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“wirich seemed to develop overnight, test developers struggled to provide instruc-

. specific functions rarely emanated from teacher decisions, rather frohm decisions 9f

INTRODUCTION - o .

One ot the educatioﬁgf’devclopments witnessed in the 1970s, which has permeated eviery
classroom and school district across the nation, has been the gradual increasing
rol iance on testing instruments rather than teacher judgments as sources of infornfa-
tibn for student placement and assessment. Indged, teachers face a constant tension
between validating their pergeptions of their students' progress and that reported
on standardized achievement tests. Until the "testing developers can provide more
curricularly tailored tests, teachers. will have to deal with assessment procedures
with which they may be uefumiliar and/or reluctant to implement. N

This trend is most gonspicuouq in the areas of second language instruction, where
diagnosis of student ability in various aspects of language pRoficiency has become
an essential part of bilingual and tnglish as a second language (ESL) programs.
llowever, one of the most universal cancerns for teachers in thése programs has been
their- developing disaffection with assessment procedures and the student evaluatigns
for whi¢ch they are subscquently held accountable., Nevertheless, teachers have beé¢n
called upon to administer measures with which they frequently are not familiar,
which may not relate to the course of study as they have prepared it, and which may
appear culturally or curricularly inappropriate. . -
Ihe ared” of the assessment of oral language proficiency testing for llmlted %nd
non-English-speaking students is one which has primarily developed in the last 10
years, parallcllng the development of instructional methodology for bilirngual eduda-
tion. 1t is ndteworthy that when bilingual programs were first federally sponsored
in 1968 there were very few tests which attempted to assess elementary students!
command of spoken English., What was in ¢xistenceé prqmarlly focused on assessment
instruments for the acquisition of oral English in adults.- In response to a demand

tional perspnnel with adequate measures. This created a situation where there wete
many newly developed tests on the market, but their appropriateness. for assessihg

psychometricians outside ,the realm of clasgrooms.. Teachers then found themselves
required to administer cé%ta1n tests in which all of the followjing might obtain:
(a) the children lacked test-wise skills, (b) the teachers were unfamiliar with the
test, (c) the teachers had no lnput into' test selection or adminigtration, (d) the .
tedcherb could never use the test information collected, (e) the tests had .little|
curricular’relevance, and (f) the tests had little cultural relevance, In apy of!
these situations, it is evident: to- see why disaffettion on the part of instructiopal *
personnel w1th regurd to assessment procedures -and practices has developed.

‘The most eff1C1eq; yay to tackle thxs problem is for 1n5truct10nal personnel to

devélop competence in the areas of 'testing, testing development, and test int rpreta-

tion. Teachers must know hoy tests are developed, what they can actually meashre

what- extrapolatlons from *the tests *are warranted, the deficlencies in tests, and,

moreover, why it i's necessary to use testing instruments for assessing students
N [l
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rather than some .other form of assessment procedure. Unfortunately, most teacher
preservice proggams cannot expand their already crowded curr?culu Sith additional

, courses on testing. \

[t is because the iwiue of assessment is so important and relevant to the issues .
confronted by today's educators that this monograph was develqped. "Essentially, it
provides instructional persannel with the necessary background information for
making informed choices in test selection and test interpretation. It addresses
those issues which practitioners have consistently posed: What do tests really
measure? - What type of student is this test appropriate for? ' Can I trust the test?
will my students be adversely affected by taking the test? what can I learn from
the test about my students? By providing the answers to these qdéstions it is hoped

‘that some of the mystique surrounding tésting will be eliminated for instructional

' personnel, This monograph, then, is very timely in providing this basic introduc-

© tion in tést development and apg}jcation. '

This Guide also serves:two other purposes: .(a) it elaborates on the definitions for
such concepts in bilingual and ESL programs as ''language dominance' and ''language
proficiency" and (b) it reviews tests in an annotated format. Terms such as profi-
ciency and dominance have been so popular in currgnt programmatic use that they have
esched consistent definition. Language proficiency in one district mdy be language
dominance in another. By previding an operational definition of language proficiency
and contrasting it with the definition of language dominance, this book bridges the
gulf betweén current research in second language acquisition and the application of ?#

this knowlddge to the classroom.

\ -

Finally, this monograph reviews those tests which have met with the most widespread
usage. In annotated format, each test is reviewed with a cross-reference to .those ".
_ specific areas where the test may be -limited. This review is unique from others
. “  recently published in that it describes the tasks involved in the-assessment pro-
- ~ cedure, 0r~thelsg§mulus to which the student is required to respond. This feature
“makes it very usable for instructional personngl by providing them with a better
idea of what tasks are required for tests they may be selecting for programmatic
use. \

. . : \
In conclysion, A Linguistic Guide 'to English Proficiency Testing in.Schools £ills a

- critical void in the proféssidnal development of teachers of limited and non-English-

. .speaking students: It provides the essential background information on testing. '
-needed by today's educators, it addresses the latest issues in bilingual and ESL
education, and it provides a very useful annotated list of tests in use. bor the
inservice and professfonal development of teachers; the book serves a practical and
commendable function. ‘ o

L]

} ’ N
Bea Arias ' . ;
September 1979 : .
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Part One - ~
‘ ENGLISH PROFICIENCY. TESTING IN SCHOOLS . '
The student population in‘many U.S. school systems these days includes students
from diverse language and cultural backgrounds; many of<whom are native speaker's
of languages other than English,; and who vary widely in their ability te use English
in a school setting. Teacher$ and administrators in this situation have a recog-
_ nized 'respansibility to identify students who have limited profigiency in English
, ahd find out how well each student is able to use English for placement in an appro-
priate instructional program. But, despite.widespread agreement on these goals, no
censensus currently exists on answers to certain crucial questions. W#hat sort of
language ability is sufficient to enable a nom—native speaker of English to gét
along in an English-speaking classroom, and what indicates a lack of that ability?
“How can we find out just how well a student can use English, at.a given time?

»

In spite of the present lack of consensus, there is some research which can form a
prel iWinary basis for anqi to these questions. ' Furthermore, there are many

teachers and other peopl rking in schools whose experience has provided them with

at least partigl answers. here is also a large and growing number of language .
assessment instruments being made available to schools, which promise to assist the
schoals in identifying and placing students of limited English-speaking ability.

School systems, under pressure to demonstrate that student placement is based on J
some reliable and -valid measure of language ability, frequently face the problem of <
choosing.a test to use. This problem is ocompounded by the fact that there is a

great deal of variation among currently available tests, in terms of language con-
tent, the types of language tasks involved in their use, scoring procedures, and »
ways to interpret scores. _ K - .

This Guide reviews a number of these tests.and reports on a linguistic evaluation of
their design and content as well as introduces essential concepts in language test-
ing. Since several publications are now available which provide psychometric data
‘on tests, evaluation of their cultural appropriateness, and/or evaluation of their
practical usefulness .in a school setting, we will not include those considerations
in our reviews. Instead,,we will try to provide information about available tests

-

. which previous catalogues do not contain. ; e

In one way or another, the tests we reviewed claim to assess students' ability to
produce, understand, and/or use language correctly or appropriately. Linguistics,
as a discipline, deals with the structure, use, and acquisition of language, and
provides an important® framework for evaluating whether, and how well, language tests
do what they claim. The present review is based on an analysis of the language of
test items, the nature of tasks in tests, and the manner in which responses to test

¢ - items are to be judged or scored. Given this analysis, we evaluate tests in light

of evidence from linguisti¢s and related disciplines about how language works, how

it is used and how it is learned. . . (

Kinds of Language Tests | , _ _ ~

. The language tests under discussion are generally used in schools to serve either or’
both purgoses of: (a) identifying students with limited English proficiency and/or
(b) placing students in an appropriate type or level of instrugtional program (e.g.,

6-
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bilingual instruction, ESOL, or & regular English-speaking classroom). Test devel-
opers make different claims for what type of information their tests will yield
about studénts' language abilities. Most of the language tests we have considered
are claimed to assess studentq' language proficiency, bilingual domlnance, or both.

An English language profic{eney test is designed to provide an answer to the ques-,
tion (roughly put):  How-well does the student know English? English proficiency--

~what it is to "know" English--Ys given different operational definitions in each

theoretical, historical, and legislative context. Reflecting various notions of +
what constitutes language proficiency, different tests are designed to assess stu~
dehits! skills in certain aspects of language use. Most tests of language proficiency
involve -the LompreMenblon and production of oral language. Some also include a °
component for. testing written language skills. In any given bChOOl 51tuat10n, the
apparent value of a test will depend in part on whether the-test effectively assesses -
that array of language abilities that the school deems crucial to students' success :
in an English-speaking classroom,. Lately, edugators have spoken of the "four skills"
composing bngllsh prof1C1ency speaking, 115ten1ng, reading, and wr1t1ng. While we
recognize that proficiency in each of these skills is ultimately esﬁent1al for suc-
cess in Eﬁélaih speaking classrooms, we intend to focus on the oral/aural "skills of
qpeakin and listening. These are primary, in that they constitute the basjs on

" which the literacy skills of reading and writing must be built, and in that they

must fgrm the basis of any reasonable definjition of language pr0f1c1ency. An il1l14it-.
erate native' English speaker is 51mp1y 1111terate, not unproficient at English.
Hencefoyward, when we speak of language prof1c1ency, language dominance, etc., we
will mean oral proficiency or dominance.. The reviews that follow will, for the most - .
part, cover only those tests or parts of tests which claim o assess speaking and o
listening ability. . There,.we will touch on some of the issues involved in testing,
particular language abilities .or skills as a measure of oral language proficiency.
The quéstion of language profjciency is frequently approached through the notion of
languagé dominance. A student's "dominant' language is sometimes determined on the
basis of use patterns (e.g., the language of the hothe, the language most often
spoken, etc,) in accord with state and federal legislation, and this method (which
oftén yields conflicting results) of determination is increasingly supplemented with
a test of dominance. A test of bilingual dominance is generally designed to deter~
mine which of two languages students know better/less, Superficially, it mlght
appear that dominance can be ascertained without simultaneously determlnlng how well-
students know eich language. For example, the dominant language coudld be determined
without determining overall language proficiency by comparing students' control over
some small sample of each language like a'list of words. The trouble with this

idea, however, is the inescapable possibility that students might perform a limited
task (e.g., naming pictures) better in language A than in language B, but, under .
ordinary circumstances, may be better at speaking and understanding language B than

. language A.- Unless the task in a dominance test yields an indicator of students'
overall ability in each language, the test may fail 'to indicate langu%ge dominance -

(if, in fact, students even have a single dominant language). Thus, for language
te%tlng,'thg question of dominance is actually a question of students' relative
overall proficiency in one language as compared to others. Some issues perta1n1ng
to dominancé testing will be discussed later.

There are a few tests which claim to assess students' "fluency" or '"language facil-
ity." However, fluency and language facility are.gjiven no technical definitions
which differentiate them from lamguage proficiency. The methods used to assess

" fluency or language fac111ty are the same as those used in some language proficiency

tests and, in practice, teésts which claim to measure fluency or language facility
appear to be used as language proficiency tests. . "

Some tests are presented as tests of "ach1eveme22{<) Of course, achievement ¢an only
be measured in terms of progress toward some sp f1ed goal. Generally, aclievement

| ] | o
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is measured in terms of mastery of spccifibd curriculum .objectives, as in an ESOL
program. In these cases, the value of an’achievement test as a measure of students!
overall English ability depends partly on the value of the curr#culum. A test based
on a particular set of currigulum objectives will measure bveral[ English proficiency
only insofar as those objectives actually comprise what -if, is to know inglish, and,
those objectives reflect the order and patterns in which English is naturally '
acquired as a second.language. A considerable amount of research indicates that
children acquire the grammatjcal structures of English in.,a systematic, regular way,
but/the order of acquisition so far has been documented for only a limited number of
grammatical morphemes. Research has not yet established an overall picture of the
English acquisition hierarchy in sufficient detail to serve-as the basis for an
entire ESOL curriculum. On the other hand, due to the time lag which often sepa-~
rates research findings and their practical application, most ESOL curricula pres-
ently do not even-reflect the considerable evidence which already exists for sequence:
in the acquisition process. In general, we can-expect that achievement tests based
on a list of specific curriculum objectives will be of limited value as tests of
overall English proficiency. * '

Some tests, f;hally, clainr to be "diagnostic." A test is diagnostic if it gives
qual itative and quantitative information regarding students' language proficiency,.
A diagnostic test must do more than assign students ‘to some category (e.g., one of
several different levels of English proficiency) on the basis of how much English,
they know; itumust also yield information regarding aspects of the English lingufs-
tic system students do or do not control. A diagnostic test will be more useful as’
a guide for language instruction because it determines precisely what students do
not know, and only from that information canwe decide precisely what needs tp be
taught. A test of language proficiency or bi\{pgual dominance may or may not be
.diagnostic. ,

What Tests Test: Aspects of Language Ty © N

A test uses, a number of different methods to assess Bpglish proficiency, and each >
test's methods vary acceprding to the component of language the test selects as
representative of the Tinguistic system. _ \

Every spoken-language has a universal framework of propgrties, or components:
pranunciation, grammar, vocabulary, forms of discourse, and rules flor use. Together,
_these components comprise the linguistic system of a language, and the different !/
aspects of the system form a hierarchy of levels so that units at each level are -
organized into larger units at the next level. Thus, the sounds of English are
organized into wordsy words combine into grammatical structures which are organized
to express various meanings, and utterances are used systematically in sogial situ-
ations.~ . ; : -

v

\

~

In geﬁeral, when language is learned in natural social situations (i.e., in the /
absence of formal instruction), the whole.of a language system is acquired in mean-
ingful "chunks" as communigative situations require or permit. In acquiring overall
control of a linguistic system, the learner is gaining control of various subsystems
which can be analytically separated: pronunciation {phonology); the grammar proper
(syntax); *the vocabulary (lexicon); patterns of discourse befond the sentence;
meanings associated with the grammar, vocabulary, and patterns of discourse (seman-
tics); and the rules of use (pragmatics). ' :

Phbnological Characteristics of English.' Differentgs between sounds may signal
differences in meaning in some languages. Where soundylistinctions function to
differentiate meaning, speakers of the language tend to|perceive 'different sounds."
For example, the sounds of v and b constitute a functighal contrast in English
becaduse’ they serve to differentiate between the spoken words drivel and dribble,
vest and best, etc. These two sounds-.do not distinguish between any such word ,pairs

\
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+ in Spanish, and so are not functionally different in that langyage. Similarly, a

native speaker of Japanese may have difficulty in hearing or producing the distine-

tion between the sounds of r and 1--which differentiates English words such as right

and light--because this distinction does not serve to differentiate any words in

Japanese, Conversely, there are sounds that do not differentiate any words in Eng-

lish, but do in 6ther languages. The sound of k in skull is acoustically and per-

ceptually differgnt from the sound of k in ski, but this is a difference that is \

ignored in English. On the other hand, a Turkish_speaker woyld quickly perceive' the

differenge~between the two sounds, because in‘Turkish these two sounds alone can s

serve to distinguish between different words. A person acquiring the phonological . '

system of a new language must learn to ignore certain differences among spoken

sounds, and at-.the same time to perceive and attend to certain other differences,

which are important to understanding the language. ‘

‘The Vocabulary of: English. The Tanguage learner must learn the meanings of words,
and how meaning is affected as words occur in different contexts. Words such as
nouns or verbs might be learned explicitly as vocabulary items, but "function' words
(such as articles, relative pronouns, and conjunctions), which indicate, relationships
among other words in a sentence, must be acquired as part offthe process of learning .
to construct sentences. : . -

“} The Syntactic-Semantic System of English. Learning the syntax and semantics of ;
English involves learning‘pow words are organized into meaningful 'sentences and
discourse. The syntactic-semantic system distinguishes a mere list of words from a
grammatical, meaningful sentence of English. In learning how to make an English, .
sentence, the language learner must master the grammatical relations which hold
within sentences. .Students must learn, for example, (a) the different forms which
pronouns take as fubjects or objects (he vs. him, I vs..-me); (b) the grammatical ot
processes underlﬁing th¢ structure of sentences (forming questions, imperative or
passive sentencesﬁ; (c) how to form embedded constructions (e.g., relative clauses:

The man [who is] near the:door is my brother or sentential direct objects: He expects

me to read this whole book, He knows [that] we'll be late); and (d) how to control

grammatical relations which occur among different sentences in discourse (e.g., pro-

nominalization or cases of ellipsis where ten amd I'm ten [but not am ten] are gram-

matically acceptable responses to a question like How old are you?). '

. Bt

The Use of English.in pifferent Contexts. Ehglish sentences must be more than
meaningful and grammatical, They must be appropriate to the particular linguistic
and social context in which they are used and communicate the speaker's intended
meaning in that context. 'In learning the conventions which govern spoken English
discourse, students come to understand how linguistic forms which are identical in
content and structure can convey various meanings in different contexts.
Recognfijng/éhe interaction-of language forms and context is a linguistic skill
which i¥-fundamental to understanding conversation and to being understood. Anothet
related aspect of language use which must also be learned is how language can be '
used appropriately and effectively to perform different functions which are often
highly specific to a given sitqgtion. ' '

The interrelated aspects of language are all essential to the use of English, but
. there are important differences among them in.terms of how they are learned and how

the rate as part of the overall knowledge of English. There is research evi- .
;4¢a%ﬁ%§9¥§at the acquisition of grammatical structure by children learning English as oo

a second language is more systematic than the learning of other aspects of the lan-
guage; there appears to be a .regular pattern to ‘the acquisition of English structures
by children of diverse backgrounds afd diverse English-learning experiences. In '
contrast, how children acquire phonology, vocabulary, and the functional use of.
English is more likely to depend on the learner's native language, culture, jndivid-
ual experience, and the nature of explicit instruction received. '
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The acquisition of English grammar, then, is the most regular, systematic, and pre-
tictable aspect of the language-learning process. This mirrors the fact that, qun&
the various aspects of the English language system, the grammatical system is most -
uq;formly shared by all English speakers. That is, the basic syntactic structures

of the language are least likely to vary among speakers of different social class,

age, sex, or ethnic or regional background and are less likely to vary over time,

or in different situations of use. Each of these factors, in contrast, tends to i
influence a-speaker's pronunciation of the language, and_tii’voeabulary controlled,

The problem for tests of language proficiency i$ how to gain agleésﬂto'stuﬂents'
knowledge of the overall linguistic system. 1n general, the strategy that test
developér§ take is to evaluate students' control over one or two of the four aspects
of the linguistic system, on the assumption-that students' prof1c1ency in those.
aspects of the total language system is representatxve of overall ability.

4
Y -

. llow Tests Work: K\nds of Language Test Tasks L P ' ' )
& ' \
)’7 Another poxnt of difference among testq is their method of assessing students' con-"
trol over.the aspect of language which they select to measure. Different tes
involve the student in one or more of the followxn& types of tasks: :

3

.Answcrxn& questions about plgtures about a dlscourqe, or'general questlons.

{ ’ Describing,.or tellln& a story about, pictures, objects, placeq, or people. ~

{ .

Paraphrasing somethxng which 19 said.

Grammatically manipulating bentences——changing tense or number, conjugating

verbs, changing sentence form, et¢. -
,

e Completing cloze passages or sentences.

® Repeating words sentences, or stories. ' ' L :
® Recalling w01ds from lists of words gi'prally preqented in two languages.
o DISLrlmlndtln& between words. ' . : -

e Pointing to or. marking pxctures, words,-eéntences, or obJects which correspond
in some specified way to an oral cue.

- e Naming objects in pamtures or in the physical environment. X
® Performing commands, ' ‘
All of these tasks involve stJﬁents in oral language processing or production, or - ‘
both. A few tests include tasks which also involve students in reading, as for ’

! example, a test which requires students to select, from among several written sen-
tences, one which corresponds to an orally given sentence cue. Following, we will
discuss and-evaluate specific tests in terms of the aspects of language they seek to
measure 3nd how they. seek to measure them, and in terms of the tasks’ they 1mpose.

ISSUEE? IN TEST EVALUATION

question. to ask of any Lngllsh language prof1c1ency test is whet

claims to do, which is a question about test validity. _ In evaluat' g tebts, the ‘
question of validity is by far the most important and complicated . - .-

P

3

There are various ways to pose the questlon of test va11d1ty, and varlous ways to
evaluate it. Most commonly, cldims of test validity are supported by certain types
~ of ‘experimental evidence from studies conducted over a period of time. Studies
- conducted 'to validate language proficiency tesis are commonly designed to demonstrate
that (a) a test accurately predicts some independent, but presumably relevant aspect v
of students! future performance (e.g., subqequént scores on standardized achievement
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tests or success “in an English- speaking classroom as judged by a xeacﬁ%r) and (b) thg

test 'yields results which correlate highly with the results of some other tests or
assessment .procddures whose validity has presumably been independently established.
Test makers may be expected to provide data from such studies in Support.of tlaims
“that a test validly measures language proficiency. When such data is provided, it
~shcn1d ‘b carefully examined and levaluated ‘before_using the test .

Note, howevlr,. that this type of experimcntal.evidence alone does not directly assess
whether a -test actually measures proficiency in or’control of a given language. |

* Rather, these. pred1ct1on and ¢prrelation studies merely allpow us ‘to infer, with
. greater or lesser confldence,r%hat the' test actually measures language. proflclency.
Whether or not  we can put faith in such an 1nference, in any one case, depends on the

* relevance o{ the validation studies to.the assessmgnt of. language proflclency, on our

confidencé in the reséarch design and procedures of the studies, and on the accumu-
lation of emp1r1ca1 evidence from the atudlee. '

Our revlew evaluates tests analytically rather than,experimentally. We, ask certain/
relevant’ questions of a test, and}we seek answers g?’examlnlng its design,.&gntent,
and proceédures, rather thdn by dratving inferences about language ab111ty from experi-
‘mental obseryvation of behavior that: (presumably) depends on that ab111ty What makes
this approach relevant and “essential i3 the fact that"every hngllsh language prof1—
ciency test reflects--implicitly or exp]1c1t1y—~a particular notion of what it is to
"know'" English, and that notion in each case must be subjected to evaluation. A

lahguage proficiency} test may he viewed as an instrument which sets up an operatlonaf

definitioh for something called language proficiency.. Since what counts as’ language
~ prOflolGﬂCYlﬂ;ﬂN:be conceptualized differently by dffﬁerent test makers, it is
important to ask whether the notion of language prof1c1e2§& embodied in a particular
test Jds appropriate for a given purpose (e.g., for asses$ing how wel'l a child speaks
English in order to provide the needed instruction). Further, given a particular
test which .embodies a particular notion.of what abilities constitute proficiency in
English, it is important to ask how adequately the items on the test sample those
ab111t1es——how well performance on the test represents control of those abilities,
~Answers to these questions emerge from linguistic (and psychometric) ana1y51s of
“tésts. In the case of language proficiency tests, linguistic analysis is a doubly
appropriate tool for evaluation, for both the theoretical construct which the tests
rare intended to measure and the methods for measuring that construct are linguistic
in nature. Our discussion is based on analysis of the language content of tests and
©of the nature of linguistic tasks involved in them. Given:this analysis, tests are
evaluated according to what is known about the system and structure of language, and
"about how children learn language. Thus, this evaluation rests-'on a theory-based
understanding of how language works and of the language component the tests are

» designed to measure. ~ -

N

For purposes of this reV1ew, two assumptlons are made regardlng the question of- test
validity: (a) each particular task imposed is an appropriate one for assessing
controi of some specific aspect of language and (b) the demonstrated knoWledge of
those specific aspects of language covered by the test indicates the level of overall
language ability. If either of the two assumptlonsgfalls to be true (wholly or.in
part), then this damages the test's c1a1m to be.a v&lid measure of overall language
proficiency. .
Our assessment of test validity consisted of a linguistic analysis of a test's item
content (including the strategies for scoring performance) and a comparison of the
+ ovetall design of the test with the major components of language as a structured
system of communication. A linguistic analysis can, where appropriate, serve to
raise suspicions about test va11d1ty by exP051ng cases of confbugd;ng* (assumptlon

I

*Confounding simply means that.a test item or task that has been designgg to measure,
knowledge of, or skill in, same specific aspect of 1anguage, might, in rcﬁlity, be.

< . .
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"a") and by providihg evidence that certain aspects of language frequently measured
s on proficiency tests do not provide good indices of overall capability (assumption

"b"). For each validity criterion, we present examples drawn from tests now on the .
¥market or currently used in schools, of how particular test tasks can either succeed
or fail.

. Another area we examing\concerning test validity (in a sepse)_is the extent té which
a test claims-to elicit'"hatural™ language--language which meets the requirement of
daily use. Perfotmance on a proficiency test should be a measure of: language compe- .
ténce and not merely a measure of tg¢st-taking ability. Tasks pose‘ron linguage
proficiency tests should--as nearly as possible--match the conventions and require-
ments of ordinary langunge use. Artificial rules and requlrements that may serve, thé
purposes of the test may also servé to make the test language unllke'%he language of
everyday communication, '

L] ¢ [

Finally, we raise a further issue in the evaluation of tests, one which has less to

do with purely linguistie analysis than the first two, but which depends more on
research in language acquisition, t Assuming we knew what features gonstitute impor-

tant parts or aspects of language, how are these acquired by a second language - . .
learner? If there is a generalizable sequence 0f progress in learhigg English as.a
second language, how do we test where an individual stands im this sequence?

S v ' | ’; .
DEFECTIVE TEST TASKS ot ) i

Some Defects of Item and Task Design

Tests that Require Litgracy Skills. Several of the oral language pr9f1c1ency tests .
we reviewed contain subtests that are explicitly designed to test reading wr1t1ng .
abilities. .For example, one subtest of the Short Test of L1ngy15t1c Skills* ‘-
designed to assess English listening ability, but the tasks entail (a)~sel ctlng a .

"word given orally from a written, multiple-choice list of three words;  (b)/writing a- .
dictated word, phrase, or sentence; and (c) writing certain items which require °
English spelling and wtiting ability (e.g., print the word animal and underline all
the vowels). The Robstown Oral Language Inventory--although a different kind, of
test--also has the same problem of confounding oral proficiency with literacy, TQ:S
test requires students to answer questions about when and wherg they 'use English o
Spanish (e.g., What language do you speak at home? . When you "dPeam, what language is
spokerr in your dream?). ﬂhese questions are asked orally of younger children, but

- older students (Level 2 of the test) must read them, 50 obv1ously something more is
requ1red than the.ability to understand and reply to spoken English questions.

L

.

Both tests also contain subtests of Spanish proficiency with the same tonfdunding-4
Spanish reading dnd/or writing ability 1s requlred to perform the test task success-
fully - .
¥ ’ ' ’ :
By maklng these criticisms, we do not intend to d1m1n13h the 1mportance of 11teracy
skills in language proficiency; they are merely examples where literacy is included
as a part of an assessment of something else. Because of the way the tasks are
designed, the items:are tapping more than one performance obje¢tive, and respons® to
the items depends on the ability to perform in at least two skill %reas ‘

.

measuring some ditferent knowledge'or skill. ‘Performance on a confoundedv}tem or

test task mlght depend on one's sRill in what th¥® item or task was designed to test; -
however, it might also depend——wholly or in part--on one's Sklll in some dlfferent ) '
aspect of;language : . :

3 Ve I

*All tests mentioned in this discussion are further 1dent1fled in Part Two, where
comments about specific tests may be found under the names of the tests;, which are

arranged in alphabetical order. - ~N
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Tasks that Reduce.to a Vocabulary Test Many tests include a task where students
must identify a pjcturg corresponding to a phlnse or sentence which has.been given
orally. With proﬂqr_design, 1§is sort of format.umight be employgd, to test whether
students can correetly process wand understand the structuré and meaning of a spoken
expression., In’ many cases, however, students can choose the correct pictare by
understanding a single crycial word in the st imulus expression.g In one item of thge
Language Asséssment Battery, the ora} stimulus is The cat and three kittens dre
playing. Of the three picfhres from which to’ choose, only-one containg a cat; the
other two show different obJects. The item does not test understanding of the stimu-
lus sentence as g whole, because bydunderstandlng only the word cat, the correct
picture could be chosen. In another item.from the same test, the st1mulus sentence
is The puppy is f011ow1ng the grzl The three picture choices show a girl-with a.
puppy in her arms, a girl with a puppy folloying-her, a girl with a puppy between
her feet. By understanding the, single word' follow, the ctyre could be correctly
_identified. Note what might happen had one of the pictures_shown a girl following a
puppy: students would have to- distinguish between a girl foTlow1ng a puppy and a,
puppy following a girl, and consequently would have to understand the stimulus
sentdence, Tather than just one word.

AY

The Shutt Primary Language Tndicator Test raises very similar issues., On this test
students identify pictures. corresponding to what. the examiner says. Some of the
items contaln,extended expressions or complicated structures, lrke what you would get
if you asked for a vegetable. However, students could-possibly get this item correct
by recognizing the single WOrd vegetable and identifying the corresponding picture.
This itehm, like a number of others on the Shutt test, may not necessarily assess
comprehens1on of extended expressions, but may just assess vobabulary‘knowledge.

To identify test items of this sort, sibply ask, ""What kind of knowledge would be
required to get this item right? Do student’s have to understand the entire expres-

sion, or is it sufficient  to understand one or two words?" If it is enough to "
understand a word or two, then the item cannot claim to solely ass ess studentsd' ‘ .
ability to undeTstand an extended phrase or sentence. : ) '

<

The Crane Oral Dominance Test is another instrument that priharily measures vocabu-
lary knowledge. The format of this test is unique among those reviewed, since it
involves a ' memdry task. Eight words are presented orally--fbur in each language--
then students recall the eight words. If mere Spanish yords are recalled, studefits
are considered Spanish domirant, and Likewise for Englisi. The test claims to assess
what language students "think" .in, .but it seems ck;ar that this is predom1nant1y a’
vocabulary test, because students w111 have a much better chance of recalling known
words than unknown ones. '

It is relevant to ask whether or not it is bad for a test‘to measure only vocabulary.
We are aware that there is much more to language than knowyng words. The ability to ,
: understand and properly luse extended expressions is--in some way--more central to
language prof1c1ency, however, the question of how well qocabulary tests measure
overall ability remains. We w111 d1scuss ‘this at greater 1ength later, since this
seems to be a controvérsial issue. | « . .

Notions of Linguistic Complexity. Many language proficiency tests require oral
responses. Frequently these spoken responses are scored according to their . 'com-
plexity " Students get more points--and a higher proficiency score--for producing
"more complex' answers.  Categories of 11ngu1st1c complexity are provided as an aid
to scoring. A typical hierarchy of categorjes is that of the Test of Grammatically
Correct Spanish/English: clause fragment (d oint); simple sentence' (two points);
simple sentence plus--includes compound- subjecﬂa and predicates (four points); com-
pound sentence (six po1nts*), tomplex sentence (eight points*); and compound-complex
sentence (ten points¥*). oo r : ‘ :

rd
*Parsonal communica&ion from Margarita Lopez de Mestas, Coordinator, Blllngual Educa-

tion Project, Ims Cruces, New Mexioo Public Schools

1 |
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As dn gverll hierarchy of complexity, this seems reasopable from a linguistic point
of viow. n particular, it makes sense to say that th¢ number of clauseés and how
they are ayranged is one important factor contrihuting to the lLinguistic complexity
of a sentehce. However, there are also some probl with this hierhrchy. Chief
among . them{ is scoring any x£lause fragment, below any complete senternce. Some clause
fragments pre perfectly natural responses to questions,.and require as’much linguis-
-~ tic knowlefige as a full sentence res.ponse." For ex le, Playing cards with my
friends is} just as naﬁural;u reply as 1 am playing cards with my triends in response
. to the queytion What are you doing tonight? Furthermore, one must know exactly where
it is pétrmjssible to omit "I am" ‘and where it is not. If the question had been
-What's goimng on tonight?, "I am" could not have been‘omitted. So, although the frag-
ment response is supcrficially-lqsf complex than the complete sentence response, the '
Appropriatd use of fragments may indicate at least as much English proficiency as
production bf full sentences. . , .

For the same reason, we should not seore compound subject and pgedicate sentences as
less complex than compound sentences: John cooked the eggplant and Harry ate the
eggplant is no more complex lingujistically than John cooked, and:Harry ate, the egg-
plant. i . ¢

. - ey N :
Another problem with-the above scoring procedure is ‘that it is not always easy to
separate simple from complex sentences, because it may not be a clear-cut decision’
whether or not a given sentence contains a subordinate clause. For example, some
linguists regard all infinitive expressions.as subordinate clauseg .and some do not;

- controversy surrounds this issue. Sentences that may contain ‘subordinate clauses,
but do not obviously do so, includd: John had his pocket picked last night, You
should come see the new car I bought, A man happy in his work i8 a productive employ-
ee, and I anticipated John's asking for a raise. “ ' C

The Del Rjo. Language Screening Test uses another sort of hierarchy to determine
. sentence complexity: (a) sentences with transitive verbs are more complex thah these
with intransitives; (b) sentences with more auxiliary verbs are more complex;. (¢)-
questjions are more ¢omplex than assertions; (d) negated sentences are more complex’
than positive ones. From a linguistic point of view, these factors may. indeed con-
.tribute to comploxity, but other important factors are ignored. For example, the
failure to consider clause structure as contributing to complexity leads this test to
claim that the following.,two sentenrces are approximately equal in complexity (though
‘o unequal in length): I like ice cream, I want to go :to school to-see my friends. -
On intuitive as well.as linguistic grounds, the latter sentence is much more complex
» than the former. Tests that score students oif complexity of response seldom consider |
factors beyond the length or structure of ‘sentences. " '

[

x

The Ott Test of Oral Language provides a complexity hierarchy based on sentence
structure. The scoring instructions state expligitly that two responses in a-given
category do not count the same as one response in a higher category. So, a response
consisting of two prepositional phrases. counts the same as a one-phrase response;
likewise, two simple sentences score the sage as one simple sentence, and therefore -
less than a complex sentence. In some cases, this s;o%ing strategy will cause the
wrong evaluation of students' language ability, because there may be inferential
relations between two independent simple sentences that are as feal and complex as

~ the structural relations between two clawses of a complex sentence. .For example, the
statement Jpohn went to the store because he wanted to buy some bread expresses a
causal relé%ionship between two clauses. But the two sentences, John went to the

. store. ' He wanted to buy some bread, imply the same causal relationship, and merely
represent the use of one linguistic mechanism rather than another to convey the
information. There is no prin¢ipled reason to yegard the second example as less
complex than the first. ' ,{f .
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Tasks that Are Deficient in Principle . ) ;

The previoys examples are cases of faulty items or task design which caused particu-
,lar pnr'tsBf tesfs to fail to reflect the structure or organization of language.
\jherevare, however, some test tasks which-sby Xheir nature--are of-limited useful-

ness in assessing overall language proficiency. ' . -

1

.+ Mimicry. Several of the tests we reviewed use an oral mimicry task. 8asically, the
' “task requires students to repeat exactly words, phrdses, or sentences spoken by a

> test administratog. The obvious probllem with mimicry is that it does not.eorrespond

to any skill necossury for daidy use of language for communication. In the tests we

r. roviewed, the mimicry task was used either as a means fow eliciting a speech sample
® on which to asBgss pronunciation*or as a means of asYessing ability to process,
. ; ;
-rémember, or comprehend sentences, . .

The mimicry task cannot provide-a direct measure of comprehension, since.w% O8N nop Ly

‘imitate--more or less precisely-Zuny number of things that wg®camnot understamd. A

Tha ability to mimic speoch well is\ngg the same as the ability to process and com-

prehend language; if it were, parrots {ould be proficient English speakers.

. .. : .

Tests that rely on pure mimicry to assess Sentence-processing ability are relying on
a connection between understanding and memory. In psychological experiments, it has
been shown that a person can perform better at remembering a sequence of elements.
when those elements are organized into a single, "‘larger unit. It is easier to remem-
ber a tfive-letter word than a meaningless sequence of five.letters, and easier to
réemember a scven-word sentence than to remember those same seven words in scrambled
order, According to this principle, students should perform better at remembering

. and repeating English sentences if they are understood as sentences rather than as
mean ingless groups of words or--worse yet--as meaningless sequences ofcsounds. Two,
sections of the Dgl Rio Language Screéning Test apparently rely on this principle.
This test states that M. ,a child usually cannot repeat:.a syntactically complex
sentence which is beyond his linguistic competence...";. this is probably too strong a
claim, but illustrates the test makers' adherence to the above principle. :

¥

-~ There are three problems w{th this sort of_tesi: (a) It is possible to mimic exactly
sentences not understood or not understood well, amd this factor cannot be ruled out
in any particular student's performance. Furthermore, one student may be a better
mimic than dnother and so will do better on this sort of-test, even if both students
are, in fact, equal in language ability. (b) Research has not estahlished whether,
or how much, partial knowledge of a system aids a persdn in remembering units of that
system. Such research ts required before we can infer that a student who knows a
little English has a better chance of remembering English sentences than .a student.
who .does not know as much lLnglish. This is a reasonable assumption, but should be
carefylly investigated before it is used as the basis for proficiency tests. (c)
Mimicry tests, suth as the Del Rio and the MAT-SEA-CAL Dral Proficiency tests,
require exact mimicry. Paraphrase is counted wrong (MAT-SEA-CAL-Examiner's Handbook).
Likewise, one section of the Northwestern Syntax Screening Test counts a paraphrase
wrong-if it has the effect of altering or eliminating the particular syntactic
element that _the test item intended to obtain. But if these tests inténd to assess -
sentence processing.or comprehension, there is no reason to score clase pardphrases
wrong, Students who make a small change in what is heard, leaving meaning intact,
have probably understood the stimulus sentence. ﬁﬂ fact, making a meaning-preserving
.change perhaps provides better evidence of understhnding than exact mimicry. For ~
) . example, a student who hears He looked up the address. 4nd repeats He l&oked the
W3 ) . * ' * ‘,“ . N
*Tests employing this strategy are the Harris Articulation Test, the Ott Test of
¥ Oral Language, the’Skoczylas Phonemic Unit Production Test, sections of the Milwaukee
{ ESL Achievement Tests, the Language Assessment Scales, and the MAT-SEA-CAL Oral Pro-
¢ ‘ficiency Test. . - \ .- S e
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L address up probably has not misplated a word, but most likely applied the rules of
Fnglish to produce a grammatical, Synonymous version of the stimulus septence, It ois

oven possiblucxhnt such paraphrase responses are more likely in the dominant language
) [N

. - . s
than in the spcondary one, since students are fore likely to contrdl such synenymows,,
3 ) - . .
stylistle variants in the bettérgknown language. Tests that requiye exact mimicry

=~ predict the reverse: in the domfinant language, a person should produce fewer varia-
tions from exact, word-for-word/repetitiony | . v )
e

* Prassive Comprehension. ‘[n'tryiug to determine whether a child understands a particu-
lar lingwistic form or structnﬁxg a test.can either attempt’ to-.get children to pro-
duce. the structure in approprjate circumstances, or it can attempt to get them to act

“appropriately ih’response Yo hearing thoe structure.” With the latter strategy, it is
usually very difficult to bg/sure the child¥gn contwsol tlie.particular structure in
question, even when respondipg appropriately., For example, in one item of the Lan-
guage Assessment Scales, stydents must choose the correct pictufe in response to the
passive sentence The forks pre held by both children. - Only one of the three_pictures
shows two chi'ldren with forks, so jt is possible to get this item right by simply
combining the words oth apd ferks. In any-one case, we cannot be sure that a cor-
rect response to this itmy indicates control of the English passive construction.*
If we wish to test for coytrol of some specific structure or expression of English
(or any other languﬁge), t is better to try. to get the structure actually produced.
It may well be unwarrantgd to infer that a particular structure is controlled merely
because the response is gppropriate. ) )

s

antprring Lack of Contrqé from Lack of Performance. Some of the scqring schemes
used on tests occasionally run afbul. 6f the problem that lack of knowledge cannot
be inferred from one or a few instances of lack of performance. In the Test.of
Grammatically Correct Spanish/English, for example, points are awarded according to
the particular form students elect to use (e.g., person-marking, plurals, contrac-
* tions, prepositions). Failure to use the scored items does not, however, indicate
that they arc not known or cannot be used by the students. A randpm factor is intyb-
duced into the final test score because results depend, in part, on what students
happen to say on one occasion. Similarly, the Ott Test of Oral Language awards more
points for production of a compound or cogplex scntence than a simple sentence, and
more points for a simple sentence than a phrase. lowever, students might produce
perfectly natural, correct answers to the test stimuli without ever producing a
complex sentence. (Indeed, we know of no_ fnglish question’'whose only natyral answer
is a full, complex sentence). 1t is not legitimate to conclude that students cannot
produce complex sentences, when they have not been asked a question that naturally
requires a complex sentence answer. While the El Paso Oral Language Dominance
Measure is attractive as a dominance or proficiency 'test, it is somewhat less useful
as a diagnostic tool.” This test induces a variety of English syntactic_and morpho~
logical structures (though the test materials do not.specify exactly whédt structure
ea®h item is intended to elicit). In scoriné responses to these items, the test
’ avoids' the erroneous scoring strategy. previously criticized by allowing any gram-
matical and appropriate response as a corregt answer. Although generally a good
scoring strategy, it produces prdblems when we attempt to determine whether a child
controls particular English structures, since appropriate answers are possible that
. do not contain the particular structures that the test intends to elicit, We cannot
o assume that failure to produce those structures means no control of them. Before
the El1 Paso test could be used with confidence for diagnostic purposes, test items
' would have to be designed much more carefully, to focus on specific linguistic .struc-
tures or expressions. S : :

¥
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*The test materials do not claim that this item assesses contrqQl of padsive construc-

\\ tions; in fact they never specify what striicture is tested by any item. However we
may &ssume that a passive stimulus sentence is intended to test control of passive
i} congtructions.- .
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Se]f-Reported Data. The authors of the Spanish-English Dominance Assessment Test
state explicdtly that an alsumption underlying the test*Is that children are able to

report accurately on what language they speak in particular sociael situations (Man-

-ual). Under this$ assumption, it is justifiable simply to ask children what language

they speak in given situations. Part of the Spanish-English Dominance Assessment ’
Test {s organized on this format, and a number of other tests we reviewed depend, .
whol{z or .in part, on the validity of self-reported data.* These are tests that we
term Msociolinguistic questionnaires,' which seek to determine language proficiency

r (more often) language dominance by gathering*socibfogical information about'per-
§3ﬁ31\tangpage use, rather than attemp ing to determine language ability directly
through linguistic tasks. For a giveﬂ?language, these tests might ask: Who do you
speak the language to? Who speaks it to you? Do various Yelatives and friends speak
the language? Whare do you speak the language? Do you, your family, or your friénds
listen to music or radio, watch movies or TV, or rqad newspapers or magazines in the
language? ’ g

[}

9 : . . s Do ’
There are four problems with the sociolinguistic test format. First, tests that ask
children whethen they speak English or some other language in particvular social situ-
ations assume that all the children will be consciously aware that. they control two

separate and distifct communication systems; but some young children who may be aware

that they speak differently to different people and in differemt situations, may not

‘be explicitly aware of the différence’_between the two systems, or of the names of the
® might speak English in situations where it is

socially ‘appropriate to do so, but might not understand what is meant by such-a ques-

tion. (We will discuss this point further in connection with a different.issue,)
. . . _ . .

 Second, a persoh's honest beliefs about where, to whom, how much, and in what sodial

situations a given language is spoken may nQt match actual practice. There is con-
siderable sociolinguistic research literature that contradicts the assumption that
children can accurately report their language use. These studies call into question
the results of all the sociolinguistic tests we reviewed. i

Third, children might knowingly give false answers to questions about their language,
for a variety of reasons. Children might report what they think should be the case
or what they want the examiner or school authorities to believe, rather than what is
factual. This problem may tend to arise especially in situations where use of &
given language is stigmatized (e.g., where it serves to idedtify a minority popula-
tion of lower socioeconomic status in a given geographical area). In addition, there
is always a possibility that older childrer, who may know that their answers will
affect their placement in ESL or bilingual programs, may attempt to give answers that

place them where they want to be. Two of the tests we reviewed, the Los Nietos School

District Language Dominance Survey and the Moreno ‘Quick Language Assessment Inven-
tory, contaln questions about language use which are to be answered by the students'
parents. Obviously, the above criticisms do not wholly apply to these tests; how-

- ever, it should .be noted that parents' responses--for a variety of reasons--fay’

reflect particular expectations, opinions, or biases which could interfere with,
'‘accuraté reporting. '

Fourth, certain socioiinguistic questions might not even have a clear and unequivocal
answer. How will_children determine in what language their mother speaks to them,
.when she may speak different languages under different circumstinces or tend to

*Testg we reviewed. that make usée of this format (whoily or partially) are the Brooks
County Language Usage Inventory, the Hayward LanguageDominance Indicator, the Lan-
guage Dominance Criteria, the Lianguage Dominance Survey, the Los Niétos Language
Dominance Survey, the Marysville Test of Language Dominance, the Noreno Quick Lan-
guage Assessment Inventory, the Robstown Oral Language Invdntory, the Skoczylas

Home Blllngual USage Estimate, and the Spanish-English Dominance Assessment Test.

3 : - -
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( code-switch (to speak both languages alternatively in the course,of a single convew
_ sation or even within a single gentence)® _ ‘

. \

\In connection with tests that include both a'sdhiolinguistic section and a direct
/ measure of linguistic performance, one further problem exists in the comparison of
these*two very different types of information. It is not.at all clear how, or even
\thther,’théy can bd compared. Some tests derive a total score for the two separate
sections,-and then simply add them to obtain an overall dominance score. This is
something like addipg apples and oranges, without some research on how the two types ., _
of questions are to be weighted. For example, in determining language dominance, -the
scoring procedurg for the Brooks County Language Usage.Inventory makes the implicit. . .
prediction that being able to._identify a picture of a feather as a pluma counts

exactly as much as claiming to use Spanish in the home. It is difficult to see any
basis for this claims This test and the Hayward Language Dominance Indicator both

add the /scores of sociolinguistic sections to those of direct performance sections.

Two other tests, the Language Dominance Survey and thg Language Dominance Uriteria,

are more careful in at least refusing to make any direct comparison of the results of °
sociolinguistic and language performance sections. : ‘

»

DO SPECIFIC TEST TASKS DEMONSTRATE OVERALL LANGUAGE SKILL?

A number of test tasks do measure what they intend to. It is relatively easy to
construct a test that measures vocabulary knowledge or correct pronunciation, and
very easy to construct a test that measures the number of words or sentences children
utter in response to a given stimulus. However, the skills measured by these par-
ticular tasks may fail to provide a valid index of overall language ability.

«?

The Value of Vocabulary Tests

The widespread appeal of vocabulary tests probably stems from-the facts that they are
easy to'construct and score, and that they assess one of the most highly visible,
straightforward aspects of language ability--knowledge of word meahings. Neverthe-
less, from a linguistic point of view, there are possible problems with vocabulary
tests as measures of overall lapgudge skill, since there is much more to knowing a
language than knowing words in that language. Vocabulary. knowledge is highly detach-
able from other language skills. Memorizing a thousand common words of a-language
would probably enable students to do rather well on Simple vocabulary tests, but more
. immediately central to proficiency is the ability to form normal, grammatical sen-
tences. and to use appropriate expressions under appropriate circumstances. By simple
memorization, vocabulary knowledge in a second language can be increased without
necessarily increasing proficiency in using the language for communication.

- In defense of vocabulary tests, it cduld be argued that second language learners do
not usually start out by memorizing a thousand common words; rather, they begin by
learning a whole array of language skills--including vocabulary<-and fhat a particu
lar degree of vocabulary knowledge usually indicates a corresponding degree of pro-
ficiency in other language skills., Despite this probability, tests using vocabulary
knowledge as an index of overall proficiency are of limited value. Vocabulary is

more subject to vatiation than.any other aspect of language. It varies among

speakers of. different ages, from different regions, and with different cultural
backgrounds. It is also moré subject to change over time. '

Constructing vocabulary tests that account for all this variability is difficult,
This is reflected by the fact that vecabulary tests almost.always elicit content
words (predominantly nouns, sometimes verbs’, occasionally adjectives), and it ‘is
contént words that are most subject to cultural, regional, 'and temporal variation.
Vocabulary tests almost never elicit function words (prepositions, conjunctions,
pronouns), .which are more intimately associated with the grammar of a language, For ’
example, the vocabulary section of the Pictorial Test of Bilingualism and Language
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'makes use of the Thorndike and lﬂrg,o word .frequency list, which was compiled\in 1952

- encountered the object it names, then that word counts neither for Spanish nor English

‘Some vocabulary tests do not claim to provide an overall measure of vocabulary knowl-

i Developﬂent eljcits nouns exclusively. HKifteen out of 18 items on one test of'léVel

/
/

of the Language Aﬂseq.l_pl(tl[t_ Bnttery are nouns, and the remaining three are adjec-
tives., In onc'vocﬂbulaly bCLtlon of the James Language Dominance,Test, 1o of. 20
items arclﬁknvn while four are present partic1ples describing actlons“(talking,
eating). i o . ! ’

. { ST . = .
Based on the perlqc that if children do not know the common word\~ot a language,
they will not know the rarer ones, vocalluliry tc!t constructors often t1y to sample
"core" vocabulary of common words. To idéntify a core vocabulary, test makers some-

times depend on word frequensy lists; the Language Assessmoent Scales, for eﬁqmpla,

from a survey of children's 1edd1ng materials, Tt is important to note that 'vocabu-
lary tests that are based on such word frequency lists can only be -as good as the
lists tlemselves, As (if) the lists become dated, they mgy not accurately reflect

children's current $poken language, which is what oral proficiency tests must assess.
Any dltferences between how children spoke in 1952 and howithey speak today would

work against®this kind of vocabulary test as an adequate measure ot children's . -
present oral English ability. '

In addition, it is difficult, or cven dangerous, to claim that.any particular core
constitutes an adequate vocabulary sampling for all children. Vocabulary is that
part of language which--along with its other variables--is most subject to individual
variation, most dependent on what experiences the individual happens to have had.
Since the words a child knows will always depend, to some extent, on idiosyncrasies
of the child's histoxy, poor performance on a particular set of 'core" words does not
mean lack of general vocabulary knowledge (and thus overall language proficiency).

edge, but merely to provide a comparative vocabulary measure for two languages. Thias
is the claim made by the Spanish-English Dominance Assessment Test and the Pictorial
Test of Bilingualism and Language Dominance. These tests elicit names of objEcts (or
actions) in Spanish and English. If more Spanish than English words are produced,
this is taken to indicate Spanish dominance, and vice versa. This format avoids. the
previous objection that if children do not know a word because they have never

dominance. This kind of test, however, can run into the problem that vocabulary is
often culturally oriented. For example, a bilingual Mexican Amenican adult reports
that most of the Spanish words he knows are associated with cooking, while most of
the words associated with cars, auto parts, etc., are English--reflecting details of
his™ particular background. Unless cultural domain is taken into account, vocabulary
tests run a risk of being seriously biased toward the language associated with the
domain they represent. The Spanish-English Dominance Assessment Test contains a .
vecabulary test focusing on the kitchen and the yard; this would yield biased results
for children who Speak Spanish in the context 6f the home, but speak English away
from home. Such children would naturally know more kitchen and yard words in Span-
ish, yet they might know more English words in other domalns, and-in fact be as pro-
flClent in speaking English as Spanish. .

AY

The Hayward Language' Dominance Indicator allows more leeway, el&citing words associ- °
ated with the kitchen, street, store, school, and doctox's office., This is a fairly
wide range of domains, but the test authors do not claim to have checked whether
bilingual children in their school district tend to.speak-English or Span?sh in each_
of them., (There is very little explanation or rationale provided with the Hayward
test. It is possible that the authors did attempt to balance domains in which Span-
ish is likely to be used with those in which English is more likely.,) The Pictorial
Test of B111nguallsm and Language Dominance was apparently more carefully constructed,
Using a test group of Mexican American migrant children in Texas, the authors
included only items known in English and Spanish by at least 50 pewxcent of the chil-
dren, and for every item known by moTe children in Spanish than in English there was

14 )
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an item known by more children in English than in Spanish. This seems to be a clever
and offective way to ‘halance a vocabulary test f01 vultural domains. However, this
test would have to be reconstructed and recalibrated for use with other cultural
(e.g., Cuban children in Miami) or langua&e groups (e g., Italian or Chinese chil~
dren). . : ’

Our basic criticism of vocabulary tests as measures of language proficiency, is that -
a child who is proficient in a language will certainly know many words, but a child
who is not proficient may still know a{good number of words. Simply knowing words’
does’ not-guarantee a functional knowledge of the structure of a language and conven-
tions tor its use. Thus, if a vocabllary test errs, it will be more likely to err in
overestimating the prdficiency 8f a child who, for example, spgaks English poorly.
This is exactly the.error one does not- wish to make, because+it has the effect of
denying special educational help to some children who may need  it.

The Value of Phonology or Pronunciation Tests

Phono]&y and pronunciation tests do not assess overall. linguistic competence, and,
as farSds we know, no one has claimed that phonology/pronunciation tests provide
adequate measures of overall language proficiency. Rather, these tests claim to
assess only one component of oral language skill. Many tests are constructed fairly
carcfully on 11n5u15t1L principles to testSthe ability to produce or distinguish

.phonological contrasts characteristic of a given language. Tests of English phonol-

ogy are- frequently designed to include English contra and sound %ombinations which
do not occur in Spanish, and therefore are often difficult for Spanish speake
learning English. The Language Assessment Battery requires children to d15t1§iu1sh
between y versus j, sh versus ch, th |5] (as in the) versus th |6] (as in three),
among others. The SkOLzylas Phonemic Unit Production Test grades children on pronun-
¢iation of th in that, sh in she, ked [kt] in liked, ng in running, a in fat, etc,
Other tests (o.g., the Test of Grammatically Correct Spanish/English) elicit chil-
dren's speech and grade it for something they vaguely term "correct" pronunciation. -
Apparently, this means how closely children sound like natlve speakers in the impres-
sion of the scorer. ¢

If such tests measure only phonology or pronunciation and warrant no inferences
about overall languagé skill, then their value depends on whether or not it is useful
or important to assess chlldren s phonological knowledge or pronunciation skills per
se, and whether test instruments are required to make this assessment. For educa-
tional purposes, it is certainly necessary to determine whether students'’ pronuncia-
tion of English allows them to be understood. However, any teacher who speaks
English can make this determination without employlng a sophisticated phonology test.
Such tests may provide more detailed analyses in assessing pronunciation of certain
sounds, but there is some doubt whether this kind of analysis is really useful in
assessing English ability, since any one mispronunciation is not very likely to
impede communication. A child who says A chip with tall masts floated in on the tide
will not be misunderstood. It is only when mispronunciation becomes global and
severe that communication is threatened, and a child's ability to get along in an
English-speaking classroom is placed in jeopardy.

The -detailed phonological diagnosis some tests make of students' speech production or
perception might provide infoymation that a teacher can use to help students with
specific pronunciation problems. If the test shows that .a Vietnamese child does not
produce word-final consonants in English speech, then the teacher can focus on that
particular problem. The Ott Test of Oral Language explicitly claims to provide such
diagnostic input to English teaching. This sort of information might indeed be one
useful feature of phonology/pronunc1ation tests, but past a certain point, there is a
question of how much instructional time one would wish to spend en phonology. If
pronunciation is understandable, then there are probably more important aspects of
language to.work on, It will be difficult, time consuming, frustrating, and probably
unnecessary ‘for students té try to produce native-sounding pronunciation,
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It is certainly, ne&ary to determine whether pronunciation can be unde‘rstood how-
ever, it is doubtful whether the detailed analysis provided by these kinds of tests
is necessary to make this gross judgment. Furthermore, it is doubtful whether one
would want to use the detailed analysis in making finer-grained judgments about
lingu1st1c ability. Detailed analysis might help teachers focus on a parsicular or
acute pronunciation problem, but this, too, might be g mixed blessing if it over-
emphasizes pronunciat1on and neglects other aspects of language,

Measures of Linguistic Creativity . - . ) ///(“

Some test items gequire stud®nts to exercise some degre¢ edilinguistic imagination by
describing somE‘:ing or answering open-ended questions./ This i% not éntireély unfair
on language proficiency tests, since these demands arée.reasonably natural linguigtic
skills which students might have to use outside the testing situation. But, all Buch
items--to some degree--measure.a skill beyond simple language knowledge in that j:ey
also test creativity, imagination, and willingness.to extrapolate from known facts,
in the context of the testing situation. Whether thesk linguistic 'creativity" items
really assess language proficiency, or go beyond it, depends on.how much extrapola-

tion is demanded by the item and on how the results are  scored.

Before we discuss particular tests that make greaten.or esser demands on a child's
imagination, we will present one argument for why it might be dangerous to place

too heavy an emphasis on linguistic creativity as a measure of language ability. )
There is well-known (if anecdotal) evidence for two distinct types of second language
learners: Risk-takers and conservatives. Risk-takers are readily w1lling to speak
the second language and to make any number of errors, as long 8s they can make them-
selves understood. Conservatives, on the other hand, are much less ready to speak in

_the second: language unless they are reasonably sure that what they are going to say

will be grampatically correct. Furthermore--and most important--this distinction
does not necessarily correlate with how well a person speaks the second language.
Conservative language learners may be relatively proficient in the language, and
still be unwilling to speak as freely or to say as much as a risk-taker who may be
kess proficient. Without claiming that every person falls in one of these categories,
it is clear that if the distinction is at all real, it may affect the results of any
test task that requires language production; but, it seems likely that it will have
more effect on tasks involving linguistjc créativity, A risk-taker is more likely to’
be willing to respond to such a task, dd will probably produce more speech, and
extrapolate farther from simple descriptions of known facts, than a conservative with
the same degree of language knowledge. ' If performance ‘is scored -according to the
grammatical correctness of the response, then this would tend to,favor the conserva-
tives. If it is scored according to the amount of speech produced or the degree of
1mag1nat10n displayed, then it favors the risk-taker. Either way, the creat1V1ty
task makes it p0551b1e to confuse language ability with how willing a person is to
take r1sks in speaking a second language. . , L

A
To confound matters even more, systematlc cultural differences may have an effect on
this task. For cultural reasons having nothing to do with relative language profi-
ciency, children from some cultural or national backgrounds may be reluctant to
respond at .length, while others from différent backgrounds may be more verbally
assertive in the same situation. Additionally, cultural background and/or personal-
ity of the test administrator may tend to encourage or inhibit children taking this
sort of test, Thus,. cultural differences and differences in individual style can
play a confounding role in tasks/}ttempting to measure language crea%1v1ty or imagi-
nation.

ra A

Tests that we yeviewed required linguistic cresivity or imagination to varying
degrees. Some tests merely. contained a few items intended to make a child extrapo-
late from known facts of pictures; at the extreme, some tests were entirely composed

of questlons intended to extract connected stories which were then graded for
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creativity, organization, "abstractness,' etc. An example of the first type is the
"Picture ‘Generating Response" subtest of the Caso Test for Non-English bpeaking Stu-
dents. e sbries of pictures shows saws and boards, and ends with a picture of a -
hand holdling a board., One question asks, Who do you think the person may be in‘
[this Picture)? and Why do you think it should go 'in |this picture]? It is not clear
from the test materials how such items are to be scored--for the grammaticality of
the answer, its content, br both, The Ilyin Oral Interview contains some similar

items, an4 similar puzzles for the scorer.

A test that relies much more heavily on limgpistic creativity is exemplified§by one
) part of the Pictorial Test of Bilingualism and Language Dominance. A picture is
*  shown to a|’child who is asked to tell g story about it. After thé child responds
with a story (or if he fails to do so)’, four mgre explicit probéZzuestions are asked
about ‘the pﬂtture. This procedure is followed for English and Spanish, with the.
same pictures and probe questions being used for both languages: The child's
responses are then scored for grammaticality and "completeness." Grammatical, com-
' « plete sentences earn the best score;-ungrammaticalities and phrases are next, and
word lists naming the objects in the picture are scored lowest. This is not
- entirely a creativity test, because grammaticality and other formal properties of
the child's answers are considered in scoring. Performance, and thus score, can be
affected by whether the child is interested enough by the picture to think up a
story about it--4 factor not directly related to language proficiency. This "inter-
est" factor will become much more important in the next two tests discussed, where
* straightforward description earns a lower score than flights of creative fancy, and
the grammaticality of the child's response is apparently not seriously considered
in judging proficiency. '

In one section of the Oral Language Evaluation, the examiner shows the: child a pic-
ture, reads a brief description of it, and then instructs the child to tell about

the picture. Performance is scored according to six categories which represent the
authors' beliefs about how language develops (Teacher's Manual), but which do not
appear to reflect the findings of any recognized research in first or second language
acquisition. In effect, the test seems intended to elicit a short story, since a
simple description of the picture earns a much lower score than an abstract story
containing details, of mood and characters' emotional responses (Teacher's Manual).

A straightforward description is taken tb mean that a child "needs some aspect of
language training [and] is probably not ready for reading." As this test is designed,
such conclusions are entirely unwarranted. There may be many reasons why a child
might not produce an abstract story. One could be that it might be very unclear to
the child what is being asked when subsequently instructed to "tell about the pic-
ture" which has already been described by the examiner. There is no effort to
explain what kind of response i5 desired, nor could there be: What could the child

. make of such words as mood and"émwtionaimfeactionsiqhsqlmiﬁ”59¢m§_9n11391¥m§h§§m§h9m.._..__w

child will even be able to clearly undepstand the task posed.

. ’ -

This section 6f the Oral Language Evaluation allegedly®assesses the need for oral
language training and reading readiness; however, the test really confuses proficient
language performance with a certain derivative language-based skill--the ability to
compose fiction. ‘Some people are.govd at composing fiction and some are not, but
this does not necessarily say anything about their ability to use English under
ordinary circumstances. T '

Most of these criticisms of the Oral Language Evaluation also apply to the Language
Facility Test. Both tests set up a series of categories as a supposed hierarcﬁy'of
Tanguage development, unrelated to any of the considerable body of research on lan-
guage  development. In both tests, the lower categyries are related to. the form of
the language used, the linguistic elements that ocdur, and the organization among
them;’ the higher categories contain judgments about the completeness, implications,

organization, or abstractness of the story. The lower categories seem to evaluate
.' . v \
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something very different from the higher ones, because judgments at the lower lqvels
are based on the form of the language used, while the higher levels depend on the
llterary properties of the story the child tells.  In scoring xthe Language Facility ™
'Test, clear instructions are given to ignore vocabulary, grammar, an pronunciation.
A high scoring story could be Mgrossly ungrammatical and from.a Person not famif;ar \
with the correct names for some elements 6f the ‘pictures'" (Test Administrator's'Man- -
-ual),. This scoring strategy makes us wonder just what is being tested here, since a
person lmight not contxol enough English to function in daily life, ,and yet be rated
", in the véry top category of this test. - "\ . |
[ 4
|

» =] - ' .
o .Counting Linguistic Elements

‘Some tests feature a scoring'strategy wherein spéech~~anything from lists of worgs
to connected descriptions or discourses--is elicited from a child, and linguistig-:
elements contained in this speech sample are counted., Whether sentences, phrases,’
words, or syllables ‘are counted, and whether the.finai score is represented as a{
simple total, or as an average of one sort of element with respect to another (e,g.,
_average number gf words per sentence), the intent pf such strategies is usually Eo
‘claim that the inclusion of more elements indicates greater proficiency, and that the
quantity of language,produced is a good index of dverall ability. E
LS |
.The general problem with this claim is that the total amount of speech a child pfo—
duces on one occasion, in response to a particular set of stimuli, does not neces-
sarily tell us what the child knows about language or is capable of producing. There
are various regsons why children might not, on particular occasions, produce a lot
of speech: (& they might not know much English (or whatever language is being
tested); (b) they might not be interested or motivated by "the test items to speak;
(c) they might not be linguistic risk-takers; (d) they might not have understood that
_they were expected to produce an extensive amount of speech; and/or (e) they may
think that simply answering or responding concisely and to the point is all that is
required. Tests that score performance by counting linguistic elements tend to
assume that the only possible reason for children not to say much is because they do
not know much of the language, but the other reasons are real possibilities and tend
to vitiate the results of such tests. _ \ .
The Basié¢ Inventory of Natural Language (BINL) i% scored almost entirely by counting
linguistic elements the child@ produces. Various sorts of elements are counted and
reported as independent categories in each child's 'oral language profile.'" We will
consider in some detail the two categories of "average level of complexity' and
"fluency." -

In the BINL, the average complexity level is found by counting complete and partial
___________ sentences, modifiers, phrases, and clauses, calculating a-weighted total of all these
-elements, and dividing by the total number of sentences. This score is supposed to
reflect the average complexity of the sentences the child produced, but there are
several problems with this strategy. First, there are no accessible, objective, and
reliable criteria for deciding what a clause is, what a phrase is, or what consti--
tutes "modification." This sort of decision may appear simple, especially concerning
the most common, clear-cut cases in each category, but everyday language makes con-
stant use of a wide range of grammatical structures which challenge analysis. This
fact is bound to complicate the-scoring of .a test such as the BINL and to limit its
reliability. The difficulty with scoring on the BINL is further increased by the
" problem of ellipsis, although the authors of the test intend for appropriate ellipsis
to be allowed (Instructions Manual). For example, in a question and answer sequence

such as

Where is the cat in this picture?
In the tree. .

the answer would be intended to count as a complete sentence,. and not.-as a preposi-
tional phrase. Looking only at the language produced by the child being t sted,
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the scorer of the BINL has no way to distinguish acceptably elliptical utterances

. such as the above, which are to be counted as "complete sentences," from Mpartial
sentences' or "phrases."
- !

Another problem with this scoring strategy is that it assumes that all linguistic
phrases, all clauses, and all forms of modification are equally complex. A moment's
reflection will show that this is not true. The scoring procedure is apparently not'
even iq{cnded'to consider whether a child's responses are appropriate, ifternally
related, or even grammatical. The test materials do not say that o ly"grammatibal
sentences should be counted as "complete sentences.'" In. fact, d%rtain ungrammatiéali-
ties are acceptable (Instructions Manual), but it is not clear whetlher the authors <
intend to-accept ull umgrammaticalities. A more subtle problem congerns the coeherence
or reluteaness of the response, because a series of unrelated sentences _would be
scored as high as a coherent response. For ‘example, the following two responses would
be scored as approximately equivalent gerformance, but the first is obviously a more .
sensible use of English: . ' \ '

\

. k4 .
< John went to the store. He bought some bread. Then he came ho*e.
kl The cat is on the mat. My ear js purple. Beavers live i? canada.
! ’ ) ' \

Another category in the BINL language profile is thé "fhuency' score--the total number
of words produced. Here a child can get a higher score for responses that are over-
explicit to a degree that is linguistically unnatural. 1In the Instructions Manual,
the test authors point out that the natural answer to the question Where are the toys?
is on the table, not The toys are on the table. In fact, in most circumstances it
would be unnatural--uncharacteristic of the ordinary conversation of native English
speakers--to produce the complete sentence answer. Yet, children will get a higher
"fluency" score on the BINL for producing this conversationally unnatural response.
— - .
The Oral Language Dominance Measure (E1 Paso Public Schools) assesses English or
Spanish proficiency as a function of two variables--total number of grammatical and:
appropriate responses to the test items and total number of words produced. The first
of tlfese is linguistically sensible as a measure of proficiency, but the second seems
dubious. The Examiner's Manual reports that the test makers' own research has found
thp two factors to predict language ability, but this research is not described, and
no bibliographical references are given. -

The Test of Grammatically Correct Epglish/Spanish (Las Cruces School District) .scores
responses, in part, by counting the number of words and syllables produced, and by
evaluating the uncommonness of the words used (i.e., whether they appear on a list of
the statistically most common English words). Thus, this test partly evgluates
responses according to whether long words and/or uncommon words are used.  'In effect,
this scoring procedure focuses on the content words used by the child, since the
function words of English are characteristically short and frequent in ‘octurrence. .

two parts. One part asks five questions Wbout the use of Englfish or another language
(When your father, speaks to you, what language does he use?), knd one point is scored
for English each time the child claims to use it in a particular social situation.
ive English points are possible. "The other part of the test is scored by counting
number of nouns produced; the child is asked to name objects found in the kitchen
in four other locations. One point is scored for English for every object named
in Bnglish. Asjide from the problems involved in measuring language proficiency by
simply counting words, this scoring scheme implicitly makes the unsupported and
- counter-intuitive claim: determining if children know the English word stove as
something found in the kitchen tells us exactly as much about theit English profi-
ciency -as determining that the father speaks in English, WHile jt is fairly clear
that these are not equivalent indices of language ability, we have no idea how they
should be compared, nor whether they should even be -compated. o :

The Language Dominance Indicator Test (Hayward Unified School Eisfrict) contains
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LINGUISTICALLY ARTIFICIAL TEST TASKS

' Generally speaking, a test of language proficiency should assess fumiliurit){()? fdcil-

' ity with the rules of a language and tjje cbnvehtions that govern its use as a means of
communication. In test1ng language p ficie cy, we should try to avoid assignlng

_requirements beyond those imposed by the ordinary conventional e of language. Such
extra requ1rements~-artifacts of the testing situatioh--risk fgtilng in the way of
what the'test is really trying to measure--overall ;language skill. Of course, all
tests will be somewhat artificial. The testing situation is not just a normal conver-
sational interchange, and few, if any, children will fail to realize that they are
being tested. But, the language of tests and various aspects of the tasks imposed
should match ordinary language usage as closely as possible in order to avoid imposing
, linguistically artificial tasks on the child which require extraneous knowledge. &Such
knowledge might indeed bé language-related, but goes beyond what would properly. char-
acterize language proficiency.

b}
‘e

Understanding ghe Test Task

Occas1onally the 1nstruct10ns telling ¥he child what is requ1red by partlcular test
tasks are excessively vague about what kind of response will constitute good perfor- . o
mance." This becomes a problem in cases where something more is required of the person
taking the test than simply observing the rules and ‘conventions of normal English- B
usage. Children who manage to figure out’ what is required may do better than those:

«  who do not, although they actually’may not be more prof1C1ent at English (or whatever
language is being tested) : : d

The most common cas¢ involves test ‘items that intend to elicit a particular linguistié
structure,dput which in fact will not do so unless.a complete sentence response is
prq@uced Since the rules of English do not very often require complete sentence
responses, tests must resort to extra instructions or other manipulation in order to 1T
elicit complete sentences. Many tests simply instruct the child to answer in complete
sentences; other tests employ more indirect strategies, using probing techniques or .- -
teaging to elicit the target structure from the child. " Because the intent of the . . =
probes is often not clear, these methods can be very puzzling. The Ilyin Oral Inter- -
.view states, "It is important that the respondent. give complete sentences,’ both
statements and questions. If he gives short answers, the intérviewer" should instruct =
_him to give a longer one." Quite apart from whether it is natufal to demand complete
sentence answers to all questlons, how does the child know that "longer'" means '"com- .
plete sentence'? - Similarly, in the directions for the Moreno Oral English Proficiency
Placement Test, examples are.given for eliciting the required complete sentence
_ responses, In reply to a test question, Does Juan have a cat?, a child might well .
answer No. - Th1s ;s a perfectly natural English answer, but since it.does not serve
the test purposes, the examiner is instructed to prempt, No, what? 1f the child
dnswers [a] policeman in response to What is he?, the examiner is jnstructed to , @
; prompt, Tell me that... or Tell me more. It is d1ff1cu1t to predict what children
¢ might make#pf these questions, and it may be difficult for them to interpret what is
“ expected. Assuming the answer to the original test question is truthful, grammatical,
and appropriate (as is the case with the two Moreno exﬁmples), it m1ght be confusing
to be probed for a further answer--why is the examiner not satisfied? The child
,\m1ght even 'think a mistake has been made, when in.fact the given answer is correct
- and natural, but not the one that the test question was designed to induce. .

f Y e

This case 'and others involve test instructions that may give test-wise students an .

. advantage over children who are 1nexper1enced at taking tests. . In these tests, there
is an implicit test-taking skill--quite’ apart from purely linguistic ‘abilities--which
can ‘increase the possibility of a high score. So, individual experience may play an

. 1mportant role in determining scores. . .° ., :
The crane Oral Dominance Te§t consists of a memory task which prasents children with
’eight words, four in English and four in Spanish. .Children must recall as many of .the
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eight as possiljle, in either languageﬁ.iﬂ more English words are repeated, then the

child is judged English dominant and likewise for Spanish. Children are told to say
[the words] any way you want, in English or in Spanish (Philosophy and.Directions
Booklet). Nésoxxheless; some children may perceive it as part of the test task to
remember what language each word was presented in, and might make a conscious effort
to produce four English words and four Spanish words. To the extent that they are
successful at this, they will tend to be judged’as balanced bilingual--dominant in
neither: language. Other children may simply fry to recall words in either language as
the authors intended, and their scores will/be free of the infllience of -a conscious
effort to equalize the number of words. Tlus, if all children do not perceive the
test task the same, it may be unsound to cpmpare the final scores of any two and claim
that the test shows one student to be mord English- or Spanish-domjinant than the,.
other. ' : ’
Sometimes par&icular items or sections of tests require instructions that pose a
greater ‘linguistic challenge than the actual response required. In this case, the
test runs the risk of concluding that students do not kiiow the correct response when,
in-fact, they may be having difficulty understanding the more complex instructions..
For example, on the Listening Comprehension seétion of the Shutt Primary Language

Indicator Test, each item is intended to assess comprehension of a noun phrase. Some

items test .simple noun phrases (a banana)’ most items test nouns with relative clauses’
(a thild.who is pitching, something tied with a string); some test relative clauses
that. lack preceding nouns (what a child should take to the teacher on the first.day of
school). In each case, however, the noun phrase being tested is embedded .inside an
e%pyqpsion that is grammatically quite complex: Make an X in the square on the'pic-

tyré which shows . For most of the items on the Listening Comprehension subtest,

is expression is more complex.than the noun phrase expression being tested; this

adds cofsjderable irrelevant difficulty tosthe task, making it very hard .to pinpoint
exadtly.what is not kqown by students who miss such\an item. o :

- a

Ellipsis and Complete Sentences

Many tests provide a definite instruction to answer in complete sentences or Tesort

to some other strategy to try to elicit complete sentencas where they.would not nor-
mally be required in conversation.. We criticized some of these covert-strategies .
earlier on the grounds that they may be confusing or misleading. However, what is
wrong wigh straightforwardly telling children to respond in complete sentences? Jus
this: knowing the correct form and use of complete English sentences (indeed a com-
ponent of English proficiency) .is not the same as knowing the meaning of the expres-
sion 'complete sentence." ) : '

a
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It has been demonstrated that people who can speak English proficiently dé--in some

sense--know what constitutes a complete English sentence. ey can construct and use
complete sentences when the conventions of English usage require it, and when they
omit complete sentences in their speech, they usually do id certain principled and

specifiable ways. Native English speakers who ‘do not know.that a complete sentence.
copsists of a subject, predicate, etc. still know how to use complete sentences when
it is appropriate. Thé ability to use English in this way is knowledge of language;
"the ability to construct and produce complete sentences on command is knowledge about
language. Individuals with the skills to produce sentences on command generally have
acquired them by formally studying and learning about English grammar, but ‘lack of
formal training does not necessarily indicate a lack of English ability. Children who
fail..to respohd in complete sentences when explicitly told to do so might not have -
acquired the skills to construct complete senténces, or they simply might not know
what the term "completé sentence" means. ‘It is- possible that some measures claiming

" to test English-ability are testing explicit knowledge of ‘the concepts of English

‘grammar.

Previously, we criticized strategies uéeq in the Ilyin Oral Interviéw and the Moreno
Oral English Placement Test for trying indirectly to obtain complete sentence

<
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© example, in.ohe-item intended to elicit past tense
of a fish and safgj\Where did the fish jump? The fush.... The child must sdy The

. < ! . '
’ ° o *

responses. Tests explicitly instructing children to produce complete sentences are

thy Short Test of Linguistic Skills the Caso Test for Non-English Speaking Students,

the anliqh as a Second Lan e Achievement Tests, Level 1. The Short Test of
s to

nguistic Ski s the ¢hi I'H:am goTng €& ask- you some questions In English,
and I'd like you to answer the questions by using a complete sentence (Examiner's
Manual, emphasiq theirs); the others are equally clear on this point.
The pervasiveness of ellipsis in normal language hsagércreates problems with the
scoring strategies used on $everal tests. On one part of the Ott Test of Oral Lan-
guage, students answer questions put by the examiner. Although not directly
instructed to yse complete sentences or prodded to do so, students' responses are
graded according to a hierarchy in which simple noun phrases get one peint, verbal
and other phras®s~get two points, and complete simple sentences get three points. .,
This scoring_hierarchy is applied to the answers for all test questions, even though
conventional English usage requires different kinds of answers to different kinds of
question3, Questions like What do you see here? inyite noun phrase answers (a dog, a
man in a red hat) as.the most natural, straightforward replies, and questions like
What are they doing? invite verb phrase-answers (playing football). The scoring
scheme for the Ott test would award a better sc@kre foraunnatural*q§Ver1y explicit
answers to the above two what question examples. The short answer$ that these ques-
tions would ordinarily evoke would ‘earn childrén a lower score. In effect, this
section of® the Ott test rewards complete sentence answers without regard to whether
such answers are natural, and without informing children what is expected. If a
scoring system rewards petrformance which deviates frpm standard usage, test subjects
must be told what kind.of performance is desired.

The scoring system for one section, of the Pictorial Test of Bilingualism and language
Dominance likewise rewards the use of complete sentences. Like the Ott test, the

" Pictorial test does not”specifically elicit complete sentence responses, but still

assesses a higher degree of prof1c1ency in English if such responses are produced.

The scof\ng scheme for- the Basic InVGntory of Natural Langnqge (BINL) also penaligzes
partial sentences, but ellipsis is nominally allowed.f Correctly used, elliptical
sentencas are to be scored as if they were complete sentences (Instructions Manual).
Although an acceptable scoring procedure, there may be some problem in determining
whether an ‘elliptical response has been correctly produced The problem could arise
due to BINL,data collection procedures, where data is collected by. gather1ng children
together in a group and having one child describe or tell a story about a picture to
the other children. . Conversational interchange among the children is encouraged on
the assumption that it will.serve to elicit natural language from the story-telling
child.. Albeit that the assbmptlon is probably correct and the situation ideal to
elicit instances of ellipsis, the data that is transcrxibed and subsequently scored
apparentlypconsists only of the speech of the particular cﬁ;ld telling the story.
Comment s ﬁid quest1ons from other children in the group are lost by the time the
speech sample is scored. (The sample may be mailed away for scoring-by the tst

p blishers, who obV1ously never heard the group conversation that served as the con-. -

text for the speech sampie )" In order to determine,whgther dp elliptical form has
been used correctly, it is cruc1al to know what else has been said 1n the context
where the form occurred. =

The Michigan Oral Language Productive Test provides a series of quesgions intended .
to elicit particular grammatical forms, particuldr words, and particular.pronuncia--
tions. Since correct elliptical answers to the test questions would frequehtly not
include the structuré being tested, the Michigan test adopts 'a strategy in which the

examingy prompts the thild with the first word orq.'o of .the desired response.' For
the examiner points to a picture

fish jumped in the river, using the past tense verb, jumped. This strategy is neces-
sary to prevent the child from answering in the river,'which is a perfectly natural

LI ' R -
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answer, but one that does not contain the desired past tgfse verb. This strategy, as
with others we have discussed, makes .the test task very artificial. In ordinary
conversat ion whon asking a question; we do not prompt the first few words of the
oxpoctod answer; when answering a question, we do not oxpect the questionér to pro- .
. *vide the first few words of the desired response. It is difficult to make test tasks
approximate ordimary language usage, but tasks like this one run the risk of testing
understanding of and willingness to comply with the artificlal test task, rather than
the ability to handle ordinary English usage. The more vapjation there is between
the test task and ordinary usage, tho more room there js for doubt that the ‘test
actually assesses brdinary skills. .

In some cases, 'the prompting strategy employed by the Michigan test will not neces-
sarily be successful in eliciting the desired form. For some items, there may be

Bn® grammatical, coherent, and factually correct responses, repeating the examiner's
prompt, which still do not include the desired grammatical or phonological feature.
In one item, gpe examiner says, The fqgher wears shoes in this picture. Tell me if
the boy wears’ shoes. No, he.... The child must answer No, he daesn't (wear shoes) ,
becausé the iten intends to test ﬁegated‘aoi but the cHild might equally say No, he
has novsHoes or’No, he's barefoot. Are thesé @answers to be counted wrong? The
MAT-SEA-CAL Oral Proficiency Test employs the same prompting strategy just described

. for the Michigan test, and is subject to the same criticisms. ' ;

/
r - » -, - v.
In conclusion, we will mention a few tests that are noteworthy in that the¥~igkzzkl e
require complete senténce responses, nor do they score elliptical sentences low in
environments that naturally permit ellipsis. The Oral Language Dominance Measure
states that "any grammatically correct response in the language being elicited 1is !
f\\*'- . ‘considered acceptable'" (Examiner's Mhanual), whether or not it cantains the specific
structure that the item was designed to induce. Examples of permissible responses
make it clear that ellipsis is considered acceptable. Similarly, the speaking tests
of the Language Assessment Battery allow for ellipsis, and other correct and appropri-
ate answers tEat JifTer from what the test item was intended to elicit (see Examiner's
- Directions for Administering, Level 2). The Bilingual Syntax Measure also allows .
elliptical and other appropriate, grammatical responsgs as correct answers to test
“items (Manual; Technical Handbook).

. - Metalinguistic Instructions
- The requirement to produce complete sentence responses poses a metalinguistic task
for children in that it requires not just knowledge of a language but also some '
explicit, conscious knowledge about a language, about the analysis of its grammar,
and about the names grammarians have invented to refer to elements of the language,
¢ The complete® sentence requirement is by far the most common metalinguistic task posed
by language proficiepcy J§SSS, but some ‘other tasks and instructions found in the
tests we reviewed also require metalinguistit knowledge of one 'sort or agother. A
R " metalinguistic task creates the possibility of confounding--test items may not be
measuring the linguistdc skill they intend to. If by instructing them to ask a ques-
tion, 'a test seeks to deternqne whether children can construct an ordinary English
question, children's failure do this properly could be caused.by ignorance of how \
+to construct an English question (as the test predicts), ignorance of the meaning of 3
the instruction "ask a question," or ignorance of the word 'question.' As with com- L
‘ plete sentences, children may be able to construct and use questions properly and
effectively, but not be able txhprngce one on cue. ) .

The Ilyin Oral Interview contaihs. a number of "items of this sort: "Please ask me a
. question about this picture. Please ask a question about this pjcture using the word
"arter.” Sevéral of these items are followed by the instruction, Please answer your
question. Another item says: This picture shows Bill every weéekday. Please ask me
_a questfon about this picture.- Here, the desired response.is presumably something
.like what does Bill do 3yery weekday? Apparently,’these items aim to control the
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form of a response by explicitly indicating what form to us¢ and--in sonie cases--what
words to use. One result of this is to produce a conversational interchange that
would noever be. found anywhere but on a ldanguage proficiency test. We usually ask
questions because we want to know something, not because someone ihstructed-us to ask
a question. People sometimes require. us to say certain things, but they seldom tell
us what words to use in saying them, and wé are very seldom ipstructed to answer our
own questions. Performing such artificial tasks requires certain test-taking abili-

. ties, as well as the ability to spedk English;.yet, it is only the latter ability
that is being tested. I1f the, task is very unlike the usual applieation of the skill
being tested; then test-taking skills become relatively more important, and we are
less likely to be measuring what we want--proficiency in the ordindry use of Bnglish.

N 9

A-related metalinguistic problem is found on the Harris Articulation Test. This test
provides a detailed assessment of children's pronunciation of English consonants in
initial, medial, and firal positions in words. Pictures are presented to children,
‘who pust name the objects., For example, a picture of a ball is presented to elicit

the word ball so that pronunéiation of initial b can be judged. To get coiisonants in -,

initial position, a single nBun must be produced without an indefinite article pre-
ceding it. If the child says a ball instead of ball, then an initial position b has
not been produced, and the test does not obtain the information it seeks. In an
effort to control this, the examiner instructs thé child who produces an indefinite
article to Snly say the name of the picture. This may be a puzzling ingtructior. ‘
Children who identify the pitture as a ball may think they have already said only
‘the name of the picture and might wonder why that response is not acceptable. . This
strategy is reminiscent of tests that try to probe for a complete sentence respons
or, failing to get a complete sentence, ask for a longer answer. \

Another example of a metalfngu}stic instruction involves tests that explicitly
children to respond in-a particular language. In language proficiency testing
it is legitimate to ¢kpéct a child ‘to be able to wespond in the language'used o
administer the test, Many tests take advantage of this by simply presenting test

" items (oral 'questions or commands) in the language that is being assessed. For
example, the Spanish/English Language Performance Screening clearly instructs examin-
ers to use only Spanish in the Spanish section and,only English in that section. The
Oral Language Dominance Measure separates the two languages coggéetely by requiring a
lapse of several days between administration of the English and”Spanish sections. .
These are logical and probably effective strategies for eliciting responses in a
particular language, In contrast, it is not necessarily reasonable to expect that
‘all children will be able to respond'in the appropriate language when instructed to
do so. Children might know both languages and be able to separate them (in the sense
of being able to speak the proper language in the proper social situation), but still
not understand the metalinguistic instruction to Manswer in' English." This is
unlikely to be a problem with older bilingual children, who are probably well aware
that. they speak two languages, but some younger children may be aware of speaking in

_a certainp way with some people and differently with others, without being overtly
‘aware of the distinction represented by different language names.

The Pictorial Test of Bilingualism and Language Dominance introduces a picture-naming
‘ vocabuldry test with the Instruction, You may answer.in either English or Spanish
‘(Manual). The Crgne Oral Dominance Test, as previously described, sets a memory task
in which the child must recall a_set of orally presented words. Instructiohs include
"Sometimes I will say the word in English and sometimes in Spanish. Listen care- '
fully. When I finish, name as many words as you can remember. You can ‘say them any
way you want, in English or Spanish' (Philosophy and Directions Booklet). Under-
standing this instruction.js crucial to the Crane test, Since.a natural response
might be to report the Spanish words in Spanish and the,Eng11§h words in English,
which would seriously interfere with the qssu's intent.

. . . ) ) :
The James Language Dominance Test has perception and production sections in Spanish,
and then 1in ?ngiish» The only instruction that intervenes betweén the Spanish and
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. English sections, to inform the child that a change has taken plage, is the examiner's \J/“
stdtement, We're going to talk in.English. Look at these pictures (Manual). The‘.
abruptness of thé change from Spanish to English might pose some problems in shifting .

* from one language to the other. (Contrast the complete separation of languages e

required by the Oral Language Dominance Measure.) (The James test*also recommends

using a metalinguistic instruction 1T the child responds in the wrong language. For

example, on the Spanish section, if the child respoidds in Bnglish, the examiner is

instructed to say Dimelo. en Espafol. As we indicate ahqve, this-may not be an pffec-

tive way to obtain Spanish responses from some young cjildrch.

Finally, the Flexibility Test to Measure Language Rominancg in Spanish-Bng%ish Bilin- :
guals is a test of a unique type, in which children preEented with a set of eight
scrambled letters are first told to consttruct as many Spanish words from those

letters as possible in 60 seconds, and then to construct as many English words as

possible from the letters. This process is, repeated five times with five different

sets of eight scrambled letters. To accomplish the task, children must be able to

make a clear ‘and conscious distinction between English and Spanish when instructed

to do so. S;?n\yis task is open to the priar criticisms that successful performance “
requires a certain kind of metalinguistik knowledge. .

2

Identical Test Items in 'lwo Languages

“Another way in which the overall organization of iest tasks can deparf'from everyday
language usage is by requiring students to answer exactly the same questions twice--

once in each languagé. Although this is done so that competence ih the two languages

can be directly compared, this kind of task is unlike any conversational use of lan- ’
guage and aven unlikg the way language is customarily used in other types of tests.
.Ordinarily, there is no point in asking the same person the same question twice.
Either the question is answered correctly or it is not, fand for testing purposes,

that is all that is required. ", . -

The identical item format usually asks simple short-answer questions$, whith decreasés
the pretense that the testing situation is just an ordinary conversational interac-
tion. It is open to argument whether it is worthwhile to'try to maintain any such
pretense. Some tests try to do so overtly (e.g., the Basic Inventory of Natural Lan- ¢<:
uage and the Bilingual Syntax Measure); many more do not. “Tests should -assess .
orainary conversational language ability and normal language-usage as much as pos-
sible, and tests that adopt features different from normal usage mist show that they
. do not interfere with the assessment of the ability to use.lanfuage n ordinary cir-
. cumstancest " - '

Even though it is conversationally unnatural’ to so, a bilingual child will prob-
ably havé no trouble answering a question like What is your name? in both languages.
However, tests which require longer, descriptive\ or creative answers, and which
duplicpte the task in two languages, may indeed create bias problems. One part of
the Pictorial Test of Bilingualism and Language Dom e involves showing childrén a
¢ picture and asking for a story about it—-first in sh, then in Spanish. _ The
_children, of course, have the option of making up two different stories about the
same picture, but if they choose to tell thé game story twice; it is likely to be
shorger and less elaborate the second time...Children may not feel it necessary to be
as careful or precise about introducing characters just introduced or describing
:sithations already described. They may use more pronouns and more ellipsis the
second tims, assuming (correctly) that the examiner will understand what is being
said, since it all has béen said before. The test, however, is scored according to
the completeness of the thoughts expressed, and the demonstrated expression of com-
plete subject-verb-object sentences (Manual). Children's performance in the second
language is liable to appear less complete, and so less proficient, pyrely as an
artifact of the test format. . - . .
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Ono soction of the Spanish- EngTish Dominance Assessment Test also adopts the format
of picture description. Examiners create their own pictures representing local
conditions, bhut it is not clear frol the tost materials whother children are required
to describe the same picture twice, in Spanish and then in English, or to describe

_ one picture in Spanish and a different one in English. In view of the above consid-
‘ erations, it would seem preferable to follow the latter proquure.

Finally, one way to overcome the problems with identical test items in two different
languages is to administer the English and non-English sections of the test on dif-
ferent occasions., After a lapse of a few days, it might be less unnaturdl to ask
children to answer questions already answered. The Oral Language Dominance Measure
follows this procedure, ]

_ IMPLICATIONS OF SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION FOR TESTS  V

Most tests which purport to assess relative bnglish proficiency are implicitly based
on idea that pecople tend to learn structures which are easier, sentence types
whi¢h .are simpler, and vocabulary which is somehoWw more basic, before mastering more
. complex and difficult parts of the system. While this is a reasonable assumption,
the content of many tests.still is based on notions of complexity which are supported .
neither by linguistic theory nor by empirical evidence of how children acquire Eng-
lish as, a second language. .
Children acquire language through a systematic developmental process in which they .
actively and creatively build up knowledge of the' language system. Through contact
with language in everyday situations, they gain a sense of how utterances in the
language are structured and organized, and gradually they integrate these linguistic
structures into an internalized grammatical system for the language. This’ process - is
frequently termed language acquisition to diqtlngu1sh it from consc10us, deliberate
language learning.

There are various kinds of evidence which suggest that the language acquisition
process is guided by some property of cognitlve organization--some special capacity
for dealing with language structure which all children have. Among the kinds of

evidence advanced for this view are the following:

e Children learning any language not only repeat and imitate speech, but they
E also produce new, unique sentences which they have not heard before.

. e Many .6f the "errors" made by children learning English as a second language
are similar, regardless of the native language of the child.

¥

.« Second language learners tend not to transfer _syntactic patterns of their
native language to the new language; errors appear to be developmental rather
than to result from first langpage interference,

A Y e
‘.

* Stages® in the language acquisition process appear similar in children from
different learnlng environments. -

®» Stages in the second language acquisition process are apparently not guided by
external input factors such as the auditory salience of speech elements or
corrective feedback from other people (although this point is somewhat contro-
Verblal) - .

H
-

The acqu151tion of language structure, then, tends to be a systematic and regular
process. As they build competence in the new language, all children tend first to
master certain types of structures, later developing control of sdmewhat more complex
structures, In the acquisition of English as a second language, characteristic
. patterns of word order, for English senterices are typically mastered before any
‘higher-level markers of grammatical relationships. Research also shows that use of
the singular copula is is contragled before the short plural marker -s, and that both
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of those structuxes are controlled before the pvssessive morpheme 's.* Other research
has shown that children learning English as a second language use is before they use
do and can; furthermore, children use all three of these verb forms before beginning
to infloct any of them for number or tense (as in was, are, did), and also before
other modals (will; would, must) appear in children's speech. These are just a few
examples of regular patterns which all children acquiring English as a second lan-
guage tend to follow. ’

The acquisition of English grammatical morphemes is not a linear and additive
sequence; rather, structures seem to tall into groups, and children tend to acquire

the structures within one group before they gain control of those in another group.

This hierarchylof English structures--which is supported by empirical evidence from
language acquisition research--predicts that if children control some grammatical
structure which is relatively high in the hierarchy (i.e., which is predicted to be a
relatively late acquisition), they will also control structures which are acquired
earlier. Conversely, children whose speech does not indicate control of some rela-
tively low-level structures (i.e., relatively early acquisitions) will probably also
lack more difficult structures. ' '

The fact that there are such hierarchical patterns in second language acquisition has
important implications for testing English proficiency. These patterns make it pos-
sible--in principle at least--to design a test in such a way that when children
demonstrate control (or lack of it) of certain grammatical structures, we can learn
more about their language ability than just their facility with those particular
structures, We can also infer something about placement on the putative language
acquisition hierarchy, and thus gain information about the developmental level in the
acquisition of English.

Type of Language Knowledge Tested: Discrete Point
VS, Iptegrative Testing

For some children there may be a gap between the ability to use English in nqtu}al
interaction, and the ability to perform formal tasks in situations which invite
conscious attention to language form (such as some testing situations), The first
type of ability will reflect a stage in the developmental process of language acqui-
sition; the second will not, - :

In evaluating tests which claim to assess students' control of English grammatical‘
structure, it i§ important to recognize which of these two types of language knowl-
edgé a test is trying to assess and what the test reveals about students' develop-
mental level of English acquisition. Depending on the design of the test, it may
elicit. representative evidence of students' internalized control of English struc- .
ture, or ‘it may yield an inventory of some of the precisé rules of grammar students
have learned. In the former case, a test score might indicate (in part) students’
ability to use English in meaningful interaction, and placement in the developmental
process of acquiring English. In the latter case, the test ‘score might provide no
information about either of these important points.

English proficiency tests which include -some measure of grammatical ability usually
fall into one of two general categories: integrative and discrete point, Integrative
tests obtain evidence of students' overall control of the language by having them
produce connected discourse in some meaningful context. For example, the Basic

Inventory of Natural LanEua§e, the Language Dominance Survey, the Language Facility
Test, the Oral Language ELvaluation, and the Pictorial Test of Bilinggalism and Lan-

*Note that these three grammatical morphemes are all typically m‘hifested by the
sound of s _and are thereby auditorily equally salient to the perceptions of the
language learner. This case is one example of the third type of evidence mentioned
above for the existence of a natural sequence in the acquigition process.
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‘versus abstract content; or in the Language Assessment Scales, in which language

guage Dominance require children to describe or tell a story about pictures. A few’
tests, such as the Language Dominance Criteria, educe conversation in the form of
answeors to personal questions, Discrete point tests, on the other hand, consist of
items designed to test a number of specific structures or rules--discrete points in
the language system. Generally, each item tests one such point, independently of
other items which test different points. In such a test, all the items taken together
are considered to be a representatjvé)sampling of the structure of the language, or
at least of some part of its structufe--grammar, phono}ogy, etc.

[ &
Integrative Tests. Because integrative tests have the virtue of eliciting natural :7
discourse, the language produced in such tests will reflect the aquired knowledge of
English structure; but, of the integrative tests reviewed, none yields any useful
information regarding the degree of control of grammatical structure or developmental
level of English acquisition. '

A general problem with integrative testing is that a saﬁpie of natural disceurse will
provide information only about the grammatical ‘structures which happen to occur din
the sample. It will provide a basis on which to assess the control of those struc-
tures, but it will not provide information about the control of any structures which
do not occur. We will learn something about control of irregular past tense from the

- student who, for example, utters either He took a nap or He taked a nap, but we will

have no basis for making such a judgment if, in the discourse, no 1rregular verbs
occur in past tense. .This fact limits the evaluative and diagnostic potential of

integrative tests.

A second and greater problem with the integrative tests we reviewed lies in the
nature of their scoring procedures. The types of evaluations which are made of .
elicited discourseé are either so gross as to be unrevealing,. so subjective as to
limit their value, or based on misguided notions about language. One example of
gross and unrevealing scoring procedures is provided by the Language Dominance Cri-
teria, where the scorer simply indicates the presence or absence ¢f grammatical -
errors in the discourse. Similarly, on the Chicqu Short Test of Liquistic Skills,
the scorer indicates whether there are major or minor grammatical errors, with no
more than a few ungeneralizable examples to guide Judgment Bxamples of extremely
subjective evaluations can be found in the Language Facility Test, in which the
examiner judges the organization and descriptive adéquacy of the dlscourse, in the ,

Oral Langpagp Evaluation, in which the discourse is judged in terms of concrete

.

production is Judged to be incoherent, labored, near perfect, or perfect. (The

last category is an ideal which not even native speakers would characterist1ca11y
achieve.) Qther tests, such as the Basic Inventory of Natural - Language, Spanish/
English Language Performance Screening test, or Test of Grammatically Correct Span-

is E7E Iish, involve scoring of sentence length or complexity. Whatever value may

lie in some of these scoring procedures, it is clear that none yields diagnostic
information about students' control of English structure, and none indicates devel- ‘

oﬁhental-level of English acquisition,

Discrete Point Tests. One of the advantaé%s of discrete point testing (which enables
it to overcome or avoid the problems associated with integrative testing) is that it
can, in principle, assure controlled representation of structures or rules which, for
one reason or another, are considered important. However, one of the main disadvan--
tages of discrete point tests is that it is difficult to extract natural language
responses while malnta1n1ng close control qvér the grammatical structures to be pro-
duced. - .

There are two groups of discrete point grammar tests whose tasks do not cause stu-
dents to produce any spontaleoys natural language, and which will therefore fail

to yield information regarding students' developmental level.of English acquisition,
The first group includes tests of aural compf§hen516n, such as the Comprehension of
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Oral-Language Test, or sections of the Language Assessmont Scales. the MAT-SEA-CAL
tbe Language Assessment Battery, or the Milwaukee English as a Second Language
Achievement Tests. As previously discussed, it is very difficult totassess control
of grammati®sgl strdcture by trying to evaluate passive comprehension. Furthermore,
aura¥ comprehehgjon does not necessarily reflect students' ability to speak the
language. a - .

The second group of tests which does not involve elicitation of spontaneous natural.
language includes tests with sentence repetition tasks, such as the Northwestern °
Syntax Screening Test .or the Del Rig Language bcreening>Test. It should be mentioned
that both the Northwestern and the Del Rio tests are designed to identify children
with delayed or deviant language development. The manual of the Northwestern test
(to its credit) states that '"a bilingual child...should never be judged as 'language
detayed' or 'language deficient' by his scores on the NSST." In contrast, ‘the manual

of .the Del Rjo test says that "though not originally intended for use in determining

a child's degree of bilingualism, the test may be used for this purpose--a useful and
needed additional benefit." Neitper test, in fact, can usefully indicate a normal
bilingual child's developmental Isvel in English acquisition.

a ‘

Items in most of the discrete point grammar tests reviewed evoke a structured response
of somo type. Some, such as the Michigan Oral Language Productive Test, the MAT-SEA-
CAL, and the Language Assessment Battery, offer a statement or question 'cue," fol-
Towed by the beginning of a response sentence which students are expected. to complete,
This task seems to.decrease .the likelihood that responses will demonstrate relatively
unmonitored, spontaneous natural language production. Other tests, such as the
Moreno Oral English Proficiency Placement Test, the Ilyin Oral Interview, the English
as a Second Language Achievement Tests, the Caso Test Tbr‘an‘English Speaking Stu-
dents, the Bilingual Syntax Measure, the Bahia Oral Language Test, and the Oral Lan-
guage Dominance Measure, simply ask questions to which students respond Certain
features in fﬁe’design'of these tests prevent many of the test items from eliciting
natural language.

v

Beyond the technical design problems, the degree to which structured response 1tems
will succeed in obtaining natural language depends not only on the content of ques-
tions asked, but on such difficult-to-control factors as the testing sitpation or the
skill of the examiner in creating a relaxed situation. The legs test items resemible
ordinary conversation, and the more formal the testing situation, the mare likely it
is that student responses will reflect a high degree of self-monitoring. One conse-
quence of this formal, self-monitored situation might be to produce reticence or
anxiety on the part of the student and consequently a poor picture of language abil-
ity. Another outcome might be that, in many cases, the test could yield evidence.
of learned grammar rather than .the internalized, acqu1red language knowledge which
enables the student to use English for communication and learning. Among discrete
point tests, the Bilingual Syntax Measure, the Bahia Oral Language Test, and the
Oral Language Dominance Measure appear to have a high potential, properly adminis-

tered, for eliciting natural language.

As we have tried to show, neither discrete point nor integrative testing has an over-
riding advantage over the other for purposes of assessing students' developmental
level of English acquisition. Integrative testing has the virtue of e11c1t1ng natural

. discourse, but in order to be diagnostic of language development, its Scoring pro-

cedures would require a type of analysis of the discourse which no test currently
incorporates. Discrete point testing can ensure coverage of structures needed for

assessment, but often fails to educe the natural language which would reflect stu-
dents' placement in the developmental process. Both approaches, in pr1nc1ple hold
potential for improvement in further test development.
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Correspondence between Test Content
and Acquisition Order

Some structured-response, «discrete.point tests of grammar do seem to have potential
for eliciting natural language. In evaluating these tests further, we need to ask
what correspondence exists between linguistic structures tested, and which ones indi-
cate the natural acquisition order of English (to the extent documented by research).

This is a crucial question to ask of any test claiming to be representative of Eng-
lish grammatical structure. The tests of this nature which we reviewed are all .
based--implicitly or explicitly--on some hierarchical list of supposedly representa-
tive grammatical structures or, in some cases, concepts. Such hierarchical lists
will claim to reflect one of two things: first, they may claim to represent the way
the English language really is, or second, they may correspond to.some artificial

. clasSification of English structure, such as a specific instructional curriculum, In

' evaluating a discrete point grammar test, we have to consider what motivated the

selection of structure on the test (the content of its items) in order to know what a
score on that test reveals about Students' language ability. If the hierarchy of
structures on a test reflects the natural-.acquisition order* of English structure,
sthen performance on the test will tell us something about development in English. If
the test content does not reflect that 'order, we have to ask what it does tell us
about the student, and of what value that information is. The following discussion
will illustrate these points. : '

Items on the Moreno Oral English Proficiency Placement Test correspond in content and
sequence to a particular seét of curriculum materials (available from the same company
which markets the test), but do not correspond to any acquisition order revealed by
language acquisition research. For example, research indicates that the plural
copula is a relatively early acquisition, while possessives are acquired later. But.
on the Moreno test, items to test possessives occur early, while items inducing.
the plural copula occur late, and the scoring procedure might prevent the child who

" misses the possessives from ever getting to the copula items. Similarly, the Moreno
test sequences irregular past tenses before progressives, the reverse of the natural
order of difficulty. Students' scores on this test, then, will indicate place in the
particular curriculum on which the test is based, but will not indicate much about
actual English proficiency. 1In the case of curriculum-based tests like this, diver-
gence from the natural order of acquisition is.a'problem properly located in the
curriculum rather than in the test. ' :

M// For several tests (or the grammar sections thereof), such as the Ilyin Oral Inter-
view, the Caso Test for Non-English Speaking-Students, the Milwaukee kbnglish as a

Second -Language Achievement Tests, or Language Assessment Battery, it is not clear
why the item content--or the weighting of different structures--is what it is. On
the Milwaukee ESL Tests, for example, over half the questions extract responses of
the form noun + be + predicate. Scores on this test will be determined in large
part by students' control of this particular type of structure, while control of
other aspects of grammar will not be indicated. On the Language Assessment Battery,
there are items which ‘elicit structures whose role in the system of English is rela-

! (~,_-&i;§;y idiosyncratic, such as the prepositional phrase of + noun in the stimulus
seffence Tt is a telephone<hooth full . Such an item, which does not indicate
control of any gengral rule of the language, contributes little to an assessment of
proficiency. _ * :

Items of the MAT-SEA-CAL test also bear mo apparent relationship to the acquisition
ordex“of English, and reflect no formally motivated analysis of the structure of
English... Items are designed to test skills in eight concept areas. Some eof these
concepts represent clusters of grammatical forms (e.g., temporality, including verb
tense anq;aspect), while others seem.to be semantic or cognitive categories (e.g.,
classification or identification), which are not grammatically motivated. Scores
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.which are categorized in terms of these concepts will indicate very little about

students' control of English structure.

Item content on the Michigan Oral Language Productive Test appears designed to pro-
vide coverage of known- features of nonstandard varieties of English, particularly
Black Vernacular English). For example, one category of items tests for double
negative; if the test were truly intended to reveal the English- proficiency of non-
native speakers, there would be no reason to test for this kind of linguistic feature,
becaus®é there is no developmental stage in the acquisition of English which is char-
a¢terized by the presence of double negatives. This is, rather, a feature of the
nonstandard dialect of English spoken by many persons with native proflciency.

This assessment of the Michigan test is borne out by the scoring proeedures, which
give credit to specified standard English responses, lumping together nonstandard .
and other responses. This test, in bther words, equates those whose responses reflect
native proficiency in a nonstandard variety of English with non-native speakers of
English whose responses indicate they are in the process of acquiring English as a
second language. Yet, the knowledge of English is fundamentally different--quali-,
tatively and. quantitatively--in these two cases. The Michigan test will reveal little
about the developmental stage of students acquiring English as a second language.

The content of the Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM), the Bahia Qral Language Test
(BOLT), and the El Paso Oral Language Dominante Measure represents a number of Eng-
lish structures for which some order of difficulty has been established by research.
To this extent, then, there is a good rationale for the claim that these tests assess
English proficiency. 1In the BSM (remarks here refer to the "hierarchical .scoring .
method'') and BOLT, -however, scoring procedures introduce some possibility that the
tests m1ght fall short of that goal. In these tests (as well as in the El Paso test),
each item is designed to elicit an utterance which will contain a particular type of '
structure--the target .structure for that item. Responses are acceptable if they are
grammatical and appropriate in the context of the given cue question. In the BSM
and BOLT, different subsets of items are taken to represent different levels df——fo—
ficiency. Thus, students' proficiency levels according to the test depend not on a
numerical total of acceptable responses, but on performance on the specific subsets

of items. The rationale for this is that the target structures for the items are

located at different paints in the acquisition hierarchy, so that students' perfor-
mance on certain items will 1nd1cate placement in the developmental sequence.

This procedure rests on two assumptions, ne1ther of which seems entirely safe to
make: (a) each item will, in fact, elicit its target structure (rather than an

acceptable response which does not contain the target structure) and (b) if responses
to an item are unacceptable, this will be because the target structure, rather than

some other part of the response, is ill formed.+ If either of these assumptions fails

'to hold--which must sometimes be the case--the scoring procedure will be robbed of

the basis for relating scores on specific items to proficiency levels.

A further problem with these tests is that they place a very heavy reliance on the
details of the acquisition hierarchy which they are designed to represent. Some
investigators would argue that it is premature to trust the research results on

‘acquisition sequence beyond a certain level of detail. Furthermore, these tests

make the implicit claim that the acquisition hierarchy that has been uncovered is
generalizable to every child learning English. They do not allow for the possibility
that there may be individual variation within the general acquisition sequence,

The E1 Paso test yields a score which represents the numerical total of acceptable
responses. In this, it avoids problems discussed above, but perhaps at some cost of
diagnostic potential. Translation of scores on the El' Paso test into proficiency
levels is based on statistical analysis of scores from a local field test population,
and this analysis’ would have to be repeated for other local populations_before the
test could be used to provide proficiency level data in other locations.

[
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Part Two - T

CATALOGUE OF TESTS .

Part Two is an alphabetical catalogue of the 38 tests reviewed.” It provides certain
general information about each test and adds some evaluative comments which may not
‘have been covered in Part One. It also serves as an index to Par®# One’ citing where
a particular test-is discussed or where examples drawn from particular tests are used
to illustrate issues in language proficiency. In cases where a test was not men-

" tioned in connection with a particular topic, the index references the discussions
.that are useful for evaluating the test. Readers who are considering using any of
these tests should consult these sections. o .

‘Additionally, the catalogue contains information aboﬂ"what the test ie intended °

to measure, either as stated in the test's technical materials or, if not stated, as

we determined it through analysis of the test. A statement of what tasks are actu-

ally requiyed of people taking the test (e.g., answering questions, pointing at pic-

tures, performing commands, etc.) is also provided.* We believe that it is essential

to ‘know these details in order to get an idea of what the test is like, and what it

would be like to administer the test in.an educdtional setting. °° T y

‘ < SRR

Information about the existence or oytcome. of experimental:studies of religbility

and validity for each tést has not been included. We have also not included any

judgments about the acceptability or unacceptability of any test; either in general - '

‘or with respect to particular topics of intereést, such as cultural fairness, layout ' ' —

and design, age/grade appropriatenesy, ease of administration, or cost economy. -

These issuks we consider to be beyond the scope of the present review, and we believe

that catggorical judgments of acceptability in the absence’'of any explanaggon cannot,

Be regarded as very useful or trustworthy information. Technical and statistical

data, result® of experimental field testing, and judgments concerning various aspects

6f overall acceptability are available in a number of previously published test cata~-

logues and reviews, Some of those publications** now available are:

Backer, Thomas E, A Directory of Infofmation on Tests (™ Réport 62). ERIC Clear-
inghouse-on Tests, Measurement and Evaluqtion, 1977. ED 152 802 : a e

- . 'Bye, Thomas T. Tests that Measure Language Ability. - Berkelaé, CA: . BABEL/LAU Center,
. ) Berkeley Unified School District, 1977. N o

”

. *The publication Tests that Measure Language Ability contains information about what
each test measures and what tasks are required. We acknowledge their .lead in our
decision to provide this information in our own review. ! '

**These catalogues vary widely in terms of the type and amount of information they’
) ‘?offer; some will be more informative and useful than others to school personnel -
- ¥ faced with the task of selecting among tests. The list is presented here for infor- '
e, mative purposes only, and inclusion of any publication on this list does not-necesd-
s - sarily represent an endorsement or recofmendation of that publication b% the present
' authors. _ ’ a2 . -
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Grommon, Alfred H., ed. Reviews of Selected Published Tests in:English. Urbana,
IL: National Council of Teachers of English, 1976. ED 120 732 -

[ 4

Locks, Nancy, Barbara A. Pletcher, and Dorothy F. Reynolds. Language Assessment .-
Instruments for Limited-Bnglish-Speaking Students: A Needs &nai sis, Washinhg-
ton, DC: National Institute of ESucatIon, 1978, ED 163 062 - ' ‘

. . .
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MA: Newbury House, 1978.- ‘ - ‘

Pletcher, Barbara and others. A Gulde to Assessment Instruments for Limited- Eng-
l1ish-Speaking Students. New York: Santillana‘Publishing Company, 1978.
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de 1'Universit® Laval, 1977. ED 032 540
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BAHIA ORAL LANGUAGE TEST

A 4

AUTHORS ¢ Sam Cohen, Roberto Cruz, Raul Bravo
AVAILABLE FROM: Bay Area Hispano Institute for Advancement (BAHIA, Inc),
. PO Box 9337, North Berkeley, CA 94709
DATE: 1976 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades 7-12 ' ~\*\
TEST INTENDS Ordl proficiency by testing control of specific grammatical
*TO MEASURE: structures '
TASKS INVOLVED: Students answer examiner's questions about pictures
INDEX TO Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Identical Items in Two Lan-

_PART ONE: _ guages; Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing; Correspondence

between Test Content and Acquisition Order

BASIC INVENTORY OF NATURAL LANGUAGE
.

AUTHORS :. Charles H. Herbert % °

AVAILABLE FROM: CHECpoint Systems, 1558 N. Waterman Ave, Suite C, San Bernardino.
. CA 92404 _

DATE: 1977 + AGE/GRADE LEVEL: -preschool-adult S

TEST INTENDS Fluency (total number of words used); level of complexity (command

TO MEASURE: - of linguistic structures,‘lncLuding sentences, modifiers, phrases,

and clauses)

~ TASKS INVOLVED: Students describe or tell a story about a picture, producing an

: , extended sample of tonnected speech (the gample should be produced
' . in a conversational context or interchange with other students)
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INDEX TO Notions of Lfnguistic Complexity; Counting Linguistic Elements;
PART ONE: Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Identical Items in Two Languages;
Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing
Re Linguistic Complexity: A 'Grammatical Index" serves as the
, ‘basis for one of the scores on this test, and makes certain com-
o T mitpents about the relative complexity of various -linguistic forms.
The relative weights assigned do not seem to" be well motivated,

either from the point of view of linguistics or second languagé ¢
acquisition. . v 8 .
BILINGUAL SYNTAX MEASURE ” »
L ] .
AUTHORS : Marina K. Burt, Heidi C. Dulay, Eduardo Hernfndez-Chfvez _
“ 'AVAILABLE FROM: Test'Department Harcourt, Brace, ‘Jovanovich, Inc, 757 Third Ave,
_ ' " New York, NY 19017 -

.. DATE: }975 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-2 . " - '
TEST INTENDS, ' Control of specific gnamiiatdcal structures related to tho acquisi-
-TQ MEASURE: ~. tion sequence in hnglish grammar
TASKS 'INVOLVED: Students answer examiner's questions about pictures
INDEX TO Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Identical Items in Two Languages; .
PART ONE: Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing, Correspondence between Test

: Content and Acqu151tion Order .
BROOKS dOUNTY LANGUAGE USAGE INVENTORY -
L .
AUTHORS: - - ‘
. AVAILABLE FROM: Brooks County Independent School District Falfurrias, TX 78355 _
* DATE: None AGE/GRADE LEVEL: Not indicated A .
_ TEST INTENDS General comprehension; language preference (in particular social
TO MEASURE: - situations); vocabulary . :

TASKS INVOLVED: Students answer questionsfhbout themselves, the examiner's actions,
and the language used or preferred.in variaus social situations;
students point to pictures in response to the examiner's instruc-

tions . .
INDEX TO Self—Reported Data; Understanding the-Test Task; Identical Items
- PART ONE: in Two Languages .

Re Understanding the Test Task: In this section, we criti-
cized some tests for implicitly-assuming that all students will
have an explicit awareness that a certain way of speaking is called
"English," while a different way is called "Spanish.'" Theé Inven- -
tory recognizes this and reco ends som® preliminary discussion to
ensure that students understazgdwhen the examiner reférs to English .
and/or Spanish. K '

%

CASO TEST FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS . : -
e .

AUTHORS : * " Adolph Caso
AVAILABLE FROM: Adolph Caso, Waltham Public Schools, WalthamA MA 02154 o

v ~
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DATE:- 1975

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades 3-8
Phonetics and spelling; vocabulary; reading and listening compre-
hension :

Writing letters and wards from dictation; identifying synonyms,
antonyms, and related words; multiple-choice questions about a
reading passage; multiple-choice questions about a dictated passage

Tasks thatqapqulre Literacy Skills; The Value of Vocabulary Tests;
Measures of Linguistic Creativity; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences;

-Metullngu1stic I'nstructions; Discrete Point vs. Integrative Test-

Re Literacy Skills: ‘Two parts of the tegft require literacy
skills In addition to oral English proficiency.~ Part I (phonetics)

requires students to w;itg\lzzters and spell words from dictation;

ing; Corregpondencé between Test Content and ggﬁuisition Order

Pant Il (comprehensionY requjtes students ta _read words and iden-
tify synonyms and.antonyms Yrom written lists, .

Re Metalinguistic Instructions: Spelling-ability and
recognition of synonyms and antonyms are skills that, are baded on
an e¢xplicit analysis of language rather than skills that properly
condtitute.language proficiency. These are metalinguistic tasks.

COMPREHENSTION OF ORAL LANGUAGB

L

AUTHORS : -~
AVAILABLE FROM:

_DATE: None

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:-

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

-
¥

N

CRANE ORAL DOMINANCE TEST ' : o )

AUTHORS: .
AVAILABLE FROM:

’ [

08629

L I ¢

Not i‘ndi‘cat ed ' .

" Guidance Testing Associates, St. Mary's Un1ver51ty, 2700 Cincinnati

TX 78284
Not indicated

Ave, San ‘Antonio,

AGE/GRADE LEVEL:

Comprehension of words and certain grammatical structures

Students identify pictures corresponding to words and expressions
presented orally by the examiner ' .

Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test; Passive Comprehension;
The Value of Vocabulary Tests; Discrete Point vs. Integratlve
Testing : )

Re Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test: Students ident1fy
"pictures corresponding to senteuces sspoken by the .examiner. .On
many of these items, students can identify the 'correct. picture by
understanding only a word or two, and need not understand the-
whole" sentence. It is not certain that such items test sentence
comprehension; rather, they may tap only vocabulary knowlegge.

Re Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing:
discussion 1n this section regarding the Inadequacy of aural com-
prehension tests for indicating students'.developmental level of
English acquisition. .

!

?

Barbara J. Crane
Crane Publishing. Co,11301 Hamilton Ave, PO Box 3713 Trenton, NJ

.
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DATE: ‘1976 (reviewed) . AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 4-8 years

1978 revision available
TEST INTENDS Dominant internal language; memory for English and Spanish vocabu-
TO MEASURE: lary items

TASKS INVOLVED: Examiner orally presents a list .of Bight words to students, four
in BEnglish, four in Spanish; students,recall as many words as pos-

sible in either lapguage ;.
INDEX TO ' Tasks that Reduce to g Vocabulary Test; Mimicry; Understanding the
PART ONE: - Test Task; Metalinguistic Instructibns
" Re Mimlcgz; The memory task imposed by this test r uires stu-
dents to repeat words spoken by the examiner. Students usually are
\ able to remember more words in a given language if they understand

E the words; -however, the ability to mimic words, without necessarily
understanding them, cannot be ruled out as a factorraffecting per-
formance on this test. "

DEL RIO LANGUAGE SCREENINGITEST
S R

ﬁ ) -
AUTHORS: . Allen $. Toronto, D. Leverman, Cornelia Hanna, Peggy.Rosenzweig,
' Antoneta Maldonado )
AVAILABLE FROM: Not indicated : ‘ ) : ’ -
DATE: 1975 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 3-6 years ) I )
TEST 1NTENDS Receptive vocabulary; sentence repetltlon or memory, comprehension
TO MEASURE: . of oral commands; stary comprehension

TASKS INVOLVED: Students identify pictures corresponding to words presented orally;
‘ the examiner presents a series of sentences of approximately equal
complexjty, but increasing length, and students recall and repeat
the sen¥énces; students perform oral commands presented by the
examiner; the examiner reads orally a series of five [stories
increasing in length and complexity, and stydents éﬁl‘er questions .
presented orally after each story ey

INDEX TO Notions of Linguistic Complex1ty, Mimicry; The Value_'f Vocabulary
PART ONE: { Tests; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Discrete Pg}n vs. Inte-
grative Testing :
- Re Ellipsis and Complete Sentences In"scoripg the "Story
Comprehension' subtest, normal, elliptical answers to lexaminer's
questlons are counted correct This.test avoids the & rors p01nted

‘out in this sect1on

ENGLISH AS A §ECOND LANGUAGE ACHIEVBMENT TESTS--LEVEL [ . .
O o U SRR

AUTHORS : Helen McGuire, Susan Rao

AVAItKBLE FROM: Milwaukee Public Schools, Department of Educat1on Resealch and
' Program Assessnent, PO Drawer 10-K, M11waukee, WI 53201

DATE: jb78'- AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-12 (listening and speaking)

o ' ' grades 6-12 (reading and writing) -
TEST}iNTENDS- Listening compreﬁension,_correct pronuncigtion and intonation;
TO MEASURE: reading (not reviewed); writing (not reviewed) L

TA$§S INVOLVED: Students identify pictures corresponding'to sentences and "Wtories!

> . . \ . .
K - . ' ' . R
4 hd : . 3 9 . . . '
; . N ) . Lo
. . -
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(sequences of several sentences) presented orally; students repeat
words end_sentences presented orally by the examiner; students

L answer personal and general qu::;}ﬁ
INDEX TO Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulgdy Test; Mimicry; Passive Compre-
PART ONB: * - hension; The Value of Phonolpgy or Pronunciation Tests; Counting
‘ Linguistic Elements; Bllipsiy and Complete Sentences; Discrete
Point vs, Integrative Testipg; espondence between Test Content
and Acquisftion Order OBS

Re Passive Comprehension: With-'listening comprdhension tasks ‘

in which students do not actually produce speech, it is often
difficult to claim that-'certain test items really test students'
* understanding of a particular grammatical structure; understanding
' one or a few words is often sufficient to get items correct.

Re The .Value of Phonolqu or Pronunciation Tests: The "Speak-
ing" subtest requires repetition of words or sentences spoken by
the examiner, and is scored for cori@ct pronunciation. This test
is subject to the criticisms we presented in this section.

Re Counting Linguistigc Blements: The sentence ‘repetition

- task on the "Speaking" subfest is. scored in part by counting the
| number of syllables students ‘produce and matching it with the
* number of syllables in the test sentence. It is unclear what can
¢ - bey inferred about language proficiency from students' ability to
match the number of syllables in a spoken sentence.

—TTN

\”\f b‘ ' .
) FLLXIBﬁLITY TEST TO MEASURB DOMINANCE 1IN SPANISH-E“ELISH BILINGUALS
W

_) AUTHORS: Gary D. Kell¥r

A AVAILABLE FROM: Educational Testing Service, ETS Test Collection, Princeton, NJ
oo 08540 (microfiche)

.

DATE: 1974 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades 5 and 6
TEST INTENDS ' e . B
TQ MEASURE: - Spanish-English déminance ~

TASJS INVOLVED:  Students are.given a .nonsense sequence of eight letters and asked
s : to construct as many words as possible from those letters, first

s Ain Spanish; then in English; this is repeated five times with dif-
. ¥ ferent letters
INDEX TO '_Tests that Require L1teracy Skills; Tasks that RUdUce to a Voeabu-
PART ONE: ¢ lary Test; Understanding the Test Task; Metalinguistic- Instructiéns
} *,  "Re Literacy Skills: The format of this test--spelling words

from scrambled letters--is heavily dependent on literacy skills
' -in addition to linguistic proficiency.
Re Tasks ‘that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test. Beyond reading

knowledge; comparve other kinds of test tasks that also reduce to
vocabulary tests as discussed in this section.
Re Understanding the ‘Test- Task: The scrambled letter task
. . is a kind of language game .oniy indirectly related to ordinary
o o .language use. If bilingual students score- low on both English
. Lk .+ and Spanish, one reasonable explanatiqn would be that they have
' ~ not understood -the rules of the game being played.

]
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HARRIS ARTICULATION TEST )
_m

8

AUTHORS: Gail Harris

.AVAILKBLE FROM: Bducational Testing Service, EBTS Te%t Collection, Princeton, NJ

08540 (microfiche)

DATE: 1974 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades prok-2
TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE: Pronunciation *

TASKS INVOLVED:  Students name objects represented in bictures, producing particular
sounds in initial, medial, and final positions '

INDEX TO Tasks that Reduce to a ‘Vocabulary Test; Mimicry; The Value of

‘PART ONE: Phonology or Pronunciation Tests; Metalinguistic Instructions

Re Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test: Although this is
graded as a pronunciation test, there is also a vocabulary compo-
. nent to it. Students must name pictures of objects; if the English -
hames of some of the objects are not known, the test will-be unable’
to assess whether certain gounds in certain environments can be
. pronounced. -On the othef hand, the method of naming pictures does ~ !
- avoid tite problem of mimicry, 'which pronunciation tests often :

encounter. ’ N
- .\ .

HAYWARD LANGUAGE DOMINANCE INDICATOR = - .
[ e e e e - - - N

AUTHORS : Office of Bilingual Multicultural Education,” Educational Services

- Divi®ion, Hayward Unified School District . R
AVAiLABLE FROM: . Hayward Unified-SChqol District, PO Box 5000,_Haywprd, CA 84540 A
DATE: None AGE/GRADE LEVEL:  grades 1-6 | : . ™~
TEST INTENDS .
TO MEASURE: - Vocabulary; language use in particular social situations - .

TASKS INVOLVED: The examiner mentions a location, and students thihk of objects

found that location; students answer questions about what lan-
guage :Eey use with various fam1ly members and in certain socihl

, situatibns : ) v Sy
INDEX TO Self-Reported Data; The -Value of Vocabulary TeSts; Counting Lin- ‘.
PART ONE: guistic Elements; Identical Items in Two. Languages '

v Re Identicql Items in Two Languages: On the vocabulary sec-
tion of this test, students prodhce a Iist of objects found in
various locations——in the kitchen, in the street--first in Spanish,
then in English. As argued here in Part One, it is unnatural from

the point of. fiew of ordinary language use to ask someone to repeat

the same 1nformat1on twice. \:i '

ILYIN ORAL INTERVIEW : /
- - T
AUTHORS: Donna Ilyin . '
AVAILABLE FROM:  Newbury House Publishers, 54 Warehouse Rd, Rowley, MA 01969 ,
DATE: None AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 12+ years ' '
TEST INTENDS . ) .
TO MEASURE: Oral English production ' )

¢ . E L
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TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX 10
PART ONE:

Answering, (and asking) questions about a series of pictures; use
of specific words or structures is sometimes required

Measures of Linguistic Croati%ity; Understanding the Test Task;
Ellipsis and Compléte Sentences; Metalinguistic Instructions;
Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing; Correspondence between
Test Content and Acquisition Order '

JAMES LANGUAGE DOMINANCE TEST .
A .

AUTHORS :
AVAILABLE FROM:
DATE: 1975

" TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED: -

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

L

. AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K and 1
/

Pater James ’

Learning Concepts, 2501 N. Lamar, Austin, TX 78705

. Vocabulary comprehension; vocabulary production

Identifying pictures corresponding to worde'presented orally by
the examiner; naming objects or activities represented in pictures
pointed to by the examiner

.The Value of Vocabulary Tests; Metalinguistic Instructions;

Identical Items in ‘Two Languages

Re Identical Items in Two Languages: This test requires stu-
dents to Identify pictures and name objects in English and Spanish.
The same pictures are used for both languages, but not in the same
order. The criticisms regarding duplicate items in two languages
apply to this test. “

e

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY :
L ]} o

AUTHORS:
AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: None
- TEST INTENDS

TO MEASURE:
TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

Office of Educational Evaluation, New York City Board of Education

Houghton-Mifflin Co, Test Department, 777 California Ave, Palo
Alto, CA 94304

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-2 (Level 1); grades 3-6-(Level 2);

grades 7-12 (Level 3)
Speaking; listening; reading (not reviewed); writing (not reviewed)

Answering personal questions, naming body parts touched by exam-
iner, naming objects in pictures; identifying body parts named

by the examiner, identifying pictures of objects named by the .
examiner (Level ‘1); answering the examiner's question, or completing
the examiner's probe sentences about pictures (Levels 2 and 3); .
ident1fying‘p1ctures of objects named by. the examiner (Levels 2 and
3); among three pairs of words, identifying the one pair pronounced
exactly the same (Levels. 2 and 3)

Tasks that Reduce to a- Vocabulary Test; Passive Comprehension; The
Value of Vocabulary Tests; The Value of Phonology or Pronunciation.
Tests; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Discrete Point vs. Inte-
grative Testing; Correspondence between Test Content and Acquisi-
tion Order -

Re Passive Comprehension: On the Level 1 test, all the items
requiring students to speak require only single-word answers. All
the items that attempt to assess students' ability to understand

- 42 Py fgeg L
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grammatical structure are listening items in which students iden-
tify pictures corresponding to what the examiner says. Thus, the
test dopends on evaluating passive listening comprehension in
assessing students' control of grammatical structure, Levels 2 and
3 include speaking tasks which require production of extended
express ions and grammatical structures, ahd so are not subject to
the same criticisms covered in this section.

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT SCALES

AUTHORS : Sharon E. Duncan, LEdward A. DeAvila
AVATLABLE FROM:  DeAvila, Duncan and Associates, PO Box 770, Latkspur, CA 94939

DATE: 1977 (Level 1)  AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-5 (Level 1); grades 6+ (Level 2)
1978 (Level 2) |

TEST INTENDS Perception and pronunciation of English sounds; vocabulary;
TO MEASURE: sentence comprehension; oral production (paraphrase)

TASKS INVOLVED: Students identify pairs of words presented orally as being the

same or different; students name objects represented in pictures;
students repeat words and sentences presented orally; students
identify pictures corresponding to sentences presented orally;
students repeat and paraphrase an orally presented story describing
a series of pictures

INDEX TO Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test; Mimicry; Passive Compre-
PART ONE: hension; The Value of Vocabulary Tests; The Value of Phonology or
: Pronunciation Tests; Discrete Point vs. Integrative Testing

' LANGUAGE DOMINANCL CRITERIA

.}
AUTHORS : Fernando Canedo, David Gustafson, Américo L6pez-Rodriguez

AVAILABLE FROM: Bilingual-Bicultural Education Program, California State Univer-
' sity, Fullerton, CA 92634

DATE: None AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K and 1
TEST INTENDS Language spoken by students and their family members; speaking
TO MEASURL: ability, fluency and grammar

TASKS INVOLVED: = Students answer questions about what language they speak with
particular family members and about what language family members
speak most; students answer personal questions, and, if short
answers are given, the examiner.asks further questions about what

N\

\\ : students have said
INDEX TO _ 'Self-Reported Data; Identical Items in Two Languages; Discrete .
PART ONE: Point vs. Integrative Testing

v Re Identical Items in Two Languages: The test includes a
sociellnguistic questionnaire, which students answer in Spanish
if they are able to do so, and a performance section in which
students answer discussion questions in Spanish. They later
answer similar questions in English. Since the questions are not
simply translations, the test avoids the unnaturalness of making

v students answer the same question twice.

Re Discretg Point vs. Integrative Testing: See especially
the discussion &t this test here.

?349



LANGUAGE DOMINANCE SURVEY "

AUTHORS :
AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: 1974-75

“TEST INTENDS
TO_MBASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

San Bernardino Bilingual Office

San Bornafdino City Unified School District, 799 F St, San Bernar-
dino, CA 92410

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-1, 2-4, 5-7, 8-12 (separate forms)

Listening and speaking (K-1); for all other forms, listening com-
prehension; speaking proficiency; reading comprehension (not
reviewed) ; welting proficiency (not reviewed)

Students identify pictures in response to sentences presented
orally and answer questions about pictures (K-1); students answer
questions and perform commands presented orally as well as answer
personal questions and produce verbal responses to' a command (2-4);
students perform commands presented orally, answer personal ques-
tions, and produce verbal responses to a command (5-7, 8-12)

Self-Reported Data; Identical Items in Two Languages; Discrete

Point vs. Integrative Testing

Re Identical Items in Two Languages: The listening and speak-
ing sections of this test are presented in English and Spanish.
The questions and insgructions are different 'in each language, so
the criticisms developed about duplicate items are avoided.

LANGUAGE FACILITY TEST

AUTHORS:
AVAILABLE FROM:
DATE: 1977

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

. John T. Dailey

" tions,

\

The Allington Corp, 801 N. Pitt St, #707, Alexandria, VA 22314

AGE/GRADE LEVEL:

Students' oral language ability; in particular, students are rated
on a developmental hierarchy of language ability which runs from
use of a single word or two through use of sentences and descrip-
tions }f various degrees of completeness, to telling a complete,

2-15 years ¢

well-ofganized, imaginative story, including implications, inten-
and predictions - L4

Students tell a story #bout a picture; if response lags, prompting
is done; three stories about three different pictures are collected

Notions of Linguistic Complexity; Measures of Linguistic Creativity;
Discrete Point vs.:. Integrative Testing .

Re Notions of Linguistic Complexity: The scoring scheme for
this test is based on a nine-level scale of linguistic complexity.
which is said to represent the levels through which a child pro-
gresses to reach linguistic maturity. It is not clear'what research
this hierarchy is based on. One problem is that the lower levels
appear to be measuring something very different from the higher
ones. Up to about Level 5, students' responses are judged accord-
ing to their formal characteristics: single word, complete sen-
tence, verb‘of action, etc. In contrast, the highest levels (7, 8,
and 9) depend on what we might call "literary" properties of the
response: ‘completeness, organization, imagination, and creativity.

" Two Very different kinds of complexity are involved.

. \ ¢
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LOS NIETOS SCHOOL DISTRICT LANGUAGE DOMINANCE SURVEY
A SR S

AUTHORS : Los Nietos School District

AVAILABLE FROM: Jos& Garay, Title VII Director, Los Nietos School District,
8324 S. Westman Ave, Whittier, CA 90606

DATE: None AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-8 .
TEST INTENDS Lﬁhguage used by various family members and in various social |
TO MEASURE: situatigns; ability to produce_and understand English and Spanish

TASKS INVOLVED: Parents answer questions about the language used by family members
. in different situations; students answer personal questions and
perform activities directed by the examiner

INDEX TO
PART ONE: Self-Reported Data; Identical Items in Two Languages

MARYSVILLE TEST OF LANGUAGE DOMINANCE
B e

AUTHORS ¢ Eleanor Thonis

"AVAILABLE FROM: Marysville Reading-Learning Center, Mar}sville Joint Unified
School District, 1919 B St, Marysville, CA 95901 '

DATE: 1977 * AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K:5

TEST INTENDS Listening comprehension; speaking; reading (noél;eviewed);
TO MEASURE: writing (not reviewed); cultural variables .

TASKS INVOLVED: Students perform activities directed by the examiner; students
ahswer personal questions and perform’a&.verbal task (counting);
information is gathered from school records and from students
about what language is used by various family members, the location
of students' homes, and students' school history

-

INDEX TO | | P

PART ONE: Self-Reported Data; Identical Items im\Two Languages
"N
. ‘ J
MAT-SEA-CAL ORAL PROFICIENCY. TEST b
W - .
AUTHORS : Joseph H. Matluck, Betty Mace-Matluck B
AVAILABLE FROM: Seattle Public Schools, 815 Fourth Ave North, Seattle, WA 98109.
DATE: 1974 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: drades K-4 . '
TEST INTENDS Listening comprehension: _grammar, vocabulary; T ‘
TO MEASURE: speaking (repetition): pronunciation, grammar; . _
speaking: pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary N}

* TASKS INVOLVED: Students identify pictures corresponding to sentences or gro
of sentences spoken by thé examiner; students repeat sentences
spoken by the examiner; students answer questions posed by the
examiner, who provides the first word or two of the desired

' response | .
INDEX TO Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test; Mimicry; Passive Comprehen=

PART ONE: . sion; The Value of Phonology or Pronunciatiom Tests; Ellipsis and
. Complete Sentences; Identical Items in Two Languages; Discrete
Point vs. Integrative Testing; Correspondence between Test Content

and Acquisition Order ' ‘
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Re Tasks that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test: In the "Listening
ComprehensIon' section, students ldentify plctures corresponding to
the examiner's sentences. The problem with such tests, as argued
in this section, is that some items may not test sentence or struc-
ture comprehension, but simply vocabulary., This test does attempt
to distinguish for each item, whether that item tests vocabulary

‘or some aspect of structure, but the information is not used in

o

scoring.

MICHIGAN ORAL LANGUAGE PRODUCTIVE TEST

AUTHORS :
AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: 1970
TEST INTENDS
T0 MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

John C, Larson

Modern Language Association, Publications Center, 62 Fifth Ave,
New York, NY 10011

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 4-6 years

Students' ability to produce standard English grammar and pronunci-
ation; the test is intended for speakers of ESL or for speakers of
nonstandard English dialects

Students complete statements begun by the examiner, describing
pictures; students answer questions about the pictures; students

ask questions when instructed to by the examiner; in each case, the -

examiner says the first word or two of the desired response

Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Discrete Point vs. Integrative
Testing; Correspondence between Test Content and Acquisition Order

1)

MORENO ORAL ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PLACEMENT TEST

AUTHORS:
AVAILABLE FROM:
DATE: 1974

" TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS 'INVOLVED:"

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

Steve Moreno
Moreno Educational Co, 7050 Belle Glade Ln, San Diego, CA 92119
AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 4-20 years

Placement and achievement with respect to a particular English
curriculum; also, overall English proficiency or degree of bilin-
gualism .

/

Students answer questions posed by the examiner;'students repeat
what the examiner says; students ask certain questions when the
examiner instructs them to (most questions concern a set of pic-
tures) .

Mimicry; Inferring Lack of Control from Lack of Performance; Under-
standing the Test Task; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Identical
Items in Two Languages; Discrete Point vs, Integrative Testing;
Correspondence between Test Content and Acquisition Order

Re Mimicry: A few items on this test are essentially mimicry
items. For example, Question: Tell me that he is not a girl;
suggested answer: He is not a girl, Question: Tell me that you
don't want any candy; suggested answer: K I don’t want any candy.
Thése items share a certain unnaturalness with the mimicry tasks
imposed on other tests. Normal conversation-does not 1nc1ude these
kinds of questions, '

Re Inferring Lack of Control from Lack of Performance: - To
get ¢redit for a correct answer, studénts must produce the crucial

6 ,52_-'_
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portion of the suggested answer (the portion underlined in the test

’ booklet). However, for some items, a correct, appropriate, and
: grammatical answer might fail to include what the item intended to

elicit. Under these circumstances, we cannot conclude that sty- .
dents do not control the expression being tested. .

. MORENO QUICK LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT INVENTORY
U S o R S

AUTHORS: Steve Moreno

lAVAILABLE FROM: Moreno Educational Co, 7050 Belle Glade Ln, San Diego, CA 92119
'DATE: 1974 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-6 '

TEST INTENDS Students' language background for determining English/Spanish
TO MEASURE: ~ dominance

TASKS INVOLVED: Vorents answer questions about the students' native language and
ducation, about the language used at home, and about parents'
irthplace and education

INDEX TO /
PART ONE: . Self-Reported Data

NORTHWESTERN SYNTAX SCREENING TEST
_w

AUTHORS : Laura L. Lee - .

AVAILABLE PROM: Department of Commynicative Disorders, Northwestern University, - -
- Evanston, IL 60201 <

DATE: 1971 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 3-8 years L

TEST INTENDS . Understanding and production of English speech sounds; vocabulary;

TO MEASURE: comprehension and production of English grammatical forms. .

[This test is intended as a screening instrument for language )
- development in native English-speaking children. It is not
intended to provide a lihguistically detailed diagnosis or to
assess language development in bilinguals or speakers of nonstan-
dard dialects. However, "if an examiner wjgshed to know how well
- the children of another dialect.group used standard American dia- ,
¢ lect in reception and expression, it would be useful for that RN
H ' © . _purpose (Manual) "M S -
“"TASKS INVOLVED: Students identify pictures correspondiqg to sentences spoken by

the examiner; the examiner presents two sentences orally, points
to a picture, and students repeat the corresponding sentence

~ INDEX TO ’ Mimrcry, Pa351ve Comprohen51on, D1screte Point vS. Integratlve
PART ONE: Testing g

S

¢

T

ORAL LANGUAGE DOMINANCE MEASURB
m

AUTHORS : ., Department of Curr#éulum and Staff Development, El Paso Public

¢+ Schoois
* AVAILABLE FROM;f Primai> Acquisition of Languages' A Dual Language Program, El Paso
!~ Public ‘Schools, Department of Curriculum and Staff Development, El-

/. Paso, TX\79998 _ . o A R




Iy ’ . . ~ .
DATE: 1978 AGE/GRADE LBVEL: grades K-3
TEST INTENDS Grammatical and appropriate languﬁge use; total number of words
TO MEASURE: produced . : ’
TASKS INVOLVED:  Students’ gnswer questions posed by the examiner about a set of
_ '_pictures . - ,
INDEX TO + Inferring Lack of'Control from Lack of Performance; Counting Lin-
PART ONE: ' guistic Elements; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Metalinguistic

Instructions; Identical Items in Two Languages; Discrete Point vs.
Integrative Testing; Correspondence between Test Content and Acqui: -
sition Order -

. ™ ORAL LANGUAGE EVALUATION
m

AUTHORS : _ *Nicholas J, Silvaroli, Jann T. Sﬁfnner, J. 0 Maynes, Jr.'

AVAILABLE FROM:  EMC Corp, 180 East Sixth St, St. Paul, MN 55101 -
DATE: 1977 - AGE/GRADE LEVEL: Not indjcated ‘ _ ‘
TEST INTENDS Oral language ability (gn particular, students are rated on a
* TO MEASURE: hierarchy of language development that runs from simple labeling,

‘ through mord’complex syntactic forms, to abstract story telling)
TASKS INVOLVED:  Students tell storiés aBaut two pictures, the examiner prompts if

necessary .
INDEX TO Inferring Lack of Control from Lack of Performance; Understanding ’
PART ONE: the Test Task; Measures of Linguistic Creativity; Discrete Point

Vs, Integrative Testing
Re Inferring Lack of g_ntrol from Lack of Performance: On

this test, students tell.a stofy which is evaluated according to

. an assumed developmental hierarchy presented 'in the Teacher's Man-

o ual. The kind of performance rated highest includes specification ,
of cause and effect, mood, emotion, etc. Students' failure to \

- - : include these features in the stdry -might result from factors other
' than not being able to specify such features.

.

it
3

OTT TEST OF ORAL LANGUAGE: ENGLISH AND SPANISH " . f}/?
w 7 .
AUTHORS : |  Elizabeth Ott ™ . | o
AVAILABLE FROM:  Educational Testing Service, ETS Test Collection, Prineeton NJ
K - 08540 (microfiche)- j
DATE: 4970 - AGE/GRADE LEVEL: Not_indicated | f
.TEST INTENDS The pronunciation of English sounds, especidlly those that may be.
"~ TO MEASURE: difficult for native Spanish speakers; the fluency, intonation and

_ grammatical complexrty of . students' speech
TASKS INVOLVED:  Students report sentences Spoken by the examiner, students describe

, o " pictures. . ; .
R INDEX TO - L Notions of Linguistic Complexity, Mimicry; Inferring Lack of Con-
' _PART ONE: trol from Lack of Performance; Self-Reported Data; The Value of

'Phonologj or Pronunciation Tests; Measures of Linguistic, Creativity;
Understanding the Test Task; Ellipsis and Complete Sentences;

Identical Items in Two L%\Fuages ' . “

C - i oo = 48 ‘ .
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" INDEX TO

"DATE: 1976 -

o . .
- W
A "

Re Messures of Linguistic Creativity Some of the questions

' hose& by the test require students to exercise some degree of

imagination in their answers. For example, sjspents are shown a
. picture of girls watching a game and must answer the question, Why

'+ are the girls watching? Some students may not.be as .imaginative in

L]

>

PICTORIAL TEST OF

AU'_I‘HORS.
AVAILABLE FROM:
DATE: 1975

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO .
PART-ONE:.

ey

3

AUTHORS:
AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: 1970

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

" TASKS INVOLVED:

~their answers or as interested in the test task as others, and may
not produce elaborate or linguistically complex.answers. According
to the scoring strategy, these students would not do as well on
these items. . . : \ g

BILINGUALISM AND LANGUAGE DOMINANCE

I

Darwin Nelson, Michael J. Fellner, C. L. Norrell
Texas Testing Serv1ces, Inc, 401 Poenisch Corpus Christi, TX 78412
AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades prek-2

Vocabulary; oral language ability, judged for grammatical correct-
ness and completeness

Students identify pictures in thelr choice of either English or
Spanish, and then are asked to identify the pictures in the lan-
guage they did not use the first time; students tell a story about
a picture, first in one language, then the other; pyobing is done,
if necessary

The Value of Vocabulary Tests; Measures of ﬁzuistic-Creativity;
Ellipsis and Complete Sentences; Metalinguigtih\lggfzgﬁtiong; °
Identical Items in Two Languages, Discrete Point vs3 tegrative
Testing : '

ROBSTOWN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT ORAL LANGUAGE ‘INVENTORY '
W

Irma Garcia, Charlene Washburn

BilinguéTjEducation"Program, Robstown Independent School District,
101 West Ave E, Robstown, TX 78380 -

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-3
o
Language used or preferred in particular social situations

Students ariswer questions about the languagé‘they prefer to use

~with particular people arfd in particular situations

PART ONE:

“fests that Require Literacy. Skills; Self-Reported Data

i

SHORT TEST OF. LINGUISTIC SKILLS | . - N
# :

AUTHORS :
AVAILABLE FROM:

Y9

‘ AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 8-13 years

~

Department of Research and Evaluation, Chicago Board of Educatlon

Department of Research and Evaluation -Chicago Board of Education,
Rm 215, 2021 N. Burling St, Chicago, IL 60641 ° Lo

- v

" 2
@ .

[+
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"TO MEASURE:
TASKS INVOLVED: ~

TEST INTENDS
TO ‘MEASURR ;

TASKS INVOLVED:

INDEX TO

PART ONE:

L3
)

Listening; reading (not reviewed), writing (not rpViewed), speaking

Listening: students LhOch words; spoken by ‘the cxamxnex from a
written multiple-choice 1ist; write words, phrases, and sentences
from dictation;“answer yes/no questions;.fo low directions pre-
serited orally, many of which require writing. Speaking: students
answer personal and general questions; describe objects and activ-
ities; answer questions about' ‘Chicago; doscxibo a pigturc in five
complete sentences .

" Tests that Require Literacy Sk1113, Not ions of Lingu1st1c Complex-

Sentences; Discrete Point vs. | rative Testing'

Re Measures of Linguistig tivity: 'In scoring the speaking
seqgtion, judgments musthe made about “mgjor" and "minor'* gram-
matical errors.” No useful assistance is prov;ded for distinguish-=
ing between major.and minor errors. Some attenpt Should be:made to
defipne what is considered.a major versus'a minor grammatical, error,
and indeed what is considered a grammatical error. Many stylistic
and colloqu1al deviations -from formally "correct" English should
probably not be considered errors\ for purpose% of an English profl—
ciency test., . .

.(.

ity; Measures of Linguistic Crwlty, Ellipsis and Complete

SHUTT PRIMARY LANGUAGE INDICATOR TEST
Emdesamenhes

. AUTHORS :

AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: 1976

TEST INTENDS

A

AVAILABLE FROM:

" DATE: 1972

TEST INTENDS
TO MEASURE:

TASKS INVOLVED:
INDEX TO -

. PART ONE:

N

{

‘R.V. Skoczylas, 7649 Santa Inez Ct, Gilroy, CA 95020

D.L. Shutt ‘ . _
Webster Diyieion, McGraw-Hill, 8171 Redwood Iwy, Novato, CA 94947 -

\AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-6 (liftening and'verbal fluency)
‘ , grade% 3-6 (reading comprehension and grammar)

Listening comprehenslbn verbal fluency, reading comprehenslon and
grammar (not rev1ewed)

Students 1déht1fy pictures correspohding to what the examiner 'says;
students deSCrlbe plcturcs and answer specific questions®about them

INDEX . TO ' Tasks that Reduce teo a Vocabulayy, K Test; Passive Comprehen51on,
PART ONE: | Understanding the Test Task , !
Re Passive Comgyehen51on' The "Listening C}Iprehen51on" sec-
tion of this test seeks to test students'. proflc ncy without
‘actually mak1ng them produce speech.
. . N . - , . l . . :
SKOCZYLAS ENGLISH PHONEMIC UNIT PRODUCTION TEST ' ®
W . 1 .
AUTHORS : Rudolph V, Skoczylas '

e ¥

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: 5-adult

1

Correct pronunclatlon of Engllsh speech sounds
Repeating sentences spoken by the examiner .

Mimicry; Tasks -that Reduce to a Vocabulary Test; The Value of
Phonology or Pronunciatlon Tests ;

E2
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SKOCZYLAS‘HOME BILINGUAL USAGE ESTIMATE
D o —————— e e

AUTHORS : ‘Rudolph V. Skoczylas

AVAILABLE FROM: R.V. Skoczylas, 7649 Santa Inez Ct, Gilroy, CA 95020

DATE: 1971 AGE/GRADE LEVEL: Not indicated . .

TEST INTENDS Students' linguistic background fanguago used by students' various
TU‘MEASURE: family mcmbcr@

TASKS INVOLVED: - Adults answer question$ about language ‘Ig between students and
family members and between other family"®mbers

INDEX TO '
PART ONE: :"lf-Reported Data

%

SPANISH-ENGLISH DOMINANCE ASSESSMENT TEST *

. AUTHORS : Bernard Spolsky, Penny Murphy

AVAILABLEFFROM: Educatﬁonal Testing Service, ETS Test Collection, Princeton, NJ
08540 (microfiche) -

DATE: 1972 ° AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades 1-2

TEST INTENDS " Oral language production, vocabulary; use and understanding of
TO MEASURE:2 . Lng*1qh and Spanish in particular social situations
TASKS INVOLVED: Students answer personal questions, questions about their own lan- - -
guage use and understanding; name objécts that might b und in
. - particular places; produce connécted speech describi
INDEX TO ~Self-Reported "Data; The Value of Vocabulary Tests]
PART ONE: Instructions; Identical Items in Two Languages
SPANISH/ENGLISH LANGUAGE PERFORMANCE SCREENING . .
w
AUTHORS: - Southwest Educational Development Laboratory

. AVAILABLE FROM:  CTB/McGraw-Hill, Del Monte Research Park, Monterey, CA 93940

DATE: 1976 - AGh/GRADh LEVEL: 4-5 years ‘
-TEST INTENDS Oral language ablllty, Judged according to number, length, and.
-TO MEASURE: complexity of responses

TASKS INVOLVED: Students answer personal questlons, name Qbjects; follow oral
‘ directions; desecribe obJects and pictures

INDEX TO *  Notions of L1ngu1st1c Complexity; Metalinguistic Instructions,
PART ONE: ' Identical Items in Two Languages; Discrete Point vs. Integrative
»Testing

Re Notions of Liqulstlo Complexity: As part of the procedure
‘for determining language dominance, the fhumber, .length, and com-
) Y " plexity of responses on the English section are compared with the
¢ responses on the Spanish section. No guidelines are provided for
making this comparison. "Judging the complexity of a responseis
likely to be a difficult and subjective matter, and comparing the
complexity of responses in two different languages even more
. difficult,
Re Identical Items in Two Languages: Questions asked on each

|
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langungo section are paralle], but not mere translations. This
test avoids tho unnaturalness of asking students the same question
twice.

. TEST OF GRAMMATICALLY CORRECT SPANISH‘BNGLISH

AUTHORS ;

AVAILABLE FROM:

DATE: None

TEST INTEBNDS
TO MEASURE:

1
i

TASKS. INVOLVED:

INDEX TO
PART ONE:

Las Cruces Public Schools

Margarita L6pez de Mestas, Coordinator, Bilingual Education Proj-
ect, Las Cruces Public Schools, 301 W. Amador Ave, Las Cruces, NM
88001

AGE/GRADE LEVEL: grades K-4

Correctness of grammatical form and spelling in a written story

(not reviewed); average oral sentence length, number of uncommon

words, total number of syllables used: grammatical complexity and _
correctness; pronunciation . -

Students answer two questions in Spanish; then two differenttquos-
tions in English; probing is done if necessary (oral test)

Notions of Linguistic Complexity; Irnferring Lack of Control from
Lack- of Performance; The Value of Phonology or Pronunciation Testss

. Counting Linguistic Elements; Identical Items in Two Langungos,

Discrete Point 'vs. Integrative Testing l

iy
o
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HAYWARD LANGUAGE DOMINANCE INDICATOR 12, 13, 14, l?, 1

INDEX

.
\ EJ

BAHIA ORAL LANGUAGE TEST 29, 51, 36

BASIC INVENTORY OF NATURAL LANGUAGH— 18 19, 22, 25, 27, 28 36
BILINGUAL SYNTAX MEASURE 23, 25, 29 31, 37 . '
BROOKS OOUNTY LANGUAGE USAGE INVBNTORY 12 13, 37

CASO TEST FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS 17, 22, 29, 30, 37
CHICAGO. See SHORT TEST OF LINGUISTIC SKILLS
COMPREHENSION OF DRAL LANGUAGE 28, 29, 38

'CRANE ORAL DOMINANCE TEST 8, 20, 24, 38 .

DEL RIO LANGUAGE SCREENING TEST 9, 10, 29, 39

EL PASO See ORAL LANGUAGB DOMINANCE MEASURE _
ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT TBSTS--LBVBL 1 1, 22, 29, 30, 39

FLEXIBILITY TEST TO MEASURE DOMINANCE IN SPANISH-BNGLISH BILINGUALS 25, 40
HARRIS ARTICULATION TEST 10, 24, 41 . '

ILYIN ORAL INTERVIEW 17, 20, 21, 23, 29, 30, 41
JAMES LANGUAGB DOMINANCE TEST 14, 24, 25, 42

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY 8, 14, 15, 23, 29, 30, 42__ |
LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT SCALES 10, 11, 14, 28, 29, 43 .
LANGUAGE DOMINANCE CRITERIA 12, 28, 43 o o :

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE INDICATOR Ses HAYWARD , '

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE SURVEY 12, 27, 44

- LANGUAGE FACILITY TEST 17, 18, 27 728, 44

LOS NIETOS SCHOOE DISTRICT LANGUAGB DOMINANCE SURVEY 12, 45

MARYSVILLE 'TEST OF LANGUAGE DOMINANCE 12, 45

MAT-SBA-CAL ORAL PROFICIENCY TEST, 10, 23, 29, 30, 45

MICHIGAN ORAL LANGUAGE PRODYCTIVE TBST 22 23 29 31, 46

MILWAUKEE See ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE ACHIEVBMBNT T"STS--LBVEL I
MORENO ORAL ENGLISH PROFICIBNCY PLACEMENT TEST = 20, 21, 29,-30, 46 °
MORENO QUICK LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT INVBNTORY 12, 47

NORTHWBSTBRN SYNTAX SCREBNING’TBST 10 29, 47

ORAL LANGUAGE DOMINANCE MEASURE 11, 19, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 31 47
ORAL LANGUAGE BVALUATION 17,-27, 28 48

. -OTT TEBST OF ORAL LANGUAGE: BNGLISH AND SPANISH 9, 10, 11, 15, 22 48

PICTORIAL TEST OF BILINGUALISM ANDfLANGUAGB DOMINANCE 13, 14,.17, 22, 24, 25 27,
28, 49 : , |

ROBSTOWN INDBPBNDBNT SCHOOL DISTRICT ORAL LANGUAGE INVENTORY 12 49

SHORT TEST OF LINGUISTIC SKILLS 7, 22, 28, 49

SHUTT PRIMARY LANGUAGE INDICATOR TEST 8, 21, 50

SKOCZYLAS BNGLISH PHONEMIC UNIT PRODUCTION TEST 10, 15, 50 .
SKOCZYLAS HOME BILINGUAL USAGE BSTIMATE 12, Sl :

. ‘SPANISH-ENGLISH DOMINANCE ASSESSMENT TEST 12,714, 26, 51 .
SPANISH/ENGLISH . LANGUAGB PERFORMANCE SCREBNING .24, 28, 51 .

TEST OF GRAMHATICALLY CORRECT SPANISH/BNGLISH 11, 15 19, 28,.52

oy { ‘
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Cecilia Freeman is a Research Associate at the Center for Applied Linguistics, where
she has worked on issues involving language in education. She is author of Readabil-
ity and -Text Structure: A View from Linguistics (Center for Applied Lihguistics, 1978) .
and, with Thomas G. Dieterich, of the Arlington County Oral Production Test (Arling-
ton, Virginia Public Schools, 1978) and” other works in education and lipguistics.

\ " .
1homas>G‘ Dieterich (Ph.D., Yale Univérsity) is Assistant Professor of English at
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. He is co-author, with Cecilia Freeman.
and ,Peg Griffin, of Assessing Comprehension in a School Setting (Center for ‘Applied
Linghistjcs, 1978) and of other works omn,linguistics and on language and education.
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LANGUAGE IN EDUCATION: THEORY AND PRACTI1CE

Volume 1 (1977-78) ~
1. Directory of loreign Langg Age Service Ogﬂgnizatkpnx, by Sophia Béhrens., $3.95,
ED 153 503 ,
2. The Linguist in Speech Pathology, by Walt Wol fram. $2.95, ED 153 504 ' _ *

3. Graduate Theses and Dissertations in Bnglish as a Second lanbuage 1976-77, by
Stephen Cooper.  $2.95.7 ED 163 505

4. Code switching und the Class room Teacher, by Guadalupe Valdés-Fallis, ~$2.95,
ED 153 506 \ ‘ .

5. Current-Approaches to the Teaching of brammdr in® ESL, by David M, ngidsou;
$2.95. ED 154 620 : )

6. From the Community to the Classroom: Gathering Second-Language Speech bamplcs,
by Barbara F. Treed.  $2.95. ED 157 404

, 7. Kinesichs and Crds;!Cultural Understanding, by Genelfe G. Morain. $2.95.. S .
D 157 405 . '—

:

8. New Perspdctives oh Teaching Vocabulary, by Howard H. Keller. $2.95. ILD.157 406

9. Teacher Talk: Language in the Classroom, by Shirley B, Heath. $2.95. ED 158 575

10. Language and Linguistics:=~Bases for a Lurxlculum, by Julia S. Falk. §$2.95.
ED 158 576 . ~

~

Teaching Culture: Strategices and Techniques, by Robert C. Lafayette. $2.95.
ED 157 407

12.  Personality and Second Language Learning, by Virginia D. Hodge. $2.9%:
ED 157 408

Volume 2 (1978-79)

o 13. Games and Simulations in the Foreign Language Classroom, by Alice C. Omaggio. g
§5.95. :

14, Problems and Teaching Strategies in ESL Composition, by Ann Raimes. §$2.95/

I5. Graduate -Theses and Dissertations in English as a Second Language: 1977-78, by .
Stephen Cooper. §2.05. T

6. Foreign Languages, English as a Second/Forcign Laqguage, and the U.S. Multi-
- nationpal Corporation, by Martanne Tnman, $4.95

17. Testing Oral Communication in the Foreign Language Classroom, by Waltcr H. Bartz.

$2.95,

18. Intenslvc lorcnbn Language Courses, by David P. Benseler and Renate A, Schulz.
$35.95.

19. Evaluating a Second LdnBUdbC Pro5rdm, by Gilbert A. Jarvis and Shirley J. Adams,
$2.95.

20. Reading a Sccond Language, by G. Truett Cates and Janet K. Swaffar. §$2.95.
21.. Chicano English, by Allan A. Metcalf. $2.,95.
22, Adult Vocational ESL, by Jo Ann Crandall. §5.95.

Volume 3 (1979-80)

23. A Linguistic Guide to English Prdficiency Teqtlng in Schools, by Cecilia lreeman
and Thomas G. Dieterich. $5.95.

To subscripe ‘to the complete serles of publications, write to the Publications
Department, Center for Applied Linguistics, 1611 North Kent Street, Arlington,
-Virginia 22209. The subscription rate is §32.00'per volume. Titles may also be
ordered individually; add $1.75 postage and handling, Virginia residents add 4%
- sales tax. All orders must be prepaid.
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