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“pages 126 - 27

INTRODUCTION

This paper presénts a critique of the Northwest Regional

Educational Laboratory's review of the Mat-Sea-?a] Oral Proficiency

Tests in their publication, Oral Language Tests for Bilingual Studenmts.
That publication was released in Jﬁly, 197% as a guide to gdmihistra-
tors and program coordinators in the selection of instruments for asses-
ing studehts' language.dominance and.oral proficiency(-ies).

The N.W.R.E.L. reviewers, in rating each inst?hment, exb]oréd four
;riteria; Méasureﬁent Va]iqity, Examinee Appropriatenessc Ipthnica]
Excellénce, and Administrative Usabi]jty. Several quest%dhs‘within each

~

criteria were.examined in determining the overall criteria rating.

A descriptive review of the Mat-Sea-Cal is presented on pagesV101-06

ofufhe publication. The reviewgrs' rating is suhmarized in a chart on
hOf the bpok]'et. ~

This critique gcrutinizes the evaluations rendered to the Mat—SégFCal
by the reviewers in each of”the four criteria. Discussion is offered on

several points. Differences in perception between this author and the

N.W.R.E.L. reviewers on the evaluation of the Mat-Sea-Cal are enymerated.’

In citing references, where only page numbers are given, the state-
ment is attributed to the N.W.R.E.L. publication. Where outside soyrces

afe quoted, the standard author-title-page number format is followed.
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_ THE CRITIQUE L \ -
, v D 3 ﬁ;‘ - .
R Th1s cr1t1qng_jgllgus the out]1ne ﬂkesented in the N.W.R. E L.

. bpok¥et in chapter three: Evaluat1ve Cr1ter1at This discussion,

' vtherefoge; begins‘with Measurement Va]1d1ty, fo]]owed by Examinee .

Appropn1atenesst Technical Exce]]ence and Administrative Usab1]1ty -

in that order " g
- ) ..J f ‘
CRITERION:pMEASURfMENT VALIDITY '
vc y :

‘ Seven-questions (pp. 30-2) were, considered in determining an

‘instrument's’ measurement va11d1ty However, ratings were given for

only two categories (pp° 126 - 27) Judging from the evaluation chart
_ .

point scale . 126% quest1ons~#a through #e™(pp. 30 2) appear to

have beén combined 1nto the category ‘content and construct" (p. 126)

,The second category w1th1n th1s criterion, “concurrent and predictive",

, apparent]y is composed of questions #f and #9 (p. 32).

:‘ 0Of note. the authors of the N.W.R.E.L. publication have presented .

no rationale within the text for condensing seven discrete questions‘
g e

" into two eva]uat1on categor1es

Contentﬁand;Cogstryct In this category .the Mat-Sea-Cal rece1ved

- five of a possible seyen po1nt§. Th1s'was the highest rat1ng achieved ™,

by any of the elevep instruments reviewed. In fact, the Mat-Sea-Cal was

the only instrdment to be awarded over half of the maximum possible
o . : \ . .
points alloted for content and construct validity (p. 126).

ThTs rating is significant in psychometric terms. Content and con- .,

N

_struct ya11d1ty are deemed as the 1n1t1a1, critical stages of 1nstrumEnt

. -

“~
v

: - . .
7 _ S :
. ~ N ,
. . N . . .
. . . T . " -
. “ > * -
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develdpment. .Content validity addresses the issue of whether an in-
. ‘ ’ _ .
strument samples the universe “it purports to measure. Construct validity
eXp]ores.the question of whether performance on the sampled items reflétts

an accurate measure of the respondee's knowledge of, or competence in,

\
the theoretical constructs being tested (éronbach, in E. L. Thorndike,
Educational Measurement, p. 446). o R

As the 1n1t1a1 phase of 1nstrument development demonstration of
content and construct validity is, therefore, a pre- requ1s1tefgo conduct1ng

further ana]yses That the Mat- Sea Cal was rev1ewed favorab]y by an-.
1ndependent agency, N.W. R E L., is a manifestation of the 1nstrument s quality,
‘Concurrent and Predictive. The Mat-Sea-Cal was awarded no points for

N N P o
concurrent and predictive validity in the N.W.R.E.L. publication (p. '126).

Concurrent and predictive validity are both correlation\analyses between

the instrument under deve]opment and a measure of criterioh prof1c1ency

f
o

Spec1f1ca11y, concurrent validity enta11s the conre]at1on of he test - P

[ \

and the outcome data at very nearly the _same time. The-torre]at1'n between

the two is the measure of concurrent va11d1ty Emphas1s is p]aced on

P - .. '!’
’se]ect1ng an appropriate. outcome measure, as the new 1nstrumentew111 be

correlated with “whatever the outcome measure tests (Cronbach

Essent1ais Qf Psycho]ogf%21 Test1ng _pp. 104, 10&,*ang 117, see also
¥ 4

Thorndnke, p. 484) , _ ; -

\
\

[}

G e

The. primary 1nterest<of predictive va]1d1ty is f]nd1ng an agturate j]' v

measure of a future outcome. A score on the 4hstrument under deveTopment
. l{d o0
is checked against a criterion measure. The aim of test1ng is to pred1ct i

t Lo

this cr1ter1on, and the mer1t of the 1nstrument,1s Jugged by the accuracy
fo K] o , ‘ by

&

$ ] . : " .
zq{,'w . : i 8 . e a 4 J .



. /

. 4 ,
" of its prggiction NOrmal]y, several months time elapse between

'5_, ‘ testing and data gather1ng on tHe criterion measure. Success in

~ predicting the criterion ususa]]y results in a stat1stica1 deciéion
theory. model. That is, a formula is used 1n ass1qn1ng students to
d1fferent treatments in the future, based on the pred1ct1ve wa11d1ty

f
f1ndings. Here too, the_pract1ca1 "worth" of the decision formulas

_reSt; on the se]ection of a'ya1€d critenion measure_of theicompetence
or performance on which prediction is desired_(Cronbach, pp. 108 and.,’
117; éee a]so.Thorndike,‘Dp: 503, A43 + 44, and 484). '

‘ ﬁe]ated to concurrent va]idity the N. N R.E:L. review noted that
s1gn1f1caht corre]at1ons at the 01 1eve1) were estab11shed between

the Mat-Sea-Cal and the S R.A. Ach1evement Survey (pp. 104 - 05).

These findings were originally published in Dr. Matiuck‘s A.E.R.A.

paver in April, 1976 (Matluck and Matluck, The Mat-Sea-Gal Instruments

. for Assessing Language Proficiency, p. 10).; Ins

sources reveals that these correlations were largef¥
~.70. Rased on the N.W.R.F.L. rating scale (p. 32), t

13

‘would, therefore, deserve one point for concurrent validity.

e Mat-Sea-Cal

Since no points were awarded (p. 126),.one must conctude that “the

reviewers did Not pursue Or. Matluck's original sources. As his
i

-K.E.R.A. paper was de11vered in ear]y April and the N.W.R.E.L. pub]ica-
tion not re]eased until Ju]y, ample time for check1no sources ex1sted
In the light of such shortcom1ngs, doubt must be raised with the reviewers

stated ﬁntent'that,,“an éffort was made to obtain as much descriptive

le

material as possible on eagh instrument” (p. 44). T

) ) < -

»
N
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Regardingzprediétive va]idity, the Mat-Sea-Cal was again
awarded no points by the reviewers. To date, nd a-priori'predictive'

inveétigatibﬂs with the instrument have been undertaken. Thus, this

.+ ‘rating appears justified. - ‘ N

P , ' .. i o -
¢ However, discussion may precede from whether the demonstration

of predictive validity is within the scope of field test instruments.
Predictive validity is usually the final hurdTe Qf‘ﬁnstrument déve]qp- -

"ment. It is undertaken after bther'investigations (e.qg., re]iabi]ity,

R item analysis, concurrent validity, test fevision, ett.)shave proven

[

successful. In fact,'démonstratiod of predictive validity ind%cates

that an instrument is ready for commercial distribution. ‘ v

Summary (Measurement Validity).. The Mat-Sea-Cal Tests were awarded
B \ .

five of eleven points fg; measurement validity. The reviewers thereby

:c]aSsified the!Tésts as "poor" on this cfiteriéh. ‘

.4!Ef' | Two issues belie this rating. First, in the concurrent validity
; éection”the reviewers fqi]ed to pu?sue source documents. As axresﬁlt,
“they overlooked significant corre]ationggwhich would have entitléd the
Mat-Sea-Cal to an additiona] rating point.

The second questfion pertains to whether fie]drtest"instrumeﬁts should
be rated on predictive va]id{t;;{ﬁ a manner similar to commercial- tests.
.Demonstrating predictiVe validity would appear to be,mgrei%ﬁa doma{n of
7 coﬁmercia]lyﬁmarketed measures.

In sum, ghz'Mat-Seé-CaJ should be creditéd with six;rating pdihts
. for méasurementlva]fdity. Then, employing the niﬁe or e]eVén»point.

—~—

scale {excluding or including the predictive validity rating), fhe

v ‘ . Pid

L -, 10

’ . . ’ s

A].'»yl‘
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instrument should be rec]assified.as "fair" on this criterion,

r “good" en ‘a \nine-point scale..
9

. o .s\
CRITERION: EXAMINEE APPROPRIATENESS , .

Thirteen questioms {pp. 33-6) were considerea\in determining the

1

examinee ébpropriaténess of an instrument. Points were awarded for
tﬁe]ve of the considerations. No rating (only a description) was given

for "mode of examinee response," and no reasons were tendered for this

. N )
exception.

Like the measurement validity section, some questions were combined

into single rating categories (of which there ére n}ne). Questions #b +

and #c (pp. 33'- 4) form the category "item rdlevance" (p. 126). Questions

’

#d, #e, #f, and #g make up the category "instructions." The remaining

L

gquestions are retained as individual evaluation entiti S. . No discussion is

provided as to how and why sohé querﬁes were aggregated, while others

were retained as individual items.

As with the previous criterion (measurement validity), the mdximum
L ¢ ! ‘

points awarded per category in gxam1nee appropr1atepess vary. The point

4
scale ranges from zero to ﬂ@ur in some 1nstances, wh11e a zero-one.
alternative .s the cho ﬁ tﬁgrs Are the concerns rated in one categon%

four times as 1mp&ﬁtant hs ﬁﬁbsgwrated in another7 The revrewers.prov1de
: f .

no en11ghtenment

]

Summa ny (Examinhe Kppropr1atenessxadflha'Mat Sea-Cal Tests received

£

fourteen of f1fteeﬁos,s1_bl§ppo1nts on the‘cr1’ger1on of examinee appropriate-

ness. This rating earhed?the instrument a classification of "good™ for
A ( , . . v
this criterion.
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Only in failing to require test*administrators tb,infonn examinees

of the test's pgrposeé (f.e;}:"justif%cation“)'did the Mat-Sea-Cal. "

not receive the‘haximum points in any category. This réting pre-
ference assumes that primary-age ch11dren S perfonmance 1s pos1t1ve1y‘

affected by knowing why they are being tested ~ In actual sett1ngs

'
1

“this information most likely motivates some youngsters, while creating

anxiety in others.

CRITERfON: TECHNICAL EXCELLENCE T T

°

Four questyong (pp. 37 - 8) . were evaluated in determining an in-
strument's technical excellence. Unlike each of the previous two l
erjterfa (validity dnd appropriateness), each question was rated as,
a ;eparate entity. However, the maximum point value within_each category
varied: from one to three po1nts Again, these scale d1fferent1als
remain unexp1d1ned. " T )

‘.Severa1 points related to the evaluation of technical excellence
nééd to be made. First,\the category of “rep]icabi1ityi appears to be
an administrative matterv(the hext criterion) rather than a technical

¥ / ’ .
concern. . - : ,

?

. 0f a more ser1ou§ ‘nature is tne reviewers' collective knowledge/

~of the concept of re11ab111ty The1r\b1as favors instruments capable

L

of s1mu1taneously exh1b1t1n9 three types of re11ab111ty alternate
) .

fonn test- retest and internal cons1stency In doing so, the N.W.R.E.L.

.rev1ewers £a11ed to address whether each re11ab111ty type was congruent

1
in nature to that of the 1nstruments being eva1uated ‘Also, under certa1n

c1rcumstantes, one type of re11ab111ty computation yields coefficients

'/

~

12 "
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- T tvir ua]1y,1dentica1 to those calculated by, a second method (Guilford

’ ‘\,Y
and Fruchter, Fundamental Statistics in Education and Psychology, p. 410).

t
‘
v

As aﬁother example, the creation of an a]te%hative form for the purpose:

AN

I

of pr%senting a second:ne]iabi1ity'cdeffic{ebt is not a practice
advocated by educational psycnometricians.(Séan]ey, in Thorndike,

ppP. 4p¢.+ 5). Such staﬁe;of—the:art positions, however, havé been
| _ , . .
ignored by the_reviewers in listing their reliability ratings for instru-

9

_ments. '

A]ternate‘tojﬁ. Tha_lat-Seg—Cal was _awa'rded No points. for alternate

form reliabili As on]x oné form of the instrumeht'(per lapguage)

exists, this ing was expected.

However, with power tests a]terngte.fonn;Jliinterna] consistency ///\\

estimates of reliability "can be used almost interthangably" (Guilford

Q

and Fruchter, p. 410). Pewar tests are those in which examinees have

'ahp1e time to answer all questions. (Standard educational measurement

P v v

teitg 1ist specific requirements - -.Thorndike, p. 192; see also Guilford,
. ‘ ' s

and Fruchter, pp. 405- -07.). By instruction and ‘as demonstrated in

actual administratibn,'the Mat-Sea-Cal permits sufficient time for all

" examinee respon§es. “Thus, tpé'rating,of the Mat-Sea-Cal for alternate -
. - ook . ’
forms duplicates the evaluation for internal consistency (which is

‘e

detailed later).

L4 v

r Furthemore, construction of an alternate form.solely to demonstrate

. a second reliability coefficient would be an unnecessary depletion of

A

test development resources. Creation of a sefond form places additional

. ‘requirements on test development.

v .
1 B ! . 3
-
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+
First, the amount of variation in content and format between-forms
must be §kilvfu11y balanced, if they are to be truely comparable. If

,

the a]terna e forms differ too d1st1nct1y, the correlation between them
will under stimate the des1red re11ab111ty By contrast, if the two fonns

overlap to an excess, the obta1ned corre]atﬁﬁg will overest1mate the forms

reliability (Stanley, in Thorndike, pp. 404 -05).

In addition, care must be taken to insure that items sélected for
the "second" form are representative of the respective unierse. Further;

the manner in'which items aré‘chosen for inclusion in the-"p1ternate" fonno

must be equivalent, and not.reflect increased skill in item writing.
Violation of either requirement would have a deleterious-effect on the
instrument's content and construct validity (Ibid.).

Finally, item statisiics and correlations would need to be comparable,

Therefore, -
\\ -
“if only a single fonn of a test is needed for
the research or practical use to which the test,
is to be put, it seems unduly burdensome to
prepare two sepayate tests in order to obtain
an estimate of reliability" (Ibid., pp. 405 - 08). !

Another type of alternate form reliability is the "instant readmin—.'

" : N 3 . .- .
istration", or split-half technique. Here, the instrument is divided

S

into halves (randomly, or in-pattern), adninist&red once; but a second
administration is considered to.have occurred "instantaneoué]y." The two
halves are separately scored, thén correlated. However, as re]iabi]ity

is a function of gest length (to a point), the obtained coefficient is

‘

Spuriously Tow. It is, therefore, adjusted by the Spearman-Brown estim-

~ation formula. In addit1on to being an estimate of an underestimate, the .

- : {
sp]it—hajf coeff1c1qnt is regarded as a one-form re}iab111ty correlation

" (Ibid., p. 369). | o | .

14
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In sum, an evaluation of the Mat-Sea-Cal for alternate form reliability °

appears unnecessary. The instrument exhibits;hioh ¢tandards for re]iabi]?t}.kf“
on.an internal consi tenty measure (as will be documented shontly). The |
instrument i§W3 power teSt,.there fEs internal cpns{stency coefficients
wou]d'be comparable to a]ternate_form'computations. Thus, thongn the
instryment in its present.form canngt EQQE‘alternate form coefficients,
this cannot be deemed detrimental to its overall psychometric quality.
Test—Reteét. The Mat-Sea-Ca] received no points for te;t-retest
re11ab111ty from the reviewers. No test-retest studies wfth the instnu-
ment have been conducted to date; thus, the rat1ng is as expected.
However, it shou]d ‘be noted that the test-retest technique is not
readily applicable<Lou£he.Mat-§eaaCa1. The test-retest techniaue indicates
X " the stability of .examinee responses over time. High teet-retest coefficients
are associaied_with the rank ordering of examfnee scores.on the tested
constructs remaining fairly oonstant]
. ' Obtaining a retest coefficient with a one form instrument that
| measures oral proficiency would be difficu]t.h If several months (or
‘even weeks) elapsed between the two administrations, score differenees
are 1ike1y'to be confounded by the effects that schoolfng ang individual
maturational patterns have on children. In essence, tne.reliability“ -
coefficient wou]d be affected to an unknown degree by factors beyond the
‘testing situation. (Ibid., p. 407; see a]so Guilford and Fruchter Pp.

407 -08). , | b

. T
On the other hand, allowing only a short interval betweenm administrations

(e.g., a few days) introduces a memory effect. The‘examinees~5re;]ike]x to

15 ) I




recall specific questions.and their responses to them. In such instances,
. . . - f

it is recommendé€d that the test-retest procedure be avoided (Thorndike,

pp. 407 +.08). -
Thuse~For technical reasons the Mat-Sea-Cal's reliability should not
be computed by the test-retest m?}hod. The respondees' performance on

the instrument wou]d'not likely remain static over a long interval. By

'
A .
* LA
]

contrast, a short_test-retegt cycle introduces a memory effect.

Internal Consistency. The Mat-Sea-Cal received zero points fori
. 1 g

an internal consistency rating on the N.W.R.E.L. evaluation Ehart (p. 127).
Internal consistency was to be demonstraﬁed by either a split-half tech-

nique or‘by a Kuder-Richardson formula coefficient (p. 37).

-"‘;" g .

)

Interestingly, the N.W.R.E.L. description 0f the Mat-Sea-Cal (p. 105)
lists Kuder-Richardson coefficients of .94 and .91 for ihe English and fﬁé
,&,'Spanish tests, respectively. %hus,_thé reviewers offé; a new and int;iguinq
‘evaluation system! They describe necessary criterya (p. 37), report |
coefficients meeting the criteria (p. 105), yet réfuse to award the rating
points (p. 127)?! ) . o

Such mfnor ovegﬁigﬁts reach an unpalatable level when N.W.R.E.L.

solicits»U.S.0.E. endorsements, to the effeg} that,

"Administrators, teachers, and other school
' personnel involved in planning bilingual/bicultura)
' < programs. . . will find .this document-an invaluable
aid. . v in providing objective, comprehensive evalua-
- "tion of these tests in order to facilitate the se-
~ " lection of appropriate measurement instruments" (pp. 5 - 6).

Pracficing,éduqatoﬁs are rarely trained linguists -or psychometricians.
They are apt to rely on organizations such as N.W.R.E.L. and U.S.0.E.

for-up-to-date, factual information on technical matters. Misinformation,
\ :

16
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th]S category. Replicability dea]t w1th whether test1ng procedures

such as the above, does 11tt1e to enhance %he qua11ty of techn1ca1 input ¥
on wh1ch educational dec1s1ons are often based.
Correcting the overs1ght 1n the.eva]Lat1on chart (p. ]27) would

credit the Mat-Sea-Cal with tw0'po1nts £Yr 1nterna1 cons1stency‘(the

4

maximum‘a]]owed within this category). For reasons uhstated"the reviewers

perm1t a maximum of three points for a]ﬁernate form, or test- retest ..

. N
re]1ab111ty, while two is the maximum fbr internal cons1stency

. ;.

3 ‘L
Replicability. The rev1ewers gay the Mat Sea-Cal no pd1nts 1#

out11ned in the qdm1n1strator s manua] cou]d be dup11cated 1d other s1tuat1ons

Two items desenve mentlon in cr1t1qu1ng this category. iy
. 1

Ca

- First, as defined above, replicability is an administrative consider-

ation, not a statistical/technical matter. The major portionéof this,

the technical excellence, cr1ter1on dealt with measurement (sp%c1f1ca]1yjA 't'
reliability). In fact nine of the ten.evaluation po1nts jn the cr1ter1on
were reserved fgr} 11ab111ty Furthermore“ rep11cab111ty appears'more
congruent to the‘k@xt criterion, administrative usability.
Second, items evaluated as rep]icahi]ity (pp. 37.-8) are rated.”

throlighout the administrative'usability section. For example, "adminis- -

trative details" are evaluated in guestions #a through #c (of administrative

. usabilityk. "“Scoring" is rated in items #d through #f. "Interpretabi]—

ity" is the focus of -concerns #h, #i, and #n. "“Standardization" is

ar

rev1ewed in 1tems #k and #j.

In short rep]icab111ty is both misplaced, and a duplication of the

ratings in other sections,

17 ~ I
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[1]

it was noted that conéideﬁations within the replicability category were

Doy
<

T 4

» Sugmary jTechhjca1 Excellence) . On technica] eiceT1ence the Nﬂw R.E.L.

reviewers rated the Mat-Sea-Cal as “poor Th1s rat1ng was a product

o

pf
of the reviewers marg1na1 expert1se of the c0ncept of re]nab111ty, and an

‘ 'S

onnss1on reldted to internal cons1stency As a result, the rating as

“poor" on technical exce]]ence is unsubstant1ated
i
The Mat-Sea-Cal Tests. demonstrated high 1nterna1 consistency coeff1—'

cients. A discussion as to the comparab111ty qf these coeff1c1ents to v

alternate form coefficients was provided. S1d11ar1y,'the 1nappropr1ate—
.~ . . / . . . -

. ness of the test-retest method for an ingtrument such. as the Mat-Sea-Cal .

A}

~ was ‘presented.

» PR ) R N

.Fina11y, doubt was cast as to whether rep]icébi]ity be]onged.with'

teepnicaﬁ excellence or the adminiétrat%ve'ueabi1ity criterion. Further,.

rated elsewhere.

In conclusion, the Mat-Sea-Cal has demonstrated high internal
consiétehcy coefficients as measures of reliability,  The instrument has,
thus, met the major concern of the technicaﬁi@xce11ence criterion. Thefe-

fore, a rating of "good", not "poor", is justified.

K N ) . o . , o , . 0

. CRITERION: ADMINISTRATIVE USARILITY - o o

M

Fourteen: ques¢1ons were qons1dered in determining an instrument's

adm1n1strat1ve usabi]1;y% Each quest1on was eva1uated 1ndependent1y, and

points were awarded in fourteen separate categor1es. The po1nt~1§ade
. : . s o

ranged from zero-two with four of the considerations, zero-one for;the'

‘remainiﬁg-teh questidné: 'Agajn, no,discussion was provided for,tﬁe

difference in scaling range.

WA

- 18
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The Mat- SearCal was awarded the max1mum po1nt value. on four -

*

items: tra1n1 of adm1n1strator, number of adm1n1strators, range of the

test, and diversity of skills measuredj As the.max1mum po1nt value on

&

these items was'athieved, no additional discussion of'them is provided
P - b

_here. Instead, comments afe directed toward the remaining ten consider--
ations.

Clarity of Manual. [The Mat-Sea-Cal was awarded no_pointsfin thjs

category. 'Aspects considered in evaluating test.manuals included:

"diScuss
of the t
. v directio
ment and

on of purpose, uses, and limitations: o )
st; clear adﬁin1ster1ng and scoring

s; and descr1pt1on of test deve1op-

validation" (p. 38)

" The Mat-Sea-Ca1 Tebt adm1n1strator s manua] reads exp]1c1t in regards 5

to purpose, uses, limit t1§;s, and d1rect1ons/ﬁMat1uck and Mat]uck

Mat-Sea-Cal Oraf Proficilendy Tests (F1e1d Test Edition), pp.-2- 8)

The manual does not pro ide\a full description of the test's develop- .
\ ) . ]

ment and va11dat1on '

) As a field-test instrument, development and va]1dat1on of tﬁe Mat-

. X ’, .

Sea-Ca]»is not tomp]ete. Therefore, the quest1on arises as to whether the in-

- progress aata should be reported in the manua] and 1f S0, how often the
manual should be updated.' The alternative view hollds that pre11m1nary
information mayrhé mis]ead1ng, and be proven part1a11y»lEaQCUrate when
the valfdation process is.completed This a]ternat1ve view would hold

for tfe completion of the development/va11dat1on ProGesses when data,

wou]d be supplied in their entirety. ' o



.o
-

\

N s a0 L

'Mat-Sea-Cal for the 1nformat1dn that is conta1ned 1n 1ts mManual.

L
k3

The N.W.R.E. L eva]uators prefer the former course, empioyinb a

"éero-one scale. Ihus, theyéﬂere prevented from/award1ng po1nts tb the

Lo

Had the rev1ewers selacted a broader po1nt sca]e, a more jnformael

tive compar1son of 1nstruments wou]d‘have-resulted en'of the eleven

N
~

tests. rev1ewéﬁ 1n the N.W. R E L. pub11cat1on rece1ved no points in this
. o . . 0 (.‘ , ' .
Category (p 127) : o . ‘ *

1

.Alsp, items covered 7n the eva]uat1on of test: manqals are further

scrut1n1zed e1sewhere in the rev1ew scheme For example, test deve]op- .

~

ment 1nc1udes item selection methods'(quest1ons #a and #b n measure--

1

ment validity). Instrument va11dat1on encompasses concurrent and prel

dictive validity studies (quest1ons #f .and' #g-in. measurement va11d1ty)

Scoring processes are also revwewed‘1nﬁ9fﬁer/categor1es of administra- _.\\:

i

tive usability (questions #d and_#hjt A
. Scoring. The Mat-Sea-Cal receiNed.one of two possible pointsvfor

ease and objectivity in scoring.- The second.and third sections of the

test do reqnire the test administrator to listen to, or observe, e;aminee

responses. The N W.R.E.L. reviewers'felt that such tasks 'involve a degree

of difficulty wh1ch detracts from the scor1ng ease. _The_reviewers

favored temp]ates and stenci]s as methods“of scoring and conversion.

¢ . ? ' 'y . . .
However,-the topic may be broached as to whether qua]ity in scoring

1s necessar11y a function of temp]ates, and the like. Providing more

deta11ed examples of correct and incorrect responses would afleviate

J

doubts-related to the obJect1v1ty of the Mat-Sea-Cal's scoring process,

though. ' , T ' o -
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~
7In;additipn, scoring is rated in questions #b (p‘ 38) and #h (;?EQD)‘

P . 4 R
i of administ t1ve usab111ty, and. is 1ncorporated 1nto question #d' (pp. 37

- -8) of techn1ca1 expe]lence :
T e Tra1n1ng., The Mat-Sea- Ca1 failed to receive: points for the question
. ’ . *®

1

3'o£lwho‘mAy'interpret test sc8res Cons1dera$non was g1vew as to the
e 'L extent special training was, requ1red for accprate]y 1nterpret1ng test

" scores. \VaThe was placed on regy]ar teach1ng staff being able to do the
.o
interpretation.
. .

rd

‘Severa] qﬁestidns may be posed'as to the mer?t in this judgment.s

For example, is the typical c]assroom teachae adequate]y prepared to

~

determine 1anguage dom1nance or evaluate oral proficiency? Are-such )
3
: 3
determ1nat1ons a]ways w1th1n the grqsp of s1mp1e score convers1ons7

.Is a spec1a11y qualified test score interpreter 1ntr1ns1ca11y lTess |
Hes1rab1e than a classroom teacher man1pu1at1ng a formula or a template?

r, how acturate]y can a typical classroom teacher manipulate a template

1.

or formula?) S -

PRI
X

The answers to such questions depend on the constructs being tested,

v
4

the depth to which traits-are measured, and the 1mp11cat1ons of dec1s1on

making based on data interpretation Language dominance and oral prof1c1ency

(the Mat-Sea-Cal's domain) can become intricate issues that requ1re

soph1st1cated *nterpretat1on »Deci§ions based on such data interpretation
Will affect the learning activities offered to 1nd1v1dua1 students |
Furthermore, misinterpretation of test data, in add1t1pn to being dele-

| terious to the students, could lead to very nasty legal complications.

- »

el




& - 4 ) — ,

L ’ 3

- ‘ o By compar19on, survey1ng the extaht of home language usage in a "

communlty would be a simpler matter Survey data can be gathered and

RN R I R I N N T

tabu]a%sd and some quest1ons on commun1ty language usage answered. S .

However, conducting surveys. also\reannres considerable expéertise, . :
vspeeifically to insure that .datd are'gathered;in an accurate and

.o
-

an objective manner, ' , S R
. v 1

v

: “This does not Suggest that one purpose is inherently more |n1uab1e
< L s

o _sthan another. It points out, though that purposes\W111 d1ffer, and

c s

P h

that as they differ, so will tkp means of 1anguage assessment and data

'

intecpretation. In short, .the comp]exmt1es of language assessment and

\ 1nterpretat1on are d1ctated by the depth of 1nformat1on requ1red “to-meet ,'

stated purposes . - . ) - L ; |

[

o
L Ty ) : - : ' .
ot -25 - Howeveraheva1Uating who camsinterpret scores was not viewed in tenm$
L . ., \
//FZ; the camplexities of the construets measured. . Nor was interpretation
N -

considered in respect to the implications that certai:}Aestlbased decisioqs
' ’ . . . . 7 '
might have. ’ o N o o . X

Score Conversion. The Mat-Sea-Cal recgived one of twopoints For/™ .

. . L

c1arity and simﬂ“city in the conversion of raw scores to interpreted
scores. Refinement, of the instrument's score conversion techniques
would be a desired product of the validation process.

. I . .

The concerns rated in this section were also examined in questions
. ) 7/ . '

#b- (p. 38) and. #d (p° 39).

L3 3

"'InterpretatiOn. The Mat-Sea-Cal was recipient of no points for

ease of interpretation of test scores. Value was placed on scores that.

aF yie]ded‘btnary judgments, grade equivalents, percentiles, and the 1ike.

*
. . o v
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", Awa G
- fwﬁo rece1ve pﬁ]ntsgfo? épresentat1veness of the va11dat1on group (p. 127)

[

-

"also examined the'sample groups for

L]

!

. e k
. Arguments here w1th the rev1ew wou]d be s1m11ar to those made

in the sect1on on training. 'Not all considerations in the linguistics

© 3
.

fie]d.reduce to'binary, yes-no conclusions (proficieney and deminance,

- 1

as examp}es) ‘ Ease of 1nterpretat1pn needs review in terms of constructs

‘aﬁp déﬁths measured.

N -

ﬂi.. dhta-(grade equ1valents,gnd oercent11es) are outcomes of

a Eompleted va]idatJon process. For the Mat-Sea-Cal, sampJe—speci?ic

norms were,reterenced'in Dr. Matluck's A.E:R.A. paper; and its source
, . ! }(‘t . -' L

documents.

LI
-

Overlap of evaiuation ‘topic is also ev1dent between th1$ category

and items # 39) and #e (p 40) .
“@ .4r-;:-t- _,v-"\" ‘ f. ML J:'"'

Va11dat1ng Group The Mat Sea Ca] 11ke every test rated, fa11ed

“Five concerns (p. 41) were. examined in determ1n1ng representat1veness

The N.W. R E.L. reviewers claimed -that ne1ther~the sample sizes nor

their character1st1cs were reported in Mat- Sea Cal studies to date In

“

<

fact, a thorough 1nspect10n of documents cited in Dr. Mat]uck s A.E.R.A.

~ paper w0u14'refute the reviewer's claim. Those sources enumerated
‘upon samp]e sizes, geoqraph1cal repre§entat1on, and popu]at1on char-

acter1sff/c of the examinees. Data analyses emp]oyed by tho . Stud1es

variates.
Tmus, exception may be ‘taken with the evaluatt '

1n this category T

Rac1a1 Ethnic, and Sex Representat1on The Matnsea Ca1 faf]ed

- -

e

4

%8 receive either of two points in this category Foun»considerations *

(p. 41) .were used to detenm1ne the rat1ng. , %Z LT L
. . ]
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» Examination of sources quoted by DF. Matluck's paper would, again,
v N . Pl o

refute the N.W.R.E.L. rating. Ethnic, racial, aﬁd sex characteristics
have been‘ﬁetaifed"in all Mat-Sea-Cal studies to date,

- Thus, the instrument is deserying of a rating . of %wo'pointg within
this category. - "

o '
s *

Can Decisions Be Made. The Mat-Sea-Cal was awarded one of two

"points on the issue of whether test data was useful in making decisigns

_concerning individual examinees. The reviewers presented examples
of statements (p. 42) which they considered to be evidence of decision* °
* making prowess. The -thclusion of similar statements in test manuals ' s

resulted in favorable ratings.

The reviewers did not specify the dxtent 80 which 'decision

statements' had been verified by support data (p. {2). Generating

-

decision stateménts from test scoressstrongly implies the presence of

- .f predittive validity. As such decisions affect thé educational oppor-

s

' ’ * . . ] ) . . . . b
o tunities offered to. learners, confidence in pursuing the recommended
@ ! . .
’ ’ decisions must result from egpirical evidence. *
) o Without requiring support evidence, the reviewers would be en-

.‘5;' - couraging unsubstantiated hypothesizing in test manuals. On the other

| hand, rating-predfcifﬁve vﬁﬁiaity (in this category) again raises "the
questi?n as te whaf psychometric extent field test and commercial
instrdments may be permitted to d%ffer. The expectation 1s§that.
icommerc1a1 measures exhibit more concrete evidence. But is ii/reasonable
to evaluate f1e1d test 1nstruments (and g1ve th!ﬁ'?gker rat1ngs)

-emp10y1ng the standards used to Judge commercial measures? -

In any case, predJct1ve type concerps have'been previously rated

. .- . L] 1
*elsewhere.in the review schematic.
1
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- Alternate Forms. This category is an extension:of the reviewersi'
bias in favoring tests for which alternate forms have been developed. i

* . . g S R
Comments offered in the technical excellence section (referring to - A

R
S

alternate fqrm!and test-retest reliability) would app]y"eqda]]y as welyf
S , : ) / D
here. - . . _ ' : "

Form Comparability. This section also extends the'révﬁewers“
R ar O

greference for tests having at least two forms. No proviSionuﬁs mqhe_

in the rating scale for one form inétruments,,éxcept that they awarded ° 3 =

no'boints (i.e., their overall administrative usability rating is lowered). -

- " Summary: Administrative Usability. The Mat-Sea-Cal received

seven of ejgnteen (possible) ‘points for administrative usability. This

2

resulted in the reviewers classifying the instrument as “poor" on

this criterion.

w

This evaluation is questionable on three counts. First, the
reviewers failed to plirsue source documents’in obtaining information
related to certain natind‘categories. Thi; oversignt denied the.instru- .
-4'5 ment’rating boints,_and a more accurate ang f&Vérab]E&eva]uation in those

categories. Se ond, the reviewers essenfia]]y rqtedfihe sameh£opic§. f s
over, and obér again (a]terna;é fprﬁs, beiﬁg‘the most glaring example).
Third, the reviewers insist on evaluating field test instruments with
°the séhé standards used for commerc{al'measures. This persistense prevents
an éva]hation of field test measures relative to the stage of test
deVelbpment at which they are at. |
‘in.summary, the Mat:Sea-Cal's rating on adm1n1strat1&e u;abi]ity
"may be challenged. ijén its present staths in the test deveiobment

' .
. process, it is deserving of at least a rating of "fair".

o | ( 25
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“evaluation of certain items (.., a]ternate forms,. scqring_,_.admiﬁ-f"'

_range differences.

. ) ' pooo
- ] >
. - . ¢
| ' SYNOPSIS ~ -~ - '
. \ - : -
This paper critiqued the Northwest Lab's review of the Mat- ' \

Pt

$ea-Cal Tests, which was presented in the Lab's publicatipn, Oral Lang- -
ubtication, oral Langy

uége Tests for Bilingual Students (1976). Several pointsvbf difference "

. . . \ RN

between the Lab's reviewers and this author Were noteg?f

Specific differences regarding the Mat-Sea—Ca]'s-oCEra]] rating ;..

>~ -

on the four evaluation cr1ter1a were as fo]]ows T i
- Cr1ter1on o N.W.R.E.L. Rating Cr1t1que s,Rat1ng } ”ﬂ
; . : T
1. Measurement Validity ‘gd';r “poor ~fair
2. Examinee Appropriateness . good .. good.
3. Technical Excellence poor = « . good
4. Administrative Usability ﬂ’/ypoor . fa1r-good

Questions were also raised caﬂlern1ng N. w R E.L.'s repeated )
. . B . . L8 ] 1o .
istration, instructions, etc.). Further, the point va]he,rangevwith1n
eva]uat1on categdries var1ed cons1derab1y y ZQPOafOUr 2€ero- tw0‘ Zero-one,
The reviewers never presented a just1f1cat1on or a discussion of these .

On the techn1ca1 s1de concern was expressed for the reviewers'
co]]ect1ve knowledge of the concept of re]1ab111ty Also, the reviewers

did not extend a concerted effort to obtain informative source docu-

ments.

" In conclusion, two recommendations must be made on the basis of .
this critique. First, contrary to the U.S:0.E. endorsement (pp. 5 = 6),.

the N.W.R.E.L. publication is not recommended for educators' use in | "'

26 .
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. selecting oral proficiency measures. The book1et contains too many
. " omissions and misinterpretations. . S v R o B
- ': . Second, an attempt is needed to inform edUCa§ors of the shortcomings -
" contained {n the N.W.R.E.L. publication. “This 1S necessary so that
the development of the Mat-Sea-Cal Tests, with cooperation from school. °
. . ..,— ] ro : " ) . .
districts, will not be hindered by the statements made in the N.W.R.E(L. .
. review. : T e .
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