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Abstract

The Mat-Sea-Cal Gral Proficiency Tests ave a series of
comparable grammatical structure tests. They have been developed
in 5ix languages: English, Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, Ilokano

and Tagalog. Their prupose is to identify Tinguistic skills and

research reported on the psychometric qualities.of the English and
Spanish editions. N

Reliability was computed by the method of internal equivalence.
Coefficients were .91 on the English test and .94 on the Spani§h
test. Point biserial coefficients were calculated as the discrimin-
atian‘fﬁééxi Rosults varied by subtest (Listening Comprehension,
Sentence Repetition, and Structured Response). Factor analysis, via
principal factoring with varimax rotation, was employed to identify
item pools.

Results indicated that approximately 30 percent of all DrigiﬁET
items require revision. (These tests are labeled "Field Test Edition"
by the authors.) The remaining items possessed good to excellent
discrimination indiciesgkand difficulty levels appropriate for

criterion referenced measures.



LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT AND THE MAT-SEA-CAL TESTS
Language assessrent might be defined as the systematic attempt to ascertain one’ s
ability to effectively receive and produce the elements of verbal expression,
Linguistic appraisal measures the ability to synthesize proficiencies in phonology,

morphology, syntax and lexicon into a meaningful Gestalt.

A major objective of primary education is fac:i'litating the acquisition of this lingulistic
integrated conflguration. Indeed, fostering a unified %:Gnstgilatmn communication
proficiencies unlocks educatmnal opportunities for thé student., Most educational
E:{perienies require that byxé‘ppm}cimately fourth grade children are basically
functional in communicative arts, of which speech is pivcztal.l The adequacy of

this assumption is challenged, yearly it seems, by U.S8.0.E, statistics relative

to the number of functionally {lliterate adults in the bopulation, the decline of
achlevement scores, the percentage of pupils failing basic skills’ tests, and the

like,

In the classroom the problem has been the identification of the chtldren's initial
language range. This kngwledge is essentlal in order to determine the basis from
which to commence instruction. Factors beyond tﬁe control of the school have
influenced initial language development, az;nong which are:

The nature of the child's pre-school linguistic environment,
Parental personality traits and attitudes,

. Degree of association with adults.

Child rearing practices in the home,

Number of siblings and orderal rank among them.

Parental attitude toward their own speech community

and toward second language group(s), 2

Lo I3, N JOR
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+ The complexity of personal and environmental inputs presents the challenge to

educators in rendering equal opportunity to pupils, "Merely providing the same
educational opportunity to all students, does not satisfy the law when some students
are effectively foreclosed from any meaningful education by a language barrier. n3
Ascertaining the extent and degrees of linguistic diversities, and then accomodating
rich varieties of background into a series of organized learning activities constitute

both the science and art of teaching.

Linguistic pluralism is common to the United States. Approximately 10 miilion
predominantly Spanish speaking individuals reside in this country. Thérthy of

Seattle, as an example, is home to dozens of maior dialects within its communities.

The humanist educator would assert that schooling should augment cognitive/affective
growth regardless of lanquagé heritage. The non-native English speaking student ‘
cifers the rich potential of first -hand sharing of culture and language. E{;Eﬁ
deficiencies of the native English speaker require special attention, so as to

permit all children to be inundated with schooling's benefits.

Generically, the Mat-Sea-Cal Oral Proficlency Tests are a systematic, objective
vehicle for determining aural-oral competencies. They are a series of six comparable
grammatical structure tests (in Cantonese, English, Ilokano, Mandarin, Spanish,

and Tagalog).

Authored by Drs. Betty and Joe Matluck, with the support of the Center for Applied
Linguistics, these instruments were designed to

1. determine the child's ability to
a. understand and produce the distinctive
characteristics of the spoken language,
b. express known cognitive concepts in
the language, and
c. handle learning tasks in the language,
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. 2. provide placement and instructional recommendations ,
with respect to alternate programs, such as English

ships such as spatial, case, and temporal, These concepts are assessed through
three types of communication manifestations, or modes: 1isiténing comprehension,
sentence repetition, and structured response. Eighty-one sentences comprise

each language test. Administration is through a staﬂdardtzed,rtapéd stimulus and

a series of supporting visuals. Administration time averages 25-40 minutes, though
no time restriction is placed on respondees, Testing and scoring instructions are
fully descrlbed; samples of correct responses-are provided with each item. In
section one the examigeie selects from one of three pictures. Sections two and three
reqxuire verbal response, and both sections are completely taped, Item-types are

multiple choice and short answer,

Initlal field~testing was conducted in Seattle, Subsequent administrations have been

completed in school districts in the states of California, Idaho, Texas and Washington

The Mat-Sea-Cal Tests are in field test form, and are clearly marked as such. Their
development has followed a standard, psychometric process outlined for instruments

of the typegs_ This paper focuses on statistical qualities of the English and Spanish

tests, as demonstrated through field-testing to date.

e s RELIABILITY
The first desirabie characteristic of any lnstmxﬁent is the abllity to demonstrate
consistency in measurement over a series of administratioﬁs or individuals. Known
as reliability, it depicts the degréél of certainty to which one may base decisions
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on gathered data. Without reasonably high reliability (.80 and up), the constructs
‘under investigation have only tentatively been measured by the given item sequence.

Mat-Sea~Cal test items are dichotomously scored, i.e., correct or incorrect,
Summation of item response-scores (of which there are 108 on the English test, and

118 on the Spanish counterpart) are converted to percentage scale, with normal score

distribution: 0 to 100. Thus, an appropriate method for calculating reliability is

that of internal equivalence, mathematically stated by the Kuder-Richardson formula.

This method was selected over other common procedures (such as alternate form or

= T v

test-retest) for following reasons, Only one form per Mat-Sea-Cal test e%iéts;‘gthus,
logistics precluded alternate form calculations. Being a power test, alternate form
and interval equivalence coefficients would be nearly identical, ;Fur’ﬁhermora,

psychometric thecry does not endorse creatlon of second forms when only one is

necessary for research or practical use,©

The test-retest ap;;rgac:h also appeared less desirable for reliability computations,
Retest coefficients require several months _betwean administrations of the instrument,
In this instance reliabi__lity would be affected to an unkn@wx extent by a combination
of schooling and maturat.i;.c*:nal factors on oral proficiency development. By contrast,
a short retest interval employed with a one-form instrument Lnt_rcduces a "memory"
effect to examinees' performance on the readministration.

The overall English test reliability coefficient was computed to be .91, on the

' Spéﬁiéh tés’ithgééi Calculations on SﬁEéamples (d'ivided by categories within
ethnicity, sex, geography, and educational attainment) ranged from 82 to .96,

Sample size for the overall coefficients was 3000.
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Three speclfic conclusions may be drawn from these findings., First, the English

and Spanish versions of the test are sufficiently reliable to permit further develop-

ment and refinement on the present sample of items. In other words, the state of
measurement consistency is such that a complete rewriting of test items is
unnecessary, Second, sufficient confidence may be placed in data generated by the
Mat-Sea-Cal that other avenues of linguistic research may be supported by its
infarmatiorj base. Third, the Mat-Sea-Cal Tests appear to be relatively homogeneous
in nature. Reliability coefficients, for whole tests, in excess of .90 usually are

an indication of homogeneity.
AY

ITEM DIFFICULTY INDEX
Item difficulty is a descriptive statistic measuring t'r;e ease (or difficulty) examinees'
experience in correctly responding to the individual ttems, The acceptable level
for {tem difficulties is hinged upon the basic purposes for testing, as specified in

the test's blueprint.

For the Mat-Sea-Cal information on respondents was desired in an area approaching
"minimum oral proficiency" (operationally defined as 70 percent performance on the
instrumentg) . Further, the tests were to be criterion referenced, used as a basls

for diugnosis and remediation. Thus, items with difficulty indicies between 50

to exhibit both the strengths (i.e. through the easier items) and weaknesses (i.e.,
through the more difficult questions) in their language patterns, By concentrating
thé given number of items within the restricted range, a more reltable portraft of
aural-oral abilitles is obtained.

Tables one and two present, by communication mode, the difficulty indicies for

indicles for items of the English and Spanish Tests, respectively.

9



. . (Note: the following symbols are used: LC - Listening Comprehension; SRep -
iSentenc;e Repetition; and SR - Structured Response. Numerals followed by an "a"
or "ib" indicate a response pair, one item measuring two language manifestations.)
Pegfu’sa'l of the tables wvould indicate the following items need to be scrutinized
critically:
English test:

) 112;355515}3;6!?1 12:1335
13b,14, 18a thru 23b, 25a, 25b

Listening comprehension:
Sentence repetition: 10a,10k,11,14a, 145, 17a, 1?1;3, 19a,
20,22a,22b,23a,25
Structured response: 7,10,11,13,19
Spanish test:
Listening comprehension: 1,2,3,6,8,12,16
4,5a,5b,7,14a,16b,21a,22b, 25,26a

Sentence repetition:

. Structured response: 10,15,21,23,26

Table #1
English Test

% responding correctly, Point-biserial correlation,

P(1), (over all grade levels)

__R() _(over all grade levels)

oo

13a
13b
14
15

96,
46,
98,
84.
96.

96,
99,
97,
74.
87.
87.
83.
89.
99,
96,
97.
96,
88.

ey
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.29
.22
.12
.45
.38
.37
.27
.35
.28
.40
.41
.35
.43
.21
.42
.39
.25
.31



English Test:

Point-biserial correlation,
__R({i) {over all grade levels)

% responding correctly,
P(D, (over all grade levels)

__Item #

IC 16
17
18a
18b
19a
19b
20a
20b
21a
21b
22a
22b
23a
23b
243
24b
25a
25h
26a
26b
27a
27b

94.
95.
98.
98.
99.
99.
99.
99.
99.
98.
99.
96.
96.
94.
94,
97.
97.
94.
94,
82.
83,

.30
.56
.12
.11
.16
.17
.17
.18
.25
.25

.19 .

.19
.18
.18
.22

21
.21
.21

.21 -

.20
.28
.25

9¢c
10a
10b
11
12
13a
13b
l4a
14b
15a
15b

82,
82.
83,
93.
95.
91.
93.
84,
84,
90.
95.
91,
80,
96.
96.
97.
87.
93.
93.
96.
97.
93.
90.

11

.49
.49
.52
.54
.51
.54

.95
.49

.52

.53
.58
.51
/ .49
.51

.46

.49
.29
.50
.56
.53
.45
.44
.39



English Test:

Item I

% responding correctly,
P(), (over all grade levels)

Point-biserial correlation,

_R(i) (over all grade levels

SRep 16
17a
17b
18

. 19a
19b
20
21
22a
22b
23a
23b
24
25

26

_87. =

89.
95.
97.
94,
85.
94,
95.
91.
96.
96.
97.
94,
75.
97.

.61
.56
.49
.49
.60
.60

.51 .7

.56
.50
.58
.52
.54
.47
.49

.58

SR 1

W 00 ] O U e LD S e

92.
98.
9l.
92,
95,
90.
97.
94.
90.
45,
96,
78.
39.
61.
73.
62.
90.
55.
35,
83,
91,
82,
79,
59.
59,
61,
9l.
91,
88.
88.

12

.15

.90
.37
.40
.38
.43
.44
.45

.35 7

.25
.47
.49
.32
.43
.27
.38
.37
.32
.28
.33
.53
.42
.25
.26
.41
.41
.24
.24
.30
.29



Spanish Test

- % réspending éarréctl}f',
P(), (over all grade levels)

..l

Pa,tﬁt%biégrlal correlation,
R(1) (over all grade levels) - .

93.
43,
95,
71,

.26

.08
.42
.39

‘LNJS\[AJ l’*»Jm—"

oo

89. : .32
89. - : _ .34
95. . ' .34
87. .45
, 41, ‘ - .15
9a . 73. ‘ .16
9b 62. S ¥
10 68. .32
11la 83. ' .29
11b, : 84, ‘ . .32
12 98, > : ’ .33
13a | 89, R .50
13b 89, : .48
14 87. : .24
15 , 86. . C .40
16 - 38. ' .12
17 RS, ' - .38
_1Ba 92, o .38
18b 92. . - ' .38
19a 92, - o . .57
19b : 92, ' .57
C20a |l 88, , , .48
20b ' 88, .47
21a - 92, ' .54
21b 92, ' : o ; .55
22a . 91. ' ‘ .+ . .55
22b 91. ‘ ' . .55
23a 81. - e .37
23b 82. , , .37
24a 91, : a .60
24b 91. .60
25a || 90, - . _ .58
25b || i 90. E .59
. 26a 82. : . .59
26Db- 82. - .59°
27a 75. . .32
27b '75. o .31

Lo BN |

SRep la . 71, : ' .60
1b 67. € .61
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 Spanish Test;

';;Iteﬁl#;-:

% responding correctly,

- Point -bisettal correlation,:
____R() (over all grade I

1s) A

SRep 2a

: 2b
3a
3b
.
S5a
5b.
6
7

8a

9a
9b

105 5‘
10b
lla

11b
12

13a
13b
l4a
14b
15a
15b
15¢
léa

P(i), (over all grade levels) _

54,
63,
68,
61,
26,
42,
~Al, . .
75,
32,
88,
88,
73.
51,
79.
81.
86,
84,
85,
68,
73,
45,
70.
80.
78,
71.
53,

.54
.52
.63
.58
.39
.51
. .53
.43
.64
.64
.58
.44
.64
.72
.59
.61
.66
.61
.61
.45
.54
.70
.65
.72
.49
.44

16a 36. |
165 76. o
17b . 4
E 7 .67
18b a2, :
19a . :
192 76. =
i s .63
ng 7 .52
- 21a . i
; 5 .56
: . .61
22b . ;
23a co. 7
23b el 7
23 -85, <
2 49, g
26a so. &
: s .35




Item #

% responding correctly,
P(l), (over all grade levels) _

Point-biserlal correl
R(i) (over all grade |

ation,

-8R

w0 w'm O Gl D e

77.
82.
w3,
61.
87.
68.
73.
81.
81,
33.
87,
53..
59,
62,

- 38.

74,
79,
75,
79.
68.

39.

64.
43.
66.
44,
80.

.81,

ES!
56.

15

.68
.74
.66
.72

.60 .

.63
.69
.72
- .30
.61
.42 .
.46
.54
.35
.61
.64 -
.68
.56
.53
.38
.49
.48
.41
.45
.43
.53
.53
.48
.48

evels)



~ Approximately-40 percent of the English and 20 percent of the Spanish items require

careful investigation as a result of their difflc:l:llty indicles., Such fl‘gufés are not

abnormally high for instruments in the development stage, as Is the Mat-Sea~-Cal.

 Purther, one expects a fai,r‘ proportion of items to be modified between field test

and commercial forms, However, before items are discarded or rewritten, other

statistics, especially the item discrimination, are examined,

ITEM DIS_GRIMINATiC)NT __i‘lgiDEX T e e e :ﬁ%
Most instruments are designed to make distinctians betweeﬁ fespahdéés; based
on some ériterior;i In statistical lexicon this is"réferred to as the 1t’em‘ &iscrimlnatlc;
index, It identifies ncﬁsdiscﬂmi’néting questions on the basls of carfelatic:nal"? |
analysis; between each item and a criterion score. ‘The criterlon measure _mast'often B

employed is the total score on the instrument itselfis

for analyzing the two language-item pools. As stated previously, all responses were.
score” As elther correct or incorrect., Thus, a poiint'biserial coefficlent was computed
as the discrimination index. Standards proposed by Guilford and Fruchter, and

Ebeﬁlm were invoked for interpretation of the resulting item-total coefficients.

Specificially, items with correlations below .30 were recommended for revision, or

exclusion from the instrument. Items éxhi}j{ti-ﬁg -c’:c:)rrelat';gns between .30 and .40
were subject to further investigation (in the form of factor analysis). Items with

indicies above .40 were regarded as sufficlent in discriminating power for retention

in the revised forms. (Discrimination indicles are listed in Tables one and two.) "~ |

Compared to these stanﬁar’ds, most itéms of the English and the Spanish MatESEa—C}al

Tests were psychometrically acceptable. Concern may be raised with the discrimina-

, tion power of the following items:

16 .



“English test:

Listening comprehension: 1,2,3, 5 8,10,12,14,15, 15
: 18a thru E?b - o

Sentence repetition: 12

Structured response: 1,9,10,13,15,18, 19 23 24 27a
thm 28b

Spanish test:

Listening comprehension: 1,2,5a;5b,6,9a,9b,10,11a, llE,
. 12,14,16,27a,27b

Sentence repetition: - none

Structured fespgnse : 1}3, 15 E
From these cﬂa_ta it appeared that a large pool of items on both Erngliéh and Spanlsf;h '
Mat-Sea-Cal Tests delineated between the orally proﬂcient-amﬁ those lacl-;iﬁgfb_t.n
siméture/s@ncep‘t Sk’Lllsi V”I‘hasé items in the ¢. 2y area of disc‘rlﬁﬂina!‘ti@n pcwér,r.

l.e., with indicies: if
{'ﬁé =
determine their congruence to test purposes.

tween .30 and .40, were subject to further analysis to -

FACTOR ANALYSIS
All fltéﬁis with d‘iscriminatlan'indiciés of .30 and greater wéré inéludéd in the vafiablé
»ﬁgcl for factor analysistﬁ For both Enghsh and Spamsh Tests (separately) on analysts . '—, .
was conducted Withiﬂ each cémmunicatmn made/uem sequence (Llstening Gampréhénsiéﬁ

Sentence Repetition, and Structured Response).

Factoring Was}inte,—.ndéd to é}:plgre mathematical felatiénshifjéémgﬁg'the itemévé‘riablé;s:
~ that were not, at ther time, knéw‘n_ Attantiéﬁ was focused upc‘mﬁ' latent phenameﬂé

of thé caﬁfsfructs gnder cpnsideratiéni as exhibited -by datagéﬁératgﬁ:fmm théitem

;équeﬁces_ The end préduct was déscriptive t?pai@gias whic:h I‘éﬂéé‘iéﬂ a subétgntﬁr’é =

sharing of common variation among groupings of item-variables.,

17




T additlun the procedure was commenced for its data fEdUGtiDﬂ pctenttal A large B

series cf variables can bé “rearranged" or "reduced" to a smaﬂer set t::f source-

items whlch account for significant intersrelatmns in the data. Thls possibllity

-was alsa investigated as a shorter Mat- Seasc‘;al was deslred in. certain sltuations. h

For calculations the principal fagtaring method was- used. Dlagc:nal elements of the

ccrrelatmn matrlx were initially replaced by the squared multiplé ccrrelatit:m

' ‘ cce;fficientsi Eigenvalaesi representing total variahce aé:aunted _for by a ;Eat:tor;'

It should be noted that facfc;r analyzing of "Q@upléd iterﬁs" , those with an a

‘were cDmputed The number of factors extracted for rétati::n genérally GGTI‘ESPGDugd

- to Guttman's 1.0 criterion. 1 Varimax rctatmn was ez’nplayéd; andsubseq’uént

ccmmurality estimates were the respective eigenvalues for each extracted factor. .
Iteration proceeded until convergeénce occurred, that is, the difference between

successive eigenvalues was .01, or less,

All factors had to contain at least three "pure" item variables (i.e., a variable
which loaded on one and on'y one factor). Factor loadings of .35 or greater were

considered significant (i,e., the minimum correlation for an item to load on a factor),

In all forty-five computerized, factor-analytic runs were made using the Statistical

Package for the Soclal Sciences.l2 A summary of the findings is presented in

" Table 3, In general, three types of items were discerned: those that should lbs

retained in their present form, those which are relatlvely easy though acceptable

in discrimination power, and those which require rev ision, .

and a "b" part, proved difficult. Both parts ypic;-ally correlated highly. As a result,

~"a" and "b" items palrs had to be aﬁalyzed separately, on cﬂiffere:nt factor runs,

C?n the English test the Listening Comprehension section needs the greatest amount

= 18




" Table 3

FACTOR PATTERNING

Listening Comprehension:

1t
—— —
LuJ M

-~ 89)*,

(83 R = 44)**
- (96 - 97), R =

5—41)

factor 1:
factor 2: P

conclusions: (én individual items)

1, retam in present form: #4,9a,9b,10,11, and 17
2, easy items (high Py, acceptable RL).%Sa 5b,7,13a, and 13b
3. revise: #1-3,6,8, 12 14-16, and 18a = 27b.

Sentence Repetition: , - : . \x //

factor 1: P= (43 -96), R = (48 - 62), concept: "number" .~
factor 2: P= (95 =96), R = (46 - §7)

conclusions: (c;zn individual items)

1. retain in present form: #1-3,5-9¢,13a,13b,15a-16,18-21,
22b,23b,24, and 26
2. easy Ltems (high Pi, acséptable Fq) #4,10a-11, 14a, 14b,
l?a,l?b,EZa,ZBa, Emd 25

3. revise: #12

Structured Response:

(33 - 49), concept: “tempcra’lity“_

factor 1: P= (55 -78), R=
factor 2: P= (90 - 98), R = (39 ~ 54), concept: "“identification" =
complex items: P = (93 -90), R.= (38 - 43) e
nor-loading items: P = (35 -39), R= (30 - 33) o

conclusions: (on individual ltems)

1, retain in present form: #3 4,6,8,9, 11 .12,14,16-18,20-22, 25 and 26
2, easy items (high Pj, acceptable Ry): #2 5, and 7 i & '
revise: #1,10,13,15,19,23,24,and 27a-28b '

(%]

*P = (xx - yy): Is the range of the difficulty index of variables included in this
factor,

**R = (xx = yy): is the range of the discrimination index" (pc::mt biserial coefficients)
‘ ' of varlables included in this factor,
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" Spanish Test

Listening Comprehension:

factor 1: P = (71 - 92), = (33 - 61)
factor 2: P = (92 - 98), = (32 -~ 43)
conclusions:  (on individual items)
1. retaln in present form: #4,5b,7,13a,13b,15,17, and 19a-26b BN
2. easy items (high Py, acceptable R) #3,6,12, lsa and 18b

3. revise: #1,2,5a,8-11b,14,16, 27a and 27b

Sentence Repetition:

factorl: P = (73 - 86),
factor 2: P = (24 -~ 59),

- (55 -~ 68)
- (38 - - 55)

conclusions: {classification of items by difficulty index)
1. high group: [P = (73 - 86), R= (55~ 68)1: #8a-9a,1la-12,18a,
: 19a,19b, 23a, and 24
2. lowgroup: [P=(24-59), R= (38 -55)]: #la,lb,3a,10a,l13a,
: 13b,15a, 15¢,17a,17b,
18b,21b, and 23b

3. complex group: [P = (57 - 81), R= (52 - 73) ]: #2a,4-5b,7,9b,14a,
lEa,lEb 21, 221: ZE-ESb

4. Eomplex/hlgh* [P=(70 - 81), R= (52 - 7301 : #6, 105, 14b, 15b, 200
%_5, . and 20b

5. complex/low**: [P = (59 -~ 63), R= (52 - 61)1: #2b,3b, and 22a
Structured Response
factor 1: = (53 - 87), _R = (42 - 74), concepts: "number",
' "identification", and "case relationship”
factor 2: P = (38 - 56), R = (35 - 49)
conclusions: (on individual items)
1. retain in present form: #1-9,11-14,16-20,22,24, and 26-27b

2. difficult items (low Pj, acceptable Ry): #15,21,23,25,28a, and 28b
3. revise: #10

;'Iﬁlésie {Eafiébiéé are “(’;‘-D,I:l{ﬁlilé}{" , thr::ugh on some runs load as “Dure on the high
P; factor,

- **These variables are "complex", though on some runs load as "pure" on the low

Pi factor, .
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'“of work, The second half of the Listening mode (items 18a through 27b) requires -
. revision, as do six other items. Questions 5a, 5b, 7, 13a and 13b are classified |

" as relatively easy, though possessing reasonable discrimination, indicies -

wafeEt)

The Sentence Repetition mode supported two-three factors. Items typically grouped

according to their difficulty index, thus the two factor solution appeafed more
appropriate. The difficulty index of the easier item group was comparable to that
of similar factor in the Listening section, Also, the communication concept "number"

completely loaded on the factor with lower difficulty indicles..

In Structured Response nine itenjs had low discrimination indicies. These need'
revision, aﬁd subsequently were not factor analysed. The remaining items gravitaféd
into four factors, However, the third factor repeatédly contalned only two pure
variables, and the fourth was cémpletely Vccsmp.caséd of complex lgading’s . As a -
findings were similar to 'the other twé modes, itemséggregating by’ difficulty index.
The factor composed of relatively easy items also contained most c;frﬁil—iemitefns' in
the communication concept of ideﬁtificatimn.;’_ ;The “tﬁgmpgralLty";'Qafiahlés accméed;

en masse, to the other factor.

On the Spanish test in the iisténlng éompréhénsién mode, two factors emerged.
Again labelung of factors went according to the ciifficglty index of the respecﬂve
items. Of noté, also, the entire second half of this section is somébsed of item
pairs, (#18a through 27b) and thus hadf’c@ be énalysgd séparatel’y’_ 'Furthermorég '
investigating any sizable portion Qf:either "a"'é;f:“i:::" péif—s’ét with;thé non-paired |
it;ms yteldeci a special two-factor sc;slution.r -Dne facfof containedonlymémgzers

from the paired grouped, the other included all non-patred variables. Analysis of
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“"a" {tems (18a,19a . . ;27a§, then "b" items (18b, 19b ., . .27h), séééfately,

resulted in single factor solutions, These item groups are @byiéusly highly correlated,
Thus, a few items from the "a" and the "b" groups may be omitted without detrirﬂeni

to assessment purposes. This would result in a shorter Listening Comprehension

T

mode on the Spanish test.

The Sentence Repetition section supported three variable groups, but only two factors.
| The factors were identifiable by difficulty index. Items with a low percentage éf
correct re’sécmses formed one group. Items with a ﬁistin:tl} higﬁer-diffigulty

indicies loaded on the second factor. The third group 'of variables had "géﬁiplex"
loadings, that is, they alignedwith both factors. Also, a few items vacillated
between variable gréups on different analytic runs (and are iﬁentifiéd in Tabl(; 3 as

"complex/high" and "complex/low").

In Structured Response the discernable pattern of difficulty levels emerged. The
two factor solution facilitated easy classification of all but three items. Further,
communication concept items of number, identification, and case relationship

loaded on the factor with whose variables possessed higher difficulty indicies.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Mat=éeascal Oral Proficiency Tests, in English Vand in Spanish (Field Test
Edition), have been pr;prSEd as a means of assessing children's liﬁguisﬂc |
skills. The research _r‘ep@ﬁced herein examined céftain statistical qualities of
these instruments.
Both English and Spanish Tests satisfied psychometric standards for-fféliabizlity.
This permitte:;l further meaningful investigation into other characteristics of the
instruments, as data deri-ifed from them wére judged as consistent. Also, the
, magnitudé of the féliability coefficients suggésted that these tests were relatively




AT

. ~homogeneous in content, The method of internal equivalence was employed for

rellabillty calculations.

In addition, b@tﬁ language tests contained a large number of items which possessed
a desirable difficulty index, specified as the 50 to 90 percent range, These were
tnténdea as criterion referencéd instruments designed to assess-fluencv near the
minimum oral proficiency level (defined as 70 percent performance), The Spanish
Test demonstrated a broad sampling of the target diffic:ulty index. Most of its
itemsgware deemed acceptable, The English Test proved more h@mégene@gs with™"
a large concentration in the higher percentages ‘of the index. This was parttcﬁlarly
true in the Listening G@mprehenéi@ﬂ mode, As a result, the expenditure of additi@ﬁal

effort will be required, particularly in this one section.

Point-biserial coefficients were computed for an item discrimination indicles, By

The Sentence Repetition mode appeared the strongest in this matter, the Listening
'Campreheésicn the weakest. An absolute minimum of .30 was invoked for proceeding
with further analysis., Items in the .30 - .40 range were rendered extra attention,

as such figures suggest the need for additional refinement,.

An in=depth factor ar’zalysié constituted the final phase of the pursﬁiti ’items with
discrimination indicies above .30 were included. The analysis for Eac’:hvféf;{t was
conducted withinvthe three cammuﬁicatiéh modes. For the analysis principal
factoring was applied. Squared multiple correlation coefficients were inserted as
initial estimates of commurality, thereafter eigen\ralﬁes. E}éfraéted factarswéz'é
required to have at least three "pufe"‘ loadings (of .35 or greater). Generally,

two or three item pools were discovered with each communication mode. The items
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“ separated.themselves most often according to diffic:ulty‘ index. Cémbplete grdﬁps of

items representing certain communication concepts did, at times, load on one factor,

The findings suggest that a reduction in the number of items per test |5 possible,
Selection of items would follow the test design, that is, the performance region

in which assessment was desired.

. Also, it was noted, that combining two language manifestations into one question

failed to be a discriminating technique. Item pairs were so highly correlated that

e

the magnitude of their relationship outweighed either item's intercorrelation with
all other variables, combined. Thus, each item needs to be a separate entity in
future revisions of the instruments.

Next, a small series of relatively easy, but discriminating, items exist on each
test. This raises an interesting possibility. Such questions may be separated and

used as a mini pre-test for children suspected of having littnle oral fluency in the

accurate and objective measure. As they are relatively easy, only students with
the largest of language deficiencies could be expected to do poorly on them. However,

for such students, an exhaustive, in-depth assessmen! Is unnecessary; a brief,

but accurate appraisal is what is requ