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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study vas to develop a highly
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vhich features progressive item difficulty, is group-administered to
children who respond by marking one picture out of the four wvhich the
administrator describes. Part II is individually administered with
each student naming as many things as he can in.a given domain in one
minute. The test must be administered by a person fluent in both of
the languages being assessed. Standardized directions are pravided;
‘and scoring is objective and extremely simple. In pilot testing, run
. with over 1000 students, test reliability was .75 in English and .94
in otber languages. The validated version of the TOLD has now been
translated 1nto 15 addztional languages. (BV)
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Ob]ect1ve of the Test

The objective of this study was to.develop ‘a highly félia-
ble-instrument for students-in the primary grades that was
relatively cultiure free and which could (1) accurately iden-
tlfy the dominagnt language of the child, and (2) provide norma-
tive data tegarding the fluency of the child in his two most
predominant lgnguagcs )

As stated in the Task Force Findings Specifying Remedies

~Available. for/Eliminating Past*Edhcational Practices Ruled Unlawfei//

under LAU v. NICHOLS, after 1dent1f1cat10n of the student's pri-
mary or home Tunguage, the district must assess the "degree of
linguistic function or ability of the student(s)." Five speci-
fic categories were identified by the task force, ‘and 1nc1ude

. A. Monolingual speaker of the language other’'than English
-+ (speaks the language other than English exclusively);

Predominantly speaks  the Ianguage other than English
(speaks mostly the language other than English, but
speaks some English);

Bilingual (speaks both the language other than Engliéh
and English with ‘equal ease); .
Peedominantly speaks English (speaks mostly English, |,
but some of the language other than English);

Monolxngual speakcr of English (speaks English exclu-
sively).

The Test of Language Dominance (TOLD) was developed as an
instrument which could serve as a general tool as well as
spec1f1cally meet the LAU demands. From several years experience
in the evolution of bilingual education programs the need is
apparent for a generalized 1nstrument to simultaneously serve
in the area.

Theoretical Framework

To develop a test where items are presented in two languages
represents a difficult. problem. If half the items are presented
in one language and the other half of the items in a second lan-
guage, then both sets of items must be of equal difficulty to
equate student results. To overcome this problem, it was deter-
mined to present each itém in both languages. Half of the items
would be presented first in English and the other half in the
non-English language first.

Three types of items were initially selected for presentation.
A set of vocabulary items, prepositions, and comparative terms
' )
-1-
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was identified which was common to .many cultures. These items
composed the identificdtion section of the test, with responses
presented in a multiple choice format. The second section is
word naming, where a topic is presented to the students and they
are given one minute to name as many related words as| poss1ble.
The third section in the initial version dealt with word associa-
tion. Here students were to name words associated with general
areas or concepts. After pilot testing this section Was removed

. Items were selected to represent several areas 1n\wh1ch the,
student functions. These included school, home, and relation-
{ships with self and peérs. Theoretical bas1s for selection of
-these areas and these types of items is in great ev1deqce

Testing Method

v

The test was simultaneowsly developed in.six languages: '
English, Navajo, Spanish, Ute, Yupik, and Zuni. Final Test de-
velopment resulted from an initial pilot test phase, followed by
instrument revision and then construction of the final version.
Items which did not indicate satisfactory statistical rigor in
any of the six languages during the pilot test phase were removed
or modified.

The test is divided into Parts I.and IT (Word Meaning and
Word Naming). Part I measures the passive understanding of Word
Meaning (receptive verbal ability). Part I] measures active
sKills in Word Naming (expressive verbal ability).

The desirable feature of progressive difficulty is incorpo-
rated by making the items in Part I (Word Meaning) successively
more difficult. In comparing facility in two languages, it was
essential to use each item in both languages. To offset the test
bias of using an item first in one language and later in the other,
half of the items are presented first in_English and the other
half of the items are presented first in the other language.

Part I (Word Meaning) is administered to a group of children
who respond by marking the one prcture, out of four possibilities,
which the administrator describes. Part II (Word Naming)is indi-
~wvidually administered. ~The student is asked to name as many
things as he can in a given domain in one minute. Care must be
taken during the test administration to assure that all tests
are administered in exactly the same way.

A test booklet with pictures is used in Part I. The admini-
strator reads each item in Part I. The pupils are expected to
respond by marking the correct picture in the booklet with an "X".

4




 In Part II the adm1ﬁ1strator reads the instructions to in-
d1vidua1 pupils|and records the number of words named

- If younger children cannot take an entire, test, 1t should
be, given in sections rather than at one sitting. ALl children,
howeVer:, should 'be given the test in th ame way.

B} The administrator should be prof 1ent in both languages
used in. the test and thoroughly acqualnted with the test before

. . ' \
Norming and Reporting of Scores \

giving it.

Pilot testing was done over a two year peridd on over 1000
students in the Southwestern United States and Alaska. Data for
the . pilot test were gathered and analyzed, and on the basis of
those results substant1al changes were mdde. The final test vali-
dation was comprised of 1022 'students who spoke English,-Ute, Nava-
jo, Spanish, Yupik, or Zuni. . Data were also obtained on students'
age, part1c1pat10n in b111ngual programs, and number of years in

school. "y

The test yields six test scores for each student including
Expressive English >

Expressive Other Language

Receptive English

Receptive Other Language

Total English

Total Other Language

Additionally, scores may be obtained for students in each of the
domains (home, school, self and peer relations). Obtained scores
were conyerted to a scale s<ore initially by dividing the English
score by the other score.

é OTHER LANGUAGE DOMINANCE \ ENGLISH LANGUAGE DOMINAIICE
SILINGUAL RATIO o
..50 .53 .56 .59 .63 .67 . . . . .0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4.1.5 1.6 1.7
| | | | | . N | | - | | | |

SCALED SCORE \ .
50 55 ®0 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 105 110 115 120 125 130 135
| | | | f L1 | | | | | | | | 1 |

/ A

After three years Qf reporting this "bilingual ratio', the cal-
culation process wds modified to allow more viable representation
where a great diffelrence between English and other scores exists.

A modification of Flishman's bilingual index calculation is current-
ly being used, and s calculated as follows:

L/ E -0 O\
‘ larger of X 100
E or 0 . )
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SCORE

This type of score alldbws a bilin 1 ratio varying from

.0-to 100. For initial purposes, ‘the folflowing ranges have been .
established: .
' 0-20 Functional Other Only )
' 21-40 Mostly Other ,
) 41-60 Equally Proficient ' . . /
61-80 Mostly English ' : / |
N 81-100 Functional English -Onlky - i |
Percentile equivalent.scores may be obtained from the fol- ,/ i

lowing chart. It should be noted that this is a result of scores./
for Kindergarten through third graders. Separate percentile tabl
for each grade are available. /

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTILES y o

~
-

. o b /
ENGLISH !; OTHER LANGUAGE / %
PERCENTILE - FREQUENCY SCORE  PERCENTILE FREQUENCY ‘
»
0.02 ° 18 o0 0.03 / 33
0.02 1 1 0.04 . 5
0.02 2 2 0.04 1
0.03 5 3 0.05 13
0.03 4 4 0.07 15
0.04 10 5 0.08 10
0.05 6 6 0.08 5
0.06 11 7 0.09 7
0.07 19 8 0.09 5
0.11 35 9, 0.10 9
0.15 \ 42 10 0.11 ' 5
0.21 58 11 0.12 18
0.30 95 12 0.14 16 .
0.43 134 13 015 16
0.67 245 14 0,17 ™= | 22
1.00 33 15 0.19 18
16 0.21 ~22
17 0.24 26
18 0.27 35
19 0.29 21
20 0.33 42
21 0.38 48
22 0.44 64
23 0.54% 99 ‘
24 0.67 - 133
. 25 0.83 167
6 26 1.00 169
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The test must be administered by a person fluent in both J
P of the languages being assessed. Standardized directions for
establlshlng rapport, material distribution and test présentation
are provided. Scorlng is objective and extremely 'simple. An-

swer keys are availpble for Part I, and tallylng of answers

is all that is req ired for Part II.

Interpretation of test results can:be made by either teach-
ing staff or parental groups. .Additional analysis of scores
and the development of local norms, are options of the school
district.







"deviation, and KR-20 re11ab111ty This is revealed 1n
—on page eight. S |

Statements of Reliability and Validity
_ : A

Statement Concerning Validity.

.

In developing. the pilot test model, items were first selected N
from a wide variety of previously researched data. . Heavy reli- '
ance' was made upon Fishman and others. An item analysis was ,
then performed to select and screen discriminating items. Un-
fortunately, the pilot test model was presented to students
in a higher age group than the initially developed questions,

“thus resulting in a high pcrcentage .of students correctly an-

ring the items. This is revealed -in the table on the follow-
ing page ‘

Items were analyzed in both languages, thus the same item
could be examined as responded to in English and the other lan-
guage. From an examination of this”analysis it was summarized

‘that test items,. although in different languages, were mwa}urlng

parallel constructs.

The decision to divide the responses_into two sections, ™~
recept1ve and expressive -skills, was-based on several linguis-
tic findings. That is, since each test part reflects d1ffer1n§
abilities, the two scores are reported separately| Similarly,
domain socres are also readily available as 'separate measurement
as each reflects students' language proficiency in differlng
domains.
Statement Concerning Reliability. L y P

5 . 3 ¥ N . o

The chart on the following page relates scores of each’of A
the five language groups tested for the first part pfl the test
(perceptive skills). . The pilot test version was admipistered
to students in grades K-3. Second and third grade st dents
reportedly "topped" out on the instrument. A second vgrsion is
being prepared for second through fifth graders. ©Of; special . .
note is the difference between items'presented in Engljjsh and ' 4
the other languages das far as mean correct responses andard .
he chart )

Additionally, test-retest reljability was calculated for
total English and total other scores. For all 1022 pargicipants
the total 'English test-retest reliability was .84 over {3 six"
month period. For a®l 1022 participants the total othey language
test-retest reliability was .92 over a s1x mdnth per1od ,

‘Reliability’also was calculated between the expres
receptive parts of the test. For all 1022 participants!
reliability between parts in. English was .92, compared
.95 in the other language.

’
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SUMMARY OF RECEPTIVE SKJLLS DATA- ..
U ) W
' - v.e 5 . . '1" .« ¥
" X
q .
- : . YORIK=Y - ZUNT
" MEAN i s 24,05 .23.89 25.15 25,21 24,14 23.43
VARIANCE < '56,79 6.40 3.54 1,18 4,87 6.75 -
STANDARD DEVIATION 2.41 2,53 1.88 1.08 ° T2s21 2.50
RELIABILITY (KR-20) . .75 .76 .82 .54 .72 T4
STANDARD ERROR ) 1.21 1.24 .80 .74 1.17 1.32
NUMBER OF  RESPONDENTS ' 1022 459 . T 96 . 19 ©317 131
’
TWENTY-SIX ITEMS PRESENTED IN SECOND LANGUAGE
0 A
B
| Sl
: JOTAL NAVAJOQ SPANISH UTE YUPIK ZUNI
MEAN o R 20.67 20.61 11.10 22,68 21.94 24,55
VARIANCE ’ 40.35 41.58 66.85 16.23 - 11.29 4.53
STANDARD DEVIATION 6.35 6.45 8.18 4,03 3.36 2.13
RELIABILITY (KR-20) .94 .94 .96 .88 .79 .78
STANDARD»ERRQR ’ 1.57 1.57 1.71 1.42 1.55 .99
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS ‘1022 459 96 19 317 131
]
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Summary Statement ' ‘ o “//

" The ob)ect1ve of this study- was to dcvelop a h1gh1y reliable

. instrument for students in the primary grades which was relatively
culture .free and which would dccurately 1dent11y the dominant
language of the child, and would provide normative-data.regarding.
. the fluericy of the child in his two most predominant languages.

' The test was 51mu1taneously developed in English, Navajo, Spanlsh
Yupik, and Zuni.: The Test of Language Dominance is designed so
.thax the identification section-may be given in a group or indi-;
vidual testing situation; the word naming section 1s:1nd1v1dua11y
administered. Test reliability was .75 in English.and .94 in
other languages for over 1000 participating students

The validated version of the TOLD has been translated to the
following languages
. Ahtna ' -
Cambodian ’
Central Yup'ik
Ilokano .
Inupiaq s T
Keresan’
Koyukon ’ .
Kutchin ' . . 5 /
Navajo e
Siberian Yup'ik
Spanish e
Sugpiaq - Aleut
‘Tagalog
-Tewa ' ' P
Tiwa -
Tsimsian
Upper Tanana
Ute Mountain Ute
Vietnamese
Zuni






