will be

. described briefly in-brder to provide information that can be used to

4

judgé the content validity of the test. .

. o Section One, the listening section, Svntains four parts, each of
which has one item type., Part One requi»€s the student to comprehend and

correctly identify a sentence describing a single picture stimulus. The °

étudent hears ‘four sentences ‘and- marks the letter.bf the sentence that

\e 3 L)
&correctly describes the picture. The SLEP contains 25 such listening
[
comprbhension.items, dealing with correct recognition of minimal pair_
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&
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[

contrasts, juncture, stress, sound clusters, tense voice»~prepositions,

.
- »

and vocabulary. . %\\ ’ ’ \ ; . S

Part Two consists of 12 items based on a map drawn in the test "

booklet. The map represents the downtown,area of-a small town, including

buildings, parks, street names, etc., and depicts four cars labelled A, B,

»

C, and D. After lgstening to a brief conversation between two people, i -

the student must ecide in which car the conversation occurred. \Each . ! -

»

conversation discusses how the occupants of. the car will get from where . . .

’ -
"

they presently are ‘to where they want to g0, . (e.g., I'd like to very . ] .

~ ’ . L]

much. If we continue on Mackerel to the circle and go around to Salmon, . . e

.

we can park on Cod Lane.”) This part assesses anQintegrated variety of .
, - l
. linguistic, cultural andﬁgaagmatic concépts, These include difections \

{e.g.?‘%ompass points == north, south‘ east, west; turns =-- right,

left, straight, street relationships), recdgnition of building names and T
: associati,? of appro&riate voqabulary with the building (eig.,” snack -
3 . A 4 .
i restaurant), distances, and time. Map items of listening comprehension : . \:»‘

are essentially pure»items, siﬁce.very little-reading‘is involved. - L4

)

- ° s

~ e

. Part Three of Ehe listening subtest consists of 28 items°based on- ©
’ . o N
\__9xtended conversations. These conversations, repré%enting tyﬂical secondary
v .
- school situations, were recorded by Ameriean high. school students. for )

P} L4 “s

eath recorded question, the student must choose on€’ of the four answers .

. -

printed in the test book.s The conversations take place in various parts , )

M .
o ©

of the school (e g., cafeteria, library, study hall counselor's office, ,

.

nurse's office, etc.), and deal with events that typigally occur in each

ocation (e. g., gymnasiumv- pep rally) The conversations, may also deal
. ~ rs /
. with extracurricular activities, such as car washes, bake” sales, yearbook, .

W




»

.

: .,.u"“

or sports. Tyﬁ?zal high school academic subjects, such as civics, geometry, ‘ .

'and cdrf’it affairs, or non-academic matters such as school closings,¢
holidays, and vacations may also be the topics of these conversations.

\ - > .

As can be heen, this and other parts of the test are 4n no sense "cﬁlture—

free." Rather, a deliberate attempt is made to link the language tested . ‘
to an appropriate cultural milieu, Thus, the SLEP is a language proficiency
measure basel on the language that is likely to be encountered by a’

*

- student atténding high school -in the United States or 4n American type ' S

. " . -~ . s -t ot
high school overseas. . . - . ! . .
Bart Four consists of 20 items involving whaf we have caried a |
multiple—choice dictation, This item type obviates the complaint (Lado,
196l) that the dictation tests too many(elements at onceiand.overcomes the: .

Y

‘ problem.of subjectivewgrading of responses.’ The student must match one of -

four sentences printed in the test book with a santence heard on tape.
.. [y n -

Many of the sentences are the type ‘of utterance the student 1is likely to

hear from the teacher or classmates (e.g., "Shodldn't Yu do YyOUr reading

~

assignment,before ansWering the questions?"). The distractors emphasize
) N . S -

structural variations rather than - phonological problems. All diétractors .

- . b
r- .

are grammatically cor;ect and none is merely_ a rephrasing of ithe keyed

distractor. We have ealled ,this a. dictation because it functions as 4 <

dictati&h.psycholinguistically. hhe student must retain the complete

thought in short term memofy, while he construct//how it should be written. -4
» This: process is similar to writing the sentence ‘without confusing or

r.,

midinterpreting what was diCtated. ‘ . >

-

v :
Parts Five through Eight are found in Section Two, which.is the

. reading comprehension subtest. Part Five consists of twelve'items based
N 2

)
.
N
e
»
'
1]
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- P
on a single cartoon. The cartoon depicts a specific event, such as a

. .o ‘ N .
school closing due to a heavy snow storm, and the reaction of several
" Y

members of a family to thdt event. Each family member 'is’ labelled with o
~
the letter A, B, C or D in. the cartoon. The® examinee reads a series of

stimulus utterances each of which is composed of two or three sentences
1 and indicates which membeY pf the family probably made each utterance
- based on*the situation depicted This parm tests the rgading of short

passages that describe a éommon situation using everyday vocabulary.

»
.

The student sees four line drawings for each item in Part Six. After

reading a single sentence, the student must indicate ‘Wwhich drawing the 4

&
sentence describes. The items in this section test prepositions, adjectives ’
- r

(e gy ‘words indicating quantity and size, as well as the comparative anﬂ

v superlative forms), adverbs; pronouns (case), and other, words that indicdate

.
o ° P
. .
.

e .
'the°re1ationship between the. people or, objects,portrayed. . s .

.
’

- ‘ Y s
. Part Seven consists of 40 items based on three multiple-choice cloze

-

passages testing a wide.variety of~grammatical and’ lexical elements.- In

fourteen of these forty items, the student answers a series‘of reading oo

- ——

4
comprehension questions after the passage»based on the information contained

I
in. the cloze passage. Thus, the cloze is ‘very efficiently used as both a {‘

~ -

test in itself, and the stimulus paragraph about which.a series of other
U .
« A\ - . e

questions are asked. . . &

- e —

“Part efight consists of eight reading comprehension items based on a,
. 140" word litérary passage’from a high school textbook. The examinee must
o . .
cqmpreheud and recall details of the passage and make inferences as to

3 °

*
T,

" the main idea, tone, relationships between characters, events, the author's

- » .

purpose,- etc. '
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.. -

Subsequent to thé’ assembly of the first Operational form, the*’,

L3

SLEP was administered +to foreign students enrolled in -American public
schools™and - to non-native gnglish speaking students enrolled in private

scthls ,overseas in order to gather data on its reliability and validity.

The information presented in the temainder of this paper is based on test

'performance and demographic data produced by those two differentAPopulations.

.o , .
N .

<

"TEST ANALYSIS < I . ~ : a

b
- Al ” * * ’ - * ‘.

‘In the first study reported here, the SLEP was offered as an al;ernative

to the TOEFL to foreign secondary "school students applying)for admigsion

RS
>

‘to American private sec/ndary schools. It was given at secure international

administrations in‘'January dnd May, 1980; to a total of 310 students in 25°

. ; £ . .
countries. From this data, a standard scale was developed for equating

a

scores across»formsy and a statistical analysis of the test’s overali

‘y -

-performance was’ -catried out. The standard scale is based on the T-score, -
which has a/mean of..50 and a standard deviation 6f 10. ,Because the raw

scores gathered in the first two international administratidns exhibit

- ~
a ceiling effept, scaled scores range from a low "of 20 to a high of 67. N
o -
- : . . . :
Insert Table I about here. ) . .f’ .
. v . N .
' Lot Ll \

\

Table I portrays the raw score’ distributions for each of the eight

- parts of ‘the test. Middle difficulty is the midpoint between the maximum

possible score -and the score that would be %rpected if each item were
)

answered at random. For four-option tests like the SLEP, middle difficulty

Y

. corresponds to 62.5 percent of the maximum possible score. The table shows(

Aruiitext Provided by enic IR ..

that all but two of the parts are easier,than middle difficulty.
: ) ) /' . ~




. Part Two, the multiple-choice dictation, was‘the easfest part of the.

test.. The average pérformance:on this part”for all students tested was

90% correct. Thus; it appears that such itkms are generally quite easy,
although their difficulty can be increased through the usé of good
/

~ 7.

Almost equal in faciLdty (89% correct) were the’items based-on a.

diétractors.(z)

.
2 - r

. cartoon. One could argue'that performance on’ this part is related to \

familiarity with American family life.which it portrays. The data .

presented .in Table I ‘was, obtained from students living outside 'the United —-

A vs . .

States. The fact that they performed so well on At indicates that the

‘cultural referents in the cartoon do not ifiterfere with the ability to .

answer the questions. “The items based on.pictures (i.e., a single picture
_per item, four pictures per item, and items based on a town map), were

) next in level of‘difficulty, and were also relagively easy.

-

k<]

The three most difficult item types were those that did not contain -
pictures-(i.e.,ecomprehegsion of extended‘conversation, cloze, and
items involves global understanding of the context as well as recognition;, ¢

comprehension of a literary passage) Performance on such integrative

o

}
»

" of discrete elements of language. Since the SLEP is ;\é of ‘the first

- Jape ]

standardized foreign 1anguage tests to use multiple-choice cloze items, it

is interesting to observe how examinees performed on these items.(3)

-

-

As can be seen in Table I, these items were of middle difficulty (624

N '~ ‘

correct), which is thé ideal difficulty level for maximum discrimination.
’ TS .

'RELIABILITY - .

‘.

The last row of Table I shows the KR-20 index of internal consistency

-
'

reliability. This represents parallel-forhn re}iability based on the

-




-10~-
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.

Tintér-item consistency for each part. Thus,.inter-item consistency serves
as a surrogate measure‘of parallel-form relipbility, thereby eliminating

' the need to administer and correlate two different forms of thé.test. ’45
cgn be seen, the two experimental item types,ﬁmultiple-choice dictation ‘ .

ot y -

and multiple—choice cloze, showed the highest reliabilities. However, the >.

-
' -
. ) .

clgfe procedure is the’ more efficient. Ninety-thrEe percent, of pretested

.cloze items were usable"whereas only '63% of the pretested dictation {tems

»~ -

were usable. “For the SLEP a usable item was one wgose biserial correlation
with total score for the section in which it appears is greater than .30.

Such items -are considered minimally efficient discriminators of language

* ’
-

skille. ‘A greater proporﬁion’of cloze:items, as compared td the\other

item types written by staff demonstrated this criterion of discrimination

power. This suggests that in the future test authbrs would do well to
’ © R o
, consider cloge items for inclusion on standardized.secohd language tests.

cw

v ot

" Insert Table II ahout here.

N
it :
e Al [4

- N é
Table 1X depicts some descriptive statistics by s\ction for the pame

.

sample of adolescent studerts; ﬁhe data indicate'that SLEP total score and .,

section .scoresare highly reliable. This is’ due in part to the previously

© .
<*

mentioned- decieion, made at the test design stage, to utiliZe multiple-

4

choice item formats,only. It is~also due te the test 8 length and item
.'discrimination.power; The items fncluded’on fhe final\form of the test
discrim nate‘well.' The mean biserial correlation with section score for
" items in the listening sectioq is .61. For items in the reading section

~— »

-

v

-~

" it-ds .55. . In spite ‘E its favorable item.discrimination power, the test

/
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remains relatively easy and is not sigPificantly speeded. On the reading

comprehensidn section, which is not paced 87% of .the students finished

the test, and the mean number of items not reached was 1.0,

.
] ¢ A

‘ CONVERGENT AND DIVERGENT VALIDITY - K
-, , / ) B <
¢ Table III shows the observed correlations between part ‘stores and

section scoreé for‘the eight parts of the test. Intercorrelations among

°

the four parts in section I range from ,55 to «72 and show a mean value

. -

of about .63 Thus, it appears that the four parts are generally measuring

different but related aspects of language. The dictation has relatively

. * .
]

Tt lower-correlations with Parts Tliree and Four, of the section than it does .

\ with part one This could be related to the use of single sentences in

Parts One and Two, as opposed to the use of multiple aentence conversations

LN

in Parts Three and Four. Each part correlates well with the section

v . S Scorﬂo(A)' . . , ¢ . !
J»'_";, LR . N o !
- . ’ R - v
. , 4 : Insert Table III about here.> ° SN
: * . :T(:(:-; X .0 3 ® [l ". d
. The intercdnrelations among the four parts in Section II were more

’

~ )' - i

disparate ranging from .36 to .77. Part Five, containing items based on a

L3 - A

acartoon, shows the lowest intercorrelations with the other parts and with

LI - ’

S . ] the section score. In part this is dug to the fact that eiis part is less

’section 11, Again, the excellent performance of the cloze plssage

o is noteworthy. Its observed correlation with the section score was

b - ’ . " - hd
fl ’ - -
“

-
s e

’:A'l-:' St . \ -
S reliable than most of the others. Also, the. fact that it was quite easy
‘???. . (X - 892 of‘total), limiting the varfability among scores, probably ’
”‘liﬁ ) c0ntributed to the\lower correlations between it and- other parts of \\\\5;




. hension score. ’ * )

’ . . \
A R : T
CRITERION-RELATED VALIDITY - ’ ¢ \\ C,

Sy 3 ,
-12-

- N ]

4very high‘(.90). Such an impressive outcome suggests that a multiple-

choice cloze shows considerable promise as an overall measure of reading

.

<

proficiency.
. The cégrelations in Table III provide support for the conclusion ‘that .
‘the eight parts of the test measure different but moderately interrelated

8spects of the skill being assessed by the.test. In toto they yield a .

°

correlation of 78 bétween sections, ﬁﬂich, given the high reliability of

each, means- that each section is measuring aspects of language acquisition
that areucIosely related but npt identical. Thus, each contributes -some
v’ '

+ unique variance.to the total score, except for the cloze task, which for

this sample functioned %f a near perfect predictor ‘of the reading compré-

Before the SLEf could be used in American. public schools; if- Q\s
necessary to obtain.data on the performance of various groups of nonnatiye\\
English speakérs enrolled in-different public school programs. The
‘data would make it possible to compare an individual student's performance

with the performance of other students with similar background character-

istics, and to use this information' in‘determining appropriate placement
in a remedial or mainstream program. In order to accomplish thig) a free
o : > . '
adminisgration of the SLEP was provided to a large number of students

and at the same time basic information on their background and current

¥

‘educational placement was‘gathered. The following procedures were employed.
In August, 1980; one thousand secondary schools located in or near
large metropolitan areas qere randomly selected to receive a letter

invitThg each to participate in a validation study. Free test materials:

14
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-
’

scoring services and school score _rosters vere offered as an incentive

1

to participate. Sixty—eight schools. representfng 20 states responded

.
-

'affirmatively to the invitation, The SLEP was administered by local

=

school pérsonnel during ﬁhe fionths of September and .Octéber- according

@

to standardized procedures described in_the SLEP Supervisors Manual.

Individial shipments of test‘materials also contained a supply of
questionnaires to be filled out by students (See Appendix A). _The

questionnaire requested student responses to six questiohs»regarding

0

their visa status, enrollment in remedial or mainstream programs, and

exposure to English.; Of the 1, 744 stq\ents who took the test, 1,239 °

¢

returned the questionnaire. - s
! , -

- . {

- >

l ’ .
.+ Ingert Table IV abput here.
- T o *J

\

-~

. . . s

% .
Table 1V, depicts student responses Lto the question, "In.which type of

&
program are you currently eefolled? iag&udent responses indicate consistent

N\
improvement in SLEP scores according to the degree of identified remedial

instruction. Students receiving part-time remedial instruction performed

better than tbose receiving full-time remedial instruction, and students__,/

7t i

who were mainstreaged performed considerqbly better “than those who were
receiving partial remedial assistance via special programs. It should be
remembered that the data presented here do not represent a single program

but rather a. total of 68 programs. No attempt was made to insure the
comparability of programs within each type. It is highly probable that
programs vary considerably from school to school. Indeed, this is indicated

-

by the standard deviation; which is larger thanqmight be expected if the




td

‘ -14=
Y

proggams were gimilar and Aﬁmogeneous. .Also, .it should be remembered that

' ‘most schools do not simulta\eously offer both bilingual education and

English as a second language instruction, and that no information was,
collected as to the number and type of programs available in each school.
Therefore, it should not be ¢ ncluded that students enrolled in!§SE“”&

programs are more proficient nhan .8tudents enrolled ;n»ﬁ?ograms of bilingual

5

(z
educ<ff"-_—§uch a hypothesis was not part of thIs project. '

The“pomparative scofe %a in Table IV are- also presented in the

Manual for Administering SLEP along with comparative score data on other

4
1

bacRground variables included on the SLEP answer sheet and on the question—-

naire, Similar tables include means and standard deviations by age,
N ,
grade, viga’ status, sex, and'exposure to English. This information

will not be represented here. Rather, we will usge the data to gather

4

some evidence for the/criterion-related validity of the SLEP, It. wa§

. understood at the start of this Process that the relationship between

B . ‘ S ]

scores and criterion variable§ would be limited _due to numerous sources of

~

unreliability, some of Which have already been mentioned. -

- With these cautions in mind, the product moment correlations between

"

SLEP sglcores and treatments were determined by recoding a full-time treatment

as a "1," a part-time treatment as a “2," and a ¥egular class placement as.

a "3." The observed correlations between score and program assignment
were moderate (.33 for ESL programs and .57 for bilingual education

programs)., These correlatigns\fre attenuated by numerous factors including
~
the- unequal number of subject\\sampled the small number of placement

{ .

LY
. categories, the lack of consistency in programs acrgss schools (part-time

-

4
could mean 20 minutes per week or three hoyrs per day), the lack of

o .w

LY
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T reliability and validity in the placement procedures actnally employed

(placement by surname, etcé.), and the fact that the questionnaires were

,filled out by students with limited English proficiency. When viewed in

/this context,rthe predictive validity of the SLEP tentatively appears to .

“be good. Controlled studies within individual schools, in which SﬁEP s

-
-

administered concomitantly with other’ previously validated placement

procedures, will be necessary in order to establi_sh% more ac’cu‘rat_:e '

estimate of predictive validity.

Table V- portrays the *relationship between student test scores and
\

responses to other questfodh(in the questionnaire. Because not all

-
Y A4 AR Y

persons responded to each question, the N for each criterion variable is

indicated. The data indicate that all. variables are significantly related

to SLEP scores, although the strength of the rela ionship varies accofding
a —

to the characteristic assessed. . ‘

Y
l

.

lnsert.Table V about here.

Yearg of English study (1, 2,3, 4 or more) showed the strongest

correlation with SLEP score. This information was indicated by students
on the SLEP answer°sheet. This includes instruction both within and
outgide jof the United States. The correlation with total score was .41,
The n»u.er of years of ﬁnglish study within the United States, as indicated
in three response categories, was more strongly correlated with SLEP score
than was the amount of English study outside of or prior to‘coming to the
Unitdd States. This. suggests that for a cross-section‘of nonnative

3 R .'Q’ -
students enrolled in United States? public schogls,.the formal classroom

17
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instruction received before arriving here plays only a small role in

N explaining actual overall language proficiency. Time spent studying ‘.

« -

English subsequent to arrival is a more effective determiner of actual or

.

current proficiency as indicated by SLEP score, (r = .34), as»is time spent
in the United States (r = .35) The length of enrollment in the current

school is also related to SLEP score (r = .25), although not as strongly

-

as other variables that are associated with time spent in tHe United

(P

States.

. In general, the data indicate that the listening comprehension score

'correlates slightly more strongly with each criterion variable than does

the reading score. This is not surprising since listening compr¥hension

. . L3
) invélves skill in understanding spoken English. . This skill is more easily

acq&lred in an immersion environmenc, such as that represented by residence
u& .

and study within the United States, than in a f’reign language environmentm
W

,; .

Thus, listening comprehension is more sensitive to the variables assessed

here. In this respect, ‘and given' ‘the high reliability (. 94) of this

subscore, it may be permigsible dn,some contexts to utilize a short-form

“ 4

of the SLEP consisting of the listening comprehension sscti;;b:nly. On

~

the other hand, ch a recommendation should be considered’ cautibn

since the criterion variables utilized here are not those associated with
success in school (e.g., grade point average). ‘
It should be cautioned that all of the correlations presented here-'.

are attenuJEQﬂL since the number(gfcpossible responses wa4 restricted to )

betweer three and six. It is likely that SLEP scores would show higher

correlations with residence and ‘schooling-in the -United States if a -»1;_
‘ ) : : .
greater number of response categories were available. Since only a few:
0 . o ‘. . . - . . ‘
- . . :~'-h R . ? ﬁ; .

- - . p——
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categories were used here, these low to moderate correlations must stand

as modest indices of the criterion—related validity of the SLEE. e
N : .
{ This article has attempted fo provide additional data which could be

€

: ’ used to evaluate the reliability and'validity of the éLEP, and data on the
e *

performance of the various item—types used. }t prifents information not
reported in the test manual andtfurther analyses‘gf existing data. At
N : s~ . o
v this time it is fair to conclude that‘SLEP scores, both'part'and total,
are highly reliable. The content validity of the test is good, particularly
! for English as a secondﬁlanguage students enrolled in-grades seven, through

twelve. The construct validity also appears to be good, sinpe the analysis

indicates that the parts and sections are measuring different but inter—

-

related aspectg of language proficiency. While favorable evidence of

Y
‘dl

<+ >

‘?. . criterion—related validity was’ presented additional research is needed in 7
a  this area. This rese?rch should include studies at the district level of

- 9%

the\SLEP's ability to predict teacher placements as yell as placements

N determined by local instruments or procedures whose validity has already

- - )

¢ *

-~

4 e
relmtionship to grades earneg‘in mainstream classrooms, and with scores on

local and national achievement tests. Finally, the (;LEP scores of native ’
speakers at different grade levels should be determined in ordetr to gain a
conceptuai understanding of a nata;ve speq‘;x er ievel" of performance, and

_of the language skills differential that may still exist between nonnative

" A and native English speaking students at apy?given grade level._ ~ '

‘. i .
hd . N - 4 N . ’

[2.¥e

py been established. ,In addition, SLEP-ucores should be examined for their bw

- - " \1.0‘ g LY * .

——
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(1) 'I wish to acknowledge the contributions to this report of my colleagues
- &~
Francean Meredith who supervised the test development process, Ann

N -

Angell, who performed- the statisgical'analysis of the data obtained

from the first “two administratfons of the test and obtained the

- -

part-section correlations; Na cy Turner, who performed .the correla~-

.tional analysis of the public Bchool data; and Paul Angelis, who

provided overall direction for the test project during’its formative -

years: Ann Angell also made helpful comments on earlier versions of'
the manuscript, as did Gordon Hale, Gay MacQueen, and Russell Webster-

] LN
A

(2) DiFiore (1980) analyzed 56 SLEP bretest dictation’items provided by -

. L A -
ETS, %Qe\items that functioned best, had distractors that resembled

. 13

their keys in four.areas? word position, syntax, semantics, and
¢ J - L. N , -
phonology. .Good distractors used'the same word as> the key at the
: o I v
beginning and at the end of the sentence. They also used parallel

¢ e "

phenomefion,

”syntact;j/structures. The following pretest item exemplifies this .
- - _/ o

£

[ B t

A, I wish Dr. Miller could tell me what'to do.

*B, I wish I could tell you where Dr. Miller is.

C. I hope{you can tel& me - who Dr.<M{ller is.

-

. '
D. I thought I knew where Dr. Miller is,
. Thevcorrect response is B, and the best distractor is Co Egch

* . 14

sentence consists of-aZmain clause and two depéndent clauses.
L 4

: However, distractor A onds with an infinitive in the third clause,

® A e

and disi:actor D lacks a modal and A direct object in the second
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¢tlause. Thus, their syntacttc'structure differs from that of the -

v P

keyed option. Semantic similarﬁties refer to the use of

4 v”)

different elements within sentences -such as in adverbial phrases

.\

indicating destination.

to which the optioms spund alike iis the most pervasive element in
>

) - -

A

credting good distractors. >

P

.

During item pnalysis, a printing error on otie of the reading compre-

hension items based on a cloze passage was discovered in the test
Y
booklet. Althbhgh subsequently corrected, examinee responses to this

. ~ -

item were not countéd in the test analysis’data.reported hetél

() .
These correlations have been correqted for spuriousness.

-

-

.
~s

-

4
. \

between scores having igems in common, such as .the part score with -
~ ‘ . ° ) .
the total score, are spuriously high. A statistical cgrrection_has

t

-

.

been made for this effect., , \

.
WP

*

similar yet \\

Overall phonological similarity, the degree ‘

3

Correlatiqps ’
/

]

-

) . -
>
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~
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- oo N -Table III )
’ -Intercorrelations of- SLEP Parts ahd Sections
. . N - {7 e . .

. 2.: .Dictation “ . 67 . .
e "3 .Map’ . . W64 .55 . , ‘
o i} 4.["Co't3v€1:sation . '. 72 .55 66 - .
. ’. 5. " Cartoon . o L
’ 6. -Four Pictures o, R - . ~.56 ‘ )
. 7. Cloge .. e 53 .7 L

8. I_L_itera'ry. Pass.age s . .36 «56 . .62

' \ I- 2 "3 5 6 7 Sectior ,

. \ytl o
- - . N
1. e Picture o et N

.84

[y

.78

®
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Correlations Between éLEP'Scores and Five

4

. . Demographic Variableg*

- Listening - Reading Total

& 4
v N

Years Englisi: Study o 1138 <40 - .38 ’ . ehl.

(Within US) mz2. 37 . .y .34

(Outside US) 992, - a3 2 - I

\

Time in this School . 1215 .7 21 .25

' > -

Time. in Us Ca 1220 .37 .29 .35

-

.
.
. .
N L4

;‘A‘J_:l correlations are signifiégnt‘at the‘P < .0001 level or leds.,

4
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< . . Appendix A
- . ~ . . ‘e N
' SECONDARY LEVEL ENGLISH PROFICIENCY TEST : v
o Student Questionnaire ~
3 v ’ ’

‘ Directions:  Firet, print your name and write your birthdate on the 1ines below exactly as you did on your
ansver eheet. Then; before you ansver eachquestion; read the question carefully, Mark the space next to
thc“n%wcr you choose. Mark only one answer for each question. -

. [ * N
N - e - .
. . ' 7 > ' -
NAME: ‘ BIRTHDATE: ___ __ [ [
(Fanily Nane) . (First Name) (Middle Initial) . - - nth) (Da ') (Ysi) o
o . . — -
i 1. What is your current etudent status? ¢ 4. How long have you lived in the: United States?
b . - b .
a. [_) Forefgn Student - Y [_] Less than 6 months
) t. [__) Immigrant . o b. [__]16 months to 1 year \
e. (] Refug.u ) . . Tl ew [__j More than 1 year, but less than 2 years
: 4 L) U,S. Citizen (Born in United States) do [__] More than 2 years, but less than s years
’ e. [_] Non-Documented e. [_] More,than S years, but sot all ny life
- . . \ ‘ ) - . < . .
) . ‘ ‘ < 2. [_] A1l my 11fe N &
~ 9 / e * *
° N 5 ;
. 2. - In which of the following programs are you S. How long’have you studied English in the .
currently enrolled? PR i United/States?- - - . T )
. ~ v
" a. [_) ESOL (English to Speakers of Other ,8. ] Less than 1 year ¢ R
. Languages) Program, Full Time . <Lt . .
. . b. [__] More than 1 year, but less than 2 years
b. [_) ESOL (English to Speakers of Other RN

Languates) Program, Part ‘file
. ¢ '[_] Blingual Progtam, Full Time
" d. [_] Blingual Program, Part Time _
B ¢. [__] Regular Class (with native Edglish

ce L_’] More than 2 years

~

‘ . speakars) .
¢ h , - t4 ) . N}
e R ‘ ' y s . N P
LN 3. How long have you been enrolled at this 6. Bow ﬁmg have you studied English outside the -
»  School? - United States? “
a. [__] Less than 6 months N a. [__]itess than 1 year -
- b. ‘[__] 6 months to.l year - b. [_] More than 1-year, but less than 2 years
N . < c. L_leic than 1 year . - c. [__J] More than 2 years
° o . ¢
., 4 ) - - a . Y]
) e . . . ~
. Your answers to these questions will not be used to det{minc your scores on the Secondary Level English
oo 'Proﬁcien_cy Test. . Also, your answers will not be given to anyone at your school ér any other school. The
. !&\‘ iaformation you provide by answering thess questions-will be ueed for research studies and no individually
. % Tk . identifiable records will be maintainad. R U ,
. ' R ) a) - .
N S £ Y
: ‘ » - o
, . A S T \ :
S . . - .~
"‘«’7 ) ¢ ~ . . !
C - - \ .
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