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AN ENCLISH GRAMMAR PROFICIENCY EXAM
FOR NATIVE SPANISI] SPEAKERS

Ceorge Keeler
Juan Walker
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Chalula, Mexico

This paper has a threefold purpnse: firse, to describe the development
ol an English grammar proficiency examination for native Spanish speakers al
thie Universidad de las Américas, A, €. leocated in Cholula, Puebla, Mexicu.
Secund, to examine under what circumstances it may be advisable to develop
une's own preficiency examination instead of using 4 standardized examination,
ae concluded by this investigation. Third, to share wilh collesgues, who are
regular classroom ES]’./E'FL teachers and not test specialists, sugpested steps
to be followed and problems ta he aware of when developing & gramunar exam-
ination.

There are five sections in Lhis paper. The [irst briefly describes the
role of English at the Universidad de las Américas, The second explains why
it was decided to develop such an exam, The third presents the steps followed
inn the construction of the exam, The fourth discusses slatistical analysis and
usability, The final section offers concluding slatemnents with suggestions and
insights gained,

1, The Role of Englizh sl the Universidad de las Américas

The fundamental geal of the Tanguage Department ol the Universidad de
las Américas is to produce functionally bilingual students {English/Spanish) at
both the undergraduate and graduate levels, whether they are native Spanish
speakers or native Fnglish speakers. A native Spanish speaking student wha does
not have functional mastery ol English upon entering the University must plan to
acquire that proficiency during the course of his studics, One of the graduation
reguirements lor 4 native Spamsh speaker is that he pass a proficiency exam
offered by the Department of Tanguages which certifies that he is functionally
bilingual. Thus, a student must plan to take sufficient coursework wn English (o
prepare him to pass a proficiency exam. Profliciency in English follows the
basic philosaphy of the University: to establish a bilingual-multi-cultural en-
virenment,

Tt was decided that a proficiency exam should test a student's working
knowledge of English as needed Lo lunction within the University and had te be
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based on the student's previous classroom exposure (o English,  The latter
was decided upon as most of the students al the Universily do not acquire
English by spending extended periods of Lune in English speaking countries,
For the purpases of the Language Department, a "proficiency exam' is a
measure of whether the student has acyuired sullicrent knowledge of English
to perform in and pass his academic coursework that is taught in English

at the Universicy,

2, Why a "Special" Examination Was Develaped

After reviewing cerlain standardized proficiency exams such as the
Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, Structure Test-knglish
Ianguage (STEL), English Achievement Series (ILL), and the Comprehensive
Fnglish Language Test (CELT), 1l was concluded that none of these exams
met the needs of the U.D. L. A. Since the General English Division of the
Ianguage Department deals with a large majority of native Spanish speakers,
it was considered essential (o focus on those obvious and most conmunonly used
grammalical structures that present particular difficully lor these nalive
Spanish speakers,

Most standardized Fnglish exams are developed to lest at random the
whole grammatical continuum of the language in order to avoid giving any
kind of advantage to one non-nalive speaker from ane linguistic and cultural
backg round over another nou-native speaker from another linguistic and
cultural background., TIn other words, by taking nu specilic language group
into account, ah attempt is heing made to minimize linguietic bias. This
type of exam is sound for programs which exist in English speaking countrics
where Englich is taught to people from diverse language backgrounds,

This sype of axam failed Lo coincide with the assessment of proficiency
for the Universily because ol whal was felt to be the omission of indispensable
items and the inclusion of unessential material, Additionally, a working
proficiency in English at the Universidad de las Américay is dillerenl [rom
proliciency in English in English-speaking countries and is, therelore, some=
what different fram the Fnglish tested on standardized exams. 3

3. Construcsion of the Lxam

3.1 Iirsl Pretest. The project was begun by establishing the most un.
portant English grammar points that should be tested in order to meet the
needs of Lhe University., First, a memorandum was sent tu leachers in the
Language Department, including Spanish teachers, asking each to list those
areas of English grammar he felt presented particular difliculty for native
Spanish speakers. lo addition, a list of items was cunstruclted by reviewing
structural patlerns that are found in texts for teaching English grammar to
speakers of ather languages, With this information ilems were written for
the first pretest, A detailed cutline of the lest content was not written, ner
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was "the percenlage of items Lo be wrillen around each problem” indicated

as suggested by Harris (Barris 1969:25). Houwever, three Lo live items

were written around forty-seven granunar points compiled [rom Lhe teachers!
suggestions and the list constructed from reviewing structural patterns that
are found in grammar books.

Fach item--""an individual problem on a test" {Lyman 1963:191)--was
written in the form of a dialaguc with a local setting using informal spoken
as vpposed to formal spoken or written language. According to [Tarris,

"The dialogue [orm provides more contexl and therelore may make the pro-
nlem somewhat clearer” (Harris 1969:26), Steps were taken lo make each
item different from a question-answer type dialogue. An attempt was made
to be clear and concise and to follow Harris's suggestion: "The second parl
of the dialague should sound like a natural response to the {irst part'" (Harris
1969:30), Distractors were developed which were considered 10 be unnatural
to the situation for native English speakers, and therefore not social or
regional varianls of English. Muany distractors which were included were
incorrect responses considered to be freguently made by native Spanish
speakere {See Appendix [).

In organizing the [irsl pretest, some of the ilems were eliminated due
to the unnatural language of the dialogue. Iinally, it was decided that a total
of 141 items were Lo be wncluded on the {irsl pretest,

Forty-nine Spanish-spcaking students took the first pretest. Repre-
sented were students from the basic, intermediate, and advanced level Eng-
lishcomrses at the University as well as individuals who had taken or were
taking academic courses cffered in English at the University. The purpose
of this wide range of students was to determine whether the items were
cither too difficult or too casy.

The results of this pretest were subjected to statistical analysis and
2 copy of the pretest was submitted to cach of the full-time English teachers
in the Language Department for constructive criticism. Based on their
suggestions and the statistical resulls, medifications ol individual itermns and
digtractors were made, and new items were written lo be included un the
second pretest, The altered and unaltered it ems which were not discarded
were evenly distributed among the three forms of the second pretest, The
new items were included on all three forms of the second pretest (See Ap-

pendix II: A, B, C and D).

One of the abjectives fram the heginning of the project was to develap
three final forms of the exam e¢ach heing the same length, having approx-
imately the same degree of difficulty, and tessing the same grammar poeints,
The reason for developing three distinet final forms was to decrease the
probability of test sensitivity on the part of the student who must take the
exam more than cnce and the oulside possibility of thelt both of which could
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jeopardize the reliability of the exam.
3,2 Sccond Pretest. After the three forms were prepared, they were

administered again to students from the three dufferent levels of English courses
in the General English Division, One hundred students took this sccond test.

Once again, based on statistical anslysis, the new and old items and
their distractors were evaluated, Most of the new items were kept with little
alteration for what would make up the final three forms of the exam. The
second pretesl presented the epportunity Lu check again the difficulty of each
item from the first pretest and so determine whether the altered distractors
were better than the previous ones. Some of the distractors were kept as they
appeared on the second pretest, and others were changed to the way they had
appeared un the first pretest (Sce Appendix Il: E and F).

With duplicate, and in some cases triplicate, data on cach item the final
three forme of the examination were organized, First, a list was made,
categorizing the diffarent ilems according the grammar pointé to be tested,
Once this was completed it was decided, based on what was considered to be
the most important grammatical points, how many items testing & particular
point were necessary to have on each form of the final exam. Each test form
had the sarme number of items for each grammar peint. Some items were
discarded because they were cither tuo easy or too difficult. The degree of
difficulty of each remaining item of the same type was checked to determine
the digtribution on the three forme. When there were Lhree ilems of similar
difficnley, testing Lhe same grammar point, one went on each form. If there
were only two, then the item with the better degree of difficulty went on two
forms and the third on the last form. Special care was taken not to put the
Yeasiest” items, as delermined by degree of difficulty, all on one form,
When there was only one item with an excellent degree of difficulty, it was
placed on all three formas.

After deciding on the contenl and organization for these three forms
lyping began. Care was taken 10 space the items evenly, allowing for easy
readability, The items were not arranged from easy Lo more difficult. Al-
though the forms were checked to see that there was no observable pattern
to the correct answer positions, it was not checked to delermine whether
wach correct answer position was used an equal number ol tiumes,

3.3 Final Forms of the Examination. Alfter the final forms of the exam
were typed, they were given te a class of nalive English speakers in order to
checl the distractors, the language used in the items, as well as to locale any
typographical errors. Some good suggeslions were received as tu the word-
ing of some of the items and distracters, and a few typographical errors were
found; allerations were made accordingly. Fach of the {inal forme has sixty
tesl items with one correct answer and three distraclors.

3.4 Instruction Page. The inslruction page for the pretests was written
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in Spanish to minimize the possibility of misinterpretation of the test pra-
cedures, Hawever, the instruction page for the finul formes of the exam was
written in English, as it was felt that any student declared eligible to lake
this ¢xam should be able to read the instructions in English, Both ia the
Spanish and English forms of the instruclion page, instructlions were wrilten
in order to be brief and casily understoud,  Alsu, all the essential pownts
related to writing instructions were lollowed that are suggested in books on
testing: 1} giving sullicienl exarmples, 2) indicating how to mark the answers,
3} instrucling whelher or not guessing 18 recommended, and £) indicating

the length of time allowed for the test.

3.5 Answer Sheect, The answer shaet for the final forms of the exam
is printed for sixty items. Care was taken in spacing, so that a student will
not hecome confused when marking his answers. Space is provided at the
top of the answer sheet for personal data. A special space is blocked oul
and labeled for the two example items. The answer sheels are designed
to be corrected by the Universily's computer or by punched keys.

3.6 Eslablishuing the Standard for Preficiency, The final three forms
were given Lo a control group of native Spanish-speaking students who had
studied English at the University and taken academic courses taught in Fng-
lish bul bad nul had lengthy exposure 10 the English language by either
living or traveling extensively in an English-speaking country., This step
was laken to establish the standard to be used for proficiency; in ather
words, to delerpune the munimam passing score on the exam, The standard
was set by the average astained by these students.

4. Statistical Analysis and Usability

Before going into the details of the statistical analysis that was con-
ducted, it would be benelicial to puint oul a [ew facts before decidiag that
statislical analysis is tow complicated to use in evaluating a test, Tt is not
necessary 1o be an expert in statistical analysis to evaluate a test. A basic
understanding of statissical analysis is sufficient, There is ample litera-
sure available which simpliffes statistical analysis. Some basic statistics
arc required in order to evaluate the effectiveness and dependability of a
test.  In addition, when cunstrucling a Lest wilh more than vone form ot 1s
necessary to compute basic statistics so that each form is equally reliable
in testing an individual's proficiency.

"WValidity™, ''relinbility™, and Tuszability' are the three essential
features of this type of test. Validitly and reliabilily can be evaluated by
means of statistical analysis as well as by other lactore not related to
statistics. The basic statistical messures thal need 10 be calculated to
determine validity and reliabilily ol & lest should consist of the following:
range, mean, standard deviation, reliability caefficient, standard error
of measure, general degree of difficulty and item degree of difficuity, The
formulas for caleulating these measures and how they relate to validity
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and reliability can be found i any book an basic statistics or educalional
measurement.

4.1 Vvalidity. The validity of a test refers to whether the Lest 18 "ap-
propriuste in lerms of our objectives™ (Iarris 1969:13) < that :s, whether or
not the test is a true measure of what it is intended Llu measure., Experts
differ in Lerma of the number of types of validity thal should be determined,
but the following lypes of validity mentioned are those on which most ex-
perts agree are vital,

Three kinds of validily that can be evaluated without the nse of sta-
tistical data are conlent valudity, curricular validity and face validily.
Content validity consists of a good "sampling of a specific universe of
content' (Ihel 1969:437). After a specified cellection of all the elements
to be considered on a test, for example FEnglish grammar, has been identi-
fied, specific parts of that collection are selected (Shao 1974:9%). In order
to deter:nine whether a test has content validity or nol, a prefessional judg-
ment must be made as to whether the "sampling' adequately and propartion-
ately represents the "universe of content'. IL 1s suggested the professional
judgment of ap "outside™ expert, sumeocne not involved in the preparation
but familiar with the subject of the test, be sought to evaluate the content
validity of a test (Ebel 1965:428). Curricular validity ""---is determined by
examining the content of the test itself and judging the degree to which it
is & true measure of the important ohjectives of the course, ur a truly
representalive sampling of the essential materials of instruction' (Ebel
1965:437). LFamiliarily with the specific objectives of & particular program
will allow the test developer to checle to sce thal the conlents of the test
cover Lhe objectives of bis program. Isce validily "refers..to what the
test appears to measure” (Fhel 1965:437). That is, a brief examination ol
the test will indicate whether the test measures what it 18 designed to
measure.

The U.D. T.. A, exam was subjecled lu evaluation on all three of these
kinds of validity, With reference to content validity, the "universe of cun-
tent” of the exam is Fnglish gramnar as needed to function within the
Universidad de las Américes. The "sampling™ includes, aside from in-
digspensable arcas of English gramunar such as verhs, subject-vbject pro-
nouns and adjectives, those areas which were felt to present particular
difficulty to native Spanieh speakers, such as distinguishing between the
use of "make' and "do'" and the use of arlicles, prepositions, ctc. As
noted warlier, in order to assure curricular validity, & memorandum wae
sent to several members of the English teaching faculty as well as Lo
Spanish teachers asking lor their suggestions as to what should be put on
an English grammar proliciency exam for the Universily., Incorporation
of their suggestions gave the test the curricular validity it needed, Then
an examinaliovn of the pretsest exams and the [inal forms of the exam was
made Lo verify that cach of the exams appeared to be an accurate messure
of English grammar.




A fourth lype of validity which requires the use of statistical data is
criterion-relsled validity {alse referred to as empirical validity), which
Vrefers to the relationship between Llesl scores and a criterion, the latter
being an independent and direcl measure of what the test is designed to
predict’ (Ebel 1965:437). It is established by a coeflicient of correlation,
which is similar to the coelficient used for determining a test's reliability,
and through statistical cumparison of the test scores with the values or
gcores on an outside variable, such as classroom grades or scores on
another test. While developing the U, D, L. A, exa:mn, the criterion-related
validisy was nol determmned although it is being established now,

4.2 Reliability., The reliability of a test refers to the "consistency
or stability of a test” {(Lyman 1963:194), whether a test obtains the same
scores or resulls regardless of the tesling conditions (Harris 1969:14).
There are several ways to determine the reliability of a test; these are:
the test-retest method, the equivalent furimns method, the split-halves
method, the reliability cacfficienl, and the standard error of measurement.
For best results it is strongly suggested that, if feasible, at least two of
these methods should be used to determine a test's reliabilily. However,
bheforehand one must have a thorvugh understanding of the implication of
their use. Not all of these methods were used for the U.D. Li A, exam for
the following reasons, Because of the alterations, additions and deletions
that were made on the second pretess, it was not [easible to usc the test-
retest method. The equivalent forms method which calls for giving Lhe
same student twoe forms of a test that are of equal difficulty was nol used
because there was no indication at the time that the different furms of the
exam were parallel or equivalent. The splis-halves method, which in-
volver "splitting a test, .. te score the odd-numbered ilems and the even-
numbered items seperately, ' and comparing the results (Ebel 1965:213),
could have been used with Lhe [irst pretest but would not have worked with
the three forms of the second pretest since each of the three forms had
too few items for this method to wark effeclively. Therefore, in order
to determine Lhe Lest’s reliability, it was decided to use the reliabilily
coecfficient and the standard error ol measurement, cach of which is
caleulated by a specific formula.

A reliahility quotient of 1. 00 would indicale a Lesl 1g 'perfectly’
reliable, A quotient ul zero would denote a complete absence of relia-
bility" (Ilarris 1969:16), Mast test construclors are satisfied with »
cacfficient of approxunately. 0,90 (Ebel 1965:421). Using the Kuder-
Richardson furmula 20, we obtained the following results: on Lhe [irst
pretest the ceefficient was 0.90; on Lhe second pretest the coefficients
were 0,93 for Form A, 0.92 for Form 2 and 0. 88 for Form C. All of
these coefficienls indicated that the pretesls were rcliable.

"all educational measuremenl contains some degree of error”
(Eurris 1969:17), which mesns that a student given the same test a
second time under exaclly the same conditions of the [irst testing will
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probably obtain a different score than thal ubtained the first sime. LU a test's
relialility coefficient never reaches 1.00, it indicales that there 1s some room
for evror (Ebel 1963:421). Therefore, the standard error of measurement (SEM}
which indicates the range of variation vl a score aeeds to be calculated, Tables
in some buoks on testing ligt what should he the SEM of a tesl with a particular
sumber of ilems. The fact that the SEM is smaller than thal indicated on the
sable is one indication of the high reliability of a test, The licst pretest had a
sandard error of measurement that is average for a test of 141 items. On the
secund pretest Form A's standard error was 2. 68, Form B's was 2.88 and
Form C's was 2.81. The fact that these results are slighlly low for a test of
fifty-four to fifly-six items (the normal SEM for a test wilh this number of
ilems i5 4) is a further indication that the second prelest was highly reliable.

——————

Tn constructing the [inal forms of the exam, Lwo gtatistical meagures
pruved to be important: the general degree of difficully and the item degree
of difficulty, which is one of the three steps of item unalysis.

et S—————— W,

4.3 General Depree of Difficulty. The general degree of diflic ulty, ,
algo ¥nuwn as the mean dilliculty of the items, is Lhe propartion of ¢correct re-
sponses Lo the total number of items un the exam. Harris defines a test as
wasy if the degree of difticulty is between 70 percent and 90 percent and l
difficult if the degree of dilliculty is belween 50 pervent and 70 percent {Harris
1969:144-45). The degree of difficully [or the firsl pretest was 66. 8%. The
degree of difficulty lor wach form ol the second pretest was: Form A = 74. 4%,
Form b = 65. 5% and Form C = 72.0%, cqualling an average of 70, 6%. These
results indicate that the grammar proficiency exam Lends 1o be slightly
difficull, a good characteristic for a test that is meant to separate the pro-
ficient from the non-prolicient,

4.4 Ttem Analysiz and Dilliculty, #As explained previously, after
each pretest an ilem analysis was carried oul in order to elinmunate those ilems
which proved Lue difficult or too casy, "as aul contribuling significantly Lu the
measurement function of Lhe test' (Ilarris 1969:105). There are three steps
involved in item analysis Lo completely determine an ilem's difficulty; these
are, item degree of dilliculty, Titern discrimination and effectiveness of the
distractors (Harris 1969:105-07).

The item degree of dilliculty indicstes which items should he discarded
hecause they are either too easy or too difficult. The degree of difficully 18
calculated by dividing the totel nunber of individuals who lake the test intu Lhe
number who chnse the correct answer for each itewu, As suggested by Harris,
those ilerns with a degree of difficully greater than 92 percent (which are con-
sidered to he too casy) and less than 30 percent (which are considered o be
tou dilficult) were eliminated {llarris 196%9:105). Eight of the 141 item=s from
the Lirst protest and four of the nineleen new items which were added to the
second pretest were discarded.

4,5 Usability, TUrsabilily refers to practical facters such as "cost,
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ease of scoring, time required" {Lyman 1963:21), ease of adminisiration and
of interpretation of results, and involves no statistical evaluation., The cost
of the U, D, T., A, test is minimal becauvse the tests and answer sheets can be
printed and scored at the University, Scoring is done by the University com-
puter, which is programmed to correct the test as well as print out statistical
Tesults in raw scores and precentiles, This allews for case in interpreting
the results. During the sccond pretest, note was saken of the length of time
required by the majarity of the students ta finish the test; this determined
the time limit for the final test. The test can easily be given in one of the
large rooms at the University.

5. Summary

5.1 Conclusions. The U.D.L.A. English grammar preoficiency exam
was designed lu measure @ student's competence in English grammar., Tts
function 16 lu separale Lhe prolicienl studenls [rom Lthe non-proficient.

The principal alm in carrying out thie project was lo design a test
with three forms that would be reliable, valid, usable, and, therelore, ellec-
tive as an English proficiency exam for the University. The relatively high
relizbility cocfficients and the degrees of difficulty of the pretests showed
that the test items were cansistent and stable, and the final test appeared Lo
be neither ton casy nor too difficuit and effectively separated proficient stu-
dents {rom the non-proficient. llowever, in order to continue to improve
upon the rellability of the itemns ol the Ltest, the item discrimination and the
item difficully are currently being calculated for all three forms of the final
test. The test was found to have content, curricular, and face validity,

The criterion-related validity of the Lest is being evaluated by comparing
scores on the exam Lo grades sludenls receive in their English classes, In
terms of what has been accomplished in the time that has been spent working
on the exam, it is {elt thatthe projecl was very successiull

5.2 Insights Gained, _-The follawing are some of the most important
insights gained from carrying out this project:

1. Perhaps the greatest factar in developing a reliable and valid
test is time, which is 4 limited commodity far all full- or part-
time faculty memhers ag well as fulle or part-time students.

2. It becomes difficult due to time and scheduling to assemble all
the same subjects Lo lake all the pretests.

3. Tt is rather difficult to wrile a sulficient number of dialogue type
items covering the same grammar pownt that employ natural

language and are neither tan ¢asy nar toe difficult,

4, It is not always so easy to establish a reliable external variable

for determining criterivn-related validity.
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6.

=)

It 18 essential to have briel and easily understvod instructions with
examples indicating the procedures for the test,

1L is recommaended that the test be accompanied by a manual explain-
ing in detail how to administer the test.

Slalistics are vital for developing such o test and statistical analysis
18 not difficull to learn and apply.

5.3 Suggestions. The lollowing are suggeslions for someone who iz con-

1.

6.

sidering developing a profliciency examination:

Review the available standardized examinations to see if one may fit
or be adaptable to the needs of the institution where it is to be used,

Theroughly research the dilflerent formats of examinations and their
develapment, aleng with methods for determining lest reliability
and validity,

In selecling 4 format for an exam, be sure that it i5 usable in terms
of cosl, ease of administration, and of interpretation of its results
as related to the particular program in which it is to be used.

Write items that nse twa ar maore grammar points in order not to
create the need of writing so many individual items, if you opl [ur
the multiple choice type of exam.

Make a detailed oulline of the test content indicating the percentage
of items Lo be wrillen arcund & particular grammar peint, This
would serve as & checklisl lor Lest ilems, elitninating the possi-
bility of having too many items for one point or not envugh fur
annther, and would he useful as a reference to insure that an im-
portant point has not been omitted from the test,

ln Llyping Lthe prclc;t[s) and the final form(s) of the test, be certain
lu space the items evenly to make for easy readability (See Appendix
I).

Tiec sure that the instructions for the test are ¢lear and precise and
include examples so as to nunimize the pussibilily ol misinterpre-
tation of th¢ test procedures,

Take care to sce that there is sufficient space between numbered
items and answers on the answer shees 50 that 2 student will not
become confused marking his answers.

There should be ne ubservable paltern Lo Lthe correct answer posi-
tions, Thus will minimaze the probalulily of guessing.
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10. It :mnay Le desirable to avvange items lrom casy to more difficult
10 have a prugressively mare difficult exam.

Il, Before running the first pretest, subnut a cupy of the test to the
scrutiny of an vulside "expert! not invalved in the preparation of
Lhe test but familiar with the subject matter of the test. This
would climinate the need to add, delete or change items on a
second pretest.

12. Prior to each prelest administration, give the test to a group of
native Fnglish speakers to be proof-read. This will insure that
there are neither gramunatical nor typographical errors on the
Llest.

13. Select 8 good representative samnple of subjects to take the pretest,
and i two pretests are planned, there should be a control group
to take each pretest,

l4. Usc as many of the methads for determining test reliability as
feasible. These will clarify the congistency of the test,

15. It is necessary to evaluate the curriculary, conlent, wnd face
validity of the tesl and Lry to determine the criterion-relased
validity by carrelating the scores on the test to some established
exlernal variable,
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Appendix 1

"Did your family sell the cottage? " 46,

"Yes, it's no lunger 4

a. oOurs

b. their

c, our

d, of us
"No, that's not yours; :t's mine,” 47.
"Well, your book looks my
book, '’

a. ogual to

b, the same as
c. like to

d, the same

"I like fureignemade movies, " 48.

" "
.

a, Solde

b, Sodol

c. Toodol

d. Touw Ido
"Who's taller? You or John?'" 49,
"i'm taller than !

a, he
b, hRim
c, himsell
d. his
"You are doing well in your hislory 50,
class, aren's you? "
"Yes, T hardly ever gu Lo
class.”™

. in spile of

b. even though

c¢. inorder to

d. on the contrary
"What did Jim say? " 51,
"He asked ot

a. whal Lirue 1t was to me
b. me what sime it was

FOIM A
page 5
"l don't like American coffee, ™

" e
.

30

a, Eitherdol

b, Neitherdol
c. ldon't neither
d. ldoun't oo

"Nick's talking is distracting, ™
"I know. I he'd keep quiet
for & while, "

a. hope

L. wash

v, desire

d. want
"Do you have any money left? "
"Yes, T have five-hundred
pesos. "

a. already

b. yet

c. &till

d, also

"Martha plays volleyball very well, "
"They say she's on the team, ™

w. the best player
b. Dbetter player

¢. the mast player
d, the better player

"What did you do lasl night? "'

"First we wenl vut Lo dinner;
, we went to the movies, ™

a, in addition to

b. bhesides
c. too
d. then

"Look at that beautiful car. "
"Which uvne ate "

2. you arc looking
b, are you look
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. what time for me it was . are you lookung
d. e what time was it d. you loaking
45, "That's a beautiful painting. " 32. '"Nid you have a good time at the
"Yes, Ihave seen such a party lass night? "
beautiful picce of art wark, " "Yes, T really enjoyed A
a. ever a. myself
L. already b. ilsell
T, never C. 11w

d. yet d. self
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A, -Items discarded from the first pretest:

14, "Were they studente at this
University lasl semester? ™

"NO, t.hey U
2. weren't
b. didn't
€. wasn'g
d. hadn't

68. "How does he geot everything
finished on time? "

"He his wife him
ype up lesters.
&. bas. . .to help
b. has, . _helps
€. has, . .lo helping
d. bhas. . .help

32

Times chosen Degree of Dilficulty

97, 96%
48
0
1
0
12, 24%
31
8
2
6

B. -Distractors altered from the firat pretest:

32, "What sime is is2 "

"Look at the clock the dvor,
a, after¥®
bl .m
c, at
d, over

Times chosen Degree of Difficulty

46- QNQ
1
3
16
23

Tthe first distractor "aller” wag changed to "under' for the secand pretest,

The distractor remained as "under! for

77. "Jorge doesn't want to g0 with ys, "
"But he said he e

- A, can go
b, <ould gn
¢. <an have gonev
d. comld went

“the third distractor was the only distraclor changed.
The distractor remained as "can have! for

“can have gone” to "can have''.
one of the [inul forms of the Lest.

one of the linal forms of the lest.

Times chosen Degree of Difficully
31, 02%

18
25
I

2
It was changed from

€. -Item altered from the first pretest to he put on the sccond pretest:

12. "What happened Le him? "
"His wife

a new cay, "

25, "What's wrong with him? "
"Hig wife

their new car.’



Appendix LI {cont. ) 33

a., was just buying a. wrecked just
b, bought just b, was just wrecking
«. just bought <. Jjust wrecked
d. just was buying d, just was wrecking

D. -ltems added Lo the second pretest:

"We have a mecting this afternoon, ! "Dinner is ready and wailing ovn

"Tt's five a'clock sharp. ! the table. "
"We before the food gets
cold, '
&. ©ON a. would cat
b. at b. should have caten
¢. by ¢. would have caten
d. in d. should eat

E, -ltem added to and Lhen laler discarded {rom the second pretest:
Times chosen Degree of Difficulty
Forms A 1§ (& A B C
“Whal kind of work do you do? ™ 86. 67% 89.29% 96, 43%
"I'tn S

a. lawyer 3 3 1
b, the lawyer 0 0 0
c. alawyer 26 25 27
d, an lawyer 1 ) 0

F. -Distractors that were changed back to Lthe dislraclurs [rom the first pretest
after the second pretest or changed a third time for the final furms of the Lest:
Times chusen Degree of Difliculty

First pretest:

B. "Mr. Jones is my teacher' 36, 657
Uy iz he Y
a, How, . .like 26
b, What, , .like 16
€. Which. . .like 3
d. Thal. . Jike 2
Second presest (Farm C):
9. "Mr, Jones is my teacher" 14, 29%

is he Zu

a, How. . .like 22
L. What, . .like 4
¢. Which. . .like 1
d. When. . .like* 1

#The last distractor was changed from ""That. .. like" to "When. .. Like™ [or
the second pretest, On the final form (Forms A, B, and C) the itern and its dis-
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tractors read as follows:

"Mr. Jones is iy teacher, "
" is ‘1¢ ? n

a. How, . .like
L. What., . .like
¢. Which, . .like
d. That, . .iike

First pretest
Times chosen Degree of Difficulty

21, "Why does Anlunic go to A9, 18%
Mexivyu Cily every week-
end? "

3 visit hie girlfriend
who lives there, ™

a, Thus® 9
h, Because 17
c. In order to 29
d, Since® 0

Sccond pretest (Form B)

39. "Why does Antonue go to 53, 57%
Mexico Clity every weekend? ™

. visit his girlfriend

whe lives there. ™

a, Therafore™

h. TBecause 11
c. In arder to 15
d, DBecause of 0

Ay can be scen lthe lirsl__aud last distractors were changed. On the final form
of the test a third change was made to the last distractor:

Final form (Form B)

33. "Why does Antonlo go to Mexica Gity
every weekend? "
sy visit his girlfriend who lives
there. ™

a. Therefore
L. Decause

c, Inorder to
d. So




