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Abstract

This document describes the development and validation of
the English - Spanish Verbatim Translation Exam (ESVTE) for use
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in the selection ot
applicants for the positions of Language Specialist or Contract
Linguist. The report is divided into eight sections. Section 1
describes the need for the test, reviews the literature on the
testing of translation ability, and discusses the development of
translation skill level descriptions. Section 2 describes the
multiple-choice and production sections of the ESVTE, scoring
procedures and time limits. Section 3 and 4 describe its
development, trialing and pilot testing on translation students
at Georgetown University. Section 5 describes the design of the
validation study, which included 42 employees of the FBI, members
of the Houston Police Department, and professional translators.
Section 6 presents descriptive statistics on the scores of the
above subiects, and analyses the reliability of each ESVTE
section using traditional methods and Generalizeability theory.
The results indicate that the ESVTE is quite reliable for a test
that involves free response items. Section 7, the longest of the
report, begins with a discussion of content validity. Subsequent
subsections discuss the evidence for construct, criterion-
related, convergent and discriminant validity based on the
results of the validation study. The results indicate that the
two ESVTE constructs, Accuracy and Expression, are highly
interrelated, because of lack of variation in the English ability
of the subjects. Section 8 describes the equating of the two
parallel forms, and the establishment of a cut score on the ESVTE
multiple-choice section, which can be used as a screening test.
The 18 appendices include sample test items, administration
instructions, scoring guidelines, the FBI\CAL Translation Skill
Level Descriptions, gquestionnaires and other data-collection
instruments.
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English - Spanish Verbatim Translation Exam (ESVTE). The ESVTE
was developed by staff of the Foreign Language Education and

Testing Division of the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL)
under contract with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).
The ESVTE is designed to be a job-related test of the ability to
render a translation in Spanish of a text written in English.
The report is divided into five sections, plus appendices.

Section 1 provides an introduction to the project and
establishes a framework for the project. This section describes
the groups that would potentially be given the test, the survey
of the types of documents for which the FBI requires translation,
the development of FBI\CAL skill level descriptions for
translation, the nature of translation, and the emergence cf the
two constructs of translation ability that can be measured by the
ESVTE.

Section 2 provides a description of the test, which is
divided into multiple choice and free response sections. The
scoring of the test is also described and the computation of the
total scores on two criteria, Accuracy and Expression, are
discussed.

Sections 3 and 4 describe tnhe development, trialing, and
pilot testing of the ESVTE on 50 students majoring in translation
at Georgetown University and the successive revisions the ESVTE

underwent during its development.
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Section 5 describes the validation study that was conducted
on the final version of the test. It discusses the test
administration procedures, the sample, and the scoring of the
tests. For this study, 42 examinees took both forms of the
ESVTE. The subjects were FBI Language Specialists and Contract
Linguists, Special Agents, and support staff, as well as nembers
of the Houston (Texas) Police Department.

Section 6 presents descriptive statistics on test
performance from the validation study as well as a detailed
analysis of the reliability of the test. Reliability analyses
include internal consistency, product moment correlations, and
generalizeability coefficients.

Section 7 presents the discussion of the validity. For this
study, additional data was collected from employee files in the
form of independant measures of proficiency in Spanish and
English, and scores on an earlier generation of FBI translation
tests. Subjects also completed a self-rating of the ability to
translate various types of ¥BI documents. A number of
statistical analyses were performed on the data. The results
establish the validity of the ESVTE scores and support their
validity for screening, selecting, and placing FBI applicants and
staff in positions requiring English - Spanish translation
ability.

Section 8 of the report describes the development of a score
corversion table, which can be used to convert scores on the

ESVTE to an overall rating of translation proficiency on a 0 to 5
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1. Intreduction

This section of the report on the English jnto Spanish

Verbatim Translaticn Exam (ESVTE) is intended co provide the

reader with some appropriate background as a preliminary to a
discussion of the test.
1.1. Need for the Test

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) is the Federal
Government's principal agency responsible for investigating
violations of federal statutes. The overall objective of the FBI
is to investigate criminal activity and civil matters in which
the Federal Government has an interest, and to provide the
Executive Branch with information relating to national security.
FBI activities include investigations into organized crime,
white-collar crime, public corruption, financial crime, fraud
against the government, bribery, copyright matters, civil rights
violations, bank robbery, extortion, kidnapping, air piracy,
terrorism, foreign counterintelligence, interstate criminal
activity, fugitive and drug trafficking matters, and other
violations of more than 260 federal statutes.

In all c. the above areas of jurisdictional responsibility,
it is likely that the FBI could be called upon to investigate a
large number of cases that involve languages other than English.

Because of this, it is understandable that the FBI is being

increasingly called upon to provide Special Agents and support

staff that are proficient in a foreign language. All modes of

12




communicative skills may be required. That is; FBI staff may
need to be able to speak, understand, read or write the foreign
language. They may also be required to provide oral
interpretation or written translation. Often, they are called
upon to provide a written summary in English of a fc <ign
language conversation.

The need to assess employees' or potential employees'
language skills can be satisfied in a number of ways. To measure
the speaking skill, the FBI has used the Interagency Language
Roundtable (ILR) Oral Proficiency Interview for many years. To
measure the listening and reading skills, the FBI uses the
Listening and Reading sections of the Defense Language
Proficiency Test (typically version 1I), (Walker, et al., 1988).
These exams are taken by applicants for the position of Special
Agent Linguist,' Language Specialist, and Contract Linguist.

The FBI also has the need to measure the ability to provide
a written English summary of a non-English conversation.
Frequently, this conversation involves a telephone communication
that has been authorized by a magistrate as part of an ongoing

criminal investigation. CAL developed the Listening Summary

'special Agent Linguists are Special Agents who are
qgualified to investigate crimes involving foreign languages.

13




Translation Exam (LSTE) as part of its contract with the FBI.’
The development and validation of the LSTE is the subject of a
separate report (Stansfield, Scott & Kenyun, 1990a), and is not
formally treated in this repeort.

The FBI also has the need to measure the ability to
translate written documents. Up until now, this need has been
satisfied, for about 20 languages, through two parallel
translation exams. Since these exams are secure instruments, CAL
staff know nothing about them other than the fact that the FBI
feels a need to develop new translation exams. Because of this,
the FBI issued a request for proposals (RFP) to develop
completely new tests of transiation skill (Spanish into English
and English into Spanish), which is the subject of this report
and a companion report (Stansfield, Scott & Kenyon, 1990b).

1.2. Intended Use

The ESVTE is designed for use in the hiring of Language
Specialists and Contract Linguists. Language Specialists are
full-time regular employees of the FBI, while Contract Linguists
are self-employed and work on an hourly basis. The translating
work of Language Speci&lists and Contract Linguists is primarily
audio-to-document or document-to-document. The subject matter

may be in any area in which the FBI has jurisdiction. As

The LSTE presents taped Spanish language conversations as
stimuli and requires the examinee to answer multiple-choice
questions or to provide a written summary as a response. The
LSTE provides scores on the accuracy (including adequacy) of the
information in the summary and on the quality of the English
expression contained in the summary.

14
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indicated on an FBI job announcement, an FBI Language Specialist
is a full-time empioyee whose Guties are to “transiate both
recorded and written material into English and vice versa, which
involve a wide range of difficult subject matter containing
technical or specialized terminology such as used in fields of
law, politics, science, economics, and international exchange, as
well as nontechnical subject wmatter.®

The ESVTE would be taken by civilians who are applying for
these two categories of position and by current FBI employees,
such as support staff, who are seeking a promotion to the
position of Laiiguage Specialist.

According to the statement of work in the RFP, CAL is to
provide a test that car measure translation ability at levels 2+
through 5. Such levels would be appropriate for Language
Specialists and Contract Linguists. ESVTE scores will provide
supervisors with an indication of the testees suitability for a
given work assignment involving English to Spanish translation.
1.3. PEI Translation Needs Survay

One of the first tasks undertaken during this project was
the development of a questionnaire for the purpose of conducting
a survey of the type of translation work required of Language
Specialists in FB] field offices. It was hoped that this survey
of the FBI's translation needs would be of help in determining an
appropriate balance of topics and tasks for the tests to be
developed. This questionnaire was developed by CAL staff during

August 1988 and was subsequently revised by the FBI. Following

15
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these revisions, FBI Headquarters mailed two copies of the
questionnaire to language Specialists working in FBI field
offices across the country. A total of 28 Language Specialists
responded to the questionnaire. The questionnaire concerned
translating from Spanish to Erglish and from English to Spanish.
The last page of the questionnaire was devoted to translating
from English to Spanish. A copy of the questionnaire and the
results are included in Appendix Q. The questionnaire required
the Language Specialists to indicate the proportion cof time they
speat translating each type of document listed in the
questionnaire. Unfortunately, the results of the questionnaire
are limited, since, many individual's responses totaled more than
100%. Still, the results of the questionnaire did provide
supporting information for the development of the LSTE, the
ESVTE, and the SEVTE. 1In general, the results indicated that
Language Specialists spend more time on listening tasks than
translating written texts, particularly monitoring and
translating telephone and recorded conversations. They are also
called upon to provide oral interpretations.

More than half of the Language Specialists responding
indicated they are often called upon to translate or summarize
written material. The material these respondents most often
encountered dealt with organized crime, narcotics, terrorism, and
counterintelligence.

The results of this survey were used to select topics for

the written and recorded stimuli that appear on the three tests

16




developed for this project.

1.4. FBI\CAL Translation 8kill Level Descriptions
1.4.1. History

Over the years there have been a number of attempts by
govexnment agencies to develop skill level descriptions (SLD) for
translation. None of these have been accepted outside of the
ugency in which they were developed. The FBI also developed a
set of Translation SLDs a number of years ago. However, the
Bureau was not satisfied with them. As a result, the Statement
of Work in the FBI's Request for Proposals called for the
development of new translation skill level descriptions (see
Appendix R.) The statement of work also called for scores on the
test to be convertible to the 0-5 ILR scale. As a result, CAL
proposed the development of such skill level descriptions as part
of this project. Once the project was funded, the first
deliverable to be developed was the Translation SLDs. These were
needed to inform the test development process, and, in
particular, to inform the scoring of the test and the conversion
of the scores to the 0-5 scale. Thus, soon after notification of
fundi..g was received, CAL staff went to work on the skill level
descriptions.

In July 1988, CAL staff met with the project monitor and
five FBI staff at FBI headquarters. Attending were FBI master

translators’. At this meeting it was agreed that, in order to

’Language specialists at FBI Headquarters in Washington DC
are referred to as Master Translators.

17




help CAL begin the development of ILR skill level descriptions
for translation, by the end of the month the FBI staff present
would write a personal definition of what constitutes an
excellent translator, a good translator, a mediocre translator, a
poor translator, and a bad translator. It was agreed that CAL
would use the descriptions of these five groups of translators as
a point of departure for preparing skill level descriptions for
translation. Becaus« FBI staff were familiar with the ILR SLDs,
their descript.ons showed a similarity in form to these
descriptions. The following description of a "mediocre"™
translator illustrates the kind of descriptions that were
received.

"Able to provide an understandable and fairly accurate
translation of a larger number of texts, but still makes a number
of mistranslations. Problems with spelling, grammar, and
punctuation. Becomes lost when structure becomes complex or
language more sophisticated and has serious problems with slang,
idioms and handwritten materials.®

The descriptions of different groups of trar .lators provided
by FBI staff, although brief and informal, were used as a
starting point for writing skill level descriptions.

CAL staff began by writing descriptions for level 5
translation, and then worked down the scale to level 0+. The
first set of skill level descriptions was drafted by Ana HMaria
Velasco, an experienced translator familiar with the ILR scale.

She drafted the descriptions based on her experience evaluating

18
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the work of many different translators. 1In consultation with the
project director, Dr. Velasco selected gseven variables that
should enter into the judgement or rating of a translation.

These were accuracy, grammar (morphology). syntax (word oxder),
style, tone, spelling, and punctuation. She placed these
variables on the vertical axis of a scoring grid (matrix). The
horizontal axis contained 10 points on the ILR scale ranging from
0+ to 5. In each cell of the grid, she included a statement of
the nature of translations at that level. Both skill level
descriptions and a scoring grid were developed, since it was
thought that a scoring grid that separated each translation
variable by level and allowed comparisons by variable across
levels would be helpful to raters. It was also recognized that
the grid would be useful in the revision of the skill level
descriptions for the same reasons. Taat is, the description of
ability on each relevant variable in the szoring grid could be
consulted in the writing of the skill level descriptions. The
final reason for producing the scoring grid was because we were
unaware at the time which document, the grid or the skill level
descriptions, could be used to score the test more reliably.

The project director then reviewed the skiil level
descriptions ind the scoring grid, making revisions where
appropriate. His revisions were based on careful analysis of the
wording of all the current ILR skill level descriptions,
particularly the reading level descriptions. The revised SLDs

and the scoring grid were then subject to careful review by
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Marijke Walker and her staff at the FBI. They responded to the
draft descriptions based on their experience ¢ valuating the
translations of Language Specialists and applicants for
employment as a Language Specialist. After receiving a set of
comments from Ms. Walker, CAL revised both documents. A major
revision to occur at this point, at the suggestion of Ms. Walker,
vas the inclusion of syntax within grammar on the scoring grid
and the addition of vocabulary to the grid. (A copy of the grid
is included in Appendix I as Exhibit A.) Another substantive
revision was a change in the percentage correct criteria for
punctuation and spelling at level 5. It was decided that for
purposes of the grid, the translation need not be perfect in
absolutely spelling in order to be at level 5. A brief
description of the kinds of documents that can typically be
handled by a translator at each level was included.

On December 5, 1988, a meeting was held at FBI Headquarters
to review the revised set of Translation SLDs. Present at the
meeting were Charles W. Stansfield and Ana Maria Velasco from
CAL, Marijke Walker and her staff, Thomas Parry from the Central
Intelligence Agency, and James Child from the Department of
Defense. During this meeting it was noted that the draft
Translation SLDs describe the characteristics of the translated
document, while ILR SLDs for other modes of communication
describe the skiils of the person being evaluated. It was
suggested that the Translation SLDs should corsistently describe

the translator, rather than the transliated document. It was also
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agreed to introduce this current draft of the descriptions to the
ILR Testing Committee before making any revisions, and to ask
committee members for written comments regarding how the draft
can be improved.

These Translation SLDs were the subject of a brief
discussion at the December meeting of the ILR Testing Committee
two days later. Members of the committee were given a
questionnaire concerning the SLDs to complete and mail to CAL
(see Appendix I, Exhibit B). Unfortunately, no questionnaires
were returned. The committee met again in February, 1989, with
essentially the same outcome. While general and conceptual
concerns were expressed at the meeting about the SLDs, only three
specific suggestions for improvement were made. These
suggestions were a.) to change the descriptions so that they
referred to the translator rather than to the translation, as
suggested earlier, b.) to use the term "to render" when referring
to the act of translating, and c.) to reorder the descriptions so
that they begin with level 0 and progress to level 5.

Following this meeting, Charles Stansfield and Marijke
Walker worked jointly on several occasions to improve the SLDs.
The ILR Testing Committee met again on March 8, 1989, to consider
the next revision. At this meeting it was not possible to obtain
organized and coherent feedback or approval on the descriptions.
Thus, CAL and the FBI agreed subsequently that the level
descriptions being developed for this project would be used by

the FBI, and that they would be available to the ILR for use as
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interim SLDs until such time as the ILR Testing Committee has
time to coneider and revice them further, Subseguent]
Stansfield and Walker met again to make additional revisions on
the SLDs. These revisions included the incorporation of some of
the wording used in the previous set of Translation SLDs used by
the FBI. The task cof develcping and revising the Translation
SLDs was completed jin June, 1989. No further work was done on

them for seven months.

The Verbatim Translaticon Exams that CAL developed for the

FBI were administered during the months of November and Decenmber
1989. After scoring the Listening Summary Translatjion Exam, CAL
staff and consultants then scored the production portions of the
verbatim translation exams. Soon it became apparent that there
were limitations in the ability of the SLDs to describe all
examinees. The problem seemed to lie in the fact that some
examinees were translating into their native language and some
into a second language. 1In the case of a number of examinees,
there was a considerable discrepancy in the proficiency in the
two languages. Examinees who were translating into their native
language, especially English, produced translations that were
very fluent and grammatical, but inaccurate in terms of content.
Similarly, when translating into the second language, some
examinees produced accurate translations that evidenced problems
with grammar or vocabulary. As a result, on January 30, 1990,

Stansfield and Scott sent a memo to Marijke Walker at the FBI in

which they recommended that the current SLDs be divided into two




parts: one for Accuracy and one for Expression, and that
separate scores be assigned for each. CAL also recommended that
the discussion of the kinds of documents a translator at a given
proficiency level can handle be deleted from the SLDs, since the
verbatim exams did not provide the opportunity to examinees to
translate all of the types of documents mentioned. The FBI
agreed to this change. It is most significant that the results
of the validation study supported this division of translation
abilities.

The current version of the SLDs is basically the same as the
one that was used to score the Verbatim Translation Exams.
However, after the scoring of the test was completed, we realized
that the discussion of the kinds of documents a translator at a
given proficiency level can successfully render is useful
interpretive information for test score users.' Therefore, the
version of the SLDs included in this report presents this
discussion following the SLDs for Accuracy and Expression. It
should be remembered however, that the raters of the ESVTE did
not use this intarpretive information when scoring the responses
of examinees who participated in the validation study.

1.4.2. Explanation of 8kill Level Descriptions
The FBI\CAL Translation SLDs are divided into three parts.

The first part is the Accuracy description. Accuracy is the

‘It should be pointed out that there is no empirical data,
in the form of a criterion related of predictive validity study,
to support this interpretive information.
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ability to correctly convey the information in the source
document. The second part of the description is the E:xpression
description. This describes the examinee's command of the
written form of the target language. The third part of the
translation skill level descriptions is the interpretive
information. This is a sentence describing the general ability
level of the examinee and the types of documents that he or she
can be expected to translate successfully.

Because an examinee may be called on to translate into his
or her native language or second language, it was necessary to
separate the ratings for Accuracy and Expression. By evaluating
Accuracy and Expression separately, the level descriptions can be
used to characterize an examinee whose translation is accurate
but may evidence some problems with grammar or vocabulary.
Otherwise, two different examinees might receive the same score
by a rater who is attempting to compensate for either lack of
accuracy in the information conveyed or lack of grammaticality in
the translation. A personnel administrator trying to make a
decision on hiring would not have sufficient information from a
score combining Accuracy and Expression to make an informed
decision. This is because a typical profile of a level 2
(Accuracy) translator when translating into his or her native
language, may be a level 4 in Expression but only a level 2 in
Accuracy. Such an individual could not handle the kind of
documents mentioned in the ILR reading descriptions for Level 3

or those mentioned in the interpretive information for level 3 of
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the Translation SLUs. On the other hand, with separate scores
available for Accuracy and Expression, an administrator would be
able to make a decision to hire an examinee whose translations
would be accurate though unpolished.

The three parts of the Trarslation SLDs, unlike the SLDs for
listening, speaking, reading and writinyg, must be in separate
sections. This is because translation involves two languages,
and the examinee's ability in each language may not be equal.

The first part of the SLDs is the Accuracy description. The
Accuracy description focuses on whether the information contained
in the source document is distorted or lost in the translation,
cr whether information has been inserted in the translation that
was not in the source document. In the field of translation,
such problems are referred to as mistranslation, omission, or
addition. Scoring a translation for Accuracy requires comparing
it with the original. The Accuracy descriptions presented here
refer to accuracy in translating a wide variety of documents.

The Accuracy descriptions refer to the ability to sustain
performance (to render the document into the target language
successfully) over a wide variety of documents varying in type
and difficulty, rather than a single document. In general,
Accuracy is the principal ability being measured in a test of
translation. Thus, the Accuracy rating is the principal rating
of the examinee's ability to translate.

Again, it must be remembered that this rating is descriptive

of the ability to translate a wide variety of document~. A level




3 translator may translate a level 1 document perfectly, thus
making it appear to be a level 5 translatjon. Similarly. the
same translator given a level 5 document may produce a
translation that appears to be less than level 3.

Because the accuracy of a translation may vary according to
the difficulty of the document being translated, the developer of
translation skill levels faces a dilemma. It is necessary to
choose a type of document or level of document (in terms of
difficulty and complexity) on which to base the Accuracy
descriptions. In this case, we chose to describe Accuracy in
rendering a hypothetical “average"™ or typical document. An
average documerit, in t.erms of difficulty, would be one at level 3
or mostly at level 3, which would make it a 2+. A level 3
translator would be able to translate an average document. As
the translator moves above level three in ability, he or she, by
definition, can handle documents of above average difficulty.
That is, he or she can handle documents at level 3+, 4. or even
higher. The A~curacy description nicely represents both the
translation ability level of the examinee and the level ot task
or document that the examinee can handle adequately.

The second part of the skill level descriptions is the
Expression description. Expressior invo..2s all the linguistic
variables apparent in a translated document except Accuracy.
These variables are grammar, syntax, vocabulary, style, tone,
spelling, and punctuation. 1In general, it is possible to score a

translation for most of these variables without referring to the
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source document. However, it will sometimes be necessary,

+

:
especially in the case of hliigher level documents, tc compare the

£

source document with the translated document, particularly if the
style and tone of the translated document are to be evaluated.

The discussion of the type of documents a person can handle
that initiates each SLD for the other skills is not truly part of
the translation scale. It is merely score interpretation

information that is of interest to score users.’

’If the information on the type of documents a translator
can render were to be incorporated into the translation SLDs,
then a rater would have to administer the documents mentioned to
an examinee in order to verify that the statement is correct.
This would require some type of tailored face-to-face testing.
That is, the test administrator would have to select and
administer a document to the examinee. Then, the test
administrator would have to wait for the examinee to render a
written translation of the document. Once the rater received the
document, it would have to be scored immediately. Then, the test
administrator would have to select another document, associated
with a higher or lower level on the scale, and administer it to
the examinee, and continue the process again until the rater was
satisfied that he or she had identified the highest level of
document that the examinee is able to translate faithfully. To
do this, would require a full day tc test each examinee, which is
impractical for reasons of cost. Thus, the interpretive
information in the translation SLDs is not of interest to raters
of translated documents.

Another theoretical possibility involving tailored testing
would be to let a computer select, administer, and score the
translat.on using the skill level descriptions as a basis for
scoring. While a computer could select a document of
predetermined difficulty, and administer it to the examinee, and
the examinee could key-enter a translation of the document on the
computer screen, it is not yet feasible for a computer to score a
translation using even an analytic scale, and it is doubtful that
a computer will be able to use a holistic scale (such as the
SLDs) for many years to come. Thus, it is not possible to
develop a tailored test of translation ability at this time.
Other ILR SLDs, such as those for speaking and reading, assume
that tailored face-to-face testing is possible. Thus, the
inclusion in the other ILR SLDs of the type of documents or tasks
that can be rendered is more logical. It is not logical to
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When using the interpretive information, a score user should

t refers to the type of documents that an examinee

ok

remember that
can render successfully. Efforts to translate more sophisticated
documents than those associated with that level or lower levels,
wil? result in less than adeguate translations.

1.5. The Nature of Translation Ability

1.5.1. The Need to Define tie Comstruct

Bachman (1980, p. 251), citing Upshur, distinguishes between
viewing a test score as a pragmatic ascription (the individual is
able to perform 2 task), versus viewing a test score as a measure
of some human construct (the individual has a certain ability).
He notes that there is often confusion between the measurement of
the activity and the measurement of the construct and the
processes that underlie it. 1Indeed, he notes that the activity
is often ccnfused with the construct and vice versa.

Bachman's characterization of this confusion regarding
validity is somewhat analogous to the dilemma we encountered when
we wrote our proposal to do this project in September 1987. 1In
this case, we started with products (translations), and in the
process of developing the test, we identified the constructs
involved in the measurement <¢f translation ability. We learned
that translation ability is most appropriately expressed through
two main constructs, accuracy and expression.

It is important to distinguish between translation ability

include them as an integral part of the Translation SLDs.
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as a measurement construct and translaticn ability as a
psychological construct. A measurement construct is one that
holds up under statistical analysis, such as factor analysis or
other appropriate procedures. It should be supported by
descriptions of the psychological construct, which refers to the
mental operations and processes involved. Neither the
measurement construct nor the psychological construct was
understood at the start of this study. Thus, we entered the
study fully aware that we were sailing uncharted waters. While
hopeful that we would make some discoveries, we were fully aware
that any test we constructed might not stand up ¢o scientific
analysis. Thus, we were aware that we might fail in uur effort
to construct a reliable and valid test of transliation ability.
In terms of & psychological construct, we identify
translation ability as a nexus of psychological and linguistic
knowledge, skills and abilities that can be combined with real
world knowledge to produce a translated document. This is an
initial definition of translation as a process; it is in no sense
a description of the process. At present, there is almost no
understanding of the translation process. Moreover, the level of
ignorance about translation is exacerbated by the fact that many
translators have written about it and their writings create the
impression that a literature on the process exists and,
therefore, that the process is at least partly understood.

1.£.2. The Literature on Translation

The writing of translators about translation has focused on
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the best approach to translation.® Two main approaches have
the discussicon. These ars 1}
free translation. Those who espouse a literal translation strive
to be faithful to the language of the source document, while
those who espouse a free translation strive to produce a similar
rhetorical effect as dces the source document. Thus, it can be
seen that academic discussions of translation center on the
subject of equivalence. That is, how one produces a target
document that is equivalent tec the source document.’

A discussion of this nature is far from scientific
discussion. 1Indeed, almost everyone who writes about translation
appears to be unaware that translation is an ability that can be
the subject of scientific inquiry. Moreover, when the
possibility of developing a scientific knowledge base about
translation is raised, it is quickly dismissed. In regards to
this possibility, Newmark, who is probably the best known of
those who write about translation, has stated: ™There is no such
thing as a science of translation, and there never will be"

(1981, p. 113).

‘Because the literature on translation was largely unhelpful
and did not inform this test, we have not attempted to include a
formal review of the literature here. Instead, we will give only
a brief summary of the literature.

7Recently, there has been some attention to the role of text
characteristics in determining the approach to use. For a
summary of the rhetoric on equivalence and on the role of text
characteristics, see Pochhacker (1989).
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Apart from the questions of approach and eguivalence, there
is also some literature on the nature of a good translation,
which might appear to be relevant to the measurement of
translation ability. 1In a portion of this literature,
translators usually describe some problems they encountered in
translating specific documents. Another portion of this
literature discusses the characteristics of a good translator or
translation. The characteristics are usually stated in the form
of ascriptions, i.e., is sensitive to the nuances of words in
both languages, is sensitive to style, tone and purpose. Such
ascriptions do not help us to understand translation as a
psycholinguistic process or point us to the appropriate
constructs to measure.

Some authors have noted that there are certain prerequisites
to being a translator. Apart from the attitudinal
characteristics, such as a love of language, most notable among
these are a knowledge of the language of the source docuuent, a
knowledge of the language on the target document, and some
knowledge of the subject.® Again, this informatio.s, while

accurate, was not helpful to us in developing a test of

Knowledge of the subject is viewed as being less important,
since it is considered that one can learn this quite easily by
readlng on the subject prior to beginning the translation. It is
interesting to note that we did not encounter a single mention of
"schema theory" in writings on translation.
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translation ability.’
i.5.3., -

In this study, we identified accuracy and expression as the
measurement constructs of relevance. We define accuracy as the
ability to render the information or propositions in the source
document into the target document without mistranslations,
additions, or deletions. We define expression as the ability to
express oneself appropriately in the target language in the
context of a translation.

We could not identify these constructs at the start of the
project. Instead, they emerged slowly as tie project progressed.
As indicated in section 1.4., the first task of this project was
the development of skill level descriptions (SLDs). These SLDs
combined statements referring to accuracy, to categories of
expression, and to the type of documents 2 translator can handle.
The SLDs were written so that they could be used in some way when
scoring the test or referenced when interpreting the test score.
Once the descriptions were drafted, we began developing the
tests.

The process of scoring .rial tests and pilot tests provided
us with more experience in the measurement of translation. For

instance, pilot testing indicated that peopie performed much

At the start of the study, we did a computer assisted
search of the ERIC database, using "translation™ and "language
testing" as major descriptors. The seven titles this search
produced dealt with translation as a method for testing language
proficiency or achievement. Not a single one dealt with the
measurement of translation ability per se.
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better when translating into their native language. Thus, we
iearned that a singlie set of skiil level descriptions couid not
be used to characterize translation ability in both directions.
For the sake of parsimony, we had initially hoped that it would
be possible to characterize a translator through a single
proficiency rating that would indicate his or her ability to
translate in both directions; that is, from native language to
target language and from target language to native language.
While this may seem naive in retrospect, at the time we were
influenced by the elimination of the distinction between native
languages and second languages in linguistics (see Kachru, 1985),
since proficiency in either can range from almost none to
distinguished. Thus, we were not willing to accept the
recommendation that separate sets of SLDs be developed for
translating in each direction. Since we believed a single set of
SLDs would be adequate, we also believed that a single rating
could characterize translavion ability in both directions, and
that separate ratings for each direction were not necessary. The
experience of scoring pilot tests which were given in both
directions made us doubt this assumption and in the ensuing
months we abandoned the idea entirely. Still, we believed, and
ccatinue to believe, that the same set of SLDs can be used for
both directions, and that the development of « separate set of

SLDs for translating to the native language and another for
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translating to the second language is unwise.! Thus, we began
the proiect believing that a single holistic score could
represent translation ability, and by the end of the pilot
testing we had modified our ideas sc that we now believed that
two scores, one for translating in each direction, would be
necessary.

At this point another experience began to influence our
ideas. During the fall of 1989, we administered, scored, and

analyzed the Listening Summary Translation Exam. This test,

which is the subject of another report (Stansfield et al.,
1990a), produced two scores, one for Accuracy and one for
Expression. A separate score for Expression had always been
considered for this test, since we were aware that deficiencies
in English writing ability have posed a problem for the FBI when
translations of oral conversations are introduced in court. That
is, even if a translation is accurate, if it is written poorly,
the credibility of the information :t contains becomes tainted.
The analysis of the LSTE showed the validity of the Accuracy
rating in terms of its correlation with other measures of
proficiency in the language of the auditory stimuli. The
analysis also showed Expression to be an entity different from
and often unrelated to Accuracy. 2s a result, we concluded that
Accuracy is the principal trait to be measured in a test of

listening summary writing ability, but that it may also be useful

A number of government translators had advised us to do
this.
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to have an Expression score in order to identify examinees whose
work may need to be reviewed before being used in a legal
proceeding.

As indicated in section 1.4.1., soon after scoring the LSTE,
we began scoring the Spanish - English Verbatim Translatjon Exam
{SEVTE), a parallel test in the opposite direction. We soon
realized that it would not be possible to use the SLDs to score
the paragraph translation pcrtion of these tests since the
performance on the criteria relating to Accuracy was often
incongruous with the performance on the criteria relating to
Expression. At that point, it became apparent that the solution
to this problem lay in considering Accuracy and Expression as
separate constructs and assigning separate scores to each. We
applied this same approach to the scoring of the ESVTE. This
decision to divide translation ability into two constructs is
supported by the many analyses reported in the section on
validity of the SEVTE report (see Stansfield et al, 1990b)."
Thus, while we began this project believing that translation
ability in both directions could possibly be represented in a
single rating, we ended the project having learned that four
scores are necessary to represent translation ability, i.e., two
for each direction. These scores do not descril the

psychological construct or ability, but they do identify and

"'Due to lack of variation in English language proficiency
among the sample, the division of translation ability into two
constructs was not validated for this sample on the ESVTE. For
further information, see section 7.2 of this report.




define the measurement constructs.

it should be noted that the ESVTE validation data did not
verify the separation of the construct of translation ability
into dimensions of Accuracy.and Expression. However, this
appeared to be due to the characteristics of the sample, which
had uniformly high English proficiency. Thus, in the ESVTE study
we also learned that proficiency in the language of the source
document shows a threshold effect. Once a certain level of
proficiency in the knowledge of the source document language is
attained, variations in proficiency above tie threshold level are
not significantly related to translation ability.

In order to gain an understanding of the psychological
construct, psychologists 2nd applied linguists will have to turn
their attention to the process of translation. A description of
these processes is essential to understanding the construct of
translation ability.

Due to the lack of relevant research on translation, this
project was begun without an understanding of the construct to be
measured. We ended the project without an understanding of the
process of translation, but with the belief that we had at least
subdivided the construct in a practical way so that instruments
can be developed to measure it. We believe the instrument
described in the remaining sections of this report is a good one.
However, in the coming decades other researchers will develop
other instruments that may have greater reliability due to

improved scoring procedures, or greater validity, due to a better
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understanding of the psycholinguistic processes involved in
evertheless, it is likely that high guality
instruments measuring translation ability will continue to focus
on the constructs of accuracy and expression which have emerged
from this project. Thus, at this point, for the purpose of
measurement, we believe it is possible to define the construct of
translation as the ability to accurately render content
information from a source language text to a target language text
and the ability to express this information using appropriate
target language grammar, syntax, vocabulary, mechanics, style,

and tone.
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2. General Description
The English - Spanish Verbatim Transiation Exam (ESVTE) is
designed to assess the ability to render a verbatim translation

into Spanish of source material written in English.

The ESVTE consists of two subtests. The first, referred to .

in this part of the réport as the Multiple Choice section,
consists of embedded phrase translation and error detection
items. The second subtest, referred to as the Production
section, requires translation of embedded phrases, sentences, and
paragraphs. A separate test booklet, containing instructions,
examples, and test items, is provided for each subtest. There
are two forms of the ESVTE; they are generally parallel in
content, item difficulty, format, and length.
2.1 YXultiple Choice Bection

This section of the report describes the format, and test
taking and scoring procedures for the Multiple Choice section of
the ESVTE.
2.1.1. Format

There are 60 items in the Multiple Choice section: 35 are
Words and Phrases in Context (WPC) items, and 25 are Error
Detection (ED) items. In a WPC item, an examinee is required to
select the best translation of an underlined word or phrase
within a sentence. In an ED item, an examinee must identify
where an error is located within the sentence, or indicate that
there is no error. ED items are written in the target language

only; errors may consist of incorrect grammar, word order,
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vocabulary, punctuation, or spelling. (There is no more than one
error per item.) -

The multiple choice items are designed to test specific
grammar points such as subject-verb agreewment, verb tense
(preterit vs. imperfect, subjunctive, etc.), pronouns,
prepositions, gender, or word order; or vocabulary, including
noun, verb, adverbial, and adjectival phrases, arl false
cognates. The results of a content analysis' of the ESVTE

Multiple Choice sections are displayed in Appendix D. Briefly,

43-47% of the items assess knowledge of grammar, 52-53% assess |
knowledge of vocabulary, 5% assess knowledge of mechanics
(spelling or punctuation), while 8% of the items contain no
error.’’

The test booklet contains instruct _ons, example items for
each subsection (WPS and ED), explanations of the example items,
and the test items. Appendix B contains selected portions of a 1
test booklet for the Multiple Choice section, including the cover 1
page, instructions, and example items. This appendix can be used 1
by the FBI to construct an examinee handbook. J
2.1.2. Test Taking

Each examinee receives a Multiple Choice section test

booklet, a machine-scoreable answer sheet, and two No. 2 pencils.

“The content analysis of test was carried out by CAL staff
and then verified by FBI Headquarters staff.

Some of the items test knowledge of more than one aspect
of language.
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Examinees listen as the test supervisor reads instructions for
filling ocut the =machi iswel sheet and the test
booklet cover page. Subsequently, they are given 35 minutes to
complete the Multiple Choice section.
2.1.3. Bcoring Procedures

Examinees record their responses to the Multiple Choice
section of the ESVTE on answer sheets which are scored by
machine. The score on this section is the number of answers
correct. The maximum possible score is 60.
2.2. Production Bection

This section of the report describes the format of the
Production section as well as test taking and scoring procedures.
2.2.1. PFormat

There are 28 production items on each exam form; 15 items,
called Word or Phrase Translation (WPT), require translation of
underlined words or phrases in sentences, 10 items, called
Sentence Translation (ST), require translation of complete
sentences, and three items, called Paragraph Translatcion (PT),
require translation of entire paragraphs.'*

The test booklet contains instructions, an example Gf each
item type (except for the paragraphs), a brief discussion of each

example item, and the test items. Space is provided in the

booklet for the examinee to write the translation below each

“The paragraphs on the ESVTE forms range from 66 to 91
words in length, averaging 84 words per paragraph. The sentences
in the Sentence Translation subsection range from 8 to 17 words
in length.
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item. Appendix C contains selected portions of a test booklet
for the Production section, including the cover page.
instructions, and example items. (The reader may find it helpful
to refer to these riow in order to get a better understanding of
the nature of the ESVTE.)
2.2.2. Test Taking

Examinees are given 35 minutes to complete the first two
subsections (WPT and ST) and 48 minutes to complete the paragraph
subsection. They are permitted to use dictionaries only in
translating the paragraphs.
2.2.3. B8coring

As noted above, examinees write their translations in the
test booklet. Each subsection is scored by a trained rater
according to the procedures outlined below.
2.2.3.1. VWords or Phrases in Sentences I‘ams

The keys for this subsection are quite comprehensive,
containing a number of acceptable translations for each item.
However, when scoring the test a rater is free chose to accept
other appropriate translations that are not included in the key
if he or she believes that translation is correct. The items are
scored as either correct or incorrect, regardless of whether an
error consists of incorrect grammar, word choice, or syntax. One
point is awarded for each correct translation; hence, the maximum
score for this subsection is 15 points.
2.2.3.2. 8entence Translation Items

The Keys for this subsection contain several acceptable
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translations for each item, although the keys do not purport to
list all possible acceptable translations. A trained rater
assesses the Accuracy of the translations, i.e., the extent to
which the original meaning has been appropriately conveyed. From
0 to 5 points are awarded for the translation of each sentence,
according to the scoring guidelines found in Appendix E. As
there are 10 sentences, a maximuim of 50 points are possible for
this subsection.
2.2.3.3. Paragrgph Translation Items

The keys for this subsection provide only one translation
for each paragraph, even though a number of slightly different
but acceptable versions are possible. The example translation is
intended to provide a standard interpretation of the source text,
and raters may use their expertise in the language to judge
whether variations in examinee renditions remain faithful to the
original meaning. On the other hand, the rater training
materials provide several examples of translations at different
ability levels, along with appropriate scores for each
translation.

Examinee translations are evaluated for corisctness of
Grammar (morphology), Expression'® (in the case of the paragraph
translation items only, Expression refers to word order and

vocabulary), Mechanics (spelling and punctuation), and Accuracy

“The reader is advised not to confuse paragraph expression
with the overall Expression score. The overall Expression score
includes all criteria referred to in the SLDs other than
Accuracy.
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(as described above). From 0 - 5 points are awarded in each

tegory accerding tc the guidelines lccated in A

Since there are three Paragraph Translation items, a total of 60

nmandde ©
A LN & o

points are possible for this subsection: 15 points for Accuracy
and 45 for Expression.
2.3. Computatior of Total Bcores

A total score is computed separately for Accuracy and
Expression. (See the discussion of these constructs in section
1.5.3) A maximum score of 185 points (80 for Accuracy and 105
for Expression) is possible for the entire exam. The total for
Accuracy and Expression is then converted to a Translation
proficiency rating (one of the new CAL/FBI Skill lLevel
Descriptions) using the conversion tables (one for each exam
form) found in Appendix O. The development of these conversion
tables is described in section 8.3 of this report.

The total score for Expression is composed of the 60 items
in the Multiple Choicz section, whici are worth up to 60 points,
plus the sum of the points earned for Grammar, Expression, and
Mechanics (up to 45 possible) on the Paragraph Translation
subsection of the Productionr section. Thus, the examinee may
obtain a raw score of up to 105 points for Expression.

The total score for Accuracy is composed of the 80 points
that may be earned on the Production section. The examinee may
earn 15 points for Accuraéy in the Word and Phrase Translation
items, 50 points for Accuracy in the Sentence Translation items

{(up to 5 points for each of 10 sentences) and 15 points for
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Accuracy on the three paragraphs (up to five points per
paragraph).**
2.4. Use of Nultiple Choice Bection for SBcreeniny

The Multiple Choice section may be used to screen out
individuals for whom the Production section of the exam would be
inappropriate. Since the minimum recommended passing score is
2.8 or a 2+ on the Translation Skill Level Descriptions,
examinees who have some reasonable chance at scoring at this
level should not be screened out. Prior FBI policy has
established a 2.0 as a screen (previously based on a DLPT reading
score), and CAL was requested to continue this practice by using
the Multiple Choice section score corresponding to a 2.0 on :he
entires ESVTE as a screen. Through statistical analyses
(described in section 8.4), we have determined that the raw score
cut-off on the Multiple Choice section should be 33 for Forms 1
Z. Examinees scoring at or below these scores need not take the
Production section of the ESVTE, since they are unlikely to have
a translation skill level at 2.8 or above when the entire e am is
administered. If they have already taken the Production section,

it need not be scored.

“YAs explained later in this report, a multiple regression
analysis did not improve on this raw score weighting. Thus, it
was decided to use this weighting to calculate the total score
for Accuracy. The effect of this weighting is that the Sentence
Translation subsection counts more than three times as much as
the Paragraphs subsection due to the number of raw score points
that are earned on each.
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3. Developaent of the ESVTE

This section describes the development of the two pilot
forms of the ESVIE. The preparation of examination materials and
the development of pilot study scoring methods are also
discussed.

3.1. Exam Forms

Items for the ESVTE were developed by CAL staff and
consultants, taking into account the results of the survev of FBI
translation needs (see section 1.3), the results of which are
reported in Appendix Q of this report. They relied on their
expertise as translators and teachers in developing the items.
The item developers sought to test aspects of English that are
especially challenging to translate because there is no direct
equivalent in Spanish. The developers also focused on aspects of
grammar that have traditionally caused problems for
English/Spanish translators and students because there is no
direct correspondence between the two languages. These areas
include pronouns, verb tenses and sequence of verb tenzes, use of
negatives, possessives, prepositions, and non-temporal verb forms
(infinitives, gerunds, past participles), among others.

A number of item texts were either excerpted directly from
documents provided by the FBI or were paraphrases of such
documents. 1In addition, many items were paraphrased from
newspaper and magazine articles and documents encountered in the
professional work of the item developers. The developers

selected the material carefully, so that the topics and
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vocabulary of the item texts would 2 consistent with the type of
documents FBI employees reported being required to translate on
the survey of FBI translation needs.

Parallel forms were organized by matching items according to
point being tested (specific grammar point or vocabulary) and by
matching them in terms of difficulty on the FBI/CAL SLDs for
translation. This latter matching required the test developers
to make an estimate of the difficulty of rendering the
t.ranslation, rather than of the difficulty of the language of the
item itself in either the source or target language. The items
were originally arranged in order of increasing difficulty. More
items were developed than we anticipated would be needed on the
final forms, so that items that did not function effectively
could be discarded after pilot testing. Originally, there were
64 items (35 Words or Phrases in Context and 29 Error Detection)
in the Multiple Choice section of Form 1 and Form 2. The
Production sections of both forms contained 22 Word or Phrase
Translation items, 15 Sentence Translation items, and three
Paragraph Translation items.

Following extensive internal review, CAL sent the ESVTE exam
forms to the FBI for preliminary approval and revised then
according to FBI suggestions prior to trialing.

3.2. Pilot Test Bcoring Procedures

Answer keys were prepared for the Multiple Choice and

Production sections. The keys were reviewed by FBI staff

members, and a number of their suggestions were incorporated in
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making revisions.

Originally, examinee responses to the Multiple Choice
section were to be scored by an optical scanner, which would
tabulate the number of correct answers. Examinee translations of
the wWord or Phrase Translation items in the Production section
were to be scored by raters as being either correct or incorrect,
according to the keys which had been prepared.

In contrast, scoring of the Sentence Translations and
Paragraph Translations was to be based on the new FBI/CAL
Translation Skill Level Descriptions. The Translation Skill
Level Descriptions were intended to characterize an examinee's
performance on a range of materials. Thus, it was not possible
to use them to score individual sentence items because these item
texts were too restricted. Consequently, CAL staff developed
simplified scoring guidelines, based on the FBI/CAL translation
skill level descriptions, for evaluating both ST and PT items.

In preparation for writing the simplified guidelines, the
FBI/CAL skill level descriptions were reuvrganized so that all
proficiency levels were described within each category, i.e.
Grammar, Syntax, Vocabulary, Mechanics, Accuracy, and fiyle and
Tone. (For example, references to grammar in levels 0+ - 5 were
all placed on the same page.)

After studying these reorganized skill level descriptions,
an attempt was made to characterize each level succinctly within
each category. The plus levels were eliminated, so that the

scale consisted of 0 - 5 points in each category. Because exam
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texts were based primarily on legal and business documents (i.e.,
formal writing), which did not vary much in terms of Style and
Tone, it was decided not to include Style and Tone as separate
categories in the scoring system. The Vocabulary category was
also eliminated, since aspects of this category could be subsumed
under Expression and Accuracy. Finally, correctness in Mechanics
(spelling and punctuation) was expressed in terms of numbers of
errors for the Sentence Scoring Grid, and proportions of icems
correct for the Paragraph Scoring Grid. The pilot version of the
Sentence Scoring G 4 is located in Appendix G; the Paragraph

Scoring Grid can be found in Appendaix H.
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4. Trialing and Pilot Testing

This section describes the trialing and piloting of the
ESVTE. The results of the piloting and subsequent revisions are
also discussed.

4.1. Trialing

The trialing of the two forms of the ESVTE was carried out
at CAL on February 17, 1989. Three CAL employees and one CAL
spouse took the exams. The Spanish oral proficiency levels of
these four people varied from level 2 to level 5, the latter
being a practicing attorney who is an educated native speaker
from Argentina.

Before taking each form, examinees also completed a
guestionnaire that asked them to provide a global rating of their
English and Spanish proficiency (see Appendix J). After
completing each section of the test, they commented on it and
noted on the questionnaires (see Appendix K) specific errors or
problems they encountered.

CAL examined the responses both to each item and to the
questionnaire in order to determine which items should be
modified and which should be deléted, and the exam forms were
revised accordingly.

On March 29, 1989 two FBI translators each took either Form
1 or Form 2 of the ESVTE. They provided writien feedback to CAL
which was taken into consideration in revising the exams after

the pilot testing.
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4.2. Pilot Testing

This section describes the ESVTE pilot data collection, the
results of pilot testing, and the revisions that were made
following data analysis.

4.2.1. Data Collection

The ESVIE exam forms were piloted at Georgetown University
on April 1, 1989. Forty-four undergraduate students from the
Department of Translation and Interpretation completed the
Multiple Choice sections of both forms. Each student was paid
$12.50 for taking the sections. Graduate students in the
Translation Certificate program took the complete exam; six
students took Form 1 and five took Form 2. Each of these
s.udents was paid $15 for taking one form of the entire ESVTE
exam. All examinees took the pretest exams together as a group.

Of the 50 students who participated in the pretesting,
English was the native language of 37 and Spanish was the native
language of 7. Six students indicated another native language,
but knew some Spanish. These other navive lanquages were
Portugquese, Tagalog, Korean, Chinese, Russian, and Italian.

The Georgetown University students kept track of how many
minutes it took them to complete each section of the exam. They
also completed a questionnaire regarding their native language
background and their proficiency in English and Spanish.
(Appendix M contains a copy of the questionnaire; a summary of

examinee responses is also located in Appendix M.) 1In addition,

we asked students to comment on any items that were confusing or
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that caused them particular difficulty.

4.2.2. Results
Table 1 displays a summary of the performance of the pilot
getudy examinees on the Multiple Choice sections of the ESVTE exam

forms. Reliability estimates, calculated using Kuder-Richardson

formula 20 (KR-20), are also shown.
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Table 1
ESVTE Multiple Choice Sections
Total Pilot Sample

Form N Mean 3 S$td., Dev, KRr=-20
1 50 29.4 46 11.45 «92
2 49 28.5 45 10.07 .88

There were 64 items on the pilot version of Forms 1 and 2.
Using the mean percentage correct to compare the two forms, it is
apparent that Form 2 was slightly more difficult than Form 1,
although both forms appeared to be somewhat difficult for this
group of examinees.' The reliability estimates were fairly
high, indicating that most of the items were functioning well
(i.e., they were neither too easy nor too difficult, and
generally discriminating well among high and low proficiency

examinees) .

"KR-20 yields an estimate of the internal consistency of
the test items, i.e., a measure of the extent to which examinees
perform consistently across the items within a test. It is very
similar to parallel form reliability.

"A four-option, multiple choice exam of optimal difficulty
would exhibit a mean score of 62.5% correct.
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A record was kept of the time it took students to complete
the Multiple Choice sections. The amount of time required ranged
from 24 to 31 minutes.

Since only a few examinees took the Production sections,
descriptive statistics for this section were not calculated. The
principal goals in piloting the Production sections were to
evaluate the appropriateness of the scoring system, and to
identify items that were either ambiguous, too easy, or too

difficult.

O L

4.2.3. Revisions

S g o

Students were divided by native language background

(English, Spanish, and other), and item analyses were conducted

.

of their responses to the Multiple Choice section items. The
results showed that the items were easier for the six native
Spanish speakers.

Since the item analyses showed that some of the items on
both forms of the Multiple Choice section did not discriminate
well, it was necessary to write a few new items and to revise a
number of the existing items to make “hem more difficult. The
revision process involved shortening the test by deleting some
item. and replacing others with new items that assessed a similar
gramwnar point or vocabulary item. Some oif the distractors in a
number of the remaining items were also modif‘ed. Comments
written by students after completing the exam were taken into
~onsideration in identifying items for revision. We decided to

include 35 Word or Phrase in Context items and 25 Error Detection
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items, for a total of 60 items, in the final form of the Multiple
Choice section. This is siightly fewer than the 64 items
included on the field test versions of the ESVTE.

For the final version of Form 1, 4 (7%) new items were
developed, and 29 (12%) of the distractors were modified; for
Form 2, 5 (8%) new items were developed, and 20 (14%) of the
distractors were revised. In general, the new items were
designed to be more difficult, while the distractors were
rewritten so that they would be more attractive to examinees.

Responses to the Production sections were scored by CAL
staff ard consultants in order to try out the scoring procedures
and to gather information that could be used in revising items.
As with the Multiple Choice section, the Production section items
were analyzed in light of student performance (and comments from
FRI staff as noted above). It was decided to inciude 15 embedded
phrase, 10 sentence, and 3 paragraph translation items on the
final versions of the exam fcrms. Twenty-one (78%) of the phrase
and sentence items were deleted from Form 1, and 8 new items were
Created; 22 (81%) were deleted from Form 2, and 9 new items were
created. None of the paragraph items were modified.

The test booklets were revised to reflect the changes
described above and copies were made in preparation for the

validation study described in section 5 of this report.
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reliability and validity of the ESVTE as a measure translation
ability. In this context, the validation study had a number of
specific aims. One aim was to field test the revised exan to see
if its items and sections performed acceptably. Another aim was
to administer the test to a more appropriate population than the
pretest versions' population in order to set passing scores based
cn their performance. Further aim was to further assess the
rating criteria that had been developed for scoring each part of
the Production section. Another was to determine whether this
section could be scored reliably. The validation study, or as
the word "validation" implies also sought to gather information
on the validity of the test. With the analysis of construct

validity in mind, it was decided to collect scores on other

measures from employee files and to
predict overall translation ability
overall assessment of ability using

Another aim of the validation study

assess the test's ability to
by having raters make an
the FBI/CAL Translation SLDs.

was to gather evidence

concerning criterion-related validity by having examinees rate
their ability to translate various types of texts on the job, and
then determine the relationship between scores on the test and
the self-ratings. We chose to use self-ratings, rather than

supervisor's ratings, because we were advised by the FBI that

" *he population that took the field test version consisted
mostly of university students.
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supervisors would not be in a position to evaluate translation
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to be a valid evaluation of their translation ability. An
additional aim was to gain a further understanding of the
constructs the test measured: at the time we were not sure if we
were measuring a single construct, two or more constructs, or
whether we were measuring a test method effect (recognition
versus production).’ Another purpose of the validation study
was to determine the most appropriate weighting of the parts and
sections. A final purpose of the validation study was to gather
the data necessary to equate the two parallel forms of the test.
This section describes the validation study design, and data
collection procedures. The results of the study are discussed in 1
the following three sections.
5.1. oOverview

The design of the validation study called for administering ]
the ESVTE to FBI Language Specialists, agents, and »ther |

i

employees at various field offices around the country. It was

“This degree of uncertainty and the multiple aims of the
validation study were due to the fact that so little was known
about the measurement of translation ability at the time the
project began. Thus, the validation study, and indeed the entire
project, combined both experimentation with a commitment to
develop and validate a test. To draw an analogy to the business
world, it is as if we were carrying out both the research and
development function and the manufacturing function at the same
time. Under normal circumstances the manufacturing function is
carried out after the R+D function has peen completed. While far
from ideal, the reality of our situation was that we were working
under a fixed-price contract to manufacture a test. The client
was aware of the possibility of R+D problems, and assumed that
these would be worked out along the way.
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hoped that by administering the test to a variety of employees,
individuals of varying ability levels would be included.. In
order to examine the validity of the ESVTE, scores on other
measures of language ability were obtained from available
enmployee files.

Both forms of the ESVTE were given in one sitting (about
four hours in duration) at each of seven FBI field offices. The
order of administration of the forms was counterbalanced to
control for the practice effect. Thus, approxirately half of the
examinees took Form 1 first and the other half took Form 2 first.
5.1.1. Test Administration Instructions

CAL developed a set of test administration instructions for
the ESVTE. These included instructions to the test administrator
regarding the following: 1) test security, 2) assembling test
materials, 3) arranging for a testing site, 4) equipment, 5)
administering the test (including timing of sections), and 6)
procedures to follow after the test. Appendix A contains a copy
of the administration instructions for the ESVTE.

5.1.2. Questionnaires

CAL developed two questionnaires for use in the validation
study: 1) a self-assessment questionnaire on which an examinee
was asked to estimate his or her ability to render a verbatim
translation from Spanish into English, and 2) a questionnaire
requesting examinee feedback on aspects of the format and content
of the exam. (A copy of the self-assessment questionnaire is

located in Appendix N, and a copy of the exam feedback
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questionnaire is in Appendix L.)
5.i.3. Bubjects
Testing materials, including test administration
instructions, numbered test booklets, answer sheets, pencils,
questionnaires, and test administrator report forms® were sent
to the FBI field offices in Los Angeles, San Diego, Albuquerque,
Phoenix, and El1 Paso on November 15, 1989. Similar sets of
materials were sent to Houston® and Puerto Rico on November 17,

1989.? Materials from ESVTE administration were returned to CAL

within three to ten weeks.?*

*'CAL developed this form for test administrators to note
any irregularities that may occur with respect to test security,
the test administration, or the condition of the test materials.
We requested that the validation study test administrators
complete and sign the form even if thcre were no irreqularities.
(See Appendix A for an example of this form.})

YArrangements were made for members of the Houston Police
Department (for whom Spanish Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI)
scores were available) to be tested along with the FBI employees
at the Houston field office.

A cover letter was sent with the materials to the contact
person at each field office. In addition to thanking them for
their assistance in carrying out the validation study, the letter
enmphasized the importance of test security, outlined the
procedures for the test administration, noted the proposed
administration date, and instructed them to return all materials
to CAL immediately after the test administration. A checklist of
the materials was enclosed with each cover letter. CAL retained
a copy of the checklists and used them to verify that all of the
materials were returned as requested.

»“Although most field offices were able to follow the
administration procedures as outlined, a few had difficulty
scheduling all of the examinees to be present for the test
administration, and consequently had to give more than one
administration of the same exam. These difficulties accounted
for their delay in returning some of the exam materials.

57




In an effort to ensure that the entire range of abilities of
potential test takers in the operational program would be
represented in the sample, CAL contracted three professional
translators to take the full ESVTE forms. These exams were
administered at CAL on January 9, 1990.

Hence, a total of 42 examinees took the ESVTE in the
validation study. Of this group, 17 (31%) were FBI Special
Agents, 11 (26%) were FBI ".anguage Specialists (or contract
linquists, who do similar work), 10 (24%) were PBI support staff,
5 (12%) were members of the Houston Police Department, and 3 (7%)
were professional translators. It should be pointed out that
while it was originally envisioned that the subjects of the
validation study would be limited to Language Specialists, we
were unakle to secure release time for an adeguate sample of
Language Specialists to take the test. After discussing
alternatives with FBI Headquarters staff, it was decided to
include other FBI personnel in the validation sample, as well as
the other groups that were represented.

5.2. B8coring

The Multiple Choice parts of the ESVTE forms were scored by

machine, using answer keys based on the revised versions of the

forms.
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The Production parts were scored by CAL consultants Ana
Maria Velasco and Matilde Farren®* using the scoring keys and
analytic sentence and paragraph guidelines which had been
prepared. Word and Phrase Translation items were scored using a
key of acceptable responses, which has been provided to the FBI.
Sentence Translation items were scored using the Sentence
Accuracy Scoring Guidelines (See Appendix E). These focused on
the presence of mistranslations, omissions, and inappropriate
additions in the content of the translation, as well as on the
conveyance of all appropriate nuances.

In order to determine which scoring system was most
efficient and yielded the highest interrater reliability, the
Paragraph Translations were scored in two ways, a) using the
analytic paragraph guidelines, and b) using the FBI/CAL
translation skill level descriptions. The ESVTE Paragraph
Scoring Guidelines (see Appendix F) require the rater to assign
each paragraph from 0-5 points on each of four criteria:
grammar, expression, mechanics, and accuracy. The totals for the
first three criteria, grammar, expression, and mechanics, are
summed to produce the Expression score for the Production
section. The ratings from accuracy are summed and contribute to
the total Accuracy score, which is earned exclusively on the

Production section of the ESVTE. The scoring guidelines for

Both are certified by the American Translators
Association. Ms. Farren is also a certified Federal Court
Interpreter.
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structures, and to consider the number of errors of each type in

each paragraph. The scoring guidelines for expression require
the rater to evaluate the paragraph for word order, vocabulary,
idomaticity style and tone. After consideration of these, the
rater makes a judgement as to the degree to which the translation
follows the conventions of the source language or the target
languages. The scoring guidelines for mechanics require the
rater to evaluate each paragraph for frequency of errors in
spelling, punctuation, and capitalization. The scoring
guidelines for accuracy are identical to the scoring guidelires
for Sentence Translation items. Additional information on the
scoring procedures can be found in sections 2.1.3 and 2.2.3 of
this report.

After the scoring of the Production section was complete,
each rater assigned an overall ability level for Expression and
Accuracy, based on evaluation of the sentence and paragraph
translations. This overall ability level was used in order to
ccnstruct the FBI/CAL Translation Scale conversion tables.

It should be noted that initially it was hoped that a single
translation ability level could be assigned to each examinee.

The decision to score Expression and Accuracy separately was made
by CAL after the data were collected as a result of experience
gained during the pilot study and after the scoring of an initial

group of ESVTE papers from the validation study. This decision
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was made to aid in
crmance. Some

but inaccurate (as

evaluating different types of examinee

may occur when an examinee's proficiency is

higher in the target language), while others were mostly accurate

but evidenced problems with grammar or vocabulary (as may occur

when an examinee's

proficiency is higher in the source language).

In order to be able to assign separate FBI/CAL Expression

and Accuracy scores, the original FBI/CAL Translation SLDs were

reorganized so that the descriptions for Expression at each level

were contained in one section and the descriptions for Accuracy

in another. A copy of the reorganized SLDs can be found in

Appendix I.
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6. Relisbility

The data on reliability that resulted from the validation
study test administration are presented in this section by order
of subtest. An effort was made to examine reliability in a
number of ways and from a number of perspectives. It should be
remembered that the data on reliability is a function of the

sample tested and the raters used.

6.1. Multiple Choice Section: Descriptive statistics ana
Reliability
Table 2 presents the results of the validation study
administration of the Multiple Choice section of the ESVTE forms.

This section is referred to here as MC1l and MC2.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for ESVTE MCl and MC2
Form N Mean std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
MCl 42 36.9 9.99 12 55
MC2 42 36.8 10.47 11 59

As can be seen in Table 2, the mean scores on both forms of
the Multiple Choice sections were almost identical. This
indicates that both forms are of about the same difficulty. The
slightly larger standard deviation for MC2 suggests that less

competent examinees may have tended to score slightly lower and

more competent examinees slightly higher on MC2 than they did on




MC1.

As there were a total of 60 items in the ESVIE muitiple
Choice section, the mean of 37 represents 628 correct. Thus, the
Multiple Choice section appears to be of optimal difficulty for
this sample.?*

Table 3 presents the KR-20 reliability estimates for the two
forms of the Multiple Choice section based on the validation
study sample. KR-20 is a measure of internal consistency

reliability, which is the degree to which the items (considered

as a2 set) on a test measure the same ability.

Table 3
KR~20 Reliability for ESVTE MC1l and MC2
Form KR-20
MCl .89
MC2 .91

The reliability of the Multiple Choice section of both ESVTE
forms is high and indicates that either form can be used with
confidence on a population similar to that of the validation
study.

A second indication of the reliability of the section is the
consistency of performance of the group of 42 subjects on the two

forms. Referred to as the coefficient of equivalence or parallel

We expect a mean of 62.5% on a four-option multiple choice
test of optimal difficulty for the population, when the sample
fully and equally represents the total range of abilities in the
population.
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form reliability, this type of reliability is obtained by
calculating the Pearson Product Moment correlation between
subjects' performance on the two different forms. For the
multiple choice section on the two ESVIE forms, the coefficient
of equivalence is .90, which is very high. Together, both the
KR-20 reliability estimates and the coefficient of equivalence
are high, indicating that the two main sources of measurement
error (inconsistency across items and inconsistency across forms)
are minimal for the Multiple Choice section of the ESVTE.
6.2. Production Bection: Descriptive statistics and Reliability

of the Accuracy Bcore

Table 4, which follows, shows the descriptive statistics for
the ESVTE-Accuracy Subsections and Totals by form and by rater.
Close examination of the means in Table 4 shows that the two
raters appear to be consistent in their degree of severity, with
Rater 1 always being more generous than Rater 2. Despite this
consistent difference in raters, when mean scores are considered,
the difficulty of the two forms appears very similar. Averaging
the scores assigned by both raters, we see that the Word and
Phrase Translations seem to be slightly harder on Form 1 (5.75
versus 6.75 on Form 2), while the Sentence Translations seem to
be slightly harder on Form 2 (24.8 versus 25.8 on Form 1). The
Paragraphs also seem somewhat harder on Form 2 (6.5 on Form 1 and
5.6 on Form 2). The average Total Score for Accuracy across the
two forms differs by less than one point; it is 38.09 for Form 1

and 37.17 for Form 2. Thus, in terms of total Accuracy scores,
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there seems to be little difference in the difficulty of the two é
forms. §
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Table 4 ‘s
Descriptive Statistics for ESVTE Accuracy .
Forms 1 and Form 2 (N=42) .
Measure Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Word + Phrase )
Rl F1 6.5 4.0 0 15 .
R2 F1 5.0 3.9 0 13 :
Rl F2 7.3 3.9 0 15 i
R2 F2 6.2 3.7 0 14 3
Sentences é
Rl F1 29.6 11.1 2 48 .
R2 F1 22.0 10.5 3 45 K
Rl F2 26.9 10.3 5 46
R2 F2 22.7 10.2 3 48
Paragraphs :
Rl F1 8.1 2.6 3 13 ;
R2 F1 4.9 2.1 0 10 .
Rl F2 5.8 3.5 0 15
R2 F2 5.4 2.4 2 13
Total
Rl F1 44.19 16.02 8 74
R2 F1 31.99 15.55 6 66
Rl F2 39.99 15.83 6 76
R2 F2 34.36 15.19 7 75
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Legend: R=rater, F=form. Thus Rl Fi1 is the sc.re assigned by
rater 1 on form 1.

In discussing the reliability of the ESVTE Accuracy scores,

there are two sources of measurement error that need to be

examined: inconsistencies across raters and inconsistencies
across forms. Traditionally these have been examined separately,
but contemporary generalizeability theory allows us to look at

both together. 1In this discussion we will first examine these
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two sources of error separately by examining interrater

reliability and parallel form reliability. we will conclude with

an examination of the recults of a generalizeability study on the

data.

Table 5 shows the interrater reliability (Pearson Product
Moment Correlations) of the ESVTE Subsections and the total
Production section score for Accuracy. The reliability for Form

1 is listed first, followed by the reliability for Form 2.

B W e R kit X e A N Y

Table 5
Interrater Reliability of
ESVTE Production Subsections and Production Total
for Accuracy (Forms 1+2)

Form 1 Form 2

Word and Phrase .24 .84
Sentences .87 .78
Paragraph (Accuracy) .61 .61
Total Accuracy .92 .83

The interrater reliability estimates of the Accuracy scores
on all subsections are moderate to high with the exception of the
Paragraph score. The highest correlation on both forms is for
Word and Phrase Translation. Correlations on Form 2 are lower
for each subsection and for the total than on Form 1. The
interrater reliability estimates fcr the total Accuracy score are
high for Form 1 (.92) and adequate for Form 2 (.83).

Table 6 presents the coefficient of equivalence of the
Accuracy scores across forms and raters. This data is an

indication of the parallel form reliability of the ESVTE across

different raters.
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Table 6

Coefficient of Eguivalence for ESV

vvvvvvvvvvvvv u\‘ » ad - VJ
(N=42)
Form 2 Rater 1 Form 2 Rater 2
Form 1 Rater 1 .86 87
Form 1 Rater 2 .84 .91

As can be seen, the coefficient of equivalence of the ESVTE
Accuracy score is quite high for a free response test scored by a
single rater. That is, there is a 1igh degree of agreement
across forms and raters. This suggests that ESVTE Accuracy
scores can be highly stable. Even under the mcst severe
circumstances, an examinee taking different forms of the test
that are in turn scored once by a different rater, the scores
show a remarkable degree of agreement. Thus, it appears that the
reliability of the ESVTE Accuracy score is high.?

In order to mere efficiently examine the effects of rater
severity on the reliability of the ESVTE-Accuracy Subsection, a
generalizeability study (G-study) was undertaken on the total
ESVTE-Accuracy Score. A G-study is a means of looking at

multiple sources of variarce simultaneously. In this study, the

Again, it should be remembered that the consistency of the
ESVTE Accuracy score is dependent on well-trained raters. 1In an
operational program, however, it should be possible to exceed the
reliability attained in this experimental study. Operational
raters will have the benefit of being able to train using the
rater training materials that were a by-product of this project.
In this study, the raters approached the task of rating without
t. = benefit of having undergone a rater training program.

Rartings were done on an intermittent basis at home as the raters'
personal schedules permitted.
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two sources or variance investigated were forms and raters. The

results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Variance Contributions of Raters and Forms
to the ESVTE-Accuracy Total Score

Source of Variance Component Standara
variance Estimate Error
Persons 208.636 47.75
Forms -4.912% 4.30
Raters 34.761 33.08
Persons x Forms $.620 4.50
Persons x Raters 7.364 4.82
Forms x Raters 9.929 8.56
Residual 23.357 5.04

*A negative variance estimate is an artifact of the estimation
procedure. Generally these can be regarded as equivalent to zero
(Brennan, 1983, p.103).

Table 7 shows that the variance due to the forms or any two-
way interactions is relatively small in comparison to the
variance measured among the persons. Of these, the highest
variance component (9.929 for a form by rater interaction) is
only 4.75% as large as the largest component and represents only
3.4% of the total variance of 289.667. However, the variance due
to raters is somewhat large (34.761), 16.7% as large as the
person variance and representing 12% of the total variance.
Moreover, the residual variance (containing that due to the
three-way person by form by rater interaction and any random
variance) is also relatively large. These fiqures imply while
differences in scores due to forms were relatively minor, raters

were inconsistent with each other, although fairly consistent
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across forms.

in a decision study (or D-study) to estimate the reliability
(generalizeability coefficient) of a test under various
conditions of the facets being studied. Table 8 presents the
estimated generalizeability coefficients given both raters and
forms as sources of error under various groupings of two forms

and two raters.

Table 8
Estimated Generalizeability Coefficients for the
ESVTE~Accuracy Score using Different
Groupings of Forms and Raters

Number of Number of Generalizeability
Forms Raters Coefficient

1 1 .85

1 2 .91

2 1 .91

2 2 .94

The results in Table 8 show that the reliability for the
ESVTE-Accuracy scor. when one form and two raters are used, is
.91, given measurement errors due to both raters and forms. This
is very high for a rater-scored test. It may be noted that the
reliability using two forms and two raters (as was the case in
the validation study for the development of the SEVTE) was a very

high .94.
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6.3. Production Bection: Descriptive Btatistics and Reliabjlity
of the Expression S8core
Table 9 below shows the ESVTE-Expression descriptive
statistics (raw scores) for the Production section of the test by
form and by rater. 1In the Production section, only the Paragraph
Translations are rated for Expression. They are rated for the
three criteria that figure into the total score for Expression.

These criteria are Grammar, Expression, and Mechanics.

o - - — D - D D D D D D D WD P D D - ——— - - - - - " - -

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for ESVTE Expression: Paragraphs
Subsection Form 1 and Form 2 (N=42)

Measure Mean Std. Dev, Minimum Maximum
Grammar

Rl F1 8.9 3.6 3 15
R2 F1 5.3 2.8 4] 12
Rl F2 7.1 3.8 0 15
R2 F2 6.7 3.3 1 15
Expression

Rl Fl 7.2 2.7 3 15
R2 F1 4.3 2.5 0 12
Rl F2 5.3 3.0 0 15
R2 F2 4.6 2.3 (o] 10
Mechanics

Rl F1l 9.0 3.6 2 15
R2 F1 9.3 3.9 0 15
Rl F2 7.1 3.9 0 15
R2 F2 8.3 4.5 0 15
Total (for Expression production section)

Rl F1 25,2 9.1 9 45
R2 F1 18.9 8.6 0 39
R1 F2 19.5 10.2 0 45
R2 F2 19.7 9.3 4 39

Legend: R=rater, F=form. Thus Rl Fl is the score assigned by
rater 1 on form 1,
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Close examination of Table 9 ghows that, as in the Accuracy
scores, Rater 1 was more lenient than Rater 2 in all the
Expression subscores on the Production gection except Mechanics.
The difference in Mechanics was slight for Form 1. but for Form 2
it was enough to make the final total scores almost equal on that
form.

Overall, Form 2 appears to be slightly more difficult than
Form 1. Averaging the scores assigned by both raters, we see
that the Paragraph Translation Expression scores seem to be
slightly lower on Form 2 for all three scoring criteria. For
Form 2 grammar, the mean is 6.9 versus 7.1 for Form 1. For Form
2 expression, it is 4.95 versus 5.75 for Form 1. For Form 2
mechanics it is 7.7 versus 9.15 for Form 1. For the total scores
on this section, the mean on Form 2 is 19.6; for Form 1 it is
22.05. The total means differ by 2.45 points. Given the large
standard deviations of the scores, this is probably not a
statistically significant difference.

As in the discussion of the reliability of the Accuracy
scores, we will first look at interrater reliability and parallel
form reliability for Expression separately. Table 10 shows the
interrater reliability estimates (Pearson Product Moment
Correlations) of the ESVTE Production subsections and the total
Production section score for Expression. These scores are all
based on the Paragraph Translation subsection of the Production
section of the test. The reliability for Form 1 is listed first,

followed by the reliability for Form 2.
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Table 10
Interrater Reiiability of
ESVTE Production Subsections and Production Total (Forms 1+2)

Form 1 Form 2
Paragraphs-Grammar .78 .53
Paragraphs-Expression .83 .57
Paragraphs-Mechanics .75 .68
Total Expression® .84 .63

*Total for Expression is for the total of the three Expression
subscores on Paragraphs only.

For Form 1, the interrater reliabilities for the three
Expression criteria are moderate to good. The correlation for
the total scores (.84) is quite acceptable. Interrater
consistencies for Form 2 are lower than those fcr Form 1 across
the board. This indicates that the raters were more consistent
when they were scoring Form 1 than Form 2.%*

Table 11 presents the coefficient of equivalence of the
total Expression scores on the Production section across forms

and raters. These data are an indication of the parallel form

1t should be noted that interrater reliability is a rater
characteristic, not a test characteristic. Nevertheless, a test
developer must present information on interrater reliability. 1In
the future, the interrater reliability of the ESVTE will depend
on the reliability of the individuals who score the ESVTE.
Raters in the ESVTE operational program, however, will have the
advantage of having available training materials that were
generated as a by-product of this study. Thus, these ESVTE
operational raters should exceed the reliability of raters in
this developmental study. 1In this 3tudy, the raters approached
the task without the benefit of having undergone a rater training
program. Thus, the raters may have used different scoring
standards at different points during the three months that they
were rating the production section. Ratings were done on an
intermittent basis at home.
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reliability of the ESVTE across different raters.
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Table 11
Coefficient of Equivalence for ESVTE Expression Scores
(Production Section only, N=42)

Form 2 Rater 1 Form 2 Rater 2
Form 1 Rater 1 .66 .83
Form 1 Rater 2 .70 .88

These data indicate that across forms, Rater 2 was more
consistent than Rater 1. Across raters and forms, scores were
moderately consistent.

In order to examine the combined effects of rater and form
interaction on the reliability of the ESVTE-Expression Production
section, a generalizeability study (G-study) was undertaken on
the total ESVTE-Expression Production Score. As in the previous
study, the two sources of variance investigated were forms and

raters. The results are presented in Table 12.

Table 12
Variance Contributions of Raters and Forms
to the ESVTE-Expression Production Total Score

Source of Variance Component Standard
Variance Estimate Error
Persons 65.458 15.25
Forms -1.975% 4.80
Raters -.371* 5.63
Persons X Forms -2.942* 3.27
Persons x Raters -.028* 3.69
Forms x Raters 9.526 8.25
Residual 24.226 5.22

*The negative variance estimate is an artifact of the estimation
procedure. Generally these can be regarded as equivalent to zero
(Brennan, 1983, p.103).
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Table 12 shows that the variance due to the raters, forms,
percon by forms interaction and pereon by rater interaction is
negligible. However, there is a relatively large amount of
variance in the residual, which contains both random error and
error caused by the three-way person by form by rater
interaction. This variance (24.226) is 37% as large as the
variance in persons and represents 24% of the total variance of
99.21. Additionally, the variance due to form by rater
interaction (9.526) is 15% as large as the person variance and
9.6% of the total. These results tend to indicate that raters
were not consistent in the way they ranked individuals across the
two forms and in the standards they applied to the two forms.

These results can be illustrated by comparing the total
Expression Production means in Table 9. On Form 1, Rater 1 is
much more lenient than Rater 2 (25.2 versus 19.5). On Form 2,
however, Rater 1 is much more strict than she is on Form 1 (19.5
versus 25.2), while Rater 2 becomes slightly more lenient on Form
2 (18.9 versus 19.7). 1In addition, on Form 2, Rater 2 is
slightly more lenient than Rater 1 (19.7 versus 19.5). These
results indicate that further training of raters on rating the
paragraphs for Expressior scores will be necessary in the
operational program of the ESVITE. Otherwise, the reliability for
Expression score on the Production sectior may be less than
satisfactory.

Table 13 presents the estimated generalizeability

coefficients from a D-study produced by the variance components
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estimated above given both raters and r-yms as sources of errors

under various groupings of two forms and two raters.

Table 13
Estimated Generalizeability Coefficients for the
ESVTE-Expression Production Score using Different
Groupings of Forms and Raters

Number of Number of Generalizeability
Forms Raters Coefficient

1 i .73

1 2 .84

2 1 .84

2 2 .91

—— e D G D —— D D D . D D DAY D S D P D D D D D - - U D D D WD mn S S W > - - - - -

The results in Table 13 show that the reliability for the
total ESVTE-Expression score on the Production section, when cne
form and two raters are used, is .84, given errors due to both
forms and raters. This is adequate for a rater-scored test. 1In
addition, two things should be noted. First, this score makes up
only part of the ESVIE total Expression score since the multiple
choice section is also included in it. Second, the reliability
using two forms and two raters (as was the case in the validation
study for the development of the SEVTE) was a very high .91.

The final total ESVTE Expression score is a composite of an
examinee’s score on the Multiple Choice section of the test and
the Production section total, discussed above. Most of the
points that can be earned by an examinee in the ESVTE Expression
score are earned in the Multiple Choice section; i.e., the

Expression score is the sum of the three subscores in the
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Production section (maximum of 45 points) and the MC section raw
score (maximum of 60 points), as explained in section 1.3 of this
report. Because the total Expression score is a composite of the
Multiple Choice section score and the Production score, it is not
possible to calculate a single empirical estimate of the
reliability of this composite score in the same convenient way
that one might © for a multiple choice test. There are,
however, a number of ways of looking at the reliability of this
composite score.

First, in order to examine the effects of different raters
on the consistency of the composite ESVTE Expression score, we
can calculate the degree of agreement in composite Expression
scores when different raters score the Production section. The
corrslation between the composite Expression scores, when the
points awarded by each rater are added to scores obtained on the
corresponding MC section, is .96 for Form 1 and .93 for Form 2.
These correlations are quite high, suggesting that the composite
Expression score is quite stable across raters. This finding is
rather important to an appreciation of the reliability of the
Expression scure.

A second way is to look at the consistency of scores earned
on the two different forms. This comparison produces an jndex
known as the coefficient of equivalence or par-~llel form
reliabil.ty. This coefficient of equivalence is represented in

Table 14 below.
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Table 14
Coefficient of Equivalence for ESVTE Expression Composite Scores
(N=42)
Form 2 Rater 1 Form 2 Rater 2
Form 1 Rater 1 .87 .92
Form 1 Rater 2 .87 .93

Tris table depicts the four indexes of equivalence that can

be calculated when each of two test forms is scored by two

A TN D s

raters. For example, the correlation between total scores when f
rater 1 scores both Form 1 and Form 2 is .87. As can be seen,
the average coefficient of equivalence is about .90.

A final way to examine the reliability of the composite
Expression score is to look at the internal consistency of the
two part scores (MC and Production) combined to form the
composite using coefficient alpha. This views the composite
score as composed of two subsections. Calculated in this manner,
coefficient alpha for Form 1 is .89; for Form 2 it is .{7. (Note
that to form the total scores for Expression, the production
section scores awarded by the two raters have been averaged.)
These high internal consistency estimates for the total
Expression score indicate that the two subtests (MC and
Production) of this section appear to be measuring the sane
thing This finding justifies the formation of a composite score

by adding them together.
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7. Bxamining the validity of the BSVTE

According to the Standards for Educatjional and Psvchological

Testing (American Educational Research Association, et al.,

1985), test validity refers to "the appropriateness,
meaningfulness and usefulness of the specific inferences made
from test scores"™ (p. 9). Validity is demonstrated by an
accumulation of evidence that supports the claim of validity for
a particular test. Some of this evidence is empirical. oOther
evidence may be qualitative, in that it deals with the content of
the test, or it may be theoretical, in that it deals with a
theory about the nature of the trait being measured by the test.
In the case of the ESVTE, the central validity concern is the
claim that the test is a measure of the ability to translate a
written text in English into correct and appropriate Spanish.
Traditionally, three types of validity are usually
identified according to how the evidence was gathered. These are
content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct
validity. Construct validity, which "focuses primarily on the
test score as a measure of the psychological characteristic of
interest" (AERA, et al., p. 9), may be understood to subsume the
other two types; i.e., content and criterion-related validity are
also evidence of the construct validity of a test. Thus,
construct validity is of central interest. We will work toward a
discussion of the construct validity of the ESVTE, by beginning

with an analysis of its content validity. Subsequently, we will
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Finally, we will examine the criterion-related validity of the
ESVTE by considering its relationship to success at translating
and to other measures of language proficiency.

7.1. Content valiaity

Content validity is evidence that demonstrates the degree to
which the sample of items, tasks or questions on a test are
representative of the domain of content that could be tested. 1In
the case of the ESVTE, evidence for its content validity is found
in the tasks examinees are asked to perform to demonstrate their
ability to translate from English to Spanish.

First, the Multiple Choice section involves two general
tasks required of English/Spanish translators: recognizing
whether a proposition in English is rendered into Spanish with
appropriate expression, and recognizing errors in written
Spanish. Clearly, the ability to select the appropriate word or
phrase from among the many that could be available or correct in
other contexts is a skill that a translator must have. A
translator uses this ability to recognize infelicities in his or
her work in order to revise it successfully. 1In addition, the
ability to recognize errors in Spanish is important because the
translator must be able to revise his or “er first draft so that
it represents appropriate Spanish expression. Otherwise, the
translator’s Spanish rendition can be accurate in terms of the

rendition of the content ot the source document, but it will
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still appear to be a translation.
he ESVIE tests these tws abilities through 60 Hultiple
Choice items: 35 wWords or Phrases in Context (WPC) items and 25
Error Detection (ED) items. WPC items test a wide variety of
points of Spanish and English grammar. These points include
subject-verb agreement, verb tenses, pronouns, prepositions,
gender, and word order. They also test a range of English-
Spanish vocabulary, including nouns, verbs, adverbial and
adjectival phrases, and false cognates. Each item on each of the
two forms of the test focuses on the same or nearly the same
aspect of grammar or vocabulary. The 25 ED items include errors
of grammar, word order, vocabulary, punctuation or spelling.
Thus, of the seven criteria included in the Translation skill
level descriptions (accuracy, grammar, vocabulary, style, tone,
spelling, and punctuation) developed for this project, these
Multiple Choice items test all except style and tone.?” (For
additional information relevant to the content validity of the
Multiple Choice section, see the content analysis in Appendix D.)
Second, apart from the aqility to identify correct and
incorrect expression, the ability to produce a correct
translation is clearly required of a translator. The ability to

produce a correct translation is assessed through 28 direct

Pone way that vocabulary is tested is through the
mistranslation of words. Mistranslation invoives b~’h the
vocabulary and accuracy aspects of the SLDs. Thus, the construct
of Accuracy is partly represented in the content of the multiple-
choice section.

80

N oard s ts s

7y

"
P




production tasks. 15 of these tasks involve the translation of a
word or a phrase within a sentence, called Word and Phrase
Translatior. {NPT): 10 involve the Spanish translat’on of complete
English sentences (called Sentence Translation or ST) that range
in length from 8 to 17 words; and 3 tasks require Paragraph
T-anslation (PT), the ability to produce an English translation
nf a paragraph in Spanish. The three paragraphs range in length
from approximately 70 to 90 words.

The 15 Word and Phrase Translation (WPT) items and the 10
Sentence Translation (ST) items present examinees with a variety
of problems in vocabulary, idioms, grammar (morphology) and
syntax. We judged the sentences to range in difficulty from 2+
to 4+ on the FBI\CAL Translation Skill Level Descriptions, based
on the frequency and complexity of language they employ and the
difficulty the language presents to the translator.?® The items
in each section are grouped by order of the perceived difficulty
of the sentence on the FBI\CAL SLDs. Corresponding items on each
of the two forms are parallel in content and perceived
difficulty.

For WPT items, item developers relied on their expertise as
translators and as language teachers in order to develop

appropriate items. They created items that test aspects of the

¥As indicated by Stansfield and liskin-Gasparro in Duran et
al. (1985), it is heretical to the ACTFL/ILR SLDs to classify
decontextualized language, such as words, phrases, or sentences
on the ILR scale. Still, for research or training purposes it is
sometimes necessary to do this. An appropriate disclaimer of
these difficulty levels is noted here.
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language that present special difficulty when translated to the
target language, often cases where there is no direct equivalent.
For example, the expression "priced in the teens,® has no direct
equivalent in Spanish, and use of the dictionary would not be
helpful. 1In this case, the translator must usé his knowledge of
both langquages to construct an appropriate translation.

The ST items were constructed to include grammar problems
that have traditiunally created difficulties for translators and
language students because of a lack of congruence between the two
languages. Such problems include pronouns, verb tenses and
sequences of verb tenses, use of negatives, possessives,
prepositions, and nontemporal verb forms, such as infinitive,
gerund, and past participle.

The first Paragraph Translation (PT) text is a newspaper
account, using mature vocabulary and syntax, of a crime that
occurred in a Spanish-speaking country. The subject of the crime
is hijacking or sabotage, depending on the form of the test.

This text was judged to be a low level 3 text based on the ILR
SLDs for reading.

The second PT text is political/philosophical in nature. It
deals with either the Armeld Forces or ecology. The difficulty
level of this text was judged to be at 3+.

The third PT text is a law or a legal interpretation of a
law. The difficulty of this document is considered to be at the
4+ or 5 level on the ILR 3kill level descriptions for reading.

Thus, the third text is ciearly the most difficult.
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The entire Production section is scored using scoring
guidelines {see Appendix F) that are based on the level .
descriptions in the FBI/CAL Translation Skill Level Descriptions
(see section 1.4 and Appendix I). The guidelines for scoring all
the paragraphs include nearly all of the criteria included in the
Transiation SLDs. These descriptions were developed over a
period of six months and represent a consensus among experienced
translators and translation test evaluators.

The text material that appears on the ESVTE was influenced
by the results of the survey of FBI translation needs (see
Appendix Q and section 1.3 of this report). This qQuestionnaire
was responded to by 28 Language Specialists. The results
indicated that the written materials the respondents most often
deal with involve politics, narcotics, terrorism, foreign
counterintelligence, written laws, theft, and organized crime.
Some of the ESVTE texts were provided by the ¥BI, and those found
by CAL staff were judged relevant by FBI Language Specialists.
Texts found by CAL staff were taken from two sources: public
documents such as newspapers and magazines, and documents that
item writers have actually translated in their work. The texts
taken from public documents were guided by sample texts provided
by the FBI, especially in terms of vocabulary. These texts, as
well as the texts that item writers had previously translated on
the job, were edited slightly to make them more suitable for
these tests. The third paragraph, which is a legal document

written in appropriate jargon, (sometimes referred to as
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"legalese" among government linguists) was supplied by the FBI

he ESVTIE. In Order the make the ESVIE as
parallel as possible to the SEVTE, CAL staff located similar
legal documents in English and Spanish for the different forms of
the two test batteries.

It is interesting to examine the responses of the validation
study subjects (agents, contract linguists, and Language
Speciaiists) to the exam feedback questionnaire they completed
after taking the test (see Appendix L). On this questionnaire,
37% either agree@ or strongly agreed with the statement, "The
material in the exams was representative of the types of written

documents I might encounter in my work.®™ Another 63% either

" disagreed or disagreed strongly with the statement. It is

difficult to interpret this data in terms of iob relevance.
Judgments of the job relevance of a test are highly dependent on
the relationship between the test and the job of the individual
subject, and the subjects in the sample varied greatly in the
agency they worked for and in the job they performed. It must be
remembered that within the sample of 42 examinees, 31% were FBI
Special Agents, 26% were FBI Language Specialists (or contract
linguists who do similar work), 24% were FBI support staff, and
12% were members of the Houston Police Department. The ESVTE was
designed with the knowledge that it would be taken principally by
potential and current Language Specialists and others who might
wish to demonstrate the ability to do the type of translation

that Language Specialists regularly do. Yet due to the shortage

84

56




of Language Specialists within the FBI, lLanguage Specialists made

up cnly 26% of the validation study sample. Under the
circumstances, the responses to the job relevance question on the
exam feedback questionnaire are not as negative as might have
been expected.

One of the subjects wrote on the questionnaire: "The
vocabulary used is not representative of that encountered in my
work. The person who passes this exam will do great in the
diplomatic field or as a translator in a federal court, but most
probably will not be able to deal with the language heard on a
Title III."” This telltale comment, apparently written by a
Special Agent, represents the perception that the test reflects
sophisticated written language rather than the spoken language
that FBI Special Agents involved in drug cases are nerm. ¢ asked

to monitor or summarize. The translation of most sophisticated

written documents is done by Language Specialists, rather than
Special Agents. Thus, the above comment reflects the discrepancy
between the job of the individuals involved in the validation
study sample and the job of the individuals who will eventually
be selected by the test.

At the same time, it is noteworthy that there was a more

1
|
general agreement that the test measured translation ability. 1
|
58% percent of the subjects either agreed or strongly agreed with ‘

\

the statement "There was sufficient opportunity for me to

A Title III is an authorized wiretap.

85




demonstrate my ability to translate from English to Spanish.®” It

may be that the 42% who disagreed with this statement Qid so
because they felt unduly restricted by the time constraints of
the testing situation; 40% of the subjects felt the length of
time given for the production section was "too short,®™ and none
felt it was "too long." 60% felt it was "about right.® (It may
be noted that on the multiple choice section, examinees were
markedly more positive about the length of time given, with 81%
indicating it was "about right," and only 10% responding that it
was "too short.")

In interpreting the respons2s to the examinee questionnaire,
it is important to note that approximately 15% of those who took
the ESVTE in the validation study had received scores of 2+ or
less on the Spanish OPI (see section 7.2 below). These subjects
may have understandably felt pressured by the exam time
constraints, since nearly all of the tasks on the test were above
their level §f ability. On thé other hand, those subjects whose
proficiency was very high ray not have had sufficient time to
revise their translations. Indeed, several of the examinees
indicated this to test administrators, who in turn reported it to
CAL on the test administrator report form. Because of this, CAL
has recommended that the amount of time alliowed for completing
the Paragraph Translation subsection be increased from 37 to 48

minutes; i.e., 11 minutes more than examinees in the validation

study sample were permitted. This may have the effect of raising




scores on the test somewhat.”
responses to the examinee questionnaire are lessened by the fact
that a) most examinees in the validation sample were not Language
Specialists, b) because of this, many had low ability in written
translation, and c¢) the test was too speeded. This last problenm
has been corrected on the current form of the test by increasing
the time limit for the Paragraph Translations from 37 to 48
minutes.
7.2 Construct validity

Traditionally, validity has been defined as the degree that
a test measures what it claims to measure. Evicdence of validity
has been divided into three types: content validity, construct
validity, and criterion-related validity. Hcwever, during the
past 15 years, validity has come to refer to the inferences that
can legitimately be made from test scores for a particular type
of examinee and for a particular purpose. Similarly, construct

validity has become synonymous with validity itself (Messick,

1580), Because 0% this, the same definition is also the
contemporary definition of construct validity. However, within
the context of the validity section of this report, we have made

use of the traditional division of kinds of validity in order to

“The general increase in the test scores that may be
obtained by increasing the time available to examinees to
complete the test should be viewed positively. It is likely that
if scores do increase under extended time limits, thie will be
due to a reduction in test speededness, and the scores will be
more accurate. For additional information, see Appendix P.
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organize a fairly complex presentation of the evidence for
validity that wae gathered. Thue, we will now consider the more
limited, traditional definition of construct validity; that is,
the dimensions of ability that are being measured by the test.
In the introduction to this report we identified and
described two dimensions of translation ability: Accuracy and
Expression. We discussed how these dimensions evolved from our

efforts to develop Translation SLDs, from our research on the

Listening Sumnary Translation Exam, and from our initial scoring

of the SEVTE test papers. These two dimensions of translation
ability were strongly supported by the results of our analyses of
the SEVTE test data (Stansfield et al., 1990b). Thus, we begin
this analysis of the construct validity of the ESVTE by stating
that the test claims to measure overall translation ability, but
that it divides this ability into two dimensions (Accuracy and
Expression) and it ciaims to measure each. Accuracy is the
degree to which the information in the source document is
conveyed in the target document. Errors in Accuracy include the
misrepresentation or deletion of information in the source
document, or the inclusion of information that was not in the
source document. Expression, on the other hand, focuses on the
appropriateness of the language used in the target document.

When a test measures two distinct dimensions, the measures
of those should demonstrate some unique score variance. Thus,
while the measures may be related, they should be

distinguishable. Table 15 below presents the correlations
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between the total scores for Accuracy and Expression for Forms 1

and 2 of the ESVTE.

Table 15 )
Correlations between Mean Total Expression and Accuracy Scores . i
on Form 1 and Form 2 E

(n = 42) é
TOTEXPF1 1,00 é
TOTEXPF2 .93 1.00 %
TOTACCF1 .96 .94 1.00 g
TOTACCF2 .92 .90 .93 1.00 %

- e e e T = e G D D D D P D D Y D D D R D T D e R P e S GP OSSP D G e S e e P P P e ae Ee O e SO En e

Legend: TOTEXPF1 = Total Expression Score, Form 1
TOTEXPF2 = Total Expression Score, Form 2
TOTACCF1 = Total Accuracy Score, Form 1
TOTACCF2 = Total Accuracy Score, Form 2

sae

As can be seen in table 15, the correlation between these
two total scores for Form 1 is .96, while for Form 2 it is .90.
These high correlations (the average of which'is .93) suggest '
that the two subscores are measuring the same ability. This
finding is further corroborated by examining the correlation
between the two scores that claim to represent the Accuracy
dimension and the two scores that claim to measure the Expression
dimension. Note that the correlation between the Accuracy score
on Form 1 and the Accuracy score on Form 2 is .93. Similarly,
the correlation between the Expression total score on Form 1 and ]
the Expression total score on Form 2 is also .93. These 1

correlations between measures of the same dimension are exactly
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the same as the average correlation between the two measures of
different dimensions mentioned above. Thus, since each measure
correlates as highly with a measure of another dimension as it
does with a measure of the same dimension, it is not possible to
claim, based on this data, that the ESVTE measures two dimensions
of translation ability. (The cause of the different finding for
the SEVTE and the ESVTE will be explained later.) Furthermore,
it appears that each subscore is a measure of the same global
trait being measuied by the test.

We will now turn to a discussion of criterion-related
vaiidity. This discussion provides a better understanding of the
glebal trait being méasured and how it relates to other relevant
traits. It also permits a better understanding of the effect of
the characteristics of the validation study sample on the global
trait identified through the analysis of the data collected.

7.3. Criterion-related validity

Criterion-related validity is evidence that "demonstrates
that test scores are systematically related to one or more
outcome criteria™ (Ar., p. 11). For example, if supervisors
ratings of employees’ translation ability were available, then it
would be important to see how scores on the ESVTE and supervisors
ratings compared. Unfortunately, the Special Agent in Charge at
each local FBI office is rarely able to rate the translation
ability of Language Spacialists or Special Agents, because a
variety of languages may be represented in each field office.

Thus, an appropriate existing criterion variable was not
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available to the authors of this study.

In an effort to remedy this situation, we constructed two
concurrent measures that can serve as a variable for determining
criterion-related validity. The concurrent criterion-related
variables are described below.

concurrent Crjiterion-Related Measures

Overall FBI/CAL Expression and Accuracy Scores (EXPFBICAL

and ACCFBICAL). After the two raters in the validation
study assigned analytical scores to each section of the
production section of the ESVTE, they assigned each examinee
two overall scores on the FBI/CAL Translation SLDs: one for
Expression and one for Accuracy, based on the examinee’s
performance on the Sentences and Paragraph subsections of
the Production Section. Each examinee took two forms.

Thus, each examinee’s overall FBI/CAL Expression and
Accuracy score is the average of four ratings (two raters by
two different forms). These overall FBI/CAL Expression and
Accuracy scores were obtained for all subjects. They
provide two measures of criterion-related validity.

The data on two of the two concurrent criterion-related
validity measures provide a basis for assessing the criterion-
related validity of the ESVTE. Correlations between the Tgtal
Accuracy and Expression scores on cach form of the ESVTE with

these concurrent measures are presented in Table 16 below.
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§. Table 16 aﬁ
3 Correlations of the ESVTE Scores 2
§ with Overall Rating of Translation Ability %
i (N = 42} g
> EXPFBICAL ACCFBICAL §
: EXP1 .91#% .91% %
EXP2 .90% <91 u
: 4
e - 23]
AcCl .93% <92* 3
H . e
Acc2 .88% .91% a3
’ E:
: * p < .0001 3
3 sttt &
Before beginning a discussion of the relationships in Table %
3 16, it is appropriate to consider the validity and reliability of !
) 3
the two measures of criterion-related wvalidity (EXPFBICAL and 2
© ACCFBICAL).
. B3
&
: As indicated in the description of the FBI/CAL overall &
8 Expression and Accuracy ratings, after scoring each paper
i ‘ ~ ! ' :
- analytically, the raters then referred to the FBI/CAL Translation
SLDs to determine an appropriate holistic rating for each
examinee based on his or her performance on the Sentences and
) Paragraphs subsections of the Production section of the test. ;
: This holistic rating is a rating of overall translation ability %
: based on performance in translating 10 challenging sentences and §
9 4
; three paragraphs of varying difficulty. Thus, this holistic §
N 3
> ' rating can be considered a performance-based assessment of E:
& ¥
translation ability. Its validity as such is limited slightly by }
é the fact that of the four ratings (two ratings on each form) that §
5 N
% 92 E




go into this composite holistic rating, two were awarded by the
same rater that scored the form correiated in Tanhle 16 with the
holistic rating. Thus, two of the ratings are not wholly
independent. However, the other two ratings were based on
success at translating different texts. 1In this case, the
different texts were the sentences and paragraphs appearing on
the other ESVTE form. While one approach might have been to use
the FBI/CAL skill level assigned by the two raters who scored the
other form as the criterion variable (as discussed in footnote
33), we chose to combine all four ratings from the two forms into
a single indicator of translation skill level in this study.

This composite rating has the advantage of being based on twice
as many performance tasks, (20 sentences and six paragraphs) and
twice as many ratings of translation skill level; that is, four
ratings instead of two ratings. Thus, this composite rating of
translation skill level can be considered to be both more
reliable and more valid because of the number of tasks and
evaluations (ratings) on which it wvas based.

In order to determine the reliability of the criterion
variables, i.e., the composite FBI\CAL overall rating of
translation ability for Accuracy and Expression, a
Generalizeability (G) study was performed on the data that went
irto the composite rating. The results of the G study, using
forms and raters as facets, with 42 persons, 2 forms and 2
raters, indicated that the G coefficient for the EXPFBICAL rating

is .88. For the ACCFBICAL rating the G coefficient is .89.
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These G coefficients may be considered the reliability of these
two criterion variables.

Returning now to Table 16, the correlations between the
criterion variables (EXPFBICAL and ACCFBIILR) and the ESVTE
Expression and Accuracy scores are consistently high. Of the
eight correlations shown, the lowest is .88 and the highest is
.93. The correlation between the ESVTE Expression score with the
Expression criterion variable (EXPFBICAL) is .91 for Form 1 and
.90 for Form 2. This is strong evidence of the validity of the
ESVTE Expression score. Similarly, the correlation between the
ESVTE Accurzcy score and the Accuracy criterion variable
(ACCFBICAL) is high also: .$2 for Form 1 and .91 for Form 2.
This is strong evidence for the validity of the ESVTE Accuracy

score.” The fact that scores on the ESVTE correlate highly with

»¥Although we chose to use the average of the four overall
FBI/CAL translation ability level ratings here as a criterion
variable, it is interesting to consider the correlations between
the ESVTE Expression and Accuracy scores on one form and the
overall FBI/CAL translation ability level ratings assigned by the
raters based on the examinee’s performance on the other form. 1In
this case, the other form is a totally independent criterion
variable. That is, the rating is based on the examinee’s
performance on other translation tasks similar to those which the
examinee would have to perform on the job.

Here the validity coefficients are also quite good. The
correlation between the ESVTE Expression total based on Form 1
and the average of the two overall FBI/CAL translation skill
level ratings assigned based on Form 2 Sentences and Paragraphs
is .87. sSimilarly, the correlation between the Expression total
based on Form 2 and the average of the two overall FBI/CAL
translation skill level ratings assigned based on Form 1
Sentences and Paragraphs is .90.

The correla”ion between the ESVTE Accuracy total based on
Form 1 and the average of the two overall FBI/CAL translation
skill level ratings assigned based on Form 2 Sentences and
Paragraphs is .91. Similarly, the correlation between the
Accuracy total based on Form 2 and the average of the two overall
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overall translation skill level ratings supports the validity of
the two scores.
7.4. Convergent/Discriminant validity

Because the evidence in Table 16 so clearly supports the
validity of the ESVTE as a measure of Spanish-English translation
ability, a fuller discussion of evidence for the construct
validity of the test is warranted. Such a discussion can be
obtained by consider:ing the convergent/discriminant nature of the
correlations between the ESVTE and other measures that
theoretically should or should not show a relationship to the
construct of interest. 1In such a discussion, an expected
correlation of the test with each variable is analyzed and
discussed. Some criteria will be expected to show a strong
relationship with the test whose validity is being examined,
wvhile other criteria will be expected to show a weak correlation,
or to not correlate at all, or even to correlate negatively. We
will make use of the convergent/discriminant validity approach
here in order to fully eramine the construct validity of the

ESVTE.

FBI/CAL translation skill level ratings assigned based on Form 1
Sentences and Paragraphs is .88,

Again, it must be remembered that these cverall FBI/CAL
translation skill level ratings are less reliable than those
included in table 4.7. The G study showed the G coefficient with
one form and two ratings to be .84 for EXPFBICAL and .83 for
ACCFBICAL.

95




In an effort to attain further understanding of the
construct measured by the ESVITE, two concurrent measures were
collected. These concurrent measures are described below.

concurrent Measures

1. A self-rating (SPENSELF and ENSPSELF). CAL developed two
questionnaires that asked subjects a) with what types of
documents they had experience translating from Spanish into
English and English into Spanish; and b) if they had
experience, to rate their translation ability of these
documents as either "Limited,"™ "Functional," "Competent,"
or "Superior.®™ These questionnaires were administered to
the subjects immediately preceding the administration of
the first part of the corresponding test. A copy of these
questionnaires is contained in Appendix N, Each subject’s
responses to these two questionnaires were converted into
self-rating scores (Spanish into English = SPENSELF;
English into Spanish = ENSPSELF) by first awarding points
to each item that subject rated {1 for "Limited,"™ 2 for
"Functional," 3 for "Competent,® 4 for "Superior,"™ with N/A
receiving no value) and then calculating the mean response
to all items for which he or she provided a self-rating.

In addition, data were collected, where available, on six
nonconcurrent tests that had been administered within one to

eight years of the study.

Previously Administered Tests

1. A Spanish OPI score (SPANSPK). An oral proficiency
interview (OPI) score for Spanish was collected for as
many subjects as possible. Although this is not a
wholly adequate criterion variable, it is relevant to
translation ability. For adult second language
learners, speaking proficiency assumes and is
moderately correlated with Spanish reading
proficiency. Correlations between the two skills
typically are between .50 and .75. Thus, on a
theoretical basis, it was decided that the OPI score
could be used to provide additional evidence of
criterion-related validity. For all ILR scores in
this study, the following conversion was used for
purposes of empirical analyses:
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ILR Score Numerical Score

NMEa2WWONNMMO
OMOPMOMOMOMO®

2. Other test scores. Other scores that measure possibly
related constructs were collected as possible. None
of these scores could be collected for all the
subjects, however. These scores, the number of
subjects for which they were collected, and their
descriptive statistics are given below, together with
the same information on all of the measures.

Measure

EXPFBICAL
ACCFBICAL

SPENSELF
ENSPSELF
SPANSPK
DLPTLIST
DLPTREAD
ENGSPK
SPENTRAN
ENSPTRAN

EXPFBICAL
ACCFBICAL

SPENSELF

ENSPSELF

SPANSPK
DLPTLIST

DLPTREAD

ENGSPK
SPENTRAN

N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum
42 2.00 0.84 0.8 4.5
42 2.29 0.80 0.8 4.45
39 2.86 0.65 1.0 4.0
35 2.90 0.62 1.0 4.0
34 4.03 1.05 2.0 5.0
27 52.70 5.15 39.00 60.00
27 53.04 6.57 30.00 60.00
17 4.21 0.60 3.0 5.0
17 3.45 0.96 2.0 4.8
17 3.29 0.65 1.8 4.0

Overall composite ILR expression score.

Overall composite ILR accuracy score.

Average score on the Spanish into English Verbatim
Translation Ability Self Assessment Questionnaire.
Average score on the English into Spanish Verbatim
Translation Ability Self Assessment Questionnaire.

An OPI score for Spanish.

The listening section of the Defense Language Institute
Placement Test. Maximum possible score = 60.

The reading section of the Defense Language Institute
Proficiency Test. Maximum possible score = 60.

An OPI score for English.

An ILR score on the current FBI Spanish into English
verbatim translation exam.
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ENSPTRAN An ILR score on the current FBI English into 3panish
verbatim translation exam.

Relationships between szores on these measures and scores
on the ESVTE were calculated in order the examine the
convergent/discriminant validity of the ESVTE.
7.4.1. Convergent vValidity

Correlations between the Total Accuracy and Expression
scores on each form of the ESVTE with the criterion measures are
presented in Table 17 below. (Note that the ESVTE total score in
this table represents a composite of the two ratings. 1In
addition, examinees were not penalized if they did not attempt a
paragraph due to lack of time.) The number of subjects involved
in the correlation is also given, since not every subject had a
score on every measure; i.e., the numbers in parentheses
represent the number of subjects who had a score on both measures
being correlated. The magnitude of the Ns should be considered
in making interpretations. Larger Ns allcw a greaier degree of
confidence in the indicated relationship. 1In general, none of
the Ns are large, suggesting that the correlations should not be

considered stable.
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Teble 17
Correlations of the ESVIE Scores
with Other Available Messures
(Numbers of Paired Scores in Parentheses)

SPENSELF  ENSPSELF  SPANSPK OLPTLIST  DLPTREAD  ENGSPX SPENTRAN  ENSPTRAN

EXP1 o 41 N3 N 7 od .58 .16 -2 -85
a9 3% (34) 7 (¥4} «un (§)4] «Qan
EXP2 S7e .35¢ 6 -65* 58 .12 .10 734
39) (35) 34) (¥14] @7 «“un «“n «an
ACCH o .38 .68 .73 45 .06 .04 .80°
9 €3%) (34) (t14) @n Q“n «Qan «“n
ACC2 s3* .29 59 .70 T .19 .19 .75
39) (3%5) (34) 27) (Y24 17) €17) «n
*pc< 05
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We will now discuss the relationships in table 17,
referring again, when appropriate, to the data in table 16. The
accuracy of this discussion is tempered by the fact that no
reliability statistics are available on any of these criterion
measures. Even though this is the case, since this is the only
data available, there is no other option than to examine and
interpret the suggested relationships. Since the magnitude of
these relationships is attenuated to the extent that the tests
are less than perfectly reliable, one can generally assume that
the relationships are at least as strong as are indicated here.
On the other hand, the reliability of the ESVTE score does hot
pose a problem, since the reliability of both ESVTE total scores
is quite high. (See sections 6.2 and 6.3.)

First, it is most notable that there were low to moderate
correlations, most of them significant, between the ESVTE Total

Accuracy and Expression scores and six of the eight criterion
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variables. The correlations between the ESVTE Expression score
and these six criterion variables were generally of about the
same magnitude as the correlations for the Accuracy score, and,
similarly, 23 out of 24 are significant.

It is reasonable to expect the ESVTE to correlate
significantly with English langquage ability, which in this case
was represented only by a measure of oral proficiency (ENGSPK),
given our discussion in the Introduction (section 1.5.3). One
would postulate that examinees who are low in ENGSPK should do
poorly in ESVTE Accuracy, since their lack of English ability
would affect their ability to comprehend the texts to be
translated on the Production section of the test. However, Table
17 shows that the correlations with ENGSPK were low and
nonsignificant. The descriptive statistics on the previously
obtained measures discussed in section 7.3 reveal the explanation
for this lack of expected corrslation. The English language
skills of the group were much more homogeneous than the Spanish
language skills. For a subsample of 18 examinees for whom
English OPI scores (ENGSPK) were available, the mean was 4.20,
the standard deviation was 0.58, and the range was 3.0 to 5.0.
Furthermore, it is likely that this subsample of 18 examinees
exhibited greater variation in English lanquage proficiency than
the total sample of 42, since an English OPI would not normally
be given to a Special Agent. Thus, if data were available on all
members of the samplc the true mean would probably be

coi siderably higher (erhibiting a marked ceiling effect) and the
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standard deviation would be even smaller. With very little
variation in English ability in the sample, there was no
opportunity for English to play a role in the scores. Thus, we
see that for this sample as a whole, the source language,
English, did not play a significant role in accounting for
variation in test scores.

It should be emphasized that in spite of the findings for
this sample, both Accuracy and Expression need to be assessed on
an English to Spanish translation test. At present, high English
proficiency can not be assumed for all individuals in the
examinee population, and it is likely that this situation will
continue into the future. 1Indeed, in the future English
proficiency will be even more varied, since the FBI is actively
recruiting Hispanics and speakers of non-English languages to
meet its need for personnel who can handle the growing amount of
crime in non-&nglish languages. Since English proficiency can
not be assumed, it will continue to be necessary to score for
both Accuracy and Expression. However, should continued use of
the ESVTE indicate a similarly high correlation between the two
scores, then the FBI could probably rely solely on the Expression
score, since this is the one that %taps Spanish proficiency in the
context of a translation most directly. This could occur if all
applicants have high English proficiency, e.g., an ENG3PK score
of 4 or above. Since the ESVTE requires only receptive skills in
English, it does not put as heavy a demand on English skills as

it does on Spanish skills. Thus, Spanish plays a greater role in
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the Expression score than does English. English does play a role
in the Accuracy score, but typically only when English skills are
lacking. When an examinee has high English proficiency, as
almost all of the examinees in the sample did, decoding the
information in the source language text is not a problem. Under
these circumstances, the problem for the examinee is encoding the
text in Spanish, and it is here that proficiency is likely to
vary significantly across individuals and thus play a determining
role in the score.

Accuracy and Expression are usually moderately
interrelated. 1In the case of this sample, the correlation
between the ESVTE Accuracy and Expression scores was .96 for Form
1 and .90 for Form 2 (see Table 15). These high correlations
between the two constructs are different from the more moderate

correlations between thece scores encountered in the Spanish -

English Verbatim Translation Exam (SEVTE).’* They suggest that a
single skill, critical to both the Accuracy and Expression
scores, is tested by both ESVTE scores. According to the way we
have defined the abilities that enter into the constructs, if
this skill is not English language proficiency, then it would
have to be Spanish language proficiency. This is quite feasible,
since this population of examinees showed a healthy degree of

variation in Spanish language proficiency (mean = 4.03, SD =

“The correlation between Accuracy and Expression on the
SEVTE was .74 for Form 1 and .75 for Form 2 (see Stansfield et
al., 1990b).

102

134




1.05, range = 2.0 to 5.0 on Spanish oral proficiency interview
{SPANSPK)). It is this variation, then, that explains
performance on both the Accuracy and Expression subscores for
this sample.

In the tables above, we would expect a positive
correlation between the ESVTE Accuracy score and the English into
Spanish self-assessment of this ability (ENSPSELF). The ENSPSELF
score is simply the mean self-rating assigned to items on the
ENSPSELF questionnaire (Appendix N). These correlations,
depicted in the second column from the left of Table 17 above,
are .38 for Form 1 and .29 for Form 2. (The latter correlation
is not significant.) These modest correlations provide some
initial support the validity of the ESVTE. The correlations
between ENSPSELF and ESVTE Expression (.41 for Form 1 and .35 for
Form 2) are simila*ly modest. Again, no data are available on

the reliability of the ENSPSELF questionnaire.®

* The question of the reliability of the questionnaires used
to calculate each subject’s self-assessment score deserves some
comment here. When dealing with the internal consistency
reliability of z measurement instrument, the estimated
reliability coefficient is an indication of the extent to which
items comprising the measure are tapping into the same underlying
trait or ability. This assumes that euch item was written to
measure this trait or ability, and that all examinees would
answer all items.

The nature of the two questionnaires from which self-
assessment scores were calculated here was somewhat different in
that each subject gave a sel{-rating only to a subset of the
"items." These "items" were the document types with which he or
she had experience. In the vast majority of cases, subjects did
not have experience in translating all the document types; thus,
self-rating scores vere sometimes based on only 3 or 4 responses.
The response on the other "items" was "Not Applicable," to which
no reasonable numerical value could be assigned; "Not Applicable"
means that the subject does not translate such document types.
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The correlations between the ESVTE and the self-rating of
ability to translate each of the 10 types of documents included
on the ENSPSELF questionnaire are found in Appendix N. Given the
relatively small proportion of language Specialists in the
sample, it is probable that the majority of examinees did not
have much experience translating such documents on the job. An
attempt was made to correct for this in the design of the
questionnaire by telling peopnle in the instructions, "If you have
never translated a particular type of document, please mark N/A
(not applicable)." Wwhile almost all subjects completing the

questionnaire (35) indicated that they translated correspondence

When missing data occurs in a questionnaire database,
there are several ways to deal with the problem under certain
circumstances. Inadvertently missing data may be replaced by an
estimate of that subject’s response to the item, such as using
his or her mean score on items answered or the mean response of
all subjects answering that item. On certain measures, such as
on an attitudinal questionnaire, a missing value may be
appropriately interpreted as the subject’s having no opinion or
not caring about the issue in tho item, and a missing value can
then be replaced by a neutral response.

Had we been able to treat these responses as missing data,
there would have been several ways to estimate the reliability of
the two questionnaires. However, on the questionnaires used
here, a response of "Not Applicable" is not missing data. To
replace these responses with a numerical value (such as the
subject’s mean response) is contrary to the subjact’s own rating
of "Not Applicable" to that "item" (document type). Furthermore,
even if it were appropriate to treat the response as missing
data, making a large number of replacements as would be required
here, would inflate reliability by increasing interitem
consistency in proportion to the number of responses of "Not
Applicable" that were replaced by each subject’s mean respense.
The resultant estimate of reliability would thus be spuriously
high and it would not be interpretable.
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(letters) (97%), the mean number of documents responded to of the
10 document types was 6.43. While all document types received at
least a 46% response, the average examinee responded N/A to more
than a third of the document types. Thus, it may be inferred
that translation of documents other than letters is performed
rarely by most examinees and consequently that most examinees may
have not have had a valid basis for making judgnents bf their
ability.

It is worthwhile to consider the correlations between
ESVTE scores and the self-ratings of ability to translate the 10
document types included on the English-Spanish Self-Assessment
Questionnaire. Sixteen of the 20 correlations between the ESVTE
Accuracy score for Forms 1 and 2 and the 10 document types were
significant. oOnly .he rating of the ability to translate
technical Jdocuments from English to Spanish did not correlate
significantly. The correlations ranged from .28 to .64. The
highest correlations were with the ability to translate FBI forms
(.56 and .64), depositicns (.54 and .52), foreign counter-
intelligence status/evaluation reports (.57 and .51), letters
rogatory (.45 and .59), police reports (.45 and .59), foreign
diplomatic reports (.56 and .47), FBI training manuals (.42 and
.53) corresponden<e (.34 and .53). These correlations,

individually and as a whole, provide evidence of the convergent

“The first co“relation in parentheses is with the Accuracy
score for Form 1 and the second is with the Accuracy score for
Form 2. All of the correlations and the Ns on which thay are
based are available in Appendix N.
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validity of the ESVTE Accuracy score. The fact that the
correlations are so similar for the two forms also bodes well for
the comparability of the two forms. That is to say, they appear
to measure the same construct.”

Another overall measure of translation ability is the
FBI's current English to Spanish translation test (ENSPTRAN) (see
column 8 in Table 17). The ESVTE Accuracy and Expression scores
showed a high correlation with this test (.75 to .85). Although
no evidence exists as to the reliability and validity of the
ENSPTRAN, the high correlation found here supports the validity
of both measures.

"Theoretically, the ability to translate from English to
Spanish should require reading ability in the target language,
which is Spanish. The measure of Spanish reading ability used
here was the reading subtest of the DLPT. The ESVTE Accuracy
score showed moderately high correlations (.65 and .77) with the
DLPTREAD, which indicates that it is sensitive to Spanish reading
proficiency. One would expect the ESVTE Expression score to be
less related to Spanish reading ability than is ESVTE Accuracy,
since the Expression score, strictly speaking, is supposed to
refer to English writing ability in the context of a2 translation.
The Expression correlations with DLPTREAD (.58 and .58) show that

this was indeed the case.

"The correlations between the 10 document types and the
ESVTE Expression score were lower and only 3 of 20 were
statistically significant.
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Another measure of Spanish ability available was the
Spanish OPI score (SPANSPK). There was a moderate correlation
(.66 and .59) between SPANSPK and the ESVTE Accuracy, confirming
that Spanish language ability is related to the ability to
translate information from English to Spanish. There was &
similar ccrrelation (.64 and .56) between SPANSPK and ESVTE
Expression. This indicates that Spanish speaking ability is
related to the ability to translate an English language text
using appropriate Spanish written expression. This is as
expected, and supports the validity of each of the ESVTE scores
as a measure of English to Spanish translation ability.

7.4.2. Discriminant validity

Another criterion-related approach to establishing
construct validity is to consider all the measures as a whole and
contrast the correlations. First, one begins with the measures
that would be expected to show a low correlation with the ESVTE.
Then, one contrasts these measures with the correlations for the
measures that would be expected to correlate more highly with the
ESVTE. If the correlation with the variables expected to be more
relevant is indeed greater, then this is evidence of discriminant
validity. 7Thus, one examines the magnitudes, the differences,
and the direction of the differences in the correlations, to see
if they fulfill a priori expectations. This process establishes
the discriminant validity of the test under consideration. Using
this approach, the daca irom the validation study generally

support the construct validity of the ESVTE as a test of English
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to Spanish translation ability.

Two contrastable measures are the FBI's current
translation tests (SPENTRAN and ENSPTRAN). Ore would expect a
stronger relationship between the ESVTE and the ENSPTRAN than
between the ESVTE and the SPENTRAN, since both ESVTE and ENSPTRAN
purport to measure the ability to translate in the same
direction. Such an outcome was clearly found. For all four
comparisons, the ENSPTRAN showed a far stronger correlation (.75
to .85 versus .04 to .22). Furthermore, none of the SPENTRAN
correlations were significant. Again, one must remember that
these current FBI tests are considered to have unknown validity.
Nonetheless, the high correlation between the ESVTE and the
ENSPTRAN does provide evidence that both tests are measuring
similar abilities. 1In contrast, the low, nonsignificant,
correlation with SPENTRAN confirms the need to measure
translation ability in each direction (see the conceptual
discussion in section 1.5.3).

Two other contrastable measures are the self assessment
questionnaires (SPENSELF and ENSPSELF) completed by examinees
prior to the exam. One would expect to find a stronger
relationship between ESVTE scores and the ENSPSELF than between
the ESVTE scores and the SPENSELF, since the ENSPSELF is a rating
of ability to translate in the opposite direction. Columns one

and two indicate that this did not turned out as expected. &ll

four of the SPENSELF correlations are larger than the




corresponding ENSPSELF correlation.’

Another issue is the relative importance of the two
languages to the two scores. One would expect the ESVTE
Expression score to be more strongly related to Spani a
preficiency than to English proficiency, since, on the ESVTE, the
examinee actually performs in Spanish. The one measure of
English proficiency available is ENGSPK and the three measures of
Spanish proficiency available are SPANSPK, DLPTLIST, and
DLPTREAD. The ESVTE Expression score shows a far greater
correlation with SPANSPK (.64 and .56) than with ENGSPK (.16 and
.12), which is a measure of the corresponding skill (speaking).
ESVTE Expression also shows a higher correlation with DLPTREAD
(Spanish reading) (.58 and .58) than with ENGSPK, which is also
as one would expect. Similarly, the ESVTE Expression correlation
with DLPTLIST (.72 and .65) far exceeds the correlation with
ENGSPK. All these correlations suggest that Spanish language

ability is strongly correlated to success on both ESVTE measures,

It is probable that this outcome was again due to the
characteristics of the sample. Few members of the sample had
the opportunity in their work to do many English to Spanish
translations. This is verified by their responses to the
statement discussed earlier on page 84, "The material in the
exams was representative of the types of written documents I
encounter in my work." Only 37% of the examinees agreed with
this statement in reference to the ESVTE, while 50% agreed in
reference to the SEVTE (see Stansfield et al., 1990b). Still,
all subjects completed both the ENSPSELF and the SPENSELF
questionnaires. The greater validity coefficients for the
SPENSELF are probably due in part to the fact that subjects were
able to make more informed judgments in the SPENSELF than on the
ENSPSELF. Since the ENSPSELF ratings were less valid, there was
less opportunity for them to correlate with ESVTE scores.

108

111




I A AL LSS M = L ;-—F—r--—“,m———,v"—T‘

while English language ability is not. They also suggest that
anong second language learners, Spanish listening, speaking, and
reading abiliiy is highly correlated with sSpanish writing
ability, which is a good part of what is measured by ESVTE
Expression. On the other hand, for the same group, largely
composed cf educated native speakers of English, English speaking
ability (ENGSPK) would not be expected to correlate with the
ability to translate into Spanish, and indeed, it did not.
Similarly, one would expect the ESVTE Accuracy score to be
more strongly related to proficiency in English than is
Expression.” The data for the three measures of Spanish
(SPANSPK, DLPTLIST, DLPTREAD) do not show this to be the case.

In fact, neither ESVTE score correlates with English proficiency

for this sample.*

YAccuracy requires the correct comprehension of the Spanish
language propositions, whereas Expression does not. That is, one

can score high on Expression and still not render an accurate
translation,

It is not possible to say which of the two ESVIE scores is
more valid. The ESVTE Accuracy score seems to correlate slightly
higher with the three Spanish language measures than does ESVTE
Expression, which is not as one might expect. That is, we would
expect target languade proficiency to correlate more highly with
the Expression score than with the Accuracy score. The mean of
the six Accuracy correlations with the three Spanish language
measures (see the lower half of columns three, four and five in
Table 17) is .68, while the mean of the six Expression
correlations is .62. This suggests that Accuracy may have
slightly more validity as a measure of English to Spanish
translation ability. On the cther hand, for the two measures of
English to Spanish translation ability (ENSPTRAN and ENSPSELF)
the mean of the four correlations with the Expression score is
.61, while the mean of the four correlations with the ESVTE
Accuracy score is .55. This would suggest that the Expression
score may have slightly more validity as a measure of English to
Spanish translation ability. Given this difference in results,
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Similarly, since Accuracy, theoretically involves both

languages about equally, one would expect fairly similar
correlations between Accuracy on corresponding measures of
proficiency in both languages. A comparison of the correlations
with oral proficiency in the two languages, which is the only
measure for which correspending scores are available in the two
languages, shows that the correlations between Accuraéy and
SPANSPK far exceed the correlation between Accuracy and ENGSPK.
Thus, for this sample, Accuracy does not appear to be testing
reading ability in English; rather, it is almost exclusively
testing encoding ability in Spanish.

Given the high correlations between both ESVTE scores with
measures of Spanish language ability, and their absence of
correlation with English language ability, it is plausible to
hypothiesize that the ESVTE is not a measure of translation
ability at all, but merely a joo-related test of Spanish language
proficiency. The fact that the two scores were found to measure
the same construct when they were postulated to measure different
dimensions of translation ability lends additional credibility to
this hypothesis. However, the hypothesis can be more directly
addressed by comparing the magnitude of the ESVTE correlations
with the standardized measures of Spanish ability and English to

Spanish translation ability (ENSPTRAN). 1In this case, the mean

it is not possible to say which of the two ESVTE scores is more
valid. Rather, it is only possible to say that they both appear
to be valid.
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of the four correlations (see table 17) with the FBI's existing
English to Spanish translation test is .81, while the mean of the
12 correlations with the Spanish language measures is .65. This
difference in the magnitude of the correlations supports the
claim that the ESVTE is not merely a measure of Spanish language
proficiency. Instead the ESVTE appears to be a measure of
English to Spanish translation ability, but it is closely related
to Spanish language ability, fcr a sample characterized by high
and fairly homogeneous proficiency in English and varying
proficiency in Spanish.

7.5. Conclusions

From this discussion of the validity of the ESVTE through
the examination of the construct, criterion-related, convergent
and discriminant relationships with other measures, four
conclusions can be reached.

First, ESVTE Accuracy and Expression measure the same
construct, at least for a sample of examinees characterized by
high proficiency in English and varying ability in Spanish. The
two measures are highly correlated (.96 on Form 1 and .90 of Form
2), suggesting that both scores provide the same information and
that either score can serve as a substitute for the other.

In spite of this conclusion, it would be inappropriate at
this time to determine only a single score on the test. The
theory of the dimensions of translation ability discussed in the
intrcduction, and the results of research on the SEVTE suggest

strongly that both scores may be necessary in order to fully
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appreciate an individual's translation ability. If additional
samples of ESVTE examinees show high English ability and varying
Spanish ability, then it would be possible to conclude that such
is the nature of the ESVTE examinee population. Only if the
population can be shown to be similar to the sample that
participated in this study could a single score serve adequately
to measure translation ability.

Second, both ESVTE Accuracy and ESVTE Expression appear to
be valid measures. Both were found to correlate highly with
translation skill levels assigned by comparing direct
translations to the FBI/CAL translation skill level descriptions.
ESVTE Accuracy and Expression scores were found to correlate with
the FBI's current English to Spanish translation test, with self-
ratings of ability to translate various kinds of English language
documents on the job, and with scores on all Spanish language
proficiency tests, including measures of listening, speaking, and
reading.

Third, neither score seems to be superior to the other for
a sample with these characteristics. That is, both scores seenm
to correlate about equally with the criterion variables. These
criterion variables include three standardized measures of
Spanish language proficiency, an existing English to Spanish
translation test, and self ratings of English to Spanish
translation ability.

Fourth, the language of the target document, Spanish,

plays a major role in both the ESVTE Accuracy and Expression
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scores. On the other hand, the language of the source document,
English, appears to play almost no role in ESVTE scores, at least
for a sample of examinees characterized by high proficiency in
English and varying ability in Spanish.®

These conclusions provide strong support for the validity
of ESVTE scores as measures of overall English to Spanish

translation ability.

“'It is clear that for the sample that participated in the
ESVTE validation study there was a "threshold effect" for English
language proficiency. Under a threshold effect, once scores
reach a certain level, the trait being measured ceases to play a
major role in the prediction of the criterion variable. 1In this
case, for examinees with high Englieh proficiency, English
proficiency ceases to be a predictor of English to Spanish
translation ability. It is probable that the threshold of
English proficiency is between 4.0 and 4.8 on the ILR scale.
After one surpasses this threshold, minor variations English
proficiency no longer play an important role in ESVTE scores or
even in English to Spanish translation ability. Thus, the fact
that one has high English proficiency says very little about
one’s English to Spanish translation ability. However, for those
individuals with low English proficiency, English proficiency (or
the lack of it in this case) does play a significant role in
ESVTE scores and one can assume that a person with low English
proficiency will be deficient in English to Spanish translation
ability.
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8. Construction of Translation 8kill Level Score Conversion

Tables for the EBSVTE

This section describes the construction of tables to
convert raw scores on the ESVTE for Expression and Accuracy to
FBI\CAL Translation Skill levels (TSLs). In order to make
decisions on the basis of test scores, compare test scores across
forms, and interpret test scores, raw scores on the ESVTE must be
converted to TSL scale scores.

8.1 Overview

In most of the preceding discussion of the ESVTE, raw
scores have been used. However, one of the goals of the project
was to be able to interpret test scores in a way that is
grounded in the Translation Skill Level Descriptions.*’ This
entailed the construction of raw score-to-TSL score conversion
tables for Expression and Accuracy for each section and each form
of the test. These are presented in Appendix O.

Construction of the scaled score conversion tables is an
attempt to give interpretative meaning to the ESVTE raw scores.
In addition, it enables the comparison of total scores across
forms and, to an extent, across the Multiple Choice section on
the two forms. Conversion into scaled scores takes into account
differences in test difficulty. Thus, a comparison of results

across test forms and subtests must only be made in terms of the

““The Statement of Work in the RFP issued by the FBI for
this project called for the development of a test "which would
ultimately result in a score which can be converted to the C
through 5 scale."”
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TSL scores.
8.2 bDatermining Contributora to Bxpressio: and Accuracy Total

8cores

Given the format of the test and the scoring system, there
was a total of 185 possible points on the test when all the
subscores were added together. However, after the data was
collected, it became apparent that there should be separate
scores for Expression and Accuracy. (See the discussion of the
history of the SLDs and the discussion of the constructs in
sections 1.4.1. and 1.5.3.) Based on our conceptualization of
the constructs, it was clear that scores for paragraph expression
(PEX), paragraph grammar (PGR) and paragraph mechanics (PME)
should contribute to the total Expression score, while sentence
accuracy (SAC) and paragraph accuracy (PAC) should contribute to
the total Accuracy score. To determine to which score the
Multiple Choice (MC) section and the Word and Phrase Translation
subsection belonged, a multiple regression "r-square® analysis
was performed. An r-square analysis determines the r-square
value (percent of variance shared by the combination of the
variables with the criterion) of all combinations of the
variables entered into the equation when regressed on the
criterion (overall EXPFBICAL and overall ACCFBICAL). Both MC
scores and Word and Fhrase Translation scores were entered into
the r-square analysis together with scores for Paragraph
Expression, Paragraph Grammar and Paragraph }Mechanics, using the

overall FBI/CAL Expression score as a criterion. In addition,

116

118




both MC scores and Word and Phrase Translation scores were
entered into the r-square analysis together with Sentence
Accuracy and Paragraph Accuracy scores, using the overall FBI/CAL
Accuracy score as a criterion. The results of all the r-square
analyses (Expression and Accuracy scores for the two forms of the
SEVTE and the two forms of the ESVTE) were examined together.
Results indicated that, although MC and Word and Phraée
Translation scores contributed to both Expressicn and Accuracy
scores, the most parsimonious combination of scores was for MC to
be used as a subscore for Expression and for the Word and Phrase
Translation score to be used as a subscore for Accuracy.

Once these combinations of subscores were determined, we
examined whether there was anything to be gained by
differentially weighting the different subscores to produce the
total score. Regressions were run to determine the maximum
amount of variance shared between the optimal combination of
subscores and the corresponding criterion variable. These were
compared to forming total scores without differential weighting.
This analysis revealed that little was to be gained by weighting
for any of the ESVTE scores.

8.3 Development of Raw B8core to Bcaled 8core Conversion Tables

Since one of the goals of the project was to provide
translation ability scores based on the TSL descriptions, it was
necessary to identify a procedure that would anchor ESVTE scores,
which are analytical, to the holistic TSL descriptions. This was

accomplished during the validation study (see section 7.2) by
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having each rater assign to each paper, separately for Expression

el - L2 oy mmne ALl VY N maa = e AL
ACCuracy, & translation proficiency skill level based on the

FBI/CAL translation skill level descriptions. This procedure
produced four holistic ratings for Accuracy and four holistic
proficiency ratings for Expression. These two sets of four
holistic proficiency ratings were then averaged separately to
give each examinee an overall FBI/CAL TSL score for Expression
and Accuracy.

To develop a conversion table of raw ESVTE scorss to TSL
scores, total raw scores for Expression and Accuracy for all
subjects were averaged between raters. These total raw scores
were then regressed on the corresponding overall FBI\CAL
translation skill level (Expression or Accuracy). As shown in
Table 15, correlations between the total ESVTE scores and these
overall scores were very high: from .90 to .91 for Expression
and from .91 to .92 for Accuracy. These high correlations
produced optimal regression equations for predicting TSL scores
from raw scores on each form of the test. These equations were
then used to produce predicted TSL scores from all possible ESVTE

scores for each form.‘’ These conversion tables are presented in

“For a considerable number of examinees on each form of the
test, this regression line resulted in a perfect prediction.
That is, the overall TSL rating predicted by applying the
regression line to the raw score (or weighted score in the case
of Form 2 Expression) coincided exactly with the average TSL
rating assigned by the rater. However, there was a tendency
toward greater error among examinees who scored higher on the
ESVTE. This was due to a number of causes, including the
regression effect, sampling, and the speededness of the Paragraph
Translation subsection during the validation study. For
additional information on the accuracy of predicted Translation
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Appendix O.

8.4 Using the Multiple Choice Section as a "screen"

The Multiple Choice section of the ESVTE may be used to
screen out individuals for whom the production gection of the
test is inappropriate. Section 2.4 of this report describes how
it was determined to use the multiple choice section score as a
screen. The Multiple Choice score selected (mentioned below) is
the best predictor of a TSL rating of 2.0 on the combined
nmultiple~-choice and production sections of the ESVTE. Examinees
who score below this level are unlikely to score a 2.8 (2+) or
above on the total test after their raw score has been converted
to the corresponding TSL score for Accuracy. The ESVTE total
score corresponding to a TSL of 2+ is the recommended passing
score; that is, minimum the score at which examinees can serve as
translators for the FBI.

In using the ESVTE MC as a screen, the most serious error
one can make is to exclude someone fror taking the Producticn
section who may ultimately score a 2+ or above. Giving the
Production section to someone who may not ultimately score 2+ or
above is not a serious error, since this individual wiil
ultimately be evaluated correctly (after the production section
is scored). To determine the cut-off score on the Multiple
Choice section, we need to determine the raw score on the

Multiple Choice section that corresponds to a TSL score of 2;

Skill Levels see CAL’s memo to the FBI dated May 15, 1990, in
Appendix xxx.
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that is, we need to determine the raw score on the MC section
that corresponds to a translation proficiency level of 2 for
accuracy.*

To determine the raw score on the MC section that
corresponds to a score of 2, raw scores on the MC section were
regressed on the overall Accuracy scores., (Note that for Form 1
the correlation between these two scores was .81; for Form 2 it
was .84. The root mean squarxe error of the regression for Form 1
was .456 of a level: for Form 2 it was .411.) This analysis
revealed that the score of 33 would be the lowest predictor of a
score in the 2 range on both forms. Examinees who score below
this level on the Multiple Choice section of the ESVTE either
need not take the production section, or if they already have,
that section need not be scored.

Using these cut-off scores would still leave in many
examinees who may not ultimately achieve a score at or above 2+

in Accuracy on their total test; however, the probability of

‘““There are a number of reasons for regressing the multiple
choice section on the Accuracy total score. Accuracy is a more
fundamental component of translation ability as indicated in
sections 1.4 and 1.5. In addition, the purpose of a screening

test is to predict performance on another test. 1In this case,
the multiple choice section is the screening test and the other
test is the production section, which requires the examinee to
render translations directly and requires the rater to evaluate
translations directly. Only part of the production section is
scored for Expression, but all is scored for Accuracy. If the
multiple choice section were regressed against the Expression
part of the production section only, then the screening test
would be correlated with only one of three parts in the
production section. Thus, there would be less evidence of the
validity of the screening test as a measure of translation
ability.
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TEST ADMINISTRATION INSTRUCTIONS

ENGLISH INTO SPANISH VERBATIM TRANSLATION EXAM

NOTE TO TEST ADMINISTRATOR

This manual describes important information about the
procedures that must be followed BEFORE, DURING, and AFTER the
administration of the translation exams. Uniform proccdures are
essential for the translation exams to yield reliable test results. The
scores of all examinees from various field offices in the nation will be
comparable only if all test administrators follow the same procedures
and give exactly the same instructions. It is necessary, therefore, that
you read the entir: manual before administering the exams and follow
the instructions without exception when administering the exams.




GENERAL INFORMATION

[est Security

It is extremely important that the translation exams be safeguarded and
administered under secure conditions at each field office. In order to ensure test
security, it is essential that you adhere to the following conditions:

1. Keep all test materials either in your immediate physical possession or in a
locked cabinet or other secure area under your control.

2. Do not copy, or allow others to copy, any portion of the test booklets or tape, or
make any notes or transcriptions of the test booklets or tape content.

3. Allow only those particular individuals who are to be tested to see the test

materials, and only at the time of test administration and under the specific
procedures described in this manual.

4. Should any irregularities occur, report them on the Test Administrator Report
Form included in the test package. Please complete and sign this form even if
no irregularities occur.

PRIOR TO THE TESTING DATE

Assembling Test Materials

Assemble as many test booklets and answer sheets as will be needed for the test
administration, including tv o or three extra copies of each. You should also have on
hand at least two no. 2 pencils (with erasers) for each examinee. Listed below are the
matenals needed for each exam:

1) Multiple Choice Section test booklets

2) Production Section test booklets

3) Answer sheets

4) No. 2 pencils

5) A timer, wristwatch or other timepiece which can be reset

Arranging for a Testing Site
Lncate a testing site that is comfortable and free from distraction. The testing

room should be large enough so that examinees can be seated with three feet of space
in all directions between all examinees.
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ON THE TESTING DATE
ui t ’

Check to make sure the timepiece is functioning properly and has been
completely reset to zero (or 12:00). There should always be at least two timepieces in
the testing room as a check against mistiming.

Prohibited Materijals

While taking the Multiple Choice Section and the Translation of Words and
Phrases in Context and Sentence Translation Section, examinees should not have
anything on their desks except their pencils, test booklets, and answer sheets.
Examinees may use dictionaries oniy during the Paragraph Translation Section.

Administering the Test

Follow the procedures Lelow when administering the test. All instructions within
the boxes should be read verbatim. Pause where four dots appear to allow time for the
pru. .dure described to be carried out. Be sure you state the correct form where
appropriate. Do not depart from these directions unless noted otherwise.

1. After all examinees have been seated, distribute the Multiple Choice Section test
booklets, answer sheets, and pencils.

2. Give the following instructions:

Plezse do not open your test booklet. In this section of the exam, you will
mark all of your answers on the answer sheet. Do not write anything in the test
booklet. You must use a no. 2 pencil for marking your answers.
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3.

Instruct the examinees how to fill out the answer sheet:

Place your answer sheet on top of your test booklet, Turn the answer sheet 50
that you see SIDE ONE in the upper right hand corner....

On the left half of side one, you will see an ares containln; blne lim At the
top of this section is the word NAME. Print yoor name in the boxes provided.
Print your last name, and then your first name. Leave & blank splce between
your last name and your first name.... ) i,”

Now fill in the circles beneath the boxes in which you printed your name.
Each circie you fill in must correspond to the letter you printed in the box above.
Be sure that you darken the circle so that the letter within the circle is completely
covered. You should not be able to see the letter. If you make a mistake, erase
the mistake completely. Do not make any extrs marks on your answer sheet.
Your answer sheet will be scored by a machine. If you do not mark it carefully, it
may not be processed accurately by the scoring machine.

Now find the section labeled IDENTIFICATION NUMBER in the bottom left
ha!f of your answer sheet. Print your SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER in the boxes
labeled A through I....

Now fill in the circles beneath the boxes in which you printed your social
security number. Each circle you fiil in must correspond to the number you
printed in the box above....

Now find the section labeled SPECIAL CODES, located to the right of the
section you just completed. [GIVE THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE FORM NUMBER OF THE EXAM YOU ARE NOW
ADMINISTERING:] Priat the number [ONE or TWO] in box K. This is
[FORM 1 or FORM 2] of the English into Spanish Verbatim Translation exam.
You do not need to fill in your birth date, sex, or level of education...

Now look at the right half of your answer sheet. Notice that the first fifty
items are arranged in colomns in the top section of the answer sheet, while the
next fifty items are arranged in the bottom section. Make sure you follow the
order of the items as they are marked. For example, after question number ten,
you will need to return to the top of the section to mark your answer to question
nomber eleven.




Are there any questions?..Try to answer every item, but do not be concerned if
you can not answerallofmem. You will aot vx venalized for guessing. If you

are SRsUTe OF it anewer 10 & Gucelion, make 15 Dost Fuiss Jou <Al and g 00 0
the next question. The verbatim transhtton exam uku :ppmximuely two hours
and ten minutes to complete. ) "@w/ G i

4.
5.

Instruct the examinees to begin the Multiple Choice Section:

Walk about the room to make sure that everyone is marking their answers

correctly on the answer sheet.

Now remove from your desk everything except yoor test booklet, answer sheet,
pencils, and erasers..

Look at vour test booklet for the Multiple Choice Section of the English into
Spansh Verbatim Translation Exam. Print your name in the space provided on
the cover. Print your last name first...,

Print today’s date in the space provided....

There are two parts in this section. You will be allnwed a total of thirty-five
minutes to complete both parts. I will advise you when there are five minutes
remaining. You may now open your test booklets and begin the test. [START
TIMER IMMEDIATELY]

6.

Arter 30 minutes, inform examines:

There are five minutes remaining to complete this section.
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7. After 35 minutes, STOP AND RESET THE TIMER. lr.iform examinees:

This is the end of the Multiple Cholce Section. Please stop working sow.
Now look over your answer sheet carefully. Be sure all the marks you made are
dark and heavy. Insert your answer sheet fa your test booklet and close the

8. Collect the test booklets and answer skeeis for the Multiple Choice Section. Be
sure to account for all test booklets distributed.

9. Distribute the Words and Phrases in Context and Sentence Section booklets.
Instruct the examinees to begin this section:

There are two parts in the next section. You may not use your dictionary
during this section. You will be given 35 mizates to complete the two parts in
this section, the Translation of Words and Phrases in Context and Sentence
Translation. I will advise you when there arc five minutes remaining to finish this
section. You may now open your test booklets and begin workiug. [START
TIMER IMMEDIATELY]

10. After 30 minutes, inform examinees:

There are five minutes remaining to comulete this section.

11. After 35 minutes, STOP AND RESET THE TIMER. Inform examinees:

Please stop working now. We will now have a short rest break. We will begin
the Paragraph Translation Section in five minutes. You may leave the room if
you wish.




12. Collect the test booklets for the *Words and Phrases in Context and Sentence
Section. Be sure to account for all test booklets distributed.

13.  Distribute the Paragraph Translation Seétion booklets. Instruct the examinees to
begin the Paragraph Translation Section:

Y
sreey
5

We will now begin the Paragraph Translation Section. In this section you will
translate three paragraphs. You may use dictionaries during this part of the
exam. You will have 48 minutes to complete the Paragraph Translation Section.

I will inform you when there are five minutes remaining. When you have finished
" this section, please close your test booklets and wait for further instroctions. You
may now begin. [START TIMER IMMEDIATELY]

14. After 43 minutes, inform examinees:

There are five minutes remaining.

15. After S minutes, inform examinees:

Please stop working now. Close your test booklets.

16.  Collect the test booklets for the Paragraph Translation Section.




Test Administrator Report Form

ENGLISH INTO SPANISH VERBATIM TRANSLATION EXAM

This form is to be used to report any irregularities in test administration. . Please fill it out
(even if there were no irregularities), sign your name, and return it with the test materials.
Thark you.

Test Security

By agreeing to serve as the test administrator, I am responsible for ensuring the security of
the test. I have kept the test materials confidential and secure at all times. Naae of the test
booklets or test tapes has been reproduced in any form.

Irregularities:

Test Administration

The tests were administered in exact accordance with the procedures described in the
Administration Manual. Any deviations from the stated procedures are listed below:

Irregularities:

Condition of Test Materials

Before returning the test matenials, I have checked the condition of the test booklets and
test tapes. All materials are being returned in their original condition.

Irregularities:
(Please print name) Field Office
Signature Date
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ENGLISH INTO SPANISH VERBATIM TRANSLATION EXAM (ESVTE)
MULTIPLE CHOICE SECTION: INSTRUCTIONS AND EXAMPLE ITEMS
Instructions: Choose the best translation for the underlined portions of the following
sentences. If there is more than one possible answer, choose the most appropriate
translation. Consider how the entire sentence should be translated when choosing the
correct answer. On your answer sheet, find the number of the question and blacken

the space that corresponds to the letter of the answer you have chosen.

Example:  The children are playing in the snow.

(A) nube
(B) nieve
(C) lluvia
(D) sol

Discussion: Nieve is the correct translation of snow: therefore, the answer is (B).

ERROR DETECTION ITEMS

Instructions: Blacken the space corresponding to the letter of the incorrect part of the
sentence on your answer sheet. If there is no error, choose (D). There cannot be
more than one error in cach sentence. Possible errors inciude: incorrect grammar,
word order, vocabulary, punctuation or spelling.

Example: El gato de mi vecino estd blanco; el mio es negro.
A B C

No error D

The correct choice is (C). Es should be used in this sentence instead of esta
because the adjective blanco refers to a characteristic rather than a temporary state of
the cat. The second portion of the sentence, el mio es negro, uses the correct verb.
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ENGLISH INTO SPANISH VERBATIM TRANSLATION EXAM (ESVTE)

PRODUCTION SECTION: INSTRUCTIONS AND EXAMPLE ITEMS

EMBEDDED PHRASES

Instructions: After you have read each of the following sentences, translate the
underlined portion into Spanish. Consider how the entire sentence should be translated
before providing your answer. Use ths space below each sentence.

Example: He sent several books to me.

El me mand6
Discussion: The subject pronoun el is retained in the translation to avoid ambiguity
although it is not generally required in Spanish. The indirect pronoun me is included in
the translation even though it is not underlined in the original sentence because if the
entire sentence were to be translated, it would be placed in front of the verb (i.e., El
me mand6 varios libros).
SENTENCES
Instructions: After you have read the following sentences, translate them into Spanish
Use the spaces provided. Make sure your rendition sounds natural in Spamsh while
retaining the original meaning.

Example: He didn’t realize they already knew each other.

El no se di6 cuenta que ya se conocian.

Discussion: The subject pronoun he has been retained in the translation to avoid
ambiguity although it is not generally required in Spanish. The verb realize has been
translated by the idiomatic expression darse cuenta, rather than peaiizar, a false cognatc
(a word which looks like the Enghsh word but means something different in Spanish)
That is omitted in English but que is required in Spanish. Both darse cuenta and
conocerse are reflexive verbs in Spanish. Note also that the subject pronoun they is nuot
necessary in Spanish.
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The results of a content analyses of the ESVTE exam forms
are summarized below. (Note that although most test items assess
only knowledge of grammar or vocabulary, a few assess both.)

English into Spanish Verbatim Translation E-ap
Content Analysis

Items/Form 1 Items/Forp 2

N

Grammar
ser vs. estar

verb fr/m
preterit vs. imperfect
use of pronouns

use of subjunctive

use of preposition
subject/verb agreement
verb tense

word order
gender

use of negative
adjective form
Total

NP RAT A T e TR O A TR T

ORPRRPRENNWWARWN
CORKRKMUNEWONWUNN

N

N

Vocabulary
adjectival phrase

adverbial phrase
noun phrase
verb phrase
proverb

Total

Punctuation
Spelling
No_error
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CONTENT ANALYSIS

ENGLISH-SPANISH (EXAM I)

1.

oW, HowWwN

Vo]

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

a. vocabulary - adjective

b. grammar - ser vs. estar

vocabulary - noun phrase

vocabulary -~ false cognate (adjective)

a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - verb form (present vs. present progressive)
vocabulary - adverbial phrase

grammar - verb form (infinitive vs. gerund)

vocabulary ~ adverb

a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - use of proncun (indirect vs. direct object)
a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - use of preterit vs. imperfect

grammar

vocabulary - adverbial phrase
vocabulary - adjective
vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - verb phrase

vocabulary verb phrase

a. vocabulary - verb phrase

b. grammar - use of pronoun (reflexive)

grammar - verb form (infinitive vs. present participle)
grammar - use of pronoun (reflexive)

vocabulary - noun phrase

vocabulary - adjectival phrase

vocabulary - verb
vocabulary - noun
vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - noun

grammar - use of subjunctive
vocabulary - verb phrase
grammar - use of subjunctive
grammar - use of prepositions
vocabulary - adjective
vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - adverbial phrase
vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - verb

punctuation - comma

grammar - subject-verb agreement
grammar - use of preposition (por vs. para)
grammar - verb form

grammar - verb tense

grammar - use of subjunctive
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42. grammar - use of preposition
43. grammar - subject-verb agreement

44. a. grammar - use of pronoun ("éste" as pronoun vs.

adjective)
b. spelling - accent

45. grammar - use of pronoun (reflexive vs. objective)

46. grammar - word order (noun/adjective)
47. grammar - use of pronoun (objective)
48. grammar - gender (noun)

49. grammar - use of negatives (conjunction)
50. No error

51. grammar - verb tense sequencing

52. No error

53. grammar - adjective form

54. spelling

55. No error

£6. No error

57. grammar - ser vs. estar

58. vocabulary ~ noun (gender)

59. vocabulary - false cognate (noun)

60. No error

GRAMMAR is tested:
ser vs. estar:
verb form:
preterit vs. imperfect:
use of pronouns:
use of subjunctive:
use of preposition:
subject/verb agreement:
verb tense:
wvord order:
gender:
use of negatives:
adjective form:

VOCABULARY is tested:
adjective or adjectival phrase:
adverb or adverbial phrase:
noun or noun phrase:
verb or verb phrase:

*FC = False Cognate

PUNCTUATION is tested:
SPELLING is tested:

NO ERROR appears:
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10.
11.
12.
13,
14.
15.
l6.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
42,

CONTENT ANALYSIS

4. grammar - ser vs, estar

b. vocabulary - adjective

vocabulary - noun phrase

vocabulary - false coghate (nhoun)

a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - verb form - (present vs. present progressive)
vocabulary -~ adverb

a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar -~ use of preposition

vocabulary - adverbial phrase

a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - use of pronoun (direct vs. indirect object)
a. vocabulary - verb

b. grammar - preterit vs. imperfect

grammar - various aspects of verb usage

A R Tt o s ¥n

vocabulary - adverbial phrase
vocabulary - adjective phrase
vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - verb phrase

a. grammar
b. grammar

¥

1 s bus o g

pown & R HTRRA N y

- verb form (infinitive vs. present participle)
- use of pronoun (reflexive)

e

vocabulary - noun phrase B
vocabulary - adverbial phrase ¢
vocabulary - verb !
vocabulary - noun

vocabulary - verb phrase g
vocabulary - verb B

grammar - use of subjunctive
vocabulary - verb phrase

grammar - use of subjunctive
grammar - use of prepositions

vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - noun phrase
vocabulary - noun
vocabulary - adjective
vocabulary - noun phrase
vocabulary - proverb
vocabulary - verb phrase
vocabulary - verb

punctuation - comma
grammar - subject-verb agreement

grammar - use of preposition (por vs. para)

grammar - verb form
grammar - verb tense
grammar - use of subjunctive
grammar - use of preposition

3
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46. grammar
47. grammar
48. grammar
49. grammar
50. No error
51. grammar
52. No error
53. grammar
54. spelling
55. No error
56. No error

60. No error

ser vs.

gender:

proverb:

) 43. grammar - subject-verb agreement
: 44. a. grammar - use of pronoun ("ése" as pronoun vs. adjective)

b. spelling - accent
5 45. grammar -~ use of pronoun (direct vs. indirect object)

word order - noun/adjective
use of pronoun (objective)
gender (determiner)

use of negatives (conjunction)

verb tense sequencing

verb form

57. a. grammar - ser vs. estar

b. grammar
58. vocabulary
59. wvocabulary

preterit vs. imperfect
~ false cognate (adjective)
false cognate (noun)

GRAMMAR is tested:

estar:

verb form:

preterit vs. imperfect:
use of pronouns:

use of subjunctive:

use of preposition:
subject/verb agreement:
verb tense:

word order:

use of negatives:

VOCABULARY is tested:
adjective or adjectival phrase:
adverb or adverbial phrase:
noun or noun phrase:
verb or verb plrase:

PUNCTUATION is tested:
SPELLING is tested:

NO ERROR appears:
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time

time
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times
times
times
times
time

time
times

times

(1 FC)

(2 FC)

The number of grammar/spelling errors reflects the fact that
number 54 is not resolved.
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SENTENCE ACCURACY SCORING GUIDELINES
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FINAL VERSION
SENTENCE ACCURACY SCORING GUIDELINES

Translation is less than 50% complete.
Many mistranslations, omissions, and/or inappropriate additions, $o that much of the

meaning is lost.
Mistranslation or omission of one or more key terms (including verb tense), and/or

inappropriate additions.
Mistranslation or omission of one or more minor terms; no inappropriate additions.

No mistranslations or omissions, although some nuance may not be conveyed.
All nuances conveyed.
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TR T g

GRAMMAR® (Structwe and Morphology)

WO

WK b

EXPRESSION (Word Order, Vocabulary, Idiomaticity, Style, ana Tone)

LB WN— O

MECHANICS (Spelling, Accents, Punctuation, and Capitalization)

0 (Translation less than 50% complete.)

1 Numerous errors in spelling or punctuation.

2 Frequent errors in spelling or punctuation.

3 Occasional errors in spelling or punctuation.

4 Rarely makes errors in spelling or punctuation.

5 Almost no errors in spelling or punctuation.

ACCURACY

G “Translation less than 50% complete or accurate.)

1 Ma., mistranslations, omissions, and/or inappropriate additions, so that much of the
meaning is lost.

2 Miscranslation or omission of one or more key terms (u..'uding verb tense) and’or
inappropriate additions.

3 Mistranslation or omission of one or more minor terms; nu ..appropriate addiions

4 No mustranslations or omissions, although some nuance may not be conveyed

5 All nuances conveyed.

*Use the information on the following pages as a guide in disungwishing errors in bus... high
frequency complex, and low frequency complex structures

ESVTE PARAGRAPH SCORING GUIDELINES

(Translation less than 50% complete.)

Majority of structures are incorrect.

Some errors in basic structures and numerous ertors in complex structures.

Errors in basic structures are rare. Sporadic errors in high frequency complex structures:
some errors in low frequency complex structures.

No more than one error in a complex structure.

No grammar errors.

o RN i e

(Translation less than 50% complete.)

Expression generally equivalent to source language; unacceptable in target Janguage.
Expression closer to source language; generally unacceptable in target language.
Expression usually follows target language conventions, but is not always preferred.
Expression occasionally reveals translation. Appropriate register.

No evidence of translation.
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Source: FETS Oral Proficiency Testing Manual. 1082, o
T Princeton, NJ: [ducational Testing Service, pp. 15-58
LS_GRAMMAR CRID - SPANISH
LEVEL VERBS NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, ADVERSS, AND |DIOMS WORD ORDER OTHER
O+ | PRESENT IND.: "er" verbs Some arcicles indiceting concept of

BasiC

let person singular.

Infinitive forms are to be expect-
ad.

gander & number,
ADJ,.: Very common ones.
ADV.: hoy, malane, equf, e!lf,
QUESTION WORDS: d8nde, por quf,

cufnto, quf.
NEGATION: no hablo, atc..

Very basic word
order,

Soza verblees
santences ere to
be expacted,

Able to answer very
sinple yes/no
questions. .

Able to nawe some
objecta, colors,
daya of the week,
uontha.

Could be expected to
tell time (except
172 & 1/4).

Numbera 1 to 20,

Names of {mmediace
faaily members.

Limited & teolated
vocabulary,

PRESENT IND.: Reguler verbs
(-er,~er, $7)
Radicel changing verbs:
tener, poder, querer, costar
Reflexives:
llamaree
Irraguleras
ponar, ir, haber (hey),
seber, hacer (weather),
fger
festar
*smany siotakee sre to be expected
NEAR FUTURE: ir + @ + infinitive.

Clear concept of egreement: gender,
number, subject-verb; 8] though many
mietakes are to be exprcted.

ARTICLES:

Definite: el, la, los, ias
Indefinite: un, une, unos, unse
(some concep: of their usege).

CONTRACTIONS:el, del

ADJECTIVES:

Poasecsive: lst pereon (mi, mis).

2nd person forwal (au,2us)

Qualifying: most corsmon ones.

ADJ, & ADV, OF QUANTITY: wmucho, poco,

bastante, demasiado,

IDIOMATIC EXPRESSIONS: hacer (veather)

1ol

Position of most
common adjectivest
le casa grende

el libro axul

Crestinga.

Tell time (complete).

w“t'“'o

Order a meal (aimple)

Make aimple purchaseg

Randle simple
transactions at the
post offics, bank,
drugatore, etc..

Can count wp to 1000.
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LEVEL VERBS NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, ADVERBS, AND iDIOMS WORD ORDER OTHER
b
3
1+ | IND.: PRONOUNS: Direct &/or Indirect Corract work order Some autobiographic 3
Presant: wider rengs of (but not combined). for: Adv. (moat {nformation.
irregulsr vaerba. ADJ.: Demonetretive. commson onss), Daily voutine. t
Basic reflexive Possssaivs. Simple description &
verbs. IDIOMATIC EXPRESSIONS: some with narration.
. tener (hambre, frio, etc.) Activitiee.
Basic knowledge of the tener qua,
U differencas batween ger &
et estar:
v SER: Physical deecription,
nationelity, professtion.
§ ESTAR: location, temporary
health condition.
Praterits: some knowledgs,
mainly let & 3rd
peraon -in;uﬁr.
2 |IND.: ADJ.: Comperative & superlative Corract word order: Good autobiographic
Prassnt: reguler & irregular [NOUNS: Compsrative all proncuns. information.
verbs. PRONOUNS: relative, interrogstive, Position of adj. GCood descriptiom of
’ reflexive varba, prepositional, direct & indirect vhen change of daily routine.
SABER va CONOCER (double object pronouns). mesning occure! Some fair description
Pest: imperfect & preterite |PREPOSITIONS: most (por & pare Es un hombdre & narration.
O (some knowledgs about limited). pobre. (poor) Hesitant &t times &
- the difference betveen |Negatives & their affirmatives: Es un podre groping for worda.
W the two). Many mistekes| nada, nadie, etc.. hombre.
g ars to bs axpected (unfortunate)
SUBJUNCTIVE:
(ﬂ Present! {n {nditect commandes|
CONDITIONAL: .
Simple
IMPERATIVE
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LEVEL

VERBS

NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, ADVERBS, AND 10D10MS

WORD ORDER

OTHER

9

COMPLEYX

Preterites ve Imperfect
(good command 60X of the
time).
Puture: eimple
PRESENT PROGRESSIVE
PAST PROGCRESSIVE
SUBJUNCTIVE:
Present to express:
hope, emotions,
uncertefinty, doubdt,
with negetivae entecedent
SER vs ESTAR: (good command 60%
of the t!ﬂ).

*The use of pustar

ADJ.: Poseeseive

Demonstretives
PREP.: Rether good control of por
& pere,

IDIOMATIC EXPRESSIONS: eceber de
el + {nfinitive
hace + period of time +
preterite (ego).

inpeviecs.

Correct word order of
ell pronoune &
edverbe 1ike e,
todevfe, sun,

Position of edj. vhen
change of meaning
occurs,

Cood description &
narvation.
Diecueeion of currem’
avente,

Some eupported
opinion,

4

COMPLEX

pei !

Preterite va Imperfect
(good control 70X of the
time).

Yuture of probsbility
(present).

All compound tenses.

CONDITIONAL: Simpla

Compound

SUBJUNCTIVEs
Present 30%
Present perfect
Imperfect 50X
Pluperfect
Subjunctive used vith impersonsl
& sdjectival phrsses.
Compulsory usage with verhs &
conjunctions.

Contrsry to fect (simple tenses).

SER vs ESTAR: (good control 90X of

the time).
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ADV.: ye, todevfe, aun (correct
usege).
PRONOUNS: Reflexive with 10 to

2xprezs on irvoluntery or
unexpected ection.
Raciprocel reflexivee:
Nos escridbimoe frecuentemente.
Some knovledge of: the impersonal
88, Se insteed of the the 'true’
pessive,

IDIOMATIC FXPRESSIONS:
hacia + period of time +
fmperfect

Very correct word
order with accurete
plecement of the
proroune (efople {,
‘Ollbl.) .

Some complex
descriptions &
narretions.

Able to exprasn &
defend an opinioa
on ¢ controversisl
subject with
persoas who do ndt
egree. ’

Occasional hesita-
tion im epesking.

Able to rephrass.
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LEVEL VERBS

]MUNS, ADJECTIVES, ADVERBS, AND IDIOMS

OTHER

et e D e o T e S e, 383

WORD ORDER

&4

A

e X | IND: PREP.: corrsct ussge of most cosmon Able to enswer
6 ok Future of probsbility (psat) ones: pers, poi, en, e, de, complex & %
- veing "futuro snterior” scerce ds, con. hypotheticel 4
Y = (future perfect). Good knowlsdge of: the impsrsonal se. questions. X
)\ o SUBJUNCTIVE: The uss of as to sxpress the Hardly any hesitatiom. k
r Plupsrfect: forms & ussge psseive voics. 3
o in sequence of tensaes. ’
S BN ) “If*" clausss (contrsry to fsct ‘
- compound tenses). )
. 4 | Verbs of "devenir" (diffsrent Most fregquent idiomatic expressions Extensive vocebulery cod
f:f ol vays of expreceing the verd {good concrol). on a vide veriaty ’
o W to become in Spenish): 3 of subjecte.
2 i: hacerse, poneres, volverse. Some lsas frequent idiomatic Able to svwitch froa
. sxpressions. sbatract to simple
z z subjects.
_f} (3 \ble to uss different
registers. )
4+ | Sema gs "4". Seme 85 "4", Has nearly perfect

jrasmar, extensive
vocabulary,

Abls to usi very
idfomagtic lenguags.
Able to teilor his
speech to hie
sudiences.

Near pertect commend
of social regleters.

g
/

(SN
) ]

Hav

5 | Porfores 1like an educstad nstive in all vaye.

N N e AR R W TN W R N ;

Should ba ebla to discuse any topic or
fdes like @ netive: fluently & accurstaly

Should be sble to understand all nstive
colioqualienms.
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PILGT VERSION OF SENTENCE SCORING GRID
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SENTENCE SCORING GRID

GRAMMAR

W Hh W= O

Less than 50% complete.

One or more errors in basic structures.

One or more errors in high frequency complex structures.
One or more errors in low frequency complex structures.
One error in a very low frequency complex structure.

No errors.

EXPRESSION

wnH W — O

Less than 50% complete.

Expression generally equivalent to source language; unacceptable in target language.
Expression closer to source language; generally unacceptable in target language.
Expression follows target language conventions, but is not preferred.

Expression gives subtle indication of translation. Appropriate register.

No evidence of translation.

MECHANICS

KN oo WA — O

Less than 50% complete
Four errors

Three errors

Two errors

One error

No error

ACCURACY

N =

H

Less than 50% complete.

Many mistranslations, omissions, and/or inappropriate additions.

Mistranslation or omission of one or more key terms (including verb tense), and/or
inappropriate additions.

Mistranslation or omission of one or more minor terms; no inappropriate additions.
No mistranslations or omissions, although some nuance may not be conveyed.

All nuances conveyed.
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APPENDIX H

PILOT VERSION OF PARAGRAPH SCORING GRID
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PARAGRAPH SCORING GRID (ENGLISH INTO SPANISH)
GRAMMAR®*

0 Less than 50% complete.
1 Majority of structures are incorrect. :
2 Some errors in basic structures and numerous errors in complex structures. :
3 Errors in basic structures are rare. Sporadic errors :n high frequency complex structures;, )
some errors in low frequency complex structures.
4 No more than one error in a low frequency complex structure.
No grammar errors.

EXPRESSION

Less than 50% complete.

Expression generally equivalent to source language; unacceptable in target language.
Expression closer to source language; generally unacceptable in target Janguage.
Expression usually follows target language conventions, but is not always preferred.
Expression occasionally reveals translation. Appropriate register.

No evidence of translation.

A bW — O

MECHANICS

Less than 50% complete
At least 509 correct
At least 70% correct
At least 809 correct
At least 90% correct
At least 999 correct

N ode LI = O

ACCURACY

Less than 50% complete.

Many mistranslations, omissions, and/or inappropriate additions.

Mistranslation or omission of one or more key terms (including verb tense), and/or
inappropriate additions.

Mistranslation or omission of one or more minor terms; no inappropriate additions.
No mistranslations or omissions, although some nuance may not be conveyed.

All nuances conveyed.

19— O

(8]

wn b

*PLLEASE REPORT WHAT YOU CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING TO INCLUDE:

(Lse the attached "LS Grammar Grid - Spanish" as a base. I suggest the following distribution
of the levels on the grid. Please let me know if you feel the distribution should be difterent.
and we can talk about it. Feel free to add to the categories below as you see fit.)

1) BASIC STRUCTURES: (LS Grammar Grid leveis 0+ - 2)

2) HIGH FREQUENCY COMPLEX STRUCTURES: (LS Grammar Grid levels 2+ - 3)

3) LOW FREQUENCY COMPLEX STRUCTURES: (LS Grammar Gnd levels 3+ - §)
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FBI/CAL TRANSLATION SKILL LEVEL DESCRIPTIONS
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July 26, 1990

FBI/CAL TRANSLATION SKILL LEVEL DEBCRIPTIOMS

EXPRESSION

0+

14

Makes very frequent mistakes in spelling, punctuation, and
representation of symbols. Uses none or almost none of the
morphology or syntax conventions of the target language. Vocabulary
is extremely limited and frequently inappropriate, even when using a
dictionary. Only very simple gentences are correct. Style and tone
are not identifiable. Renders a translation that appears very
distorted and for the most part is unintelligible.

Makes frequent spelling and punctuation errors, frequent grammar
errors in basic structures, and shows little ability to convey verb
tenses other than the present tense. Syntax is generally equivalent
to that of source language. Vocabulary is often inappropriate, even
when using a dictionary, and active vocabulary is usually limited to
everyday words and cognates. Renders an extremely 1literal
translation, i.e. almost word by word. Has no ability to deal with
complex sentence patterns. Unable to convey style and tone, unless
their use in source document ig very predictable. Portions of the
translation are unintelligible and others are clearly distorted;
however, much of it can be understood by native readers used to
dealing with foreigners' efforts to translate their language.

Makes many spelling errors and punctuates according to source language
conventions. Makes many errors in basic grammatical structures, and
uses very few low frequency constructions correctly. Uses syntax
that is very close to that of source language, while vccabulary is
limited and makes many errors in choice of words, sometimes even when
using a dictionary. Attempts at complex sentences often result in
errors. Uses uneven style and tone that do not reflect those of
original document. This person's translated documents appear
distorted but are mostly intelligible to native readers used to
dealing with foreigners' efforts to translate their language.

Makes spelling errors, while capitalization and punctuation errors
reflect source language conventions. Uses syntax that is closer to
source language than to target language. Makes very frequent errors
in low frequency grammatical structures, frequent errors in high
frequency grammatical structures, and some errors in basic structures.
Vocabulary may be generally too limited to convey abstract thoughts.
Has only some knowledge of idiomatic expressions and collogquialisms,
and very limited knowledge of sayings and proverbs. Distorts the
style and/or the tone of the original document and may inappropriately
combine use of formal and informal patterns of speech. Produces
translations that are very literal, but are generally understandable
to a native reader NOT used to dealing with foreigners' efforts to
translate their language.




24

3+

Makes some spelling errors, and may use capitalization and punctuation
that imitates usage of source lunguage. Uses syntax that tends to
reflect that of source language. May make frequent arrors in low
frequency complex grammatical structures, some errors in high
frequency complex structures, and occasional errors in basic
structures. Has little ability to use complex sentence patterns.
Vocabulary is adequate to express some abstract thoughts; can often
make sensible guesses about unfamiliar words using linguistic context
and prior knowledge. Has a fair knowledge of idiomatic expressions
and colloquialisms and oniy limited knowledge of sayings and proverbs.
Tone and style are uneven and sorpevhat distorted. Produces documents
that are readily understandable but clearly have been translated.

Occasionally makes spelling mistakes, some grammar mistakes in low
frequency complex structures, sporadic errors in high fregquency
complex structures, and shows no pattern of errors in basic structure.
Uses punctuation that is alwost id.natical to source document, i.e.
sometimes atypical of the target laaguage. Moderately good ability
to join or divide original sentences as required by target language
constructions, while still retaining the meaning of the source
document. NModerately good ability to use complex structures, sentence
patterns, and vocabulary appropriate for expressing abstract thoughts.
Moderately good knowledge of idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms,
and some sayings and proverbs, but with occasional misunderstandings.
Uses a number of syntactic constructions that are more characteristic
of source language than target language, thereby producing documents
that appear to be a translafion. This person's style and tone are
even, but occasionally differ slightly from original.

Makes occasional spelling and punctuation errors. Occasionally makes
grammatical errors in low frequency complex structures, sporadic
errors in high frequsncy complex structures. Good ability to use very
complex sentence structures. Uses some syntactic structures that are
more typical of source than target language which suggest that the
document is translated. Vocabulary is generally extensive but usage
is not always precise given the context, especially in the use of
register and colloquialisms. The style and tone of the original
document are not always retained.

This person's errors of grammar are very rare and unpa*terned. This
person rarely makes a spelling or punctuation erro:x. Uses some
syntactic structures that suggest the document is a translation--while
these are grammatically correct, they are not typical of the target
language. Very good ability to wuse highly complex senter e
structures. Very good knowledge of idiomatic expressions, register,
colloquialisms, sayings and proverbs and their equivalents in the
target language. However, a document rendered by this person may
occasionally reveal itself to be a translation due to atypical use of
syntax and vocabulary. The style and tone are equivalent to those of
the source document.
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4+

Makes no grammatical or punctuation errors, and no spelling errors
that would not be made by an educated native writer of the target
language. There are minor problems of syntax, spelling, or
vocabulary, which although grammatically correct are nct typical of
the source language and suggest that the document is a translation.
These and other infelicities could only be confirmed by an educated
native reader of both languages who compares the documents in both
the source language and the target language. Uses style and tone that
are a true reflection of source document.

Produces work that contains no grammar, spelling or punctuation errors
that would not be made by other well-educated native writers. cCan
produce documents whose syntax is that of the target language, with
no influence of source ianguage. Can adapt rhetorical structures so
that the documsnt veads as if it had originally been written in the
target language. Can convey all nuances and can use tone and
stylistic devices that are identical in effect to those of original,
including use of humor.
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24

3+

44

Has no real ability to translate connected discourse. Efforts to
translate contain many mistranslationa and omissiong; and very 1ittle

- - _—aoa - w we w

information from source document is conveyed.

Renders translations whose accuracy is deficient, with frequent
mistranslations and omissions and may make inappropriate additions.
Much cf the information from longer source documents is lost.

Produces translations whose accuracy is inadequate, containing many
mistranslations or omissions, and possibly additions. Almost all
nuances are lost.

Produces translations whose accuracy is mostly adequate and without
severe substantive omissions, but without many nuances, and with quite
a few mistranslations. May include some additions for clarification
of areas the translator can not accurately convey.

Produces translations whose accuracy is adequate, but contain some
mistranslations or omissions, and reflect a limited ability to convey
nuances.

Produces translations whose accuracy is good, with occasional minor
mistranslations or omissions. Can handle clearly identifiable
nuances.

Produces translations whose accuracy is very good; there are
occasional omissions, or sporadic minor mistranslations; nuances and
subtleties are not always conveyed exactly or not at all.

Renders translations whose accuracy is excellent; almost all nuances
are conveyed and there are no mistranslations.

Can produce documents that are totally accurate, convey all nuances,
and are devoid of mistranslations or omissions.

Can produce translations that are an exact reflection of the source
document in all aspects, even translating difficult and abstract
prose. Can produce work that 1is totally accurate, with no
mistranslations or omissions.

B




Interpretive information
T-0 ¥O PROPICIRNCY

No ability to translate the language.

T-0+ KEMORIZEL PROPICIENCY

Able to translate using only memorised material and expressions,
such as numbers, dates, addresses, some strest signs and shop
designations.

T-3 ELEMENTARY PROPICIENCY
(Base Level)

Able to translate very aimple documents in printed or typed form
at the survival level such as simple messages and simple notes
conveying basic instructions.

T-1+4 ELEMENTARY PROFICIENCY
(Eigher Levei;

Able to translate simple documents in printed or typed form
dealing with survival needs and routine social demands such a3
simple letters and biographical data.

T-2 LIMITED WORKING PROFPICIENCY
(Base Lavel)

Able to produce understandable translations of simple documents
pertaining to routine social and business correspondence and areas
of professional experience.

T-2+ LIMITED WORKING PROFPICIENCY
(Eigher lLevel)
Able to translate with some precision most factual, nontechnical

prose as well as some documents on concrete topics related to
fields in which he or she has an interest or background.
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T-3 GENERAL PROPESSIONAL PROPICIENCY
(Base Level)

Able to translate acceptably most formal and informal written
exchanges on practical, social an@ professional topics.
Demonstrates an emerging ability to translate diverse subject
matter.

T-3+ GENERAL PROFPESSIONAL PROFICIENCY
(BEigher Level)
Able to translate effectively a variety of documents dealing with
diverses subject matter within the scope of personal or professional
axperience.

P T

T-4 ADVANCED PROFPESSIONMAL PROFPICIENCY
(Base lLevel)

Able to translate very effectively all forms of docunents within
the scope of personal and professional experience, can handle other
documents adequately.

T-44 GENERAL PROFESSIONAL PROPICIENCY
(BEigher Leaval)

Approximates a master translator's ability to produce
translations that are an exact reflection of the original document.

T-5 (Haster Translator Proficioncy)

Proficiency equivalent to that of & well-educated master
translator. Able to translate even difficult and abstract prose;
for example, general technical and legal texts as well as highly
colloquial writing.
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FXHIRIT A

Paragraph Scoring Grid

0 1 1o 2 2. 3 4
(08) (1.0 (1.8) 0) (¢1)) (3.0) 6¥ ) (4.0) (3)
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EXHIBIT B

QUESTIONNAIRE ON TRAMSLATION SKILL LEVELS

Plesse read the attached information on translation skill levels.
We ask that you examine the criteria, descriptions, and scoring
grid in light of your experience with translation. Your comments
on this material will help us to develop an accurate test of
translation ability. If you require more space than ie provided
after each question, please continue your responses on the hback.

Section A, Criteria

1. What relationship do you see between ILR reading/writing level
and translation skill level? Do you agree with the assessment of
the relationship described in the criteria?

2. Do you agree with the description of a *perfect® translation?
Why or why not?

3. Are there variables other than those presented that you would
consider in evaluating translation ability? Do you consider any
of the variables presented to be unimportant?




Section B, Translation Level Descriptions

Please read through each skill level description and note any
comments regarding a particular description in your responses to
the questions below. Be sure to indicate the ki)l 1level
description and the line within that description that your comment
applies to.

1. Do you think any of the characteristics we have included in
Level 0-5 is inappropriate to that level? 1If s0, which?

2. Where would you add other characteristics?

3. Would you delete any characteristics from the descriptions?




4. Are there unclear areas in any of the descriptions?

5. Do you agree with the description of a Master Translator?

6. What would you add to, change, or delete from this description
(T-5)?

Sectjon €. Scoring Grid

The attached grid is designed to aid scorers in making a decision

about the appropriate skill level description to assign. Please
comment on the grid.

1. Would you find this grid helpful in evaluating a translation
test?
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2. Where would you make changes to the grid?

3. What would you add to the gria?

4. Do you agree with the percentages listed for spelling and

punctuation accuracy? If not, what percentages would you
substitute?

We would welcome any additional comments you might have. Please

use the rest of this page or an additional sheet to comment on any

aspect of this material. Thank you for your valuable assistance

in developing criteria for rating tests of translation ability.
Sincerely,

Charles Stansfield
Marijke wWalker
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APPENDIX J

TRIALING QUESTIONNAIRE
ON
LANGUAGE BACKGROUND AND PROFICIENCY
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Nape:

Date:

Test:

Thank you very much for agreeing to take part in the trialing of
the Spanish into English Verbatim Translation Exans. Your comments
about these exars gre very important to us. We would like you to
fill out these forms after you have completed each version of the
exam. Please de as clear and frank as possible.

The exact time for completing each section bas not yet been
established but we would 1ike you to vork as quickly and accurately
as you can (as if it were a timed exam). Pplease record the time
needed to complete each section on these forms. This will enable
uUs to establish the completion times for future exaxinees.

You are not permitted to use a dictionary on any part of this exar
except for the last section which {s entitled ®"Production Section
III." You are also not perxitted to receive or give any assistance

regarding these exans. Your cooperation in these matters is
greatly appreciated.

How do you rate your overall Spanish ability?

How do you rate your overall English ability?
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EXAM FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE
MULTIPLE CHOICE AND PRODUCTION SECTIONS
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t

Name:

Date:

Test:

Thank you very much for agreeing to take part in the trialing of
the English into Spanish Verba.im Translation Exams. Your CoL._ents
about these exams are very important to us. We would like you to
fill out these forms after you have completed each version of the
exam. Please be as clear and frank as possible.

The exact time for completing each section has not yet been
establ ished but we would like you to work as quickly and accurately
as you can (as if it were a timed exam). Please record the time
needed to complete each section on these forms. This will enable
Us to establish the completion times for future examinees.

You are not permitted to use a dictionary on any part of this exar
except for the last section which is entitled "Production Section
1II." You are also not permitted to receive or give any assistance
regarding these exanms. Your cooperation in these matters is
creatly appreciated.

How do you rate your overall Spanish ability?
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Multiple Choice Section 1 Completion time: hrs. minutes

1) How couid the directions be mude clearer?

2) How should questions be madified, if any, so that they are less misleading/confusing?

3) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be deleted?

4) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be added?

5) What unintended errors, if any, did you find in this section?

6) Did this section adequately test your knowledge of Spanish?

7) Were any major points not tested that you feel should have been?

&) Did you feel that this section was: 100 long / 100 short / just night?

9) Any additional comments? (Continue on the back, if necessary!!)
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Muliple Choice Section 11 Completion time: hrs. minutes

[\e]

1) How

ould the directions be made ¢clearer?

2) How should questions be modified, if any, so that they are less noisleading/confusing?

3) Which questions. if any, do you feel should be deleted?

4) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be added?

3) What unintended erors. if any. did you find in this section?

6) Did this section adequately test your knowledge of Spanish?

7) Were any major points not tested that you feel should have been?

&) Did you feel that this section was® too long / te .rt/ just nght?

95 Any additional comments® (Continue on the back. if necessary™
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Production Section | Completion time: hrs. minutes

1) How could the directions be made clearer?

2) How should questions be modified, if any, so that they are less misleading/confusing?

3) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be deleted?

4) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be added”

5) What unintended errors, if any. did you find in this section?

6) Dud this secion adequately test your knowledge of Spanish?

7) Were any major points not tested that you feel should have been?

) Did you feel that this section was: 100 long / too short/ just right?

9) Any addiional comments? (Continue on the back. if necessary!!)
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Production Section 11 Completion time: hrs. minutes
1) How could the directions be made clearer?

2) How should questions be modified, if any, so that they are less misleading/confusing? .

3) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be deleted?

4) Which questions, if any, do you feel should be added?

$) What unintended errors, if any, did you find in this section?

6) Did this section adequately test your knowledge of Spanish?

7) Were any major points not tested that you feel should have been?

8) Did you feel that this section was: 100 long / 100 short / just night?

9) Any additional comments? (Continue on the back, if necessary!'!)
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Production Section 11] Completion time: hrs. minutes

1) How could ihe direciions be made ciearer? ?

2) How should questions be modified, if any, so that they are less misleading/confusing?

3) Which questions, if any, do you fee! should be deleted?

o B At \Fal fonenr

4) Which questions, if any, do you fee! should be added?

%) What unintended errors, if any, did you find in this section” ;

“debs

6) Dud this section adequately test your knowledge of Spanish?

7) Were any major points not tested that you feel should have been?

&) Did you feel that this section was: too long / too short { just right?

9) Any addiional comments? (Continue on the back, if necessary'T)




; REA Y L4 LA

P R PR o : % &%%ﬁ:m .«wm,_ %ﬁu.m. aﬂwﬁ NTRETE »,F P EIR R s RS RO IR L * T TR A DR T W S s Ry [ AR I (R S R ,(t%ﬁ%&wﬁﬁﬁw 3 a.uumw,.;
SR ¢ - B B

-
x
(]
s
1y
Q.
o
<
i
«c
<<
<
Z
O
-
o
wi
|
C
Y
. (O ) g
: % o
D ——
w
3 i
: .
: =
o
: (/2]
- E .

33

< ke * >~
A Ay

At
O
..m

SOZE
.
L
h

e b N perecs
s - 3 A ol ol g AR R
Sho Lr i A R T R S R A T IR AT IR U R N L v ey . o e T S R R IR SR A L R0 .t&?,.&,ﬁ;?. e




ENGLISH INTO SPANISH VERBATIM EXAM QUESTIONNAIRE
We would very much appreciate your answers to the following brief questions concerning the
verbatim translation exams you have just taken:
L Was the length of time given for completing the multiple c..oice sections about right?
{ ) Too short
( ) About ngiu
( ) Too long
2. Was the length of time given for complesing the production sections about right?
( ) Too short

( ) About nght
( ) Too long

Please indi-ate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:

3. The directions were clear.
() Agree " () Disagree
4. The material in the exams was representative of the types of written documents I might

encounter in my worl".

() Strongly agree () Agree () Disagree  ( ) Strongly disagree

A

There was sufficient opportunity for me to demonstrate my ability to translate from
nglish into Spanish.

( ) Strongly agree () Agree () Disagree  { ) Strongly disagree

Thank you for your cooperation.
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Thank you for agreeing to assist uz in evaluating these tests. «
¥e request that you complate the following information to aid in :

our analysis.

Name: .
Profession: 3
3

____ Student i
Course of Study: ____ Bachelor's in Spanish B

____ Master's in Spanish X

____ Translation Certificate Program B

____ Other (Please specify) 3

Translator %

___ Teacher FY
___ Other (please specify) £

Native Language:

english
Spanish

How
Excellent
Very gocod
Gocd
Fair
Poor
How would you
Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor
How would you
Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor
Row would you
- Excellent
Very good
—__ Good
Fair
Poor

O-her (please specify)

vould you rate your ability to write in English?

oy e b S e WL S Sy 8 ek

rate your adility to speakX in Bnglish?

rate your ability to write in Bpanish?

rate your ability to speakx in Spanish?
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Total Resporndents: 45

34

s

All data self-reported

o
o N

Native Lanquage:

v avicasd

Englash: 38 Spanish: 0

¢
AR

Bil ingual
Eng-Span:

.
.

e
i
HeY

Other: ()

3T
Englaish Writing Ability: Enalish Speaking Ability: 'g

Excellent: 22 Excelient: 29 %
Very good: 16 Very good: 15 %
Bood: 6 Good: o
Fair: 1 Fair: 1 ks
Poor: 0 Poor: (o] a4

¥
Sy

Spanish Wrating Abilaty: Spanish Speaking Abalaty: k-

Excellent: 1 Excellent: 2 i
Very good: 9 Very good: & =
Good: 20 Good: 1€ A
Farr: 12 Fair: 18 =
Poor: 3 Poor: 3 | ﬁ

;
b
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ERADUATE STUDENTS

_Total Respondents: 10 All data self-reported

e

Native Lanqguaqe:

"

. Englash: 3 Spanish: 6

P
, YGRS

1 Bilingual
- Eng-Span: O Other: !

N ]

o
o

A

Enqlash Wratang Ability: English Speaking Abalaty:

£y

pocsbrallvn

Eycellent:
Very good:
Good:
Fair:
Poor:

Excellent:
Very goods
Good:
Fair:
Poor:
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FIELD OFFICE

The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn your candid evaluation of your ability 10 translate writien
documenis from ENGLISH INTO SPANISH. It is of the utmost importance that you provide an honest
evaluation of your present abilitics so that the effectivencss of the translation exams may be accurately and fully
assessed.  Please be assured that your responses will be kept confidential by the test development contractor and
will in no way affect your standing or possibility of advancement within the Burcau.

Instructions: Please estimate your ability to translatc the following types of documents using the scale provided
below:

Limited The translated document contains many mistranslations and omissions, and frequent errors 1n
grammar. The translation is extremely literal (i.c. word for word) and may be difficult to
understand.

Functional The translaton is fairly accurate with no substantive omissions; however, it may contain some
mistranslations and grammar errors. The translation is litcral but gencrally understandable.

Competent The accuracy of the translated document is good, with occasional minor mistranslations and
omissions. There is no patiern of grammar errors. Most idiomatic expressions are used
appropnatcly; however, the phrasing may reveal the document to be a translation.

Suj :rior  The accuracy of the translation 1s excellent, with most nuances conveyed. Grammar errors are rare.
The phrasing 1s entircly natural and the documcent does not appear to be a translation.

Plcase evaluate candidly your ability to translate each of the following types of documents from English into
Spanish by airching the appropriate label. If you have never translated a particular type of document, please
mark N/A ("not applicable®).

1. FBI forms Limited Funcuonal Competent Superior N'A
2 Decpositions Limited Functional Competent Supesior N/A
3. Polce reports Limited Functional Compctent Superior N A
4 Correspondence Limited Funcuonal Competent Supcrior NA
5. Legsl documents Limited Functional Compctent Supcnior NA
6 Press releases Limited Functional Compctent Superior NA
7 FCI status/evaluation reports  Limited Functional Compcicnt Supenior NA
& Sacnuficitechnical articles Limited Functional Competent Supcernior NA
9 Forcign diplomatic reports Limited Functional Compcicnt Superior NA
10 Traiming manuals Limited Functional Compeient Supcrior NA
11 Limited Funcuionu! Competent Supenior NA

(Plcase specify)
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FIELD OFFICE

SELF.-ASSESSMENT OF TRANSLATION ABILITY

! The purpose of this questionnairz & 1o lesrn your candid svalustion of wour sbitity o transiate wTitten
documents from SPANISH INTO ENGLISH. It is of the utmost importance that you provide en bonest

evaluation of your present abilities so that the effectiveness of the translation exams may be accurately and fully

assessed.  Please be assured that your responses will be kept confidential by the test development contractor an

will jn no way affect your standing or possidility of advancement within the Bureau.

Instructions: Please estimate your ability to translate the following types of documents using the scale provided
below:

Limited  The translaied document contains many mistranslations and omissions, and frequent errors 1n

grammar. The translation is extremely literal (i.e. word for word) and may be difficuli to
understand.

Functional The translation is fairly accurate with no substantive omissions; bowever, it may contain some
mistranslations and grammar crrors. The translation is literal but generally understandable.

Competent The accuracy of the translated dccument is good, with occasional minor mistranslations and
omissions. There is no pattern of grammar errors. Most diematic expressions are used
appropriately, however, the phrasing may reveal the document to be a translation.

Superior  The acouracy of the translation is excellent, with most nuances conveyed. Grammar efrors are rare
The phrasing is entirely natural and the document does not appear to be a translation.

Please evzluate candidly your ability to translaie each of the following types of documents from Spanish into

English by circling the appropriate label If you have never translated a particular type «{ document, picase
mark N/A (*not apphcable®).

1. Newspaper articles Limited Functional Compctent Superior N/A
2 Newspaper editonals Limited Functional Competent Superior N/A
3. Depositions Limited Functional Competent Supenior N/A
4 Police reports Limited Functional Competent Superior N/A
S .Correspondence Limited Functional Competent Superior N/A
6 Legal documer.ts Limited Funciional Competent Superior NA
7 Leuers rogaton Limited Functional Competent Supenior Na
8 Case hisiones Limited Functional Competent Superior NA
9 FCl status‘evaluation reports  Limued Functional Competent Supcrior N.A
10 Saientifichechnical articles Limited Functional Competent Supenor N.A
11 Foreign diplomatic reports Limited Function2! Competent Superior NA
12 Training manuals Limited Functional Competent Superior N/A
13 Limited Functional Competent Superior N/A

(Plcasc spsaify)
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SUMMARY REPORT ON SELF-ASSESSMENT:ENGLISH TO SPANISH

The following section consists of an analysis of the results
or thz English-to Spanish Self-Assessment Questionnaire which was
completed by FBI personnel participating in the validation study.

This section specifies:

1. the document type which the participants checked most
frequently;

2. the average rating for each document type;

3. the per cent of total respondents who gave a response
for each document type;

4. the document types which correlated most significantly
with the FBI translation skill level descriptions.

AVERAGE RATING OF EACH DOCUMENT TYPE

Ten document types, listed below, were translated. The
questionnaire required the employee to rate his or her )
ability to translate each document type on a four point scale.
The options on the scale were: 4, superior; 3, competent; 2,
functional; and 1, limited. There were 35 respondents to the
English-to-Spanish questionnaire. The table below gives the
percent who responded to each document type, and the average
self-rating, ranked in descending order.

DOCUMENT TYPE % RESPONDING AVERAGE
SELF~-RATING
1.ESCORRES (correspondence) 97 3.11
2.ESPOLRPT (police reports) 69 3.04
3.ESFBI(FBI forms) 71 2.96
4 .ESPRESS (press releases) 69 2.91
5.ESDEPOS (depositions) 60 2.85
6.ESTRNG(training manuals 57 2.85
7.ESDIPL(for.diplomatic reports) 46 2.75
8 .ESFCI(FCI reports) 51 2.72
9.ESLEGAL (legal documents) 69 2.58
10.ESTECH (technical documents) 54 2.57

The self-rating most frequently chosen was COMPETENT. The lowest
average self-ratings, for legal documents, technical documents
and FCI reports, indicate that raters responded to these types as
most difficult to translate.Evidently they identified police
reports and correspondence as easiest to translate.




CORRELATIONS WITH OVERALL SCORES

The table below presents the correlations of each document
type with the overall scores for Expression and Accuracy. The
number of paired scores is listed in parentheses below each
correlation:

DOCTYPE EXPF1 EXPF2 ACCF1 ACCF2
ESFBIFRM 0.31 0.13 0.56% 0.64*
(25) (24) (25) (24)
ESDEPOS 0.38 0.21 0.54* 0.52%*
(21) (20) (21) (20)
ESPOLRPT 0.49* 0.36 0.45%* 0.59%*
(24) (23) (24) (23)
ESCORRES 0.30 0.22 0.34» 0.53%
(33) (33) (34) (33)
ESLEGAL 0.26 0.22 0.41* 0.43%
(24) (23) (24) (23)
ESPRESS 0.42%* 0.25 0.45* 0.51+*
(24) (23) (24) (23)
ESFCI 0.43 0.21 0.57% 0.51=
(18) (18) (19) (18)
ESTECH 0.28 0.13 0.28 0.32
(19) (18) (19) (18)
ESDIPL 0.39 0.19 0.56% 0.47
(16) (16) (16) (16)
ESTRNG 0.55% 0.34 0.42 0.53»
(20) (19) (20) (19)
*p<. 05

Ranked in descending order, the documents showing the
highest correlations with the expression totals on Form 1 were
training manuals, police reports, and press releases. No
significant expression correlations appeared for Form 2, although
the order of magnitude of the correlations for Form 2 is similar
to the order for Form 1.

The documents showing the highest correlations with the
accuracy totals for Form 1 were FCI reports, FBI forms and
foreign diplomatic reports, and depositions. On Form 2, these
documents were FBI forms, police reports, correspondence,
depositions, press releases, and FCI reports. The correlations
for accuracy were higher, on the whole, than the expression
correlations for the English-to-Spanish self-assessments.
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APPENDIX O

CONVERSION TABLES: RAW SCORE TO TSL SCORE
EXPRESSION AND ACCURACY
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Form 1 - ESVTE

Conversion Tables
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APPENDIX P

MEMORANDUM ON TOTAL SCORE CONVERSION
TC
ILR EQUIVALENCY RATING




Memo

To: Marijke Walker

From: Charles Stansfield

Date: May 15, 1990

Subject: Total score conversion to ILR squivalency rating

As 1 indicated to you on the phonz, we have encountered a
problem in converting the total score on the test to an ILR-like
Translation Rating. Each examinee took two forms of the test and
each examinee was given an overall ILR-like rating by each of two
raters based on the examinee's performance on each test. The
raters assigned ratings for Accuracy and Expression. Thus, each
examinee received four estimates of his ILR level (estimates per
form) for accuracy and four estimates of his IIR level for
expression.

We averaged the four estimates of ILR rating to come up with
an overall Translation rating. We then correlated the test scores
with the Translation rating. The high correlation (an average of
.90) allowed us to use the resulting regression equation to predict
Translation rating from the total score on the test. Thus, we were
able to construct a score conversion table for all points on the
test scale which would produce an estimated Translation skill
level.

one of the probleczs with such conversion tables is a
phenozenon known as the "regression effect" (different meaning fror
the use of regression above). The regression effect means that
exarinee's whose first score is far fron the mean will be predicted
to be closer to the mean on the second ecore. Thus, most examinees
whose score on our test is at the top of the distribution will be
predicted to have a lower ILR score than they received from the
raters. Similarly, most examinecs whose score on our test was at
the bottor of the distribution were predicted to have a higher ILR
score than they received from the raters.

Attached is a copy of the scatterplot for 42 FBI examinees.
The ILR expression rating is on the vertical axis, while the total
expression score on our test (ESVTE) is on the horizontal axas.
we have drawn in the regression line with a pencil. This is the
straight line that best fits the distribution. For any other J,;ne’,a
1f you calculated the deviations produced by copparing obtained
scores with the predicted sccres, the sun of the deviations fror
the regression line would be greater.

On this scatterplot each A represents one exarinee. Each B
represents tvo examinees. As indicated in the note at the bottcr,
14 exarinees' scores are not or the scatterplot because their
scores and the regression line coincided. Thus, for these
exacinees, the conversion table worked perfectly. The asterisks
are the cocputer's representation of the regression line. In Fhls
scatterplot you will see some tendency for the deviations between
the actual and predicted score to be quite small near the center
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of the distribution, and larger at the ends. You will also see
some tendency for sxaminess vwho scorsd a2bove 20 on the ESVTE ¢o
have a predicted scora that is lower than their obtained score.
Similarly, for examinees who scored below 40, the predicted score
is usually higher than the obtained score. Thus, more of the

obtained scores for these people are below the regression line than
above it.

One effect of the regression effect is to lower the range of
ability measured by the test. That is, the highest ability
examinee on this test obtained a rating of 4.5 but the conversion
table predicts his predicted skill level to be 3.8. This person
was probably one of the three professional translators who took the
test.

One option we have, which would reduce the regression effect
described in paragraph three above is to tilt the regression line
to the left by transforming the scores so that the maximum ILR
score level is higher, 4.5 for example. However, we have no basis
other than intuition for doing this. That is, the sample did not
contain people whom we knew beforehand were at the 4.5 level or
higher. while this seers reasonable, in that it reduces the
regression effect, it also increases slightly the amount of error
in the predicted ILR scores all along the continuup. Thus, it
seecs unwise.

Another option is to have several people take the test whor
we know to be level 4+ and 5 translators, and enter their results
into the equation. This would have to be done later, however. So,
that's our dilerza. As it stands, no one in the sarple would earn
& r—-edicted ILR rating above 3+, and because of the lack of high
abitity examinees in the sample, it is not possible to earn a
rating higher than 4.2 or the test, even though ve believe it to
be sensitive to differences in ability in the 4-5 range. Further
evidence that the test could discriminate in that range ic found
in the fact that the highest raw Expression score on the test was
28 on the ESVTE and $6 on the SEVTE, while the maximum possible
total score was 105. Similarly, for Accuracy, the highest raw
ccore was 71 on the SEVTE and 75 for the ESVTE, vhile the maximum
possible total score was 80. Thus, the difficulty level of the
test exceeds the ability level of any examinee in the sample.

As a future project, we should think about how we can identify
at least 1C high level translators and then administer the tests
to thex. we would then be able to revise the score conversion
table so that the ILR ratings for high ability candidates are rore
accurate than at present, and so that the test will measure ability
up to a higher level than at present.

For the moment, it may be best to leave the conversion table
as is. However, if this conversion table is used, test score users
should be aware that it may underpredict the true levels of
exapinees whose predicted ILR rating is 3.5 or above. This
information should be incorporated in any test manual that Yyou




prepare.

in general, I find this disappointing. We tried to make the
test hard enough to measure ability as high as level S. However,
because 5's did not show up in the sample, the test appears to fail
to measure at such & high level.

On a more positive note, I should say that the test seems to
predict the average Translation skill level rating assigned by our
raters very accurately between the 1.8 and 3.5 range, which is the
range in which most FBI personnel scored.

I should mention one more concern. All of the 17 FBI
employees on whom we had Translation lavel ratings on the FBI's
current translation test received a lower Translation rating on our
test than on the FBI test. The average difference was about half
a full level, with differences typically being larger for examinees
whose FBI test score was 3.8 or above, and being smaller for
exaninees whose FBI test score was 2.8 or below. Thus, either a.)
the FBI's current test is too generous, or b.) our raters are too
severe, or c.) the time constraints on our test do not permit the
examinees to revise their translations and demonstrate their true
ability, or d.) the examinees were not motivated to give their best
performance when they took our test, or e.) the examinees' true
Translation ability declined subsequent to taking the FBI test.
Do you have any thoughts about a.) or e.) zbove?
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Plot of PRED*EXPTOTF2. Symbol used is ‘s’
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I A L L e L I I B

Dear Language Specialist,

The Language Services Unit has contracted with the Center for Applied Linguistics
(CAL)to develop a new transiation test, Spanish into English and Englisk into
Spanish We would like to develop a new test which tests more closely for the actua!
linguistic tasks carried out by Language Specialists. Therefore, we would really
appreciate your input. We kindly ask you to fill out the attached questionnaire; feel
free to add any comrnents you think are pertinent. Please note that "% OF YOUR
TIME® refers to the percentage of time that is devoted to the listed tasks when you
are working with the Spanish language, and NOT to the percentage of time that is
DEVOTED TO THE TASKS OUT OF YOUR WORKDAY. This becomes a pertinent
difference especially for those of you who work with a number of lan vages. To
illustrate this point, a certain language specialist may devote roughly half of his
time in his Spanish-langua?e work to interpretation assignments, but his work with
the Spanish language itsel might constitute only a fraction of his entire workday

If an item does not apply toyou, put 0 % in the appropriate column. As concerns
the other (please specify) hsting, please note that we are interested only in tasks
that are performedon a regular basis There is no need for you to hist any
assignment that was performed once or that is performed only rarely .

Please return the compieted questionnaires to me as soon as possible (Bureau mail),
an addressed envelope has been attached for this purpose.

Thank you so much for your help
/

’

A )
Marjke Walker
Testing Program Manager

Language Services Unit
FBIHQ, Room 3505

Phone HQx4160
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L. ORAL TASKS

interpretation Assignments

Check as many as are applicable
ynannounceg visitors

tours

conferences

other {please spec:’y)

Ora! Proficiency Test (Spanish)
| TASKS INVOLVING WRITTEN MATERIAL

% OF YOUR TIME
TRANSLATING

Lega! Documents

Check as many as are applicable
letters rogatory

ex1rad Lionreques:s

laws vi0!a*-0nyiega rg*:s
wantec posters

otre’ (piease spec fy)

Booklets Manuals

Check as many as are applicable
scence technoiog,

tou"s

tra.n ng

otne’ (p ease spec. ‘)

-
(o]
-~
3
w

Check as many as are applicable
Burea. forms

T DOsforms

____otrer(please spec:fy)

Other (please specify)
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% OF YOUR TIME

% OF YOUR TIME
SUMMARIZING
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. . $ OF YOUR TDME 8§ OF YOUR TDC
SPENT IN TRANSLATING SPENT IN SUMMARIZING

.
AR

TELEPHONE

CNECK AS MANY AS ARE APPLICASLE:

¢ b el sy 2

Al PR TR AR A SRR T g
L1
R TS

politics X
business/finence

econoaice ;
gererel theft/white collor crime
organized crime
narcotics trafficking :
dompstic/international terrorign
foreign counterintelligence
science/technology ;
silrtery

lega!

the't

geme ing
counterfeiting
tionapxc-ng
procedures/apooi ntmenty
peymcnts/purchases
sspienations

other (please spe::fy)

e TR A TR,

LR T Rt Ll S

AR LTSRTICE e

PR N )

ARRRRRRRRARRRERENY

o vo s

: BODY RECORDER

CRETC AS MANY AS ARE APE1CAB.E:

pc.rice

business/finance

sconor ¢y

geeca. theft/white colla” crime
©°g8” 1300 Crime

necicties trafficking

G. stic/internations. terrorige
fore1gn counterinteiligence
sCrence/techrology

* lite’y

lega:

the't

g T . \ng

cownterferting

trorapping

proced res/agxs niments
peayments/purchases

esplanetion

ather (plesse specify)

RENRRRRRRNRRRREARE

Other (please specify):

vt
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§ OF YOUR TIAE % OF YOUR TDCE
SPENT IN TRANSLATING SPENT IN S MOARIZING -
£
t
Medical Reports *
CRESK AS AN AS ARE APPLICABLE: \s
sutepsies ;
other (plesse specify) 4
Patents *
Other (please specify):
Iv. TASRS INVOLVING LISTENING
$ OF YOUR TDME $ OF YOUR TDE '
SPENT IN TRANSIATING SPENT IN SUMMARIZING
Broadcasts:

CuEZT AS MANY AS ARE APP_ICAB.E:

pciitics

businese/finance

eionorcs

general theft/vPrte collar crime
0" gan130d crime

naccetics trafficking
gomettic/interetions! terrorig-
foreipgn conterintelligerce
science/techrology

o Litary

lega!

other (plesse specify)
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Domestic/International Terrorizm
CHECC AS MANY RS ARE APPLICAB.E:

Status ond eveluation reports
cose histories

police records

CoOU”t records

travel documents

other (pi.vose specify)

[ THT

Foreign Counterintelligence

CrEZT AS maAL™ AS ARE APP1CAB.E:

STotus 8nd evaluation repc-ts
aate19. on

||

intell 19enCe COMUNICET 1D methady
case hrigtorigs

|

neiices of sssigvwmar of dipiorats
othe- (p.case specify)

Treaty Reguests/Letters Rogatory

Sclentific/Technical

CrEZC £S maL” AS aRg APP 1CAN £

chemiatry

brology

fingerprinting/oas typing
corp.ter technclogy

s os1ve and ICensiary Gevices
we 8pong

Sutomotiiet and other wehizles
Other (plesse specify)

NERRRRY

R
[~

$ OF YOUR TIME

SPENT IN TRANSLATING

$ OF YOUR TIME

SPENT IN SIPMARIZING
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2
- 3
: {
3 2
i
3 =
: $ OF YOUR TDME 8§ OF YOUR TIME I
) SPENT IN TRANSLATING SPENT IN SUMMARIZING i
3 :
: letters to the Director !
: and other FBI officials: \
rf j
4 y
Jeletypes:
X (TRANSLATION ONLY) :
T
9 +
; al/fechn : 3
: B
3
: Y
| General Theft/white Collar Crime 3
=
' b
CETC AS RANT AS ARZ APPLICAR.E: ;
3
e~k recorogs ‘
Pcirze repects
tou°t reco-0s é,
oiher (plesse specrty) R
H
3
1
Orcarized Crirme .
E¥EIZ AS MANT AS A®E APE_1CAS.E:
S18tus enC evalustion repcrts -
banx recorgs .
pciice repc-ts
COu®t recoros
othes (piease spe:ify) %
Narcotics Trafficking
CrEZS AS munT AS ARE ASB, 1CAR.E:
Status ene evelustior repcoty
ba~k recoros -
Pcirce repecrts 4
Court recorgs "
— Cther (p'esse specify) :
|
i
:
|
O 18 !
. ERIC
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QUESTIONNATRE TO DETERMINE THE FPBI'S TRANSIATION NEEDS

VM SPANISH INTO ENGLISH

ORAL TASKS

n etation Assj ents:

K AS MAKY AS ARE APPLICABLE:

__unannounced vigitors
__tours

__Conferexces

__other (please specify)

Oral Proficiency Exarinatjons:

(E8S.1Se Oa ¥)

GRADING OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EXAMINATIONS

TASKS INVOLVING WRITTEN MATERIAL

$ OF YOUR TIME

.. 7 e >
e St et RIB T

$ OF YOUR TDME

e, Tty (et vy

AR

A i AR T A B Wikt o % x04r s S TR AT Wi,

o proa % T

% OF YOUR TIME

s a5 S T2 E r IS i A e %

$ OF YOUR TIME

SPENT IN TRANSLIATING SPENT IN SUMMARIZING 3
§
wspapers/Magazines: 3

¥ AS RANTY AS ARE AP ICAB.E:

News Y1lers
_  etems's
t2.es o
. Pclitacs
_ business/‘inance
_.  tconomcs
_ 8eneral theft/w>1te cclls crime
. Ofgd~12eC Crame
_  narcctics trafticking
_ Gomestic/internationa’ te-rorige
_ foreign counterintelligexe
.. science/technology
_  mlitery
- _ legal
B other (plesse speciiy)
: -
i
i
§
§
H Q '
{ ERIC 219
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QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

JOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS: 28
AYERAGE TIME SPENT

(Averages were calculated based on number of respondents to each

question; 0% answers were not factored in unless all answers were
0)

ORAL TASKS
Number of respondents: 19/28
Average % of time spent 4.8%

The most frequent category checked by respondents was
“unannounced visitors"™ under "other,” respondents listed tasks
such as Interviewins suspe:ts, bandling complaints, and
debrieting informants, witn:sses and subjects.

Oral Proficiency Examinations
Nusber of respondents: 1/28
Average X of time spent 1.0%

GRADING OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EXAMINATIONS
Nuaber of resnondents: 1/28
Average X of time spent 70.0%

TASKS INVOLVING WRITTEN MATERIAL

Newgspapers/Magazines
—3 of tise % of time
spent translating marizing
23.3% 21.0%
Number of _Number of
respondents - respondents
12/28 5728

The categorlies most chosen by respondents were politics,
narcotics, terrorism, foreign counterintelligence, legal, theft,
and organized crime. The other categories were seldom chosen.
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1.0%
Number of

respondents
1/28

Legal/Techknical

General Theft/White Collar Crime
X of time
$.75%

Number of

12728

All categories were chosen by respondents.

2%

_Nunber of
respondents
1/28

% of time
——spent summarizing
0%

—Number of

respondants
0/28

% of time
—_apent summarizing

11%

Number of

2/28

Under "other,”

translation of letters was indicated, as well as translation of
affidavits and signed statements. These "other" items were

repeated throughout this section.
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Organized Crime

X of time X of time
apent translating —_spent summarizing
8.1% 8%
Numder of _Number of
respondents respondents

9/28 1/28

The category most frequently chosen was “police reports.”

Narcotics Trafficking

L R PO - .. Y
e o 578 it A BTG LSt 50y ekhrens % o b ol o 3o e S vz b il Bt

X of time X of time
17.1% 37.5%
Number of _Number of
respondents respondents
15/28 4/28

The category most frequently chosen was "court records.” Under
‘otber,” translation of lettzsrs and ledger (log) notes was
indicated, as were T-1I1 and T-1V translations.

5 S A g S

2 AET AN s b e

Domestic/International Terrorisa

o) o IR St s

X of tima & of time .
spent translating ——apent summarjzing

h @
Nusber of _Number of ;
respondents respondents

10/28 2/28

The most frequenrt responses werz "case bistories” and "court

records.® Among "other"™ responses was translation of
communiqués. !
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Foreign Counterintelligence

X of time g 8
—apent suamarizing
18.6% 24.4%
Numgber of _Number of
respondents respondents
18728 7/28

The category most irequently chosen was "status and evaluation
reports.” Under "other,” categories listed include political and
silitary intelligence and defectors' reports.

Treaty Requests/Letters Rogatory

X of time % of time
—spent summarizing
5% 0
Nusber of —_Number of
respondents
2/28 0/28
Scientific/Technical
% of time % of time
spent translating __spent summarizing
12% 0
Number of _Number of
respondents respondents
6/28 0

The categories most frequently chosen were explosive and
incendiary devices, weapons, and autombdbiles and other vebhicles.

Fingerprinting/DNA typing and computer technology were seldom
chosen.
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Nedical Reports

X of time X of time
spent translating ——Apent summarizing
3.5 0 ;
Nuabdber of -Nupber of §
8/28 0 ;

“Other” responses include medical reports to be used as evidence,
progress reports, and hospital reports.

¢

Patents 1
Number of Nomber _of
respondents respondents ¢
0/28 0 y

é

Other (Respondent listed police reports and ownership/sale ‘
docuaents). X
spent translating —spent summarizing H
2% 0 ¢
Number of _Nusber ot 1
respondents respondents 3§
1/28 0 ’

2724
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TASKS INVOLVING LISTENING

Broadcasts
X of time 2 _of time
44.2% —mm.:gium‘
Number of —Number of
10/28 6/28

The most frequently-chosen category is “narcotics trafficking,”
Business/finance, economics, science/technology, military, and
legal were chosen seldom, {7 at all. "Other” tasks inclode radio
transmissions and ship-to-shore, ship-to-ship broadcasts.

Monitoring of Live Convarsations
Telephone:
X of time X of time
spent translating
3$3.5% 25.6%
Number of _Number of
respondents respondents
21/28 19/28

Categories most often chosen include theft/white collar crime,
organized crime, narcotics trafficking, terrorism, and .
counterintelligence. The other categories were seldom chosen.

Body Nicropbone:

X of tise % of time
21.8% 30.6%
Number of —Nusber of
010/28 8/28

The item chosen most often is narcotics trafficking. The other
items on the checklist were seldom chosen. "Other" responses
included microphone surveiliance of live monitoring, Title 1II
Live monitoring, TIV, and rooms ("hidden”™) mikes.
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Recorded Conversations

Telephons:
X of time X of time
38.7% 60.9%
Number of —Nusber of
respondents respondents
27728 14/28

The items most frequently chosen are the same as those for live
conversations. The individual participants seem to bave a wider
range of experience with recorded rather than live material.

Body Recorder:

X of time X of time:
25.0% 32.0%
Number of _Number of
respondents respondents
26/28 9/28

Cther: (Answers included pretext calls and consensual
recordings)

% of time 2 of time
spent translating n mearjzi
9.0% 27.8%
Nusber of _Number of
respondents
6/28 4/28
7
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SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE: QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE FBI'S
TRANSLATION NEEDS

ORAL TASKS

ssignments
Number of respowdents: 18/78
% of time spent 5%

The category most often chosen is "unannounced viszitors.” A
frequent category listed under "other™ is listening to three-way
phone calls. Other categories include field interviews of
vitnesses and polygraph examinations.

Number of respcndents: i/28
% of time spent 4%

WRITTEN TASKS

Legal Documents
X of time % of time
spent translating —_spent summarizing
15% 10.5%
Number of _Number of
respondents nts
11/28 2/28

All categories were checked, but “extradition requests™ was
chosen very infrequently. “Other”™ categories listed include:
pelice reports, depositions, foreign consulate reports, and

statements.

Booklets/Manuals
% of time % of time
—_spent summarizing
11.3% 5%
Number of _Number of
~espondents respondents
6/28 1/28

“Training manuals™ and "science/technology” were the items most
often chosen.
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spent translating __spent summarizing 3
18% 1%

_Nupber of Kusber of
respondents respo
3/28 2/28
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"Bureau foras™ was checked most often.

Qther

L.
)

:515’3’-?&’5‘:;: L

1 of time % of time
apent translating —apent summarizing
3% 0

Nusbdber of _Nusber of

respondents respondents
2/28 0

Afas ey,

"Other” responses include correspondence snd press releases.
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A. The following requirements and goals zust be
met by the offercor:

1. Purpoge;

The developed translation test will be
used to test the translations skxills
of individuals.

Qurrently translation sk{lls are
tested by means of written tests,
vhich are to ?‘ t.x"ms1 lated ;oxbatt:m
firom the foreign anguage ir.to Eng
and from English into the foreign
lanquage. The varicus tests vary in
difficilty as well as in form and

©f content. Dus to the tast form and
lack of clear, standardized scoring
critaria, the scores tand to lack
consis and hence, reliadbility.
the tests lack scme content validity,
because they fail to measure Oun:m
translaticn skills froe audio st i.

The contractor is to provide scoring
ciiuria based on, andx::mimnt
with, the Interagency langquage
Roundtable (ILR) level dc&cr?prtim,
vith a scale from 0 to S. (See
Attachment D for a copy of the ILR
level descriptions for speaking,
listening, reading, and writing.) The
test ahould be constructed in such a
vay as to faci{litats easy, but finely
calibrated scoring, perhaps by means
of specified point penalty for
categories of errors, e.g.
mistranslation, grarzar, word choice,
style, etc., with an exact easy to
apply notation system, which would
ultimately result in a score which can
be converted to the 0 through $ scale.
A rating sheet to register error types
and calibrations will be helpful for

this purpose.
Page 3 of 38
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The develcped translation test should
consist of mlaugio l)tqlmn us tt: :utl
surnary translation s up ave
3, to establish a floor, plus a
vritten stimulus to test full,
verbatim translation ekills between
levels 2+ and S, to establish a
ceiling. There ahould be at least one
alternate version of the tast for

Tetesting purposes.

The contractor will be able to some
extent drav on the expertise of the
Raster translators in the FBI, and
personnel from the PRI could also be
used for the audio portions of the
test {f desired.

The desired output should include a
»odel and alternmate in Inglish, and
Spanish test plus an alternate, and
?onibly additicnal tests in other
Anquages, all of vhich should have
been field-tested to provide
quantifiable data reg
reliability, validity, a strative
ease and scorability.

Upon coxpletion of the contract the
contractor will provide written
instructions for the grading of the

All materials generated dur the
course of the research, incl

notes and rough drafts, are to be
turned cver to the FaI.

Page 4 of 33
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2.

Deliveradles

The follow are required to be
fu.z'n.‘.al':od:u.‘g

a.
b.

c.

L.

Nonthly progress reports

Translation skill level descriptions
Audio cassettes with oral recordings

of stizull and a riate
documentation: PPToP

(1) one plus an alternate in English
{2) one plus an alternate in Spanish

Bard coples of written stimul{ and
appropriate docamentation:

(1) ons plus an alternate in English
(2) one plus an alternate in Spanish

Grading procedures, rating sheets and
appropriate training manual

Three days of training at eI, i0th
and Pennsylvania Avenus, N. W.
Hashington, D. C.

Page S of 38
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