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Chapter 1

his study involved a validity analysis of
the ELASH test battery, Levels I and II,

Forms A and B.  Item-level and test-level
analyses were conducted.  Item and test data
from the three test parts (e.g., Listening
Comprehension, Language Usage and Indirect
Writing, and Vocabulary and Reading for Level I
forms) and the seven test components
(Rejoinders, Short Conversations, etc.) were
used in the analysis.  (The parts and components
are described in a later section of the report.) 

The kind of validity investigated in this study
can be thought of as a form of convergent-
discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
The essential idea underlying this kind of validity
is that an item or test should correlate more
highly with other measures of the same skills or
abilities measured by the item or test than with
measures of different skills or abilities.  In the
context of this study this idea translates into the
following principles:  (a) A test item should relate
most strongly to the part or component it is
included in, and (b) a test component should
relate most strongly to the part it is included in.

Item-level analyses involved correlating item
scores with part scores on the listening, language,
and reading tests and scores on the seven
components.  Items scores should relate most
strongly to their own parts and component
scores.  The key to such analyses is (a)
eliminating the spuriousness associated with an
item that is included in the test score and (b)
making adjustments to the item-test correlations
for tests of different lengths.  (An item could
correlate higher with test parts or components
other than with the one for which it is scored
simply because of the longer length and higher
reliability of the other components.)  

Test-level analyses involved the correlation of
scores on the various test parts and components.
Here too it is necessary to eliminate the
spuriousness in  the correlation due a test
component being included in a part.  Test lengths
were adjusted to ensure that a test component did
not appear to relate more strongly to another test
part or component simply because of the latter's
higher reliability. 
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Tests
ELASH consists of two levels (Level I and

Level II), each represented by two test forms
(Form A and Form B).  Each test form consists of
three parts and seven components. The
breakdown of the parts in terms of components is
as follows:

Level I, Forms A and B:

Listening Comprehension-50 items
Rejoinders-25 items
Short Conversations-15 items
Discourse-10 items

Language Usage and Indirect 
Writing-35 items
Language Usage-21 items
Indirect Writing-14 items

Vocabulary and Reading-35 items
Vocabulary-10 items
Reading-25 items

Level II, Forms A and B:

Listening Comprehension-50 items
Rejoinders-25 items
Short Conversations-15 items
Discourse-10 items

Language Usage and Indirect 
Composition-35 items
Language Usage-17 items
Indirect Composition-18 items

Idiomatic Expressions and     
Reading-35 items

Idiomatic Expressions-5 items
Reading-30 items

Because the Listening Comprehension Test is
appropriate for a wide range of abilities, it is the
same for Levels I and II.  The other two test parts
are different; the Level II forms consist of harder
items.

In the remainder of this report the following
shorthand is used to refer to the test levels and
test forms:  Form IA refers to Form A of Level I;
Form IB refers to Form B of Level I, Form IIA
refers to Form A of Level II, and Form IIB refers
to Form B of Level II. 

Samples
The samples for the item and test analyses

consisted of the test takers who took Form A or
B of ELASH Level I or Level II between June
2000 and April 2002.  For these analyses, those
test takers who did not reach at least 90% of
the items on any of the three test parts were
eliminated from the samples.  This step was
necessary so that for the test takers remaining
in the sample, the test was relatively
unspeeded-thus ensuring the appropriateness
of the internal consistency reliability analyses
used in the study.

Table 1 gives the sample scale score statistics
for the total and part tests.  The scale score means
are somewhat higher than those for the full
population of test takers because those test takers
who did not reach at least 90% of the items were
eliminated from the sample. Table 2 provides
various raw score statistics for the total, part, and
component tests.
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Procedures 

The steps involved in carrying out the validity
analyses were as follows:

5

Compute the reliabilities of tests with
each item eliminated, thus providing a
reliability coefficient for a test minus one
item.  This reliability coefficient was
needed to adjust the item-test correlations
for attenuation due to the unreliability of the
test.  The formula for "reliability minus one" is

where k is the number of test items,        is
the variance of the score on test x minus the
score on item i*, a particular item i, and       is
the variance of the score on item i* (scored 1
for a right answer and 0 for a wrong answer).
The variance of a test minus a particular
item,        , is calculated as follows:  

where             , the covariance of test x and
item i, is the product of the item-test
correlation, , and their standard deviations,

and      .  The various item analyses provided
the data needed for these computations.

Correct the item-test point biserial
correlations for spuriousness due to an item
being part of a particular test.  The correction
results in the correlation of an item with the
test minus the item.  This corrected
correlation,          , is computed as follows:

where      is the correlation of the score on
test x with the score on a particular item, i*,
and the    's are the standard deviations of the
test x or item i* scores.

Correct the part-total and component-part
correlations for spuriousness in those
instances where a part score is included in
the total score and a component score is
included in a part score.  This correction
involves in concept removing a part or
component from a test and adding in a
parallel part or component.  The appropriate
formula was provided by Angoff (1956):

'xxα

Conduct item analyses on the four Level I
and Level II samples for each test part and
component, providing point-biserial
correlations of each item with the three test
parts and the seven components.  Item-test
correlations were thus available for the item
with not only its own test part or component
but the other parts and components as well.
The item analyses provided in addition item
difficulty information in the form of
percentages of items answered correctly.  

Item biserial correlations are often used for
item analyses instead of point-biserial
correlations to diminish the effects of item
difficulty on the magnitude of the
correlations.  Here item biserial correlations
were unnecessary because here items were
not compared with one another, thus making
comparisons across items irrelevant to the
analyses.

Calculate raw score reliabilities and
standard errors of measurement for each
total test, each test part, and each
component, using alpha reliability analysis
(Cronbach, 1951).  The alpha reliability
coefficient is the same as the Kuder-
Richardson Formula 20 coefficient when
items are score right and wrong, as was the
case here.  The formula for computing
coefficient alpha,      , is 

where k is the number of test items,       is the
variance of the score on test x, and     is the
variance of the score on item i (scored 1 for
a right answer and 0 for a wrong answer).
The raw score standard error of
measurement, , is computed from the
reliability coefficient as follows:
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where      is the correlation of the score on
test x with the score on a parallel part, test g',

is the correlation of the score on test x
with the score on test g, the original part,

is the variance error of measurement for
test g, calculated from the alpha reliability
coefficient, and     and     are the test x and
test g standard deviations, respectively.

Correct the item-test correlations for
attenuation by estimating the correlations of
items with completely reliable tests.  Here a
variant of the classical correction for
attenuation (Lord & Novick, 1968, Equation
3.9.7) was used.  It estimates the correlation
between the observed score on one measure
and the true score on another. 

This step involved two different corrections,
one for item-test correlations corrected for
spuriousness and one for item-test
correlations not corrected.  (The item-test
correlations for an item with a test not
containing the item did not need correction.)
In the first instance the square root of the
reliabilities for a test minus an item was
used.  In the second, the overall test
reliability was used.  The correction was
computed as follows for items corrected for
spuriousness:

where the variables are defined as before and
is the true score on test x.  For items not

corrected for spuriousness, the appropriate
equation is

.

These corrections for attenuation estimate
the correlation between a test item and a test
of infinite length.  These correlations are
called “true” point biserial correlations in
this study. The resulting true point biserial
correlations are directly comparable because
the contaminating influence of test length is
eliminated by the corrections. Thus, for
example, the true point biserial correlation
of an item with a short test component like
Idiomatic Expressions, based on five items,

6.

could be compared directly with the true
point biserial of the item with a long test
component like Rejoinders, based on 25
items.

Correct the part-total, component-total, and
component-part correlations for attenuation
due to the unreliability of the various scores.
This step involved applying the classical
correction for attenuation to the correlations
after they were corrected for spuriousness as
necessary.  This correction estimates the
correlation between true scores on two
different measures.  This correction is

where          is the correlation between true score
on test x and true scores on test y,      is the
original correlation between observed scores
on the two tests, and the   's are the respective
reliability coefficients (Lord & Novick,
1968, Equation 3.9.6).  This corrected
coefficient is the “true” correlation between
two measures.
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Validity Analysis
Results:  Item
Analyses

Item-by-item results resulting from carrying out
the previous steps are given in the tables in the
Appendix.  These include the item point biserial
correlations corrected for spuriousness, part and
component reliabilities with item deleted, and
true point biserial correlations.  The tables are
clustered by test form.  Thus, the results for Form
IA are given in Appendix Tables A1-A3, those
for Form IB in Tables A4-A6, etc.  Tables A1,
A4, A7, and A10 show the results of correcting
the item point biserial correlations for
spuriousness.  The table cells are blank where an
item was not included in a test.  Tables A2, A5,
A8, and A11 show test reliabilities for the
remaining items when an item was deleted from
a test.
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Reliabilities were computed for parts with items
deleted and for components with items deleted.
These reliability coefficients were used to correct
the item-test point biserial correlations for
attenuation in the criterion.  Tables A3, A6, A9,
and A12 give the true point biserial correlations
that resulted from the corrections for attenuation.
The areas in gray highlight the parts and
components that include the particular items.

Table 3 gives the means and standard deviations
of point biserial correlations when the item is

included in the score, point biserial correlations
when the item deleted from the score (correction
for spuriousness), and true point biserial
correlations (criterion score corrected for
attenuation).  The effect of spuriousness is of
course greater for shorter tests than for longer
tests.  The correction for attenuation brings the
mean point biserial correlations approximately
halfway back to the mean of the original,
spurious, correlation.  Table 3 shows that the
corrections applied in the study worked as
intended.



8

Items that Have True
Point Biserial
Correlations Less
than 0.20

Tables 4-7 report for each of the four test forms 

the item numbers and percentages of items that
were not consistently related to their part or
component scores.  One category was the items
with true biserial correlations less than .20.
When a test is assembled from pretested items,
items with correlations lower than .20 are often
not included in the test.  Such items frequently
measure specific factors extraneous to the
common factor the test is intended to measure.
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Table 8 displays test forms in terms of true point
biserial correlations less than .20 and lower
reliability for test parts.  Table 9 provides
comparable information for test components.  All
of the Listening Comprehension forms except
Form IIA have 10% or more of the items with
true biserial correlations less than .20.  Even so,
only a small number of items were affected out
of the 50 items that make up a Listening
Comprehension Test.  The actual items identified
when component scores are the criterion were

very similar to those identified with part scores
as the criterion (Tables 4-7).  Tables 5 and 7 and
Table 9 show that Rejoinder items accounted for
most of the items in Form B that had correlations
less than .20.  It may be noted that items 4
(Levels I and II, Form B), 14 (Levels I and II,
Form B), and 44 (Levels I and II, Form A)
correlate negatively with their true test scores on
Listening Comprehension or a component for at
least one of the samples.
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Very few items have true biserial correlations
less than .20 for the other two part tests.  The
higher percentages for Listening Comprehension
may be due in part to its being somewhat more
difficult than the other part tests for the Level I
test takers.  The mean percentages of items
answered correctly were 50% and 44% for the
Level I samples and 75% and 68% for the Level
II samples (see Table 2).  The mean percentages
answered correctly for the other two parts ranged
from 62% to 75%.  The forms for the other parts
were different for the two levels, thus making it
easier to construct tests appropriate for both
levels.  While the percentages of items with true
biserial correlations less than .20 are higher than
may be desired for the Listening Comprehension
Test, the percentages are relatively low in general
and in no way call into question the measurement
power of the test.

Items that Lower the
Reliability Coefficient
of a Test Part or
Component

"Reliability minus one" coefficients were
available on each of the items, thus permitting
comparisons of the reliabilities of shortened tests
with the reliabilities of full tests.  In some cases
the reliability went up when an item was
eliminated from the test, indicating that the item
did not measure a test's skills and abilities as well
as the other test items.  Tables 4-7 include the
item numbers and percentage of items that
lowered the reliability for a part or component.
Tables 8 and 9 display test forms in terms of
lower reliability for test parts and components,
respectively.

Here too the percentages of items are greater for
the Listening Comprehension part (as high as
14%) than for the other parts, although the
percentages are low overall.  Forms IA and IB
have slightly more items out of 50 that lowered
reliability (see Tables 4 and 5).  Again the greater
difficulty of the Listening Comprehension test for

for the Level I test takers probably accounts for
this finding.

There is considerable overlap among the
Listening Comprehension items that lowered
reliability for Forms A (four items out of eight)
and B (five items out of eight) across the two
levels.  (Recall that Forms IA and IIA and Forms
IB and IIB are the same tests.)  Rejoinder items
accounted for the most of the items that lowered
reliability in all forms but Form IIA (see Tables
4-7).  For the other parts and components no
more than three items lowered reliability.  Given
that the percentages of items affected in any one
part or component are no higher than 20%, items
for these parts and components are in general
measuring the same skills and abilities as the full
tests.

At least as many items are identified in terms of
lowered reliability than in terms of true point
biserial correlations less than .20.  And in all but
one instance the items identified include the
items with lower biserials.  Item 2 (a Rejoinder
item) from Form IB is the only item that the
lowered reliability criterion does not identify
(see Tables 4-7).  The same items tend to be
identified whether part reliabilities or component
reliabilities are considered.  The lowered
reliability criterion, however, is a more sensitive
measure than lower biserials as to whether an
item measures the same common factor as the
other test items.

True Point Biserial
Correlations that are
Higher with a Criterion
Other than an Item's
Own Part or Component
Score

Ideally, a test would be composed of items that
correlate higher with its own part true score and
component true score than with other criteria.
For example, a Rejoinder item would be expected
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to correlate higher with the Listening
Comprehension true score and the Rejoinder true
score than with the scores on any other parts or
components.  A possible exception to this rule of
thumb is an item with true score correlations
about as high or even slightly higher with another
component from its own part.  This exception is
tolerable if the part score is the score reported to
test users and not the component score, as is the
case with the ELASH test battery.

Tables 4-7 report the item numbers and
percentages of items with true point biserial
correlations that are higher with another part or
component.  Tables 10 and 11 display the test
forms in terms of these percentages for parts and
components, respectively.  Of particular
importance in these tables is the information on
how an item relates to its part.
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In almost all cases the percentages of items with
true point biserial correlations higher with
another test part are higher than those for items
with biserials less than .20 and items with
lowered reliabilities.  Table 11 shows that three
tests have percentages of 40% or greater:
Discourse, Form IA; Idiomatic Expressions,
Form IIB; and Vocabulary, Form IB.  For the
other tests the percentages are reasonably low.

Table 10 shows that the Listening
Comprehension forms tend to have lower
percentages of items correlating higher with
another part than do forms for the other part tests.
The percentages for the Level II forms are
especially low (10%).  While the Listening
Comprehension Test is more appropriate for the
Level II samples (see Table 2), the overlap of
information from both samples needs to be
considered.  Items 7, 44, and 45 of Form A and
items 14, 22, and 44 of Form B correlate higher
with another part for both levels.  Interestingly,
items 7 and 44 of Form A and items 14 and 22 of
Form B also have true point biserial correlations
less than .20 and lower test reliability (Tables 4-
7).  Test developers making any test revisions
should consider replacing these items along with
others that have low true point biserial
correlations and lower test reliability.
Forms IA and IB of the Language Usage and
Indirect Writing Test and Form IIB of the
Idiomatic Expressions and Reading Test had
relatively high percentages of items that correlate
higher with other part scores.  All in all, however,
a considerably higher percentage of the items in
the ELASH test battery relate to the desired
criteria than to other criteria when part scores are
the item analysis criteria.

This statement holds true for the most part even
when components are considered, although in
this case considerably more items were identified
that correlate higher with other criteria.  As may
be noted in Tables 4-7 and Table 11, there are
nine instances in which 50% or more of the items
correlated higher with another component score.
Four of these are for Form IA.  There is,
however, only one such instance among
component items (Idiomatic Expressions for
Form IIB) when part scores are the critieria.  (See
Tables 4-7.)  Reading forms show the least variation

in the percentages of items correlating higher
with other parts or components (see Table 11).
The Reading percentages are relatively low as
well.

If these results were to be used for test revision,
it would be important for the test developers to
investigate whether the higher correlations are
with components belonging to the same part.
Higher correlations with other parts raise more
serious validity concerns about an item,
especially if the correlation is considerably
higher than the correlation with its own part or
component.

A Test Revision Strategy

A useful strategy for test developers in using the
item analysis information reported here for test
revision is as follows:  (a) Consider first the
information about lowered reliability, and
replace the items that lowered test reliability for
its part or component.  (b) For the remaining
items consider the information about correlations
with other criteria.  Replace the items that
correlated higher with other parts. (c) For the
remaining items consider the information about
correlations with components.  Replace the items
that correlated considerably higher with another
component, whether from the same part or a
different part. 

Validity Analysis
Results: Test
Analyses

Various analyses were carried out at the test
level to provide summary information needed for
evaluating convergent-discriminant validity.
These involved mean true point biserial
correlations and true correlations among test
parts and components.  These correlations were
those that resulted when the corrections for
spuriousness and attenuation, described in the
procedures section, were applied.

In considering the information in the tables, it is
important to keep in mind that Forms A and B of
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the Listening Comprehension Test are the same
for the two test levels.  The differences in the
tables for these forms result from using different
samples and not different test items.

Mean True Point Biserial
Correlations with the
Various Criteria

Tables 12-15 provide the mean true point

correlations for test parts and components for the
four analysis samples.  The portions of the tables
that are gray identify the cells for which the
correlations were expected to be highest.  In each
table the true point biserial means are given in
the rows corresponding to the listed part or
component item sets.  For example, in Table 12
the true point biserial mean for Listening
Comprehension items with the Listening
Comprehension part score is .36; and that with
the Language Usage and Indirect Writing part
score, .30.
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The relationships among component test scores
should show particular patterns.  For items from
a given part or component, the mean true point
biserial correlations should ideally be higher
with its own part score or component score than
with any other criterion score.  For example,
Rejoinder items would be expected to have their
highest mean true point biserial correlations with
scores on the Listening Comprehension part and
with scores on the Rejoinder component, not
with scores on the other parts or components.
Contrary evidence would indicate that affected
items perhaps do not "belong" to the part or
component to which it is assigned.

Table 16 displays the test forms whose test
items did not have the highest mean true point
biserial correlations with their own part or 

component scores.  Here one considers a
particular set of items and asks, How did these
particular items correlate on average with the
various scores from different tests?  The means
were computed from individual true point
biserial correlations with the various tests.

The comparisons of interest involve comparing
mean true point biserials for the same item set
across different part and component scores.
They do not involve comparing mean true point
biserials for the same part or component score
across different item sets.  Because point biserial
correlations for easy and hard items tend to be
lower than those for middle difficulty items, the
mean point biserial correlations of different item
sets for a given component were not of interest.
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Table 16 shows that all but two sets of items have
their highest mean true point biserial correlation
with their own parts or components:  items in the
Vocabulary and Reading part, Form IB, and
items in the Idiomatic Expressions component,
Form IIB.  Vocabulary and Reading items were
expected to have their highest mean correlations
with the Vocabulary and Reading part score, the
Vocabulary component score, and the Reading
component score.  For Form IB (Table 13) the
mean correlation with the Language Usage
component score, however, is higher-although
only by .001 (.429 vs. .428)-than the mean
correlation with the Vocabulary component
score.  This difference in mean correlations,
however, is too small to arouse any validity
concern.

Idiomatic Expressions items were expected to
have their highest mean correlations with the
Idiomatic Expressions and Reading part score and
the Idiomatic Expressions component score.  For
Form IIB (Table 15), however, these items have
a higher mean true point biserial correlation with
the Listening Comprehension test (.47) than with
the Idiomatic Expressions and Reading test (.46).
Again the difference between the mean
correlations is small. 

There were only two instances in which
expectations were not met for mean true point
biserial correlations.  Thus, the mean true point
biserial correlations of items with the various
criteria provide strong evidence of convergent-
discrimant validity for these tests.
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True Correlations of
Part and Component
Scores

Three sets of correlations provide the essential
validity information in the true score correlation
matrix.  One set consists of the intercorrelations
of part true scores.  Another set consists of the
correlations of component true scores with part
true scores.  The third set consists of the
intercorrelations of component true scores.  

Part and component true score intercorrelations
should show that the various parts and
components measure, at least to some extent,
different skills or abilities.  Moreover,
component true scores would be expected to
correlate higher with true scores from the part to
which the component belongs than with scores
from the other parts.  For example, Rejoinder
true scores should correlate higher with the

Listening Comprehension true score than with
the language or reading part scores.  In addition,
true score correlations of component scores with
component scores from the same part should be
higher than correlations with the score from any
other component.  For example, Rejoinder true
scores should correlate highest with Short
Conversations and Discourse true scores, not
with true scores on the other components.
Confirmatory results provide convergent-
discriminant validity evidence for the test.

Tables 17-20 provide the correlations needed for
this analysis.  The lower sections of the tables
contain the correlations corrected for
spuriousness and attenuation, the true
correlations.  They are shown below the
diagonal.  The correlations above the diagonal
are the uncorrected correlations.  For information
purposes the tables also give the correlations
corrected just for spuriousness (in the upper
section below the diagonal).  The areas shown in
gray in the tables identify the parts and
components that should correlate highest.
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Part true score relationships

With regard to part true score relationships,
there is only one true score correlation that
suggests the lack of part independence.  For
Form IB the Language and Indirect Writing part
has a true score correlation of .96 with the
Vocabulary and Reading part (see Table 18).  As
a rule true score correlations at or above .96
indicate that tests may measure the same skills
and abilities.  Otherwise the part test true score
correlations range from .64 to .92, indicating that
the parts measure similar but separate underlying
skills and abilities. 

Component true score relationships

For the most part component true score
relationships also show a measure of
independence.  There are only 8 instances (of 84
possible correlations-21 for each form) where
true score correlations are higher with other
components than is desirable.  Test components
that evidence true score correlations (.96 or
higher) with other components and their
correlations are the following:

Short Conversations and Discourse
(Form IA), 1.01 
Rejoinders and Short Conversations
(Form IB), .97
Short Conversations and Discourse
(Form IB), 1.01
Language Usage and Indirect Writing
(Form IB), .96
Short Conversations and Discourse
(Form IIA), .97
Rejoinders and Short Conversations
(Form IIB), .97
Short Conversations and Discourse
(Form IIB), .99
Short Conversations and Idiomatic
Expressions (Form IIB), .975

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

It may be noted that two of the true score
correlations are greater than 1.00.  This result can
occur when reliability estimates are too low. 

Only the last pair of components involves
components from different parts.  All but two of
the pairs involve two Listening Comprehension
components, suggesting that the Listening
Comprehension components, especially those for
Form B (at both levels), come close to measuring 
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a single underying factor.  For Form A (also at
both levels) Short Conversations and Discourse
appear to measure the same underlying skills and
abilities.  Moreover, the Form IB Language
Usage and Indirect Writing components also
appear to measure the same factor.  Because part
scores are of primary interest in the ELASH
battery, this lack of independence is not of
particular concern.

It is desirable that components that measure
skills and abilities in different ways also measure
somewhat different skills, thus showing
convergent-discriminant validity.  As long as the
components all contribute primarily to their part
score, however, part score measurement power is
unaffected.  Nevertheless, test developers are
advised to pay attention to item-component
correlations if they wish the distinctive ways of
measuring to provide more independent
measurement in a psychometric sense.  

Part-component relationships

Table 16, shown previously, displays test forms
in terms of whether a part score correlates
highest with its own components and whether a
component score correlates highest with its own
part or related component(s).  With regard to
part-component relationships, part scores have
higher true score correlations with their own
components for all but Form IA and Form IB.
For both forms the Vocabulary and Reading part
true score correlates higher with one or more
language components than with Vocabulary.  For
Level IA the true score correlations are higher
with Indirect Writing.  For Form IB the true score
correlations are higher with both Language
Usage and Indirect Writing.  (This is the form for
which the language and reading parts measured
almost the same skills and abilities.)  In any
revision of the test battery, test developers are
advised to find test items that would reduce the
redundancy between the listening and reading
part and component scores, particularly for Form
IB.

Component-part relationships

With regard to component-part relationships,
only one component, Idiomatic Expressions
(Form IIB), does not have a true score correlation
higher with its own part.  The correlation with the
Listening Comprehension true score is .97, .01
higher than the correlation with the Idiomatic
Expressions and Reading score (see Table 20).
This test component, however, is made up of
only five items.  Also, as Table 18 shows, the true
score on Vocabulary, Form IB, correlates almost
as high with the Language Usage and Indirect
Writing true score (.918) as with the true score on
its own part, Vocabulary and Reading (.924).  In
all other instances true score correlations of
component scores with part scores are
considerably higher for components from the
same parts.

Component-component relationships

The story for component-component relationships
is more complicated.  Table 16 shows that there
three components for which true score
correlations are higher with components from
their own part on all four forms:  Rejoinders,
Language Usage, and Indirect Writing (Level I)
or Indirect Composition (Level II).  For the other
four components, however, a component's true
score correlates higher with a component true
score from another part (Vocabulary or Idiomatic
Expressions on three of the four forms,  Reading
on two forms, and Short Conversations and
Discourse on one form).

Those component true score correlations that are
higher with components from different parts are
the following (see Tables 17-20):

Reading and Indirect Writing (Form
IA), .91 (vs. .84 with Vocabulary)
Vocabulary and Language Usage (Form
IB), .94 (vs. .87 with Reading)
Reading and Language Usage (Form
IB), .93 (vs. .87 with Vocabulary)

•

•

•
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Reading and Indirect Writing (Form IB), .95
(vs. .87 with Vocabulary)
Short Conversations and Idiomatic Expressions
(Form IIB), .975 (vs. .972 with Rejoinders )
Discourse and Idiomatic Expressions (Form
IIB), .9530 (vs. .9529 with Rejoinders)
Idiomatic Expressions and Rejoinders
(Form IIB), .9455 (vs. .942 with Reading)
Idiomatic Expressions and Short Conversations
(Form IIB), .975 (vs. .942 with Reading)
Idiomatic Expressions and Discourse (Form
IIB), .9530 (vs. .942 with Reading)

Summary

This study involved a validity analysis of the
ELASH test battery, Levels I and II, Forms A and
B.  Item and test data came from the listening,
language, and reading test parts and the seven
test components (Rejoinders, Short
Conversations, etc.).  The kind of validity
investigated in this study can be thought of as a
form of convergent-discriminant validity
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  In the context of this
study this idea translates into the following
principles:  (a) A test item should relate most
strongly to the part or component it is included
in, and (b) a test component should relate most
strongly to the part in which it is included.

Procedures

The samples for validity analyses consisted of
the test takers who took Form A or B of ELASH
Level I or Level II between June 2000 and April
2002.  For these analyses, those test takers who
did not reach at least 90% of the items on any of
the three test parts were eliminated from the
samples. 

Item-level analyses involved correlating item
scores with scores on the listening, language, and
reading part tests and scores on the seven
component tests.  To permit valid comparisons it
was necessary (a) to eliminate the spuriousness
associated with an item that is included in a test
score and (b) to estimate item-test correlations
with perfectly reliable criteria.  (A variant of the
classical correction for attenuation was used.)
These corrections resulted in true point biserial
correlations of an item with the various  part and
component scores.

Test-level analyses involved the correlation of
scores on the various test parts and components.
Here it was also necessary to eliminate the
spuriousness of the correlation when a test
component is included in a part and to adjust
part-part, component-part, and component-
component correlations to reflect completely
reliable tests. The classical correction for

•

•

•

•

•

•

The correlations in parentheses are the ones
exceeded by the reported correlations.

In four of these 10 instances the differences
between the two correlations are .015 or less and
not of much concern.  These four instances and
one other involve the Idiomatic Expressions
component of Form IIB.  It would appear that on
Form IIB this component belongs more to the
Listening part than to the Idiomatic Expressions
and Reading part.  Idiomatic Expressions
consists, however, of a sample of only five items.
Another five item set might well have yielded
different results.  In any test revision test
developers would want to find Idiomatic
Expressions items that correlate lower with the
Listening components.

Reading and Vocabulary components are
involved in the other comparisons.  The
differences in correlations range from .02 to .08.
All of the higher true score correlations are with
a component of the language part.  In the case of
Form IB, the true score relationship (.95)
suggests that the Reading component and the
Indirect Writing component measure almost the
same underlying skills and abilities.  In revising
the test battery, test developers are advised to
choose test items that increase the independence
of the reading and language components.

Form IIA was the one form for which all
component true score have higher correlations
with components from the same part.  This form
demonstrates strong convergent-discriminant
validity for both components and parts.   
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attenuation was used, thus yielding the true score
correlations that were analyzed and interpreted.

Item Analysis Results

With regard to the percentages of items with true
biserial correlations less than .20, those for the
Listening Comprehension part and components
are the highest (as high as 20%).  The
percentages across all parts and components,
however, are 10% or less for the most part and in
no way call into question the measurement power
of the test.

Another item analysis criterion was whether the
reliability of a test increased when an item was
deleted from the test.  An increase in test
reliability indicates that an item does not measure
as well as the other items the skills and abilities
measured by a test.  In all but one instance the
items identified include the items with biserials
less than .20.

The percentages of items that lower test
reliability are greater for the Listening
Comprehension part than for the other parts, but
the percentages are low overall (10%-14%).
Given that the percentages of items affected in
any one part or component are no higher than
20%, it can be concluded that the items for these
parts and components are in general measuring
the same skills and abilities as the total tests from
which they come.

Another item analysis criterion was whether an
item's true point biserial correlation was higher
for a component or part that does not include the
item.  Compared with language and reading tests,
Listening Comprehension tests tend to have
lower percentages of items with true point
biserial correlations higher with another part.
Across the test forms all components and parts
have relatively low percentages of items with
true correlations higher with other parts.

When items from specific component are
considered, however, considerably more items
were identified that correlate higher with another
part or component.  Components still tend to have

true point biserial correlations that are higher
with their own parts and components.

Test Analysis Results

In terms of mean true point biserial correlations,
all but two sets of items have their highest mean
true point biserial correlation with their own
parts or components.  Thus, the mean true point
biserial correlations of items with the various
criteria provide strong evidence of convergent-
discrimant validity for these tests.

Part true score relationships suggest the lack of
part independence in only one instance:  the
correlation between the Language Usage and
Indirect Writing part and the Vocabulary and
Reading part.  For the most part component true
score relationships also show a measure of
independence.  There are, however, 8
correlations (of 84 possible component
correlations) where true score correlations are
.96 or higher, thus showing some redundancy of
measurement.  All but two of the correlations
involve Listening Comprehension components.

With regard to part-component true score
relationships, part scores have higher true score
correlations with their own components for all
but Form IA and Form IB.  For those forms the
Vocabulary and Reading part true score
correlates higher with one or more language
components than with Vocabulary.  With regard
to component-part relationships, all but two true
score correlations are considerably higher for
components from the same parts.

In terms of component-component relationships
there were 10 correlations (out of 84 possible
correlations) in which the true score correlations
are higher with components from a different part.
These correlations show redundancy among the
Idiomatic Expressions component and the
Listening components on Form IIB and among
the Reading and Vocabulary components and the
language components on Forms IA and IB.

Form IIA is the one form for which all
component true scores have higher correlations
with components from the same part.  This form 
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demonstrates strong convergent-discriminant
validity not only for components, but for parts as
well. 

The strongest evidence for convergent-
discriminant validity comes from the test
analysis information:  mean true point biserial
correlations of components with parts and true
score correlations of components with parts.
Item true point biserial correlations also demonstrate

validity in the sense that for the most part parts
and components have large percentages of items
that (a) have true item biserial correlations
greater than .20, (b) do not raise test reliability
when deleted from the test, (c) do not correlate
higher with another part, and (d) do not correlate
higher with another component.  Individual item
true point biserial correlations are perhaps best
considered as part of a plan to revise the test
battery. 
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