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designel to 1dent1fy language domihance by means of four oral: razks

¢+ of sentance
‘validity of
proficisncy .
.counts of p
a linguisgi

Remory,

synonvms antonynrs, and digit-reversa’]. The.

the L.ALU. is core:hered ‘r determining language
zs w2ll as languaqge dominance. Lexical difficulty 2ni

honemes,
c ana

syliablesy, va*d and morphemes are examined for
lysis of *he L.RA.U. The sentencegmemory task-is

examined for &the syntactic cnmpiexﬁty of its items. Statistical
T analvsa< are reported for 2 variety of correlations at 'Qoin’ the

* a. .ra' Le D .
“inclulel of

{ , .
and ez*ernai cri‘eria levals.'d brief discussion is*
esults o0f a study in which the L.A.U. and oiher 3

the

language data were used *o de*ermine the effectiveness™of the -
New York bilinaual{proaram. (Ruthor/coTm)

Rochestear,

-

N

)

w ) ! M
- L]

* -

J :

sk sk sk e sk sk Sk o sk ok Kok 3k 3k 3k ok ok 3 ok ok ok ke 3¢ ok ok e sk ke Sk ke ok ok e oK 3Kk ok ke Sk o R ik ok ke koK 3k KoKk Kk ek ok o ko
o\ * Reproductions supplied by EDFS are the hest that can oe made *

a

from the oridinal document. . <% *

23 3k ek e e e sk e 3k ke 3 e Sk e sk ok Sk 3k ke vk 3k ke Ak Bk 3k Ak ke ke ke ol ke ek ke e ke ok Ak ke e ke kel S e ke vk e dje ke sk Rk ke Sk ek e ok KOk ok ok k
R \ \

>

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

s M N ~ [4
. @ [N

" *
\ B < )
R LSRN . N * . ’ -
: S : ¥
. RSO B * .

{W



N S s
oy “
Full Toxt Provided by ERIC

- - o ;o | . ..’ “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
. o - MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY -

B

R N A
- Y > *

¢ ‘ . \ - | 10 THE EDUGATIONAL RESOURGES
T t : INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

™,
OFINIONS

RILY REPRE-
(RSTITUTE OF

IVED FROM
| POLICY

ATION ORIGIN-

POINTS OF VIEW

The Analysis of Technical Validity and Raliability‘in Bilingual
- Language Assessment Instruments: The Language Assignment e
N 4 - Umpire (L:A.U.) Language Dominance Test

v v

MAS. BEEN REPRO-

3 REC
ECESSA
CHATIOMAL

V.S, DEPARTMENT OF HEAL

@

MAL INSTITUTE OF

"EOUCATION

ATION & WELFARE

OR ORGAKNIZ

Nancy Barnetrt \
- & . - ‘, . . N N - . R .
- University of Reochester T \ oo
. * A 9 ) \
1 4 * .

>

(10174
NATHO

0O HOT N

JON POSITION O

A

ATING 1T
SENT OF FICIA
EDUCAT

03

STATED

PR major. concern in the current issue of the identification of -
bilirgual education needs is that of the tachnical quality of -evaluative ...
instruments -that are being used in the assessment of bilingual language \\? K
\ profi¢iency and dominance. Determihing the quality of such instruments \{
) \ ~ ig erucial, especially in that they ares often relied upon as both
‘ entrance and exit criteria for bilingual and ESL programs. The follow-
ing analvsis of one such instrument_madNserve as an example of some of.
the tvpes of evidence of test raliabiVity and validity that should be
looked, for by test users.when selectifg appropriate instruments. -

THiS DOCUMENT
OUCED EXACTLY A

, THE PERSON

.~

wd

The durreant literature in languagg~eva;uation verifies many of the
"abuses, misuses, and malpractices' identified by Pena and Bermal (1978).
These include, to mention a Few, invalid practices in test translationm,
test importation, Inappropriate addiction of points, little or no report-
ing of technical data, etc. In addition to these we see at times the use
-of valid measures in age grpups\fof which thevy are nct valid, unrealistic
. training or equipment required for preoper administracion of the instru-
ment, test reliability data presented as evidence of overall test, valid-
izvy, or excellent reporting of tachnical data in a statistical form that
would be\incompreheﬁgibga to most individuals who might bYe in positions ’ :
‘ o read it-or interprat ,it. In short, this author suggests that an
. unnecessary 'cowmunication gap” exists within phe spectrum of these
. involved dn bilingual language assessment. This paper addresses primarily
- the communication gap betfwesn test davelcpers and test users. The
rasearth gitad in rhis paper is reported for the purpose of identifying b \
types of evidence that should exist for language assessment instruments. ?
- . The implication is not 'that all local test users should conduct inde-
w " pendent avaluations of instruments befora purchasing them, but rather
w . that users be sure.to purchase onlyﬂ_iastruments that have ‘been subjsect
to several types of reliability and validity checks. ' o
<::> ' . o . \ - -
\ ‘For, this author's experignca’in‘cest avaluation, -as well-as for ¢ '
part.of a needed experiment in the bilingual program of the Rochestar
<::>‘w' city sc¢hools, an instrument was salected for analysis that was as new as
‘ possible. This was done to avoid influence of other assessments that
C::wa' ‘might have been done of an older instrument. The author zlso chosa to
. a .work with an instrﬁmenp that made use of more than ome testing technigue,
_and that did act rely upon a lot of time Hr administration or expensive
materials. The test avaluated wa *
| was designed by Bermard Conen in’
1978), che tast was in ics fiaid-

country.
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For this study, the L.A.U.
boys, 62 girls; 61 born in the
4 born elsewhere). The table b
categories of the students test
participated in the collaction
working with
igtration of the T AU, -

.~ . -

STUDENTS ADMINISTERED

o

- <

was administerad teo 126,students (64
United States, 6l borm in Puerto Rico,
elow specifies the grade and program
ed. Three bilingual test administrators
of data,- all of whom were experianced in

these age groups and were trained thoroughly in the admin-

»

THE L.A.U. IN THE\SPRING OF 1978

\ ’ Grad \ R
. r\gﬁ \ School
» CTOUP total
‘ 4th Sch 6th 7th 8th
s}(bilingual program) 19 17 * 18 -— e 54
B (experimental; bilingual . . \
program for five vears) - - - 22+ 15 37
C (control; Spanish-speaking \
students ¥ith. five years - - - 21 14 35
in traditiomal program) ; .
) . Total number af students tested: 126 °

Therafora, it does

(Note: For
and C were
the United
there were

’ a

the comparison dhase
omitted becausa they
States for at least

Descripticn of the L.aA.U.

o

The L.a&.U.
receive language

author's object

not contain
linguiswic zompone

syntax, -and semanti

ing separate
morpnology,

. skills areasg of listening, speaking,

19 seventh graders and 1

utilize the -language for

£8, Or seharatle

few students in-Groups B

of research, a
did not meet the critarion of liviag in

vears. ¥Yith those students omitted,
eighth, graders in each group.)
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reading, and writing. Rather it is
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being tastad. Since this origi
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L.a.0. Part I is a senternce megorv task, in which the student is
asked to repeat the phrase or searence that the admiqlstrator reads
only once. The santences are presumably ardered L increasing length
and difficultﬁ@‘ After three consecutive aistakes, the admlnlstrator
stops and moves on to the following section. Sentences are not
scorad as incorrect if there is a pronunciacion or intonation difference
between yhat the administrator states and what the student raoeats.7
Neither is a response scored as incorrect if thers is a syntactic change
produted by the student that does not affect overall understanding of -

the language and concept§ involved.3d ' \ .

Dar* IT contains 28 1ex;cal ifams for which the student provides -

synonvas. One word is given, and the student is asked to give a word

that means the same thing. Correct-responses are prov1ded in the test
manqal for the administrator, who stops after two consecutive mistakes.
- . ‘ ) ) ‘

Part I1I of the L.A.U. is a section in which the égudent is asked
to provide an antouym for the words given. There is’ again, in this sec-
tion as well as in the first two sections, some flexibility of syntactic
form.% TIn this sectionm, again, the administrator stops duestioning and
poves on to the following section after the student has made two con-
;ecut*ve mistakes. A

Part IV contains a digit reversal ‘task, The-student hears a cor-
bination of tyo, three, four, or five aymbers.. He hears this combination,
only once. As an axample, we cite "3-3-2." The student then reverses
the numbers, stating, in this case, 12.8-3." Thesa\items are arranged
in order of difficulcy, w;th\ne single digit appegring more than omnce inm
any combination of numbers. It is terminaced afudEr’two consecutive
erroneous responses. , .

»

r ~

Scoring of the L.A.0. is done by adding rhe nunber of correct .
N >
responses Qer section. The sectioms for each language ara thed added,
and a votal score derived for each language. ° .

Reliability ‘ .

wariability in scoring. A group of 37 students

The rfirst check of the L.A.U.’s rel¥ability imvolved the inter-rater
dgs taped by one rater

during the administratjon of the test. Later, the ogher two raters
involved in the study each listened to the tapes and rescored each of the
37 Students. Inter-rater correlations weres then decermlned for separate
test parts as well as for rotal scores.
s

The second type of rel iabl;lty to be detsrmined was test/tretest -
reliabilicy of the L,a.U. A group of 23 students was ratested arfter a
lapse of six months. Because of rhe individual nature of 1anvuage
improvement, scores wers not expected to correlate perfectly However, a

‘pattern of general increase in score was lofcad for.

N 4

+
i

alternate Jorm reliability was aot determined for the L.A.U. because
the alternate form, which is now avail ab_“y was not available at the time
of the otlglnil tesring.
L 24 .
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"items, was analyzed in greater detail. The

" hetween various student lavals by cerminating

A split-half merhgd of checking internal consistency of the L.A.U.
was considered. This gathod is usually done svstamaticallv e.g., odd- -
nugbered items in one half, and even-numbersd items in the other half. -

‘Because of the L.A.U. procedure of terminating test- parts after the

student has answered two ’tems iacorrectly, Ehis method of reliabilicty
analy31 ‘was cons*dereQ to be iﬁasoroprlata. R \ : ‘oA

The results of the L. G. rellabllltv tests indicated that there is
high reliability in the 1nstrument 5 The slight variability in scoring
creatas no significant- iifference in comvavlng scores of one rater to
those of another. However, since there were two raters involved in a
comparison study which was a separate part of the research the differ-
ence in rating was exactly determined, and the‘scores of one rtater were
‘adjusted to account for tHe slight variability.6

-

Validdi Ly ) \ \ . \ N
————— * N ) - .

The validity of the L.A.U. was examined by a number of procedurss.
The three basic classes of validity as defined by the American Psycho-
logical Association, i.e., content, construct, and coucurrent validity,
would be determined by statistical and linguis®ic anaiyses.

The fjirst of 5523% content valld;*v being primarily rationzal, is
wsually determined by the opinions of “experts as to the extent that the
test is a reasonabls sampling of the domain bﬂlng evaluated. This
implies judgment of how well the test represents the domain as “defined
by the author of the test. Because this work was done independently, on
a small scale, and not as a formal validation of the ianstrument, these
common practices were altered a bit. First of all, the rationale and
4ppropriateness of the sampling were avaluated without consultation with
a team of sxperts. Secondly, each L.A.U. part was evaluated for its
possible validity in measuring proficiency as well as the author’'s objec-
tive of identifying language dominance. . .

The following six issues were examined for each of the rast parts:
. ) T4

1. The linguistic compcnents samplaed in the task.

2. The type of cognition involved in the task. /

3. The objectivity .in scoring of the part.

4. The appropriateness of item salection’for the population -
. tesced. . )

5. Tha increase_in difficulty among items.

6. The comparaolllty of the English and Spandsh sections of the

‘part, ‘

Y

-

than isolared lexical
st four items are 1moor~ N
rms of the L.A.U., items

Part I, since. it is made up of sentences rather
Fir
e
tive iz to discriminate
t
g
s

i
tant to be determined in any instrument. In ¢
5> and § are crucial. Since the author's objec
section afrer the
f ability, a very

studant has reached three itsms out of his range
criminate berween students

gradual increase is necessary tc be able to di

. X \ ,
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of similar abilities. The cpunarabllltv of d;fplcultV'QF the English
and Spanish sectiocus is also crucial, especially if langiage totals are
compared for interprecation of resulcs. -
In considering issues 5 and 6, in the sentence repetition task,
icem counts were taken for numberz of words, phonemes, morahemesi and

-~ svilsbles in each’ item. The exagination of word and morpheme couats’ \
. . is of interest to detarmine whether the prchESSLOns From sentence 1 to .
y sentepce 17 in Spanish, and from sentence 1 to sentence 17 in r~‘ngJ.:Lsh

are of’ gradually .increasing length. The tagk of sentence repatition
demands short-term memory, which is a function of, among other things,
- "the length of the utterance to be repeatad. All other\:hings being
aqual, it is a%sumed that the shorter of two gentences will be more
“easily retaiped for subsequent repegritiom. gﬁnce all other things are
never aqua1 and since symtactic comulexlt" and lexical familiarity
appear to "be important ractors in short-term memory, the relative.
lengths of sentences must be viewed as but ome contributory factor in
the relative difficulty of utterances. The examination of. syllabled
and phoneme counts is also of interest in considering the progression
of length within the Spanish seaction and the English section.
i ) LI . \ -

In comparing the Spanish and English sections with one another, the
word and morpheme counts are of little interest, because of the synthetic |
nature of Spanish and the analytic nature of English. The syllable and
choneme counts, howedver, are of interest. The syllable count is not a
complataly .accurate means of comparing utterance length in Spanish and -
English. This is due to the much higher incidence in English 'of long
syllables (CVC, CCVC, CVCC, etc.) than in Spanish, which has a higher
per\angaza of CV syllables (Delat! tre 1965:41)., Combined with the _pho-
neme count, howevar,‘it serves to give a fairly good picture of relat;ve
utterance lergth, in Spanish _and English.? b g ' .

S T In é&ﬂition; for all parts other than the digit reversal task, the

' ‘ frequency of usage Of the various lexical items’ was considered. Word

- frequency lists are typically based on adult samples of writtan language.
adult wvocabulariss can contain Jexical items’ that vary considerably frem
the mO?a commoulv used lexical items<by childrem. However, since there \
are no laxical frequency lists available in English and Spanish for the
ages iavelved in this research, the adult lists were used as the only
criterion available.

1]

¥ M '

Altheugh 2ll of these linguistic components play some role in the
ralative difficulty of items, the factor of gradter significance in the
"case of Part I is that of syntax. In an analysis of this .facrtor, each
L.A.U. item was ‘examined for th& surface complexity of its syantax and
variety of verb ransasf “Although it is possible to analyze the syntactic
structura of these ;antencaa in the greatest detail of their deep struc- .
. ture, rules, and transtormatipns reoulrad for their praduction, this type
- oI complax analysis Wwag unnecessary to satisfy the object;vas of this

ralsearch. - 4 .

- . ~

.4

‘i

‘ The foilowipg tgble illustratas che type of syntaccic description

done for each Parc I icem: - .

-
=p)
{
7
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o \ L.A.U. PART T. "SENTENCE MEMORY

Item Tense . ‘ Syntax
‘ Phesent | . NP have NP91
{ : : o o
P‘ T . \ N ;
resent 3P v VPS complement(v NP ) \ % .
) :Present . .- N 7 aux-V Adv-P.  Adv-P
. pl. < loc tamp.
P e o rd 1 ’ & ‘.‘ '. -1 T
resent ‘ \‘ JP be %dvtempAdJS(NPpl do-ing §Ppl)
R ‘\ v b : N N * A -p p
Prgsen%ﬂi' \ | N agx v NPS camplementev NP aAdv .{.P]loc)
P ‘\ , . . A -V Adv-P ‘ ‘ . -
] ] Pres \prigr ‘ VPpl aux J’Adz Advy loc) -
Pres. progr. © NP . and N (NP ¥ Adv-P{PP] )
D \ pl PLs relative \ temp
" Present ¥, aux-V NP adv-2 (PP}, _ that
- pl eqp )
, o (NP v PP)
R ' . S ‘subordinate xadverblal)
RSN -\\‘\ . N A N N

- The English and Spanish sections were found to be rdughly comparable in
L the occurrence of~au&111aries, embeddings, and modifiers. The Spanish
saction at the time, however, contained mWerb tensas than did

. . -

the English secrtion.
»

3 ~

The reader is reminded that in addressmg issues 5 and 6 in Parc I,
no 31ngle count Nf any one of these. linguistic factors can be-relied uponm
solely as evidence of item difficulty, or of the comparability of the
Eanglish and Spanish sections. Howewer, it could be said that an item
was inappropriately introduced if it shGWed a sudden increase of dlIFl— ¥
culty in several of these factors Q1multaneousl

As previously menfioned, the L.a.U. procedure of terminating testing
. . of parts after a certain number of student arrors calls for very gradual
increase of difficulty. 1If one item is inappropriately placed, no great
problem arises. However, if two inappropriately difficult icems (three
items in Part I) occur consecutively, then very often a wall is created
that few students surpass. This is undesivable, in that such a-"wall
effect" terminates the section for students who may not »e similar at all |
in proficiency of the particular language. If such a wall occurs in early
items, this -is especially sarious. Fotr comparability purpcses, walls at
.differsnt- points, i.e., a2 Part I EZnglish wall o¢curriag in items 10, 11,
and 12 and a-Spanish wall occurring om items 3, 5, and 7 would He espe-
ziallu serious, in thar they would create radically different scores for
students who are actually equally proficient in both languages. The
L.A.U. .method of totaling the number of responses rather than assigning
the last itam answerad correctly as the score is effective in miniamizing
o the effect of such walls. \ ‘

.
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To devermine comstruct validitv, one intra-test method carried
- ~ dut was that of correlating test parts %o each other. Of the 126 students
' who' were administered the L.AIU., 18 were known to be "balanced" bilinguals.
This was decarminad if both the studént and all five of his or her teachers
- agreed on the student's bilingualit¥. JAlthough the number is small, the
English and Spanish parts could be statistically correlated. If the
N EngXish and ch® Spanfish ssctions were in fact compzrable in difficulty,
then hi ”orrelat*ons and similgr ranges of responses would be expecred.
There w high correlations lﬁ\t his case, although they were misleading.
The English total scores were in the *ange~of 7-61 cprrect responses,
while the Spanish total scores were in the range of 7-47. The high corre—
latlons indicating a pattarn’ “of lower Spanish scores than English scores

v

N

J  for students who are balanced'bilinguals, demonstratad that revision would
_have to be done in making the Spanish section and the English section more
comparable. ' ’ :

Cr;terlon—related validity is concurrent if the two measures are
admin¥stered at roughly the same time, and predictive if the measure
being validated is correlated with scores of a measure thar is adminis—-
tered after a time lapse. Concurrent validity of the English section of
the L.A.U. was determined with data available from reading scores.of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test. Predictive validity was determined with
the Snglish sertion of the Language Assessment Batrarv, which was adminis~
tered after a time lapse of six months.

»

Findings o ' \ ) B
Many of the results of these validity studies are both extensive to -,
relate and in part outdated due to recent L.i.U. item revision. In R
general, however, it can be seid that at the time, thé Ipd.U. item selec-
tion was more appropriate in its English section than in its Spamish
section. The English section, as illustrated on Figure 1, was found ro
identify students who performed either very well or very poorly, bub it
tended to inflate the scores of some students who were in-the mid-range
of abilities. A small norming sample tentatively suggested that the L.A.U.
Spanish scores were 1-10 points below the English scores for monolingual
’ students of each language. A furtheér finding was that the validity of the
English -section decreased as student age increased. s
ot In terms of the val1d1ty of the L.A.U. parts, the following conclu-
sions weras drawn:. '

The sentence memorv task was found to be a valid measure of English \\
proficiency, aspecially for the younger (4th and 5th grade) students, = - h)
correlating in the range of .730 - .871 with the external criteria of the '
f’\ raading section of the Merropolitan aAchievement Test and the English
,y!!b' section of che Language Assessment Battery. aAltheugh the English and
Spanish sections were not comparable at the time in seataence length,
lexical diFficulty, and usa of verb terses, the cdmcluq*on wvas drawn that
the technique of sentance 3emor“ can be valid for 1uaht1:":;g language
dominancea ard’*an”uage arof“CLEn o

&
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N e
X Tha svononym task requiriag both“iord wnpwledze and semantic process-
* " ing did not ceorrelare well with ext: zngl cqliteria With correlations
suggesting that the English itenm selactionxj*f 6o easy -and. that the
Spanish item selection was, too - d;f 1*31:.’ The formarion of synonyms is a -
- skill that has ‘been found to be 31 ficult for bilingual children. It has
* - been shown that bilingual chlld&en have graatar flexibility 1n_thought
than monc‘*ngual children (Lambert .and Tucker, 1972). Further evidence
. (Ben-Zeev, 1975) indicates that biltipguals are more aware of ‘Eine detai
in classifying words into c&tegotles than are monolinguals. | Thig acuta
sense of distinction may agdcount ‘for the Hlllngual students' hesitacion
\ .to respond to items with athﬁﬂng but an exact synonym The acceptable. B
.o L.A.C. ~resbonses to the item 'baby! ('kid ,! "child,' and *infant') would’
v perhaps not bé acceptable to many bilingual children since 'kid' ‘and”
" >~ ’child' are neot perfettly synonymous with 'baby ; \ ‘

. ) b -
. R .

w4

~

-
~

These observatipns are mot meant o suggest that synonyn tgs!g should.
" not be used with hilingual students. However, it is necessary that the
items selectad for use in this task have vervy ciosal associatad :
and aot simply related ;tams. The 'small-tiny,’ 'lﬂﬁdo-oonlto,,syﬁ nYymS
mors approsriate than are the 'stove-oven,' 'ver-mirar'- latadﬁltem

types.
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The L.A‘U antonvm task correlatad very aell.v1th external cr*teria,
-and the conclusion'was drawn that the technique can bé a valid measure.of
< * .determining language proficiency. At the time,the SDaﬂlbh sec*ion con~-
e \< tained more cammoq}y used itemsthan did the Englvsh seCtlon, and ‘the
. sections are aot cémpletaly comparabla for the hdeqt fication Qrflan”uage*
o domlnance. . S S ~

- »

. . o
> s

The cognitlon of the Droductlon of ah“onvms is similar to the cogni-~
i tion involved: in the' nroduttlon of sydonyms. The differénce is that the
. - broduction of antoﬁyms is "easier.' In the’ administration’of these tasks .
. " in the L.A.U., vaotskv s claim '(1962:88) thar the child is more aware of
+ differences than of‘simllarltles was found to be Strlklng*f true. Many | ’
students needed several practlces Sefore understanding what was etpectad
«~ of them in the svnonvms section, but thay seemed to understapd and produce
opp031tes with much igreater ease. This is due, in part to the fact that
" synonyms ¢an be\represented in oply one way, whereas antcnvms .can take the
form of either cont*adltfbrlea, contraries; or bonverses.ll ‘Therefore,
the 1nd1vrdual i$§ open to many more possibilities for one cue in the pro-.
.- duction of antonvms. This may: sugges!’fqat thé antonym task is more
R aooroprlate ror?yDUnger cb11dren than lS ‘tHe synouym task. .

*

-

The L.A.U. digit reversal task cerralatad poorly Qich the various
.+ levels.of the MET and the LAB (.169 to 4&§} Thede low-correlations
indicate, as exaetted that the task of digit resversal is only partially
. . " an indication of a student’'s command of 1aqguave. Digit reversal,
/ fact, measures somé?hidg wore than command of langLage.‘ he task is
. part 1ally of the type, that has- bean’ ‘labeled as a "skill at audicory .
- ' organization of verbal materlal, a skill which bilinguals ‘have ‘been
found to perfowm betrtar than monolinguals .(Ben-Zeev, 1875). It is also
related to revygrsal shif: rasks which decermine an ability to classify
» " and reclassify data. \‘Al""mugn it can Sa‘v’ very ligtle about. relative
léhguage proficiency, it was found to be useFul as a supplement in
ident v1ng language daminance. - LT :
» .. There are indeed advantages and dﬂsadvantages to be. Found in any tvpe
of measurement instrument. Also, the careful examination’ to which the
LLAJY. was subjected in this iresearch would uncover-methodological dis-
N advantages in any 1nstrument. The advantages, them, of the L.A.U. must
R not be overlookad. L

= B .
- N ~

One merit of the L.A.U, is that it 1ncorporates four techniques intg

e _one lnstrumept thus .avoiding the assessment of the language of children
L in a single way. ‘The instrument, with some item ravisien, is culturally’
< v .~ - fair and cen 3331ly be transrerrnd‘~ﬂco saveral 1anguaz&s. It can be

-

~administered quickly, requﬂreﬁ a minimum agcunt of training for its
\ . administration, and does not rely on expensive equipmenft or materials that
N could significantly increase sducational costs. -Once tHe L.A.U. has been
' revised, 'the results can be easily interpreted for adgcgtianal purposes.

0] . -

The L.a.U. d:u;llu“ual aducation

n
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Of further interest may be the fact that the L.A.U. was used as part
of a comparisog study in the effectlvenass of the bilingual program in
Rechastar. The criteria used fa, the selection of students in this

‘ P | 10 o




of the items in the svnonfm section called for responses-that were related

‘tages of bilingual education.
E S

K . -~

comparison study are ‘listed in the table helow. For this study, the L.A.U. . -
English and Spanish scores of Spanish-speakingf students who had been edu-

cated bilingually (Group B) were comparnd to scores of Spanish~speaking ;
students who*had been educated solely in English (Group C). Scores from
the We’ﬁDUDll;an Achievement Test, “h_ _bng"age Assessment Battery, and a
language classification identified bv the school system were 2lso used in
the cowparison. The resulfs of the study, hl:hcugﬁ simplified here, ind;
cated that the students educated bilingually were not paripraing as wakl d
English as were the-Spanish-speaking students who are educated in_English;

“and that all Spanish-speaking studemts in the study were performing slightly

below monolﬂngual Eng7lshﬂsueak1ﬁg stqd°ntS‘0f the same ages. The con- . _
sistency of the lower English scores of Group' B can be-.seen in Figure 1. \ :
The L.A.U. synonym task was the part that sartlcularly lowered the scores
of Group B students. ' The lower-: scores aost :rouably occurged because sonme

lexical items (e.g., "store—oven" and 'baby-child”) but 'not ‘necessarily
perfect synonyms. Although this rassult appears to demonstrate a negative L
effect of students who are educated bilingually, it may om the contrary )
suggest thag Spanish-speaking students in traditional English instructidén
do ‘not develop their bilinguality to the sage extent as do studénts taught:
in both “languages. Of add1t¢ona1 intarest was the auonrlorltv shown by " . - o
Group B students in the digit reversal task in both English and Spgpish. ; \z
As expectad, Group 3 students scored considersbly higher than Group C \
students on all Spanish parts of the test: Quartiles of the Spanish parts

L= -2d

demonstrated that 75% of Group C students were ans;sheqtly at the level

. of the lowest 25% of Group B studeats. The :resul:d of this study gointed

to 1) the need for placing oreatpr emphasis on improving the Engl&sn\sk;lls
of all non-English speaking students, and especially of thesa s4ducated .
bll*ngually, and 2) some linguistic and sossible extra—l*uguistlc advan-

-

VN SN, . . \
VAN 2 - CRITERIA FOR.SELECTION : 1.
L= -~

Group” Grade (no. Criterion

students)

: 1 r > - - : N ;
B (experimeptal) 7.(19) Enrollad in schoocl B (Rochester, NY} bilingual . -
8 (13) program. % ]

In bilingual education for the last 5 (or more) = .
~ ygars. ’ )

W ;¢ in the United States for at least 5 years. \

. Speak Spanish since childhood. T
N = e N
C (contrel) - 7 (19)  Enrolled in school G (Rochester, NY) traditional
f
8 (13) program. 5 .
: L. In traditional £nglish inscruction for last 3
. (or more) vears )

-
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‘Summerv .- Rk ‘ .

Y The reader is again reminded that the L.A.U., since the time of the .
reported analyses, has undergone revision. 4also, the reader is ram;nded
that the L.A.U. was in part evaluatad for something for wn’cn it is not
intended; i.e., its validity in detarmlnlng language proficiency was con-’
sidered 2s well as its validity in identifying languags dominance. Thisg:
as dbne, in part, out of this resssrther’s concern thdt the assumption is
often made that a student is competent in the language in .which'he or she >
is classified as beldg dominant. The dependence of language dominance on
language proficiendy is an issue that should be further\stualed.‘ Last,
the reader is reminded that this analysis was conducted by one researcher, -
and Lnat additiocnal evaluativ input is necessary for conclu51ve\assessment‘

+
- v 3

With these factors in mind, then, saveral comments can be presented
regardlbg language testing, as well as specific suggestions for users of
_lanzuage dominance and proficiency tasts. In selecting an aupronrlate, .
instrument, the following racters should be considered: '

1. That the 1nstrument has‘been sufject sto several, not. Jﬁst one. or .

. two, measures of Ellablll“” and - 1sz..h.cl:x.t:y \ \ \
' . t
2. That a team of axperts, anluding.at least‘one llﬂgUlSt, one
psychologist, one statistician, and one teacher of dilingual e e
. - students, has evaluated the testing ratiopnale and item selectiom.

3. -That statistical corraslations are “rovidéd-foi test parts as wellw
.as tstals, and that correlations are provided for all-ages with
which the test is to be _used.

4. That comparability of the English. and Spanish sections has been - -
thorqugnlj studled especially if *e@ﬁ,tntarnretatlon 'ts done
by the almnle comparison of Lngllaﬂ and Spanish scores. : . .,

v

That 11ngu stic analysis of the Ltams is thgi%&ﬁh i.e., by “.
‘methods other than the simpie rountlng of words.:y, Syntacric
complexlty and lexical difficulty are especially important. .

8. That mardy acceptable responseé\are provided in.the test manual so
“ that adsministrator subjectivitv is minimized-as muth aswpossibla.

L4

7. That; in add1t¢on to.these suggestions, c¢riteria such as those
‘publlshed by the Northwast Regignal Language Laboratory be made
known to test users.

~

- -

»

It is necessary that goth test usars and test .developers become more ~
aware of esach other’'s rightful concerns. With this accomplished, new -
instruments can be both technically valid and.usable,” and existing tests -
can be more exFect'valv administered and understood. It is essential that
rest usars be awars of the variety. oF statiscical, Tznguiécky, psychologi-
cal, and other facters ?qwal?Ad in tast validation. These improvements in
bil 1nvual languages sssessment are necessary to insure that the linguistic
abll*LVES and needs of limitad English- -speaking students will be most

d

ac*urately identified and thesaz students n7 aced in programs that are mest -
beneficial to then. : " v T _ ‘
N '\ v f ) e
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- the Rochester Clty Schoeis in this research : -
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~adjectives, nouns with nouns, 2tdé. :In the acoring, however, some :
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_}The author acknowleadges the cooperatiocn of both Bernard Cdhen and
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“For {9‘!]9 fea;grés such as'loss .of "s" in Puerto Rican speech-s L
or‘vdr"at of " and "1'" are not scored as izmkerrect. T .
Epr examvle, deletion-of 4 single word that does not alter the \
meanlqg of the sentence. Many students repeated the sentence “Ny books ’
k on falling ‘out or my desk durltg recess"‘w*fhout the word ‘on."
Thg @ Tesponses werk . séered as be correcx. . o ~ik : -

- \
j a ’ * . \ '
“The test in its wr*t*en toquﬂoes not list as acceptable responses .

wgtds in different classes. That i$> adjectives must be matched with o .

‘responses were considered correct even if they werd not. of the same

class as the cue word. For ewample» Yerista'” (sad) was ‘scored as a cor-
;ect respbnse for the Ltem a_egr (happiness). . . \ o

. 5:\“High" re;iability\refers to a éorréla;icn cvefficient above .850.
e y TN 5 o ~ T

B \ RS S . 5 o q s S
The procedurs used for this ‘adjustment was that of linear regres- -

sion. Slopes and intercepts were optained from original inter-rater

scattergrams e » . - B -
v \ : 1 ‘ . : o

‘For ouroosas of moraheme hounc *hé‘coﬁplexig4es of Spanish yerh
mornhology were felt'to give an arcificially complex picture. Therefore,
for purposes or\moranologlcaT count;qg,\a verb was con31dere& as hav:ng o '
Two morpholcglcal ent;tlhs. T .
\ . . \ . R | ‘ RN
P :vllabla ﬂount in Soanlsh was nased on Qafur al conversational speed.
For example, the, santente "Cantra a Xarfa ould be considered to have flV&‘
svl}aola : uan-taa—manr1~a. - . . - B

e camamsa A *

)

9
- A possibly more accurate measura of utterance length, measuriag
recorded raadlngs of the utterances, w!% not tollcwed ‘since it was felr .
that any Q@narﬂta that might be galned did not juSgIIV ‘the time and errort

~involved. :
\. ) \ 4 : < A -
10, .. = . N
Lexical frequency information was obrained for ooth Engllan and .
Spanish :tems in the same dlctionarv (Eaton 1940).
N ‘\\ Al
11 ’ s

\ ovtradluforwas exhaust options on a-scale, e.g., male-female.
Contraries do notgmxhaust these options, e.g. large-small. Converses
differ in one component, wnich switches in argument,’a»g., bakent—child:
See (lark 197®:422 for details. . ~ \ ‘ .
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