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.. e ’ INTRODUCTION . )
. . As we all know, one of the most significant movements within_~ ~°

—=_ the American‘edugatgonal system during ‘the past'decade(;s that of
, bilingyal education. This movepent was,_anOng other Ehings, éhe

. outdone of research (Kobrick, 4972; Rodriguez, 1974), 1nd1cat1hg

' that the treatment of m1nor‘ty school ch11dren was characterlzed e 4

by neglect and negation. . ' Y 2

(5

. . . " One of{the.publicationa'tha; helped precipitate this movement
. . * . - ‘

. o . Y
8 wai;the Colgﬁan Report (Coleman et al., 1965) that portrayed the
- > . 3 <«

e . plight of many minority students by comparing.thegir scheol achieve—

. ment; academig.self-coneept, and drqpout figures nith tth;:Uf
> ' English-speaking,stu&ents. o, P : RN :?
S The pedagoé?tal/poiitical effect that this and other similar ' L

) ) studies had on b111ngua1 b1cu1tura1 educatlon was extremely beneficial &
:;/‘ j ' {erkel 197465 p.30), since ed ators.and-politicians,.for the firet /
r ,’ t1me, v1ewed the cultural and 11ngu15t1c d1ver51ty of m1nor1ty ,\ h

'_‘ .childyen as an ;;;et rather than a 1Lab111ty %o academic success, .
. (Andersoj\amd Boyerﬁ 1970 Sav111e,and Tr01ke 1971)
N L . . )

" This change of attitude, however, would have been of no conse- . /

.
!/

quence if'the,federal-éovefnment had n6t providéd financial support

to bllingﬁal programs, especially after the landmark Supreme Cour& -

P ! . Cos
¢ - deglelon of Lau vs. Nlchols (1974) Desplte the Lau decision and . “

. N )
. subsequent development fof many'bilingual'pmograms, bilingual/bicuitural .

N . . . .
¢

education has notoyet achieved 2ts full potential. A serious drawbick
(\G ! ) J i e "‘ - R , v . . ' N 3 [}
gp its realizatien gs the lack of teaching materials and curriculum,

designed'fsr‘bilingu51~schools.
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~ language dominance in particular.

it "must be composed of items which deal with‘materials\qommon to the’
R L 3 “ .

. This Jack of materials, in turn, is to a great extent due to the

- - . [N

lack of languége'asséssment instrumehts, 2 problem which came t6/light .

L

the D&ana v9, Ca11forn1a cases. , Many

1n both the Lau vs NlChOlS 3pd
researchers aﬂ%he f1e1d also pwéed_ out| that there 152 rela:cive;
Padélty of researéh data on bilingual éducﬁtion";n general and on °
Bianca (£977) attributed this ‘

-

paucity to limited federal funding for such research, stating th?t the, .

Un1ted States has spent only one-tenth of one percent of 1ts funding

on research to 1mprove the quality of b111ngua1 programs (p.4). '

»

Expressing a gimilar criticism, Woodford (1977) noted that in )

: ‘ .7 . g :
addition to ogher shortcomings ¢f such programs, the ''least has beep
- . ' : s
done in the areas of-evaluation".(p.

~ .

130). He further notéd that in J

most school areas, language,dominance determination is based gn such
. . * 1S — '

""cumbeysome and’tihe-coniyming p;ocg;Sbs" (p. ) as'%gudent inter-

views by teachers.or teacher aiﬂ?.

.
- .

But even with the use of tests, otHer problems appear. Harber

.

9 - .

- (¥976), for example, cited empirical evidence indicating thas

- » » - N

) ' . L} . . .
"certain psychoeducational placement ‘tests do not measure the learming
. - : T
abilities” they wer%_intended t0'measure’when used with linguistically
and/or cdlturally different chi)ﬁren" tp. 31) .

Dlscu551ng the same 1ssue from a dlfferent perspectlve, Eells

]
(I953) also p01nted out that for a %est to be free of cultural b1as

3

various subcultures in which it is tobe used" (p. 292).

In the,past, standardized tests with mihority group childeen ‘

resulted in an unfavorable asséssmenf‘of thése child}en These
\

Y
[]

dlscrlmigatory testlng pr?ctlces, which reiulted in m91t1p1e traumas

’,
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for such children, 1led to court battles and demands - for "conpensatory

punitive damages” to plalhtlffs in ‘the 1970s. Such cases as Stewart
4

Vs ?hlllgs in Massachusetts‘(1970) or Covarrublas vs. San Dlego Un1f1ed

School District (1971) revealed the damage ofiggscriminatOry’tegting,

,which placéd students in classes for the "educable mentally retarded." //

These cases, which sought substantial damages ($20,000 per student),

¢

"presaged a far-reaching revision of current testing methods'" (O&kland; -

1977, p- 64).‘;ﬂoreovér, they led the'justipes in other cases, such as

the-Lau vs. Nichols and Diana vs. California, te call for a moratorium

on testing language-minority children with instruments based on white,

‘' middle-class American children. Their rationale was-that ”the relia-

_ bility, validity, and horming of these. tests has ‘been established for
4
the ‘general p0pu1atlgnr;ather tgen for a partlcular bicultural group"

" (Bernardoni, 1967, p. 1). : . St

4 P ’ .

Another result d} thesekjudicial proceedings, was ag impetus for

) , . .
development of new assessment techniques fpr minority children. Through
\] g . [ - .

" funding from DHEW, foundations, or publishing firms,;many'ninority

’

language dominance tests were developed during the 1970s.

Despite the;critiéism, from some writers;\\Q the validity and
reliability df a number of such instruments, more progress has been
. - - M .
made in this area in the.last decade than in the previous 50 years.

However, while admultidue of }anguage'dominance assessment instruments
Lt . )
"and curr1cu1um gaterials have been developed for Spanlsh speaking
. Tk - .
chlldren, a paac1ty of similar’ materials is apparent for other minority
.(l ‘

‘group langughes

Greekjis a cage in point. WYhile thls minority group is greater
[ 'rP
in size tﬁgn other groups, such as F111p1nos and Portuguese, wh1ch
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. L R < -
- .These children‘neeﬂ appropriate language screening tests for

have such instruments (Logk, ‘Pletcher, andiReynolds, 1978), ‘nothing
Ssimitar has been developed unt11 recently for this group.

¢
to the U. S Bureau of Census’ (1976) over half*a mnlllon pe0p1e

According

(542 000) in the United States have Greek as their nétive tongue

N Also, accordlng to the, Survey of Income and Ed atlon of the U.S.

Bureau of Censuai(19759, approx1mate1y 88 000 Greek m1nor1ty ch11dren

/Petween the ages of 6 to 18 51! not ‘have Englléh as "their nat1ve
L] < - '

tofgue or did not ‘use Engllsh at-home.

-~ ! . .
v

diagnostic,and'placement purposes. Some teachers of'Greek bilinéual -

programs use Spanlsh language dom1nance tests, which they have trans-

, Tated into, Greek for such purposes It is’ generally agreed however,

that such translations contain numerous potential probtems and are
) - {
usually inapprOpriate. The best solutlon to the problem, would then

"*be’ .the development of an 1niirument that would be based on-research and

data derived from thelsame language group, Greek {n this case, for

- -
[l LA ,
«

which it will be developéd. .

It is ‘true that the acaaemlc achievement of the Greek 1mm1grants
(Krug, 1976; Moskos, 1980)shas been. surprlslngly high compared to
other minority groups. " However,
,. to qlasses:fortthe mentally hanQicapped, becapse-they scored low on

. culturafly_biased achievemenifteei: or because'they had‘to ans:er a :
test an a language thev did notjunderstand. Such children sheuld be

>
-t . ¥l . .

classes forthe

some Greek students have been sent .

‘e

L

'appropriately assessed before they were assigned t
‘mentally hdndicapped. Thus, prob%ems, traumas, an stigmag could ..

’

have been,avoided, benefitirig both®the students and society. The

P Lo e . . . )
%q?veIOpment?Tthen, of such an instrument by this researéher - the

. . % N 1

~

»

(/

(3]

|
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buitding of wh Hill be discussed in_the following pages -, aimed
I'A . :U % A . M .
at 'filling this great gap in the atea of language assessment of Greek
bilingual children and was also a response to federal leglsla(lon .
-
? + 3 14 3 '
" calling for such instruments. 'd
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NI _ Subjects of the Study -

4 i
. . ’ . N
€

The subjects for.the d‘Verpment'bf the instrument were four

&

hundred and three (403) male and female students attending Grades

1 4 at the Greek Bilingual Program and Greek Parochial School of

N »

Iarpon Springs, Florida; the Saint Demetrios Greek Parochial School
in New York; and the Budlong Elementary Public School imr Chicago.

All the above schools, with the excebtion of: the Tarpon Springs
‘ < L

Parochial School, are day schools. The-Bqdlong~School is a public -

school with many bilingual programs, one of which’is the Greek

Bilingual Program. The student populatlon is ba51ca11y middle or

/ upper-lower class. The Studenﬂs of the Greek program cbine mainly from

/new immigrants of a middte~sagioeconomic status. Many of these

A 4

‘ o
studentsf therefore, are Greek language dominant. The overwhelming .

ma;orlty of| the students of the Soterlos Ellenas School in' New York

on'th? ‘other hand .are born 1n the United States and come ?!bm a,

" middle‘to upper—mlddle class background. The Saint Demetrios students

present a mixture of older and recent parent immigration. Most of

P
these stydents come from a middle to upper-middle class background.

. . .
Criteria used for this selection were locales with a ¢oncentra-

{ion of Greek-sbeaking people, and with the pxgsence of one ‘or more
Greek bilingual schools. The selection of these schools and geographic
regions is assumed to be repres&itatiue of Greek bilingual students of
the same age in other parts of the country. Thisfprocedune, in turn;
of selecting a wide geographical repreaencation, enhanced the

- " . '
‘e
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-

external validity of the instrument,' compared to a selection of a

more limited scope. Furthermore, the sample size, which exceeded

300 students, was a good representataon of the total populatlon and

adequate for the develepment of the instrument.s
‘ ~ R
Develbpment of the instrument began.with a large number of

items. 'Subsequent revisions reduced tﬁem to 80 items eacﬂ for the
Gfeeh and, English versions (60 pictorial axd'QO verbal stimuli).
The seiection‘of the initial items has based on a ragdom sampling
of words appearing in the'vacabulary lists oé_the Gpades 1-4
‘readeré for Greek and American chilaren.

. - .
multiple choice items was derived from such vocabulary lists.

A_Qool of more than 60

These.iteﬁs‘were divided ifio four general categories aimed at, .

}esxihg the subjects' knowledge of family, neighborhooﬁ,
~

@nd church objects.

school,

Likewise, more than 20 Greek and English quesfion

o , . - -
items ‘were designed to measure the subjects' command of grammar and

syntax in each language.

.

The -final instrument consisted of 80 items, 40 for the Greek -
' » . .
and 40 for the Engllshfig!‘, 30 of which are qk51gned to elicit
. AY

a response to a verbal stimulus using multjﬁle ghoice(pictéfial

alterndtives. Specifically, each multiple choice item consists
-

ZL~of a word stimulus on the left, followed by a series of five related
/

i

pictures, one of which is the correct answer to-the stimulus.

Accordingly, respondgn&& were asked to match the word with the

. . . . A
The remaining items are verbal stimuli in

appropriate picture.

[ 4 .~ .
‘'sentence form, designed to elicit a grammatically and syntactically

’

correct answer to a question.
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L ' ) . .
. Special ¢are was taken to make the test items reflect the dual

history and culture of the sub;pcis. Thus, "six jtems in the multip

choice part”df the instrument and two question items differed in the

Y

Greek- and English components of the tests. The difference reflected
the dissimillr sociocultural background of a child fraised in Greete

as opposed to the U.S.A. For example, item 11 in the multiple choice ._ N\
) > - ! ) . o
test depicts a carrot in the English test but an olive in the Greek |
) 3 . . A\l .
- test, since olives are a much mor¢ common item in the Greek diet

than carrots; similarly, item 49 depicts ths/ﬂherican flag in the

o English component and the Greek in the Greek. .

. This general item formulation was presented to the participant$
. FRY , A 4 .
of both the general and special Greek colloqium at Florida State

.* University for feedback and recommendations relevant to further

improvement. . The participants of the general colldqium were '

n )

approximately 25 doctoral students of the Florida State University
‘bilingual program, ymany of whom were former bilingual teachers and

who representéd such divé?be language groups as Gxeek, Spanish,
Tagolog, Vietnamese, and Arabic. The part#ipants-of the Greek

. Y

‘ . %
colloqium were eight’/ doctoral students in the Florida State /University

‘ / . :
\ Greek bilingual program,” some of whom were graduates of institutions
. i
A w -
of higher educatién in Greece. The instrument was also presented for

feedback to other language specialists and experts at Florida State .

- \ A
. -University and elsewhere. - ['S *

, The expérts consulted, suggested various changes and/or

N

-

substjtutions in the items, as well'as positioning of items within the

.- - " ~

J)/' test. The instrument was revised and agaijn prsﬁented to the experts

\ i . : ) , .,
’

who considered it adeﬁuate~fbr its purpos . This examination,

.
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. . .. i - 3 y - - .
critique, revision, and.final approval of the instrument constituted

- one of the basic steps in establishing itexcdntent,validity. )

v , . 4 : . [N

.

Al . ~ »
After final revision and approval by -the panel of reviewers,. the’
. .‘plctorlal test items were given to an illustrator for 111ustrat10n
After *llustratlons were completed the test was finalized in both Greek

and English. The test items were placed-in a progressive order of

} ’ .
I
oL difficultyt It 'was expected that only the 'students of hlgher grades
. woukd be able to answer most or all of the 1tems cor}ectly *;3 "
) . ’ N
- Selection of the items was based on the follow1ng cr1terla "

(a) the” items should take cognizance of the child's ablllty to use

N ’
. 1
’ '

‘such an item at,a particular age; (b) the'item; should be interesting
‘ o and engeyable enough .to stimulate the child's response, (c) the
©, items shorld.éample a\variety of vocabulary and activi?{es; %;d .
(d) the items §houfd include, where.possible, the same, similar, or
‘ﬁl equiralent stimuli in both languages. ) / S . :

-

T e . " Pilot Testing and Results e

The pilot testing included 42 subjects from Grades i<4 of the
Greei Bilingual School and the Church School in Tarpon Springs,

Florida. Of these 42 test responses - 8 at Grade 1, 10 at Grade 2,

.
-

g at.Grade 3,-and 15 at,grade 4 - two were found invalid and were

* L]

]

excluded»>from computer Enalyses. \.
, The tests were subsequently cdded and g1ven to the. Florida *

State Unlver51ty Evaluation Service Center fbr a Standard Item N
/ o .« ’

Analy51s Program. The maln StétlSthS of interest in this analysis
- R AN

. e 4 ‘
.\‘\‘ o /}rcere the meano standard d tlon, rellab111ty, and .standard error

of measurement of each group. These statibtics are presented in

- Table I, ' ‘
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'i‘able 1

Pilot Test Statistics

-
7 N
N .

Greek

Part ’B‘

— ’ . - j
Gr. n X R SD rll SEM

Y —

b4 8 20.87 . . ‘1. . L .5 22.38 9.15

2 9 19.56 16.67 3,04 1.78 1.99 .72 1.06  21.33 18.47

“~
. . B

3 8 28.48 14.27 3.14 1.69 2.85 .83 1.17- 30.17 17.32

4 15 31.53 13.86 3.27 1.73 3.37 .88 1.19  33.27 15.56

L4

‘English »

. a .
'8  32.50 6.Q7 .76 2.99 3.00 2.00 .67 1.14 35.50 7.1% - 80,
L ¢ - " v * ; .

9 :41.66 4.20°.66 2.40 8.22°4.17 .83 1.70 49.89 £.66 .81

8 .49.,63 4.14 .81 1.81 5.00 7.54 .95 1.71 ' 54.63. 6.30-.83.
% - 4 s

" S

-

5 47.60 13.55 .q¢ 1.76 .10.60.7.68 .93.1.98 58.20 16.27 .97°2.77

R . C .f, v
k = 6§ for Part A :
*

K'= 20 for part B - : ‘ t
] f
A large number of 1tems in both the Greek and Engllsh tests ;

- N .

yielded a large dlfflculty 1ndex, ize. were easy, while a few of them

1 v )
‘presented a small difficulty index, i.e. were difficult. To -

[y
‘

remedy this problem the verbal cues of;these items were'bbanged.'

N

. In the item ana1y51s the number of Engllsh test 1tems that did nqt

t

perform well was larger than the Greek one. .The reason for this is

that the subjects found many more é!sy items in the English sectlon

f LY

of the. test than in the Greek one. Thus, almost all changes 'in the'
o)

Engllsh testpere focused on increasing thé difficulty of these
¥

. \

items.




Lt " \
+ In Sectlon B of the Greel'< te/st thenfanguage component, 1t was \

also found that certa71n items were out of progressive dlfflculty
» . ’ . .
. ] . . .

- co order and were reordered. The samé ap,proach was employed in Section
.' . . & ‘ » .. \e‘ ’\‘ . . . . . ' N
v . B, of the, Engllsh test. ot : . . ,

. ’- N .

-

W
. » - N
. ve

L The 1nd1V1dual grade reilab-llltles of Se{mn A for the\Greek o ‘

. . teS‘t Were highe han tl'rose of the Enghsh w1th the éxception of - . q
o ’ . ( - k . _
. e $ade 4, where t re11ab111ty af the Greek test Mas ?ﬂd the .

LAV B Enghsh ,98. 'The reason for the zenerallv h‘mher réllabllltles

I~ R TR - ~—

- =

of theuGreek test is attrlHuted to ¢he greater d;sorlmlnatlon Value

¢ ‘e . v . B =

P of - -“the Greek 1tems, probaBTy caused by their lower dlfflculty 1ndex

. ot \
¥ . . ) * . — - -
Pl e and greater standard deV1at.10n compared to their Engllsh counterprarts o

@ -

The: re11ab111t1es of Sectlon B, the lwuage component of ‘the’ test

- are generally "hlgher on the English, test, but the dlfference between -

-)the two tests here lisrrfa‘ller than in Sect' n A One n able . e

- -0 »

- where the reliability is"zero. Thi§ resuly was due to’ the fact,

, v
‘. N .

. that\post of the‘ first gradd"s‘”len'ts were u\able to read or write . N

C e

~ upon -the subJects is also manlfested in the lo

- " in the same grade and section of tho-Engllsh ,
- ‘. - ¢ . .
the h1gher re11‘ab111t‘1es of .the Enghsh test ts . items were * b R

. "‘ * ;
generally ea§ier to thi‘uhjects than those of the Ggeek test. This. » |
. . — . : . ’ Yo

' ease-, which+is de'monstratedsin the ‘higher means of the EnglEiZh 'v
iabilities

-

sedtion, resuited igr h1gher item varJﬁance and thus higher r

in con51derat10n the length of thlS component --

. . - :
¢ a w7 ! : " ‘

.

.
o
- .




N " . R .
’ . LY . - - .
B 3 JNE b . - . I
.

t, . . c - ! .
‘ L} P . . [y . . .
.o 7 ué? is quite high ' , *
. -' C "' ' R . ) i ' . © .
) . . . In comparing the overall -reliabilities (’eé}icn.ﬁ‘and B) of ,
. ~ "' ., T i ’ v" e, '
- ‘ sthe Greekrand English tests, it is apparent that the reliability , . P

B 2]

‘! of the Gq‘!k test 1s higher than that’ of the English w1th the

/ . .,
’ . eiieptaon of Gnade 4, where they are "almost equal: 93 and .97. . < j) -
\ ¢ L Ve / :
: - e Examining the means of the test oh the other hand, one easily

A . »
o, v

- ‘,' notes tpe substantial difference between the Greek and English test

. means:: The differengé clearly denotes that fhe subjects scofed
EE) ’ ). .
- higher in Engfish than in Greek, #h e3511y explained fact when one .

’ .

. con51JErs that most of thersubjects’ have been in the Un ted States .
. . (‘ P R e -
. for a number of years and have also been itmmersed in an English
. 2 . g

language enV1ronment. - C e

o " . Field Testing ’ o . -
. P g - ‘ .
Schools and Subjécts ( . . ' -

.

. After computer anhlysis~of<the pilot testing data, and * "
ensuing item revision, the instrument was reagy for field testing v
/‘ b i The.fleld testlné, conducte; in early’ ’EBe 1879, .included two

. ’ ystages: test and retest. The original number of subjects per

' grade.and school arg as follows: (., . -

e ' L, °Subje§fs ol and Grade'
WS .

) .Grade échool'i ﬁ.i School 2 ”})-Sch601'3 .+ . Total
. . a " ’ . N ¢ .

1 +23 33 .- 39 . 94

. \ I T, . ,
2 e .25 37 _ *40 102
i . . . ~ ) . . N
;} 3 26 . 11 55 92
1 . N

4 - 16, 9 a8 73
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r'd s
. In order to obtain test-retest data, the instrument was

3 )

admlnlstered twice, wlth an 1nterval’of approx1mately a week betwégn

' . thes two -test admlnlstggtlons of the‘36i-$ub3ects tested, only 337

. - .

responses were used for éomputé;:analysis.‘ The remaining 24 tests
“ -- - .. ‘ )
were excluded from tHE analyses, either because they were deemed

'invalia for various reasons, including "Christmas-treeing,"
insufficieni ﬁafking, or réading and writing difficulty (10 cases),

- ¢
-

or because the subjects were not present in both~administrationg of
_the %hstrﬁment (14 cases). The total number of cases excluded from
the analyses is quite small compared to the total sample population.

+

The high rate of clean data is partly attributed to favorable/cooper-

A . . -

B - * TN .
) ation from the school personnel as well as from the subjects.

-
.

<

.

Data Coding’ , - : ‘
- - The response data ere ¢oded onto optically scannable answer

-~

sheets. In addition} gfd prior to this, theswriter read and marked
\ )Y

] »
all Section B test, both Greek and English. At the end, each subject
V] . L

had, two opscan sheets of data, ohe for the test and one for the retest.

.After the completion of coding, a general cheg} was made on all
ceded data, test responses and identification data coding, to ensure

”»
that there were no mi@&ing data and that all marks were properly =
N o . . )
entéred.}) The rate of missing or incomplete data was less than one
() . ‘.
percept. .

c* Lod v 7

“The dxta were then” separated according to grades and an answer

-
.

key .for each test and section was made. The data were given to the
e

Florida State University Evaluation Services to be trqii ¢rred to-
- v ) ¢
. a disk file so that the appropri%}e statistical analyses jcould be

made. These analyses included the following: (&) test/ reliability

¢ -

AN .

.




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(c9eff1(:1ent alpha), (b) mean, ,standard deV1at10n, ﬂang SEM (c) test-
_rete&st re11ab111ty, (d) E"valg.xe/s per: 1tem,. (ee)’ p #%Egerlai values
per item, and (f) coucurren; va14d1$y analyses vhe analyses were-
performed for each part :'md ‘the . totaZl of the Engl’ish‘ and Greek tests,

by grade, as well as for the total %roﬂp of subjegts. " .
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o ;~  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ' -

L £ - Ay ' ’
C The results of the,study included thé following: (a) analysis of

the item pool, (b) item selection for final in%truﬁent,;(c) character- .

-
[ : . . . -

. ".istics of final inétrument, (d) test-retest reliabilitiqs, (e) reliabi-
o N '
lities by'schoog-and sex and °(f) concurrent validity.
Y- . . = » : ° .

-

L

‘ ’nalysis'of the Item Pool P .

The statistical characteristics of. the item pool weré examined
. ¢ . L
to facilitate selectjon of items for-the final instrument. First,

.’ N a - '
the means and standard deviations of the pupils' scores for each
L * - . . .

‘part of the, tegt‘(Greek and English) were computed. Sécond, thf

, internal consisteng}.ieliability\goefficipnts~fdr the parts were
+ , 'Y » - . ’

calculated. Third, discrimination indices, corrélatidns.between

' ” . . . A . ' . . .
each item and the part score were calculated. The same statistics

L

were_calculated for the total 80-item pool. The means, stardard

© . . -

deviations, and.inteérnal consistency of Scores over the items in the
1, - .

pool are shawn in Table 3. o S.a \ .

2 1

4
f
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- o | fable 3 ﬁ;( e
- " Characteristics of the Item Pool (N = 302) f". .
/ * ‘  Subtestf | ‘ Subtest B Total Test
i Grade . X ATSD r. SD r X Sb r
’ rade «n ~ 11 o 11 \ J11
: > - —
' \\; Englisa jgst , . : *
1 Y55 35.14 8.45 .876  7.20 5.22 .904 42.54 12.76 .927
[y - . * '
2 61 38.60 5.62 .765 11.57 4.09 .862. 50.27 8.72 .868
3 87 43,87 8.46 .913 14.15 3.83 .846 58.39 10.81 .927
v ‘4., 69 39.48 4.89 772 16.97 3.19 .838 - 56.45 7.04 .853
‘ N .. .
. S | . .
1-4 302 43.10 8361 .901 12%57 5.51 .921 55.66 13,20 .941
* : ’ Greek Test
> ) ir 85 32,45 13.60. ..947 4.93 4.56 .898  37.38 1@.67 .955
2 61 42.33 8.81 .890 |7.73 _4.34 .849 = 50.07 11.50 .911

. , . . . .
' , 3 -~ 87 \-43.03-10.16 .923  10:80 4.20 .821 53.84 12.81 .930

x4

. 4 . .69 44.17#0.25 .930 1&.25 5.01 .904 56.43 14.36 .951
¢ . . - /
1-4 302 40.13 12.04 .941 9.04 5,32 .904 49.15716.05 .954
Y ? . ‘ A h ' v
¢ ~ . . . e

’ . i [
- . . . ' . .
, N . . ' ’
‘The dat4 show thaj~the mean performance of subjects was greater
. ' » ’ - .
on the English items than on the "Greek items.” Since the content of .
the  items was desinged to be parallel ‘this difference in performance
. is probably due to greater competence of the sdbjects 1n the English
language, which is the primary banguage in the subJects' school§'
Subjects were more variab;e in their performance on the Greek items
2 .
.'than thelEnglish items. This fimding might be associated with
the difference in means and a elight tendency toward ceiling effects.’

- o, .

- ‘ -
.




17

‘

A}

For'exampie, the largest standard deviation is associated with the"
“ ”

smallest mean for total scores on both the English and Greek tests.

The items have a substantial degree of internal consfstency as
-

refledted in the alpha coefficients.

Y

. 1

”, ) Item Selection for Final Instrument

~

- In examining the data for internal: consistency, item and part
'analysés showed that the xo.—'item pool possessed th‘e appropriate
s ¢ .

statistical characteristics to permit development of a shorter.

-

instrument. The final instrument included 40 Greek and 40 English items.

* ‘ [y A

Specificalfy{ the pelection of the 40 items (30 nultiple’choice and™
. . . . B! ~ -

10 free-respbnse 'tems)-was‘based on the following criteria: (a) each

item-should have an adbéptabge point Biserial value, (greater than of

equal to‘.30), (b} the parts.(English and Greek) of the instrument -

—

should be based,,iteﬁ by-iteﬁ, on theisame pictorial or qqfstibn

/ ) ..
cues, (c) the two parts of the final instrument should pd%sess the

~ “~ . .
closest’pdssible-point biserial values, item by item, -and items whose

- © . : . »

Greek or English c5hponents might present sigﬁifiéantly different

poifit biserial values should be excluded, and (dj the, resulting

Gréek and Engfisﬁ parts of the final instrumen® should-preéent
comparable rellab111t1es ' Thus, the final parts of the 1nstﬁument ‘

_ were de51gned to be of equal dlff dblty for a balanced b111ngual child.
/7 . Lo
All items without Wariancé were automatically excluded from

L3

- L

consideration in the final selection process. Furthermore, the

v . > -
selection of an item was based on its ?Ziyall performance and not -

Ly -
.

merely on its performance in selected grades. JPased on the foregoing

criteria, 40 items were finally sgleéted for pb6th the freek and English

.
»

parts of the instrument.
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ghanactefistacs o£ F1na1 Instrument ,
- o3

o Re11ab111t135 and othe; pertlnent statlstlcs obtained by the

2 u

- f1na1 40-item 1nstrument Te preéented in TaBle 4. ‘
. S N ' we
T . The re11ab111t1es on both’the Greek and English parts of the ///
. L ' \
( instrument are qulte hlgh and only slightly lower than thase &f ‘.

* the entxre 1tem pool (seﬁwTable 3). The dif?erences between the

rellab111t1es of the two,parts of the instrument are neg11g1b1e and

¢ ]

The largest dlfference,appears in

.78 for the English part and 92
. . \ .

not statlstlcally signlflcant.

Gradt'4, where the:reliabilities were
far the Greek;paf%.' This difference may be attributed to a low variance

and high'mgan for the English part for this grade, whicﬁ'may have . .

L - ¢

e

~ . [N
« caused a ctiling effect, as welll as to a restriction in the sample

ot , .
compilation, sinte the majority of subjects for this grade_ (47 out

of 69) came froB the same school. ﬁo&ever, the diffetrence betLeen

’
)

) . the two reliabilities is n?t statistieally significant. R
1 " . ) ¢ " -
" S Table 4 ‘ '
g . e
. - Statistical Characteristics of the Final 40-Item . :
3 B3 , e . ’J‘
' Ingtrument by Grade Level and Overall :
X * : ) i Differences between
AN / : ( -« . o
l EnglishﬁTest GrzeX Test the two pacts
. . Cal L3 b ’ /-,( . r
. - - . . -
3 Gr. n X -sb r;7 SEM X SO ry; "SEM_ Xe SD Ty, SEM
1 85 ¥B.IO 8.04 .910 2.41 20.15 9.93 .936 2:38 2.95 8.25 .839 3.38
) 2 61 30.15 5.70 .843 2.28 28:05 6.62 .865 2.38 2.10 8.13 ,840 3.25
L3 . N . . . ' )
o ' - 3 .87 33:98 5.10 .863 1.89- 29.?7,7.30 .895 2.34 4.70 8.?7 .870 3.01
. 4 29 34.09 4.00 .776 1.92 . 30.06 8.01-.922 2.24 4.03 7.75 .850 3.Q2
- T T ) ¢ Y '
1-4 302 30.49 7.80 .924 2.18. 26.50.9.10 .931 2.37 3.99 8.22 .840 3.29_\
. .

’I

' T|!;
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As shown in"Table 4, means for the Greek and English parts are:- *

~ . ° . T e
consistently differgnt. This différence, which favors the Eﬁglish“ T

‘e

part and is larger on the higher grades, s statisfically slgnrfqea'

and indicates a greater.ccompetence of the subJects in the Engllsp
» ' : i ’

' , ,.‘]',‘eq‘ .
languageJ ] N . . S0k g
’ 0“" P
.The standard dev1at10ns of the instrument are generallyuhlgh

’

compared to those of the 80-item.pool (see Tygwle 3), singe,aLl items

gxcluded from the final instrumgent had.%ow or no variancé and thus
their exclusion had no seriots effect on the variability of the
4 \

instrument. The standard deV;atlons of the Greek paft’are,generally

hlgher than those of the Englnsh These higher standard deviations and

¢ . .
accofipanying larger.variances are ‘the basic reason for the higher

reliabilities 6f the Greek part§.since there is a, direct relationship

betweEn\these two s;atistics The Grade 4 standard deviation’of the
. '\/

* Greek-part is hlgher than expectéd, espec1a11y when compared to the

: staad74d deviations of Grades 2 aLd 3. The reason for this high
standard deviatioﬁ may be due to.a wide variability in language

ability‘among the subjects of'this’group. ; .

«
a Y .

The standard errors of meesurement for both parts are comparably

' small. These 'small fstandard errors of measurement are also reflected

in the generally high reliabilities of both parts, since there is an

L d
L} '

dnverse relationship between these two statistics.

'’ .
. .

The re11ab111t1es of the dlfference between scores on the ° -

-
-

-
Engllsh and Greek parts are quite large and stable across grade -
¢ . i , .

levels. These va1u75 are quite satisfying, because it is the
» ' . * .

.

difference between the scores on the English and Greek parts that —~

constitutes{the laaguage dominance score. Therefore,. these reliabilities
- .

P
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; are crucial to the effectiveness of'thé‘instrdment in reliably
: differentiating between Greek and English dgminant'children&

» . ’

The remaining statistics for thghdifferenCes, means, standard

. \

9eviations, and, standard -errors of measurement are also stable.

v

The standard error of measuremgnt values are higher than those of.

. R , ' [y .
each individual part because the variances of errors of measurement

are_addéd toéether when the difference between parts is determined.

‘

e : . Test-Retest -Reliabilities /‘\
?he instrument was admin‘istered a second time to the subjects, ¢

- A\

/ i
' dpproximately éne week after the first administration, to examine

*. the stability.of its results over-.a period of time. Table S5 shows

these' test-retest reliability results by grade level and overall.

<
L]

: ’ ® < v
T Table 5
- ' «
> { o Tespt~Retest Reliabilities
_\ : . ’ by Grade lLevel a=d Overall
) ) *Qiffer;nces between
[ M4 ! -
English Part‘{ " Greek Part - . the Two Parts .
71" Vi Y
Gr. n X' s 11 seM X sb F11 sEM F 0 T sem

L g
Q;,/ 1 85 E1'23.10 8,04 .715 2.41 Gl 20,15 3.93 .754 2.38 D1 2.95 8.25 .686 3.38
E2 22.86 8.44 4.47 G2 19.59 3.59 4.80 D2 3.27 7.58 4.24 .
‘> 6l él 30.15 5.70 .863 2.28 Gl 28.05 §.62 .821 2.38 Dl 2.1d 8.13 .860 3.25
g2 25.75 6.27 2432 G2 27.58 7.03 "2.98 +D2 2.17 7.89 2.92

3 87 E1 33.98 5.10 .822 1.89 G1.29.27 7.30 476 2.34 Dl 4.70 8.37 .572 3.01
— q ' . . .

E2 33.20 5.34 2.24 G2 23.73 7.23 5.39 D2 4.47 32.06 4.1(198

- )

.ol 888 2.24 Dl 4.03 7.75 .85l 3_.82

ur

63 =1 34.07 4.00 .66l 1.92 Gl 3& 0o

3a

‘EZ 39,01 4.09 ° 2.37 G2 28.48 3.50 3.14. D2 6.54 8.50 3.15

N <
' 1-4 302 E1 30.40 7.80 .853 2.18 Gl 26.50 2.10 .781 2.37, D1l 3.99 8.22 .?2? 3.29

E2 29.90 7.96 3.10 G2 25.78 2.37 4.40.. D2 4.12 8.38 4.36

. »

fRIC | kR R

- ¥ N
e - ,
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The test-retest reliabilities, with the eiceptf%n of Grade 3 of

. the Greek part, showed considerable stability of results over time.

] s »
Additionally, test-retest reliabilities of the difference between the

[ 'Y *

two -parts of the_instrjyeﬁt are substantial. '

7
Cortsidering the numerous so:}<g§ of error t@at can enter into a

L]

test-retest administration as cé%pared to a single administration

" of an instrumedt, the,obtained overall, reliabilities of .85 for the
) .
. - b S
Laglisa par: anJ .78 for the Grﬂek seem adequately ldrge [he

rellabllltles of the differences betueen the English and Greek

parts are espec1all) encouraglng 1n view of the difficulties often

associated withethe use of indice§‘g¢nerated from the difference -

., | - i .
between. two sé;;kp. - ! -

Reliabilities by School ¢

[
' rd

Table 6, -which summarizes the reliabilities of the instrument.

. : . - .

“by school, shows fhat‘féliabilities were gcceptaﬁly high both for
individual schools as well assoverall. Additionally, the rellab111t1es

¢ .
‘of the dlfferences begveen the two pa\s bl’tndnudual school” and

.

overall are extremely close. The means of the two components are ‘%,

.

~ - —
very similar for school 1, but they are higher for thé English part
= - . -

o

in school .3 igd espeé&aliy scho#l 2, denoting that-the subjects of

)

" ‘ . ”. ( , . . .
//,55b66i;,3 and 2'had greater competence in EnglisH. ﬂhis is explained

by the fact that school 1 is a public school with a large variability
. t :
“of ability among its subjects -- méné of which are recent Greek

[
#

?mmigrnnt chiliren - while schools 3 and 2 are parochialswith a
"

morf hozogeneous, "Americanized" mLQéle class student popul@tion.
»

‘The means of the difference between tbe two parts express the
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22

’
’

instrument and the higher scoring of the subjects, eépecially in

school 2, on the English part. ’

o

e ’ -
/ " Table 6 . )
. ) ™~
' Relia.bilitiles of the Final Instrument by Schoel(s) ~<
. — - \
,English . . Greek ) Differences between
. : ) L t’:he Two Parts ?
.ngh:‘an -X, SD qll‘ SEM X SD 1:11 StM \X SD rll ZZM
"1 79 26.31 9.46 .935 2.27 25.99 10.12 .952 2.23 .32 8.45 .830 3.30
» ] : - )
2 48 26.'89 9.10 .9‘41‘ 2.18 19.30 10.72 .952 %.36 7.59 10.06 .900 3.22 ¥
L3 175 33.21 5.30 .847,'2..07’ 28.34 7.19 .889 2.37 4.87 6.64 .770 3.19
1-3 302 30.49 7.80 .954‘?.18, 26.50 9.10 .931 2.37 3.99 8.22 .840 3.29
. ) T )
Pinallyj the standard deviations of the difference are stable and
J Jarge'across Xchools. The stafdard errors of measurement gre almost
idefitical among\schools, showing that the imStrument's performance
was similar amongyschools: This similarity, along with similarities
. ! ! . ‘
among the standard deviations and reliabili%ies; show #Mat results
of the insﬂrumeqt werg similar'among different school setiings.. o

2

Reliabilities by Sex Y -

Séx as a variable did not appear to have an effect dn the
< N ‘

»

Yeliability of the instrum}nt. Table 7 shows the similar reliability

-values yielded for females &

a

d males on both English (.917 vs. .923)

- » .

/ ¥

. * - s ‘
. numerical differencg)betwéen the English and Greek parts of the /N'\\\

e
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. . ) . , ‘s
The tests yielded—eiightly higher standard deviation values .
for males, ‘especially on the Greek component, resulting in slightly .
higher but not,‘Q;afistically, significantly different reliability
) hd R . R [
values for males when compared to females. o ' -
. ) .
' \ i ;
RelM¥ilities by Sex
* . - - o Difference betweaen
. English - Greek the Two Parts
Sex Gr. n X so ‘11 sEM ¥ “sb T11 seM X. sSp 11 SEM
M 1-4 138 29.56 8.27 .923 2.32 24.62 10.03 .942 2.4l 4.94,9.53 .880 3.34

‘parts‘at the p<.05 level. The yield of higﬁer scores for female

.- B o P T 4
.

F 1-4 164~ 31.12 7.57-.917 2.12 27.71 8.17 .925 2.12 3.4l '6.62 .780 3.11 -

-

©

- . -

A difference of means in faVQr'Qf the female subjects is shown,

s © -

which is statistically significant on both the Eﬁglish and Greek

e

4

subjects coincides with research findings (Restak, 1979) on sex as =

a predictor of language acquisition.

I?/the reliabiligy of difference values'bftween the two parts, -

~

a difference, not statistically significant, is shown¢$in favor of the

males -- .88 vs. .78. This diffrence may be attributed to the

+

larger standard deviation of the scores of the males. s

/
Con¢urrent Validity

13
Content vallidity of the instrument was established through a

Py 4
panel of cxperts. *To further investigate the validiry of the

instrument, however, an examination of its concyrrent validity
was undertaken. ,Teachér ratings of the bilingualism of each student

werc used as an® independent criterion measure of language doninance.

-
.

3
25 e

it
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Each subject was assigned a cdde refleethg/hls/her language classifi-

b A}
catan as designated -by the teachers; .a cdde: of 1 1nd1cated Greek

la%gyage dominanCQ& a code of/f indicated baiancednbi;ingualism,‘aqdﬂ.
A ’ . .

a code of 3 indgcatéd English language dominance. The teacher»
Vi
‘ratings were then transferred to the subJects' computer record and :

Al

. . R : \ ;
a correlation coefficient expressing the teacher/lnstrument agreement -

. ¢ ) @

, was obtained. ) . ) - ) i

B .
Such correlations are usually low due to the multiplé sources
’ , . é

of err®r entering their calculation. Sources of error may arise
. ' / « ¢ .‘{ .
from a teacher's subjective evaluation of a §Ebject's bilingualismwi

l‘/ N 4
Such errors may be’based on factors such as the length of acqualntaﬂge y
~ pe with the subaect teaching experlehce teacher s degree of blllgguallsm,
" »:

and - subJect's forelgn accent or lack of 1t, resultlng.ln lenlency

LN

error, halo effect.error, and 50 on. Such errors increase’ the

v ? ) .

~ likelihood of m15c13551f1cat10n of a subject. " Another Jjmportant
factor whlch contributes to the m15c13551f1ca ton of a subject is
“the category of balanced b111nguals, but also pirinéuals with a

leaning towards one language. : The extent of this leaning is quite

difficult ascertain and is therefore an important potential
source of error. Finally, the imperfection of the instrument per

se contributes to error.

" . bk 4
The concurrent validity,K coefficients for this study were obtained
in the following way. First, the Greek and English scores for each |
R \ . \

subject were calculated and t™PGreek score was subtwacted from the
. -~ - .

English score‘.‘gcdnd, the subjeéts~were classified as Greek

dominant, Jbalanced bilingual;™r English dominant based on the 4+

4

difference calculated in the first step. A subject was classified
v ) [ )

‘)

20
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as Greek or English dominant if the(difference betwzen his or her 4 - . |
. » ’ .. |

Greek and English scores was larger than,apprqximatély +1.5 standard
errors of mea§uremenf, or +5 ppints. .If the s%oré difference was

’ ® * : < il h . ‘ -
- smaller than th‘ mentioned ex‘ro'f -c;f meaciiremen't difference, the - N ﬁ/
. . * — ’l}

subject was classified as a balance%biﬂl‘ingua}. The selectionsof - - J
) . . |

this value for the ﬁlassifgcation%f the subjects was arrived at

through a process' of professional judgement and éxamination. of the

1

S . Y O . .
I
!

‘data.

- » -~
?

¢ N ' ( > - - . . . e
2 ) The resulting clﬁgsifica‘tions of subjects were then gmpared ot .

a4 - 4

to the teac%{ ratings. The correlation coefficient¥ obtained per -

I

Grade 3, .56; Grade 4, .27; and Grades 1-4, .473 _ - '
PR : v N

0y

i

gradé and overall- were .aw;ly': Grade 1, .47; Grade 2, .47; ~ 1
) : 1

. |
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. SUMMARY,-CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, .
o AND RECOWENQAU(V .
_— . R
. N xa N ﬂ * ‘
' . Summary

k3
<

The item pool of the’ instrument was d!ﬁe}oped during the spring

° ., 3

of 1979, and the item selection process and evaluation was-critiquéd
, s ' - N : .

by over 30 bilingual doctoral students and‘language experts.,,

- -

B . Y . . -~ -
Through this proceggre the content validity of;the instrument was
/ . /

toe

established. The item pool was then pilot tested with 42 subjects

in Grades 1 through 4®o? the Greek bilingual schools in Tarpon

Spxings, Florida, at the end of May 1979. An item amalysis of the

data revealed the.strong as well as the weak points of the instrument.
w ., "
b

In general finding§ revealed (see Table 3f that the item pool's .

reliabilities were generally h%gh: but that certain items, especially
- 4 \ s
in the English part, were easy. These items were, therefore,

-

ipbstituted with others of bettetr discriminatiﬁg value,

-
-

The, field-test administration that followed. in early June™

* .

-included three schgols (two.in New York and one in Chicago) and

an initial populazion of 361 subjects attending Grades 1-4. The
L) d ‘a Ser

item pool was administered to the subjects twice to examine both

.‘ ) . -‘ . . i} .
its test "and'.test-retest reliabilities. Furtheqﬁpre, teather ratings »

v

of the subjects' language dominancg were obtained, Such ratings .

- o .

were later compared with the test results in order to examine the
- .
@
- ) .
. A" .
. ) 2353' B .
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concurrent valldlty of the final 1n§¥ ent. The analy51s of test

-
L4

Irllabllltles con&‘ucted accorgmg to grade and 'school ‘as well as
" across schools and grades (see.Table 3) éﬂewed that reliabilities
for all segments of the item pool (Subtest A Subtest B, and Total

Test) were quite h1gh both across grades and schools (.94 for the

-
.

English ‘and .95 for the Greek part)

> -

After the 1nternal consistency rellpblllty of the item pool

’

was establlshed, selectlons of the best 40 items for the Greek

%

and "for the English were made. These items‘constituted the "final
instrument. Selection of these items was based primdrily on the
point biserial values. Items were selected that had iargelpoint

' biserial values on both' the English and Greek é;rsions of the tést.

L2
v

The final instrument (see Appendix A) was then examlned for

its internal consisteﬁ%y and ofher pertinent statistics. The r/;ﬂlts
N o

(see Table '4) shsmed that the internal consistency reltabilities,

. 14 A
both by grade and overall, were high for both components of the

instrument (.92 for the English vs. .93 %6r'the Greek) and only

slightly lower than those of-the 80—iteﬁ pool. They also showed -’
that the reliabilitie% ?f'the difference, -which are crﬁciai_to the’

[

= ' .
effectivepeii of the ingtrument, were quite large and stable-across
.

grades. The instrument was then examined for its test-
\

reliability to determlne its stability over a p 1od of time. Thls

" examination (see Table 5) showed that ‘the 1nstrument generallf
yieldedj?igbtreliabili s . Tﬁ?f;alues of test-retest, reliabilities

were, however, lower than the internal consistency. reliabjlities’

-

(.85 for the nglish and .78 for the Greek), due to additional sources ~
- te o '

of error that normally enter into a test-retest reliability.




ﬁhe inét;uﬁent was also examined by means of a.t-test, to determine ® .
\ - ® hd . '. . .
. if.any statisticaly significant .difference wag evidenced in the

reliabiiity values by schoéL or by sex of the subjecté. " The statis-

tfbal analyses (see Tables 6*and 7) showed that such differences

did not exist. . . » : ~ . ¥

8 ' . P
Finally, the instrument was examined for its concurrent

validiiy. -Thus, the tgacher ratings of the subjects were compared

: to‘phe*diffegszses in test scores of the same subjects, and a
. L] »

~ correlation coefficient was obtained. The results of this analysis

+ - showed considerable support for the concurrent validity of the

\ , [

* _ instrument. .
}\_. . . R

L) .
~ *

i . ‘ Co RN Conclusions .

v
.

K
L4

‘-

dnstrument in relation to field-test (datd,

' Examinations

ity, test-retest reliability, reliabi-

idity demonstrated that rthe instrument

oo . internal consistency reliabi
. A -~

- ¢

= _ _ lity by school and sex, an

‘e 2 [

'possessed'}fighteli;f)‘izity. and‘ us’able validity va‘}pes. Furthermore,
‘i,“ .+ the daté‘from the inéirumenf was'consistent with existing theories
- . - . . - -

about the relationshib-betheén thé language ability of squecfs
of aifferent §ocioeconouﬁf backgrpun&s, gs @ell as the well established

-

4 4

fécf\9£4differpnce in ldnguage aptitude between males and females.*

L3 - ’

>

-

- .o
These facts suggest thit the instrugent constitutes a respec-

“ f

table instrumenE for the measurement of the language dominance of

Greek bilingual chiid;en atten&ing Grades 1-4 in the United States.
, e L »
: SRR ’ . T

~ -
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Limitations of the Study
T " —

A . .
‘and Recommendations

! ) v b

Despite careful consideration of possible sources of error,
the study presents certainm limitations. ROT example, the study

does not prOV1de for a parallel form which wguld be an additional

.

medsurement of the instrument's reliability and would have been
‘of great assistdnce to gfhool personnel and test administrators.

r

£ A more senjous limitation, however, is the circularity appearing

/ '

.in the 1nstryment character1st1cs Ideally, selection of the best

40 items ‘to bu1ld the final instrument should have been followed

Al

by a new admiq?strat1on of'these items to the subjects to obtain~

a more accurate picture of the statistical characteristics of the

-instrument. Such an administration, however, was not feasible due

to time constraints and problems of school approval for additional

testing. ) ’ . .

a

. Another lIm1tat10n Qf the instrument is also the ‘assumption

v L

that\the dlfflculty of 1ts English part is equal to that of the’

e 2

.

. ‘ Greek part. This assumpfion-is primarily based on the éact that
G - K,d -

the items selected came from the same sampling domain and were
judged to be-of equal difficulty. Additionally,'the ;oministration
of an lnstrumeht durlng the end of the school year does ﬁpt meet
ideal test conditiens, since sthool personnel and subjects are o
. ‘more concerned with yeat-end tasks. A futdfe researcher should’

try to adm1n1ster_§uch‘55 instrument at a more propltlous time of -
the school year. Future research shoukd also include a more R
balanced subject population within grades, especially for the fourth .

grade, where 47 out of the 69 subjects come from one school only.

- | 31“ ' .

¥ .
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“

- ’

Final%y, it'is recommended that future research should attempt

L}

tp expand the scope of the prese&it instr\iment to include all

elementary s<_:h061 grad‘es,' thus providing the ,sc¢hool systems of the

country with a’elliable and yalid inst nt for the measurement

P 3

of the language dominance of Greek bilingual children.
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A%PENDIX A

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE TEST FéR GREEK
.BILINGUAL CHILDREN: /
ENGLISH AND GREEK PARTS

(FIELD TEST)

. (Greek version omitted because of A
poor reproducibility)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' B s }‘
. ) r -
Name . - pa— -Date oo
Grade . ' ' . Time Started
School . Time Completed . i
DiRctions to the Student: ) . . . / 1‘
Read the directions t& yourself as your proctor reads ‘them out loud j
to you. ’ ) . ' ) .
e yo , e ‘ .
In the following exercise you will see fi‘e pictures on the right " L
’ A |
. ‘and 2 word on the left of each row. Put an X on the picture that means

the safe as the word on the left. BE SURT TQ ANSWER ALL THE QUESTIONS: '\

EXAMPLE: 1 . , '

.

Bird
- :
- You wi1l see the word Bifd on the left and an X on the picture 8f the
bird. Now do the next e:(amp?e. ' '
EXAMPLE: [I . . -
hd ’
,1 ' - ?
' [}
: £ ;
{ 8]
Key ) : i

.
o o e o
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3

Bat

) Desk

9.

P

Cnvelopé

0.

1
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* n. /Gr.\pcs







21.

24; -

Casserole

A

Wi,




Train

hire




Y 2. Plumer |

.'/ l
* 33. #unldier

‘
P ¥
i

* 3%, Lngiyneer







4

%z,

* 44. ~TY‘3Ct°r

s

N

Ko,

“Accordion

‘e

Squid }

e
MF

1




Sling.hot&
Stand
. Craynns
Painting

'48.~.Spira1

46.
47,

* ¢
P '*so..




. Rectangle

. A, Safery pin

55.  Catiedra)




Miter

56.

Uome

57.

Chandelier

5.

Altar

59,

, Staff
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L}
L 4
. 'l ’
L
/ -
. -
Hame: / . Date
Grade: ‘ '
School:
. Time Started: ‘ . ’
Tire Ended:
, DIRECTIONS -
. Plaase answer as man);questicns as you.can in th2 szaca provided after each

~

question. Do Mot use a “YES" or “NO" answer. YEJr answers will not be seen

[N

. or graded by your teacher.

EXA.".P;?

QUESTION: What is your fame?

ANSAZR: My name is John or my name i% Mary, atc.
B ' . - QUESTIONS
] 1. Q. How 01d are you? .
A .
2. Q. Were you born in the United States?

What do you like about watchiSTV?

)
R
» w
> o

¥ho is your favorite character in a comic book and why?

b
>P>O

What sport do you like best?/ /

H
e

. Why would a dog make the best pet?

. » * »

o
> O

.
|
.

\

Q. Which subjects do you 1ike the most in school?
A. ‘ - -~
* S. Q. What would yourlike to do during the summer?
-r—" . A.
9. Q. Where would you like to go for a fleld trfpa,
. .
- {,""‘
-3 - o
- (W)

-
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E " l . - ,//
»~ , . 1
L4 * - - . "'. v g |
. R
Sy : .
b [ - ’ ) . -
- - ’._ o _ R
. “ ] . |
- ‘ e , .
*10. G. What would you expect to see i‘n a museum? ] . ’ %
- A. " ﬁ" .. ;
| *11. Q. How do you celebrate your birthday? . ;
A : , |
: 12, Q. If you had a ot of money, what would you o with 1t? ' T .
* A. t |
*13. Q. whick occupation go you like the most? '
A,
, 14. Q. How would you like to utilize your free time? _ . -
A. . ' _
15. Q. ¥What is a bird of prey? . ot -
A, ~ .
“ 16. Q. What @orm of transportation do you use to come to school every day?
A. - -
17. Q. What are the advantages of living in a big city instead of‘maj.'l. town?
A. : e
18. Q. How would you like to spend your time., if you didn't have to go to i .
- school every day? L . - : . .
19. Q. If you could change into an mal, which on2 would you like to be
and why? . . . v
A. A .
*-20. Q. If you could live-in another country, which ane would you choose an
why? . ’ 7 : __/ .
) ) ' A. ‘ et
. ) °
“~
) . " . ]
4
< e
P . o
- - ‘ s R
1] h . ' 1
. oy v
P E
N
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