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n experime tal fonn oft e Englis Language Teat - asic ates 

consistin of fo r s - tests ( istening Speaki.ng Reading and Wri tin ) 

of l+O i ems each waa administered o 671 randortl selec ed non-. s. 
ci izen Air Force emplo ees in 15 countries within 19 language groups. 

'l\ro onns of the ELT - asic consistin of for su t eats with four 

parallel f onns of 3' i each wer e developed from he experimental 

fonn. 

Anal sis o; the res s indica ed that the eight completed parallel 

nns of he EL - aaic possessed good utilit across cul res and was 

predic ive of asic levels of English language skills of Listening peaki 

Reading and Wri tin as we l as over.Ill err ec 1 veness of English language 

comm ication o he o . 
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The exception seeme o in tha fraction of the bi- lingual population 
that had known heir r c ive supervisors for approximately two years 
or more . Th r tings of ov rall effectiveness of communication in English 
showed somew a ower r la. ionship o he ra ings of specific skills in 
English h expec e. 

,, 

..... 

-

Fig. J. Relationthip Between Supervisor Ratinf~ f English 
Languaae Skills and Overall Effectiver.d of 
Communication in English 
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In addition, the ratings of overall effectiveness of communication 
seemed to be more relate to speaking and listening abilities than to 
reading and writing. Thie lines p with the supervisor's requirements 
that t least 85 of the work force be able to listen to and speak 
English. ased upon this sample, about n% actually meet these requirements. 

the other hand, the supervisors req ire only about 69% to be able to read 
and write lish and o 70 meet that r9C?uirement. 
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Altho h the bi-lin al groups required an interpreter o comm nica e with 
t e supervisor on e jo, ot the t eat scores and t er ins indicate that 
some minima.l communication in F.ngliah cold e made wi hese emplo ees. 

Each of the 160 i ems - 40 items each su - est - demo strated a 
significant re ationship (point i-serial correla ion) with the appropria 
s pervisor rain and wi h the rating of over 1 effec iveness of 
cormn: catio . he i em correla io wi h he ppropri te s pe sor ra 
ranged f rom r. • . 3 o r . • . 53 . 

he croes-valida io ( = 336) res te showed h he mea sco o 
the eight fonns o he s - es s remaine propo i ona el cons an s 
compared o he item anal ses res lts, as did he rela ionship w 
and aruong he ratin s, t est s and su - gro ps. 
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.o r, = ,9 Over l r 
• 7 r . -,9 ( = 33 ) 
,04 r . == ,96 

. D. Dif 
~istening Tes JI n II ,38 r . • ,94 

➔~ pe ing Tess d I I • . 06 r. = ,95 Enflish • Gro 
- 2 ?) 

~ 

Re ding Tests I ,36 ,35 r . • .96 
riting Tests I an I ,38 .02 r . a , 96 

Dif .. D. D1f 
i tening ests .6 ,15 r . • ,97 
peaking Tests ,15 .17 r. :a ,95 i-Lingual ro p 

Readi.ng ests ,,0 .18 r. • ,96 ( = 69) 
Writing sts '2 ,46 r. • ,96 

' Inter-r ter reli ilit for the r ted portion of the Speaking Test with 
two raters per examinee. • 378 - r . • ,97 , 

he intercorrel tion for each patr ranged from r. • ,94 tor.• ,97 , In 
ddition, o signific t iffe ences exist between the means and standard 
evi ions o he parallel forms of the sub-tests. The items of each sub-

te-.t p ir re simil r in th t he item represent their respective domains 
of istening, peaking, Reading d Writing . However, none of the item! 
re i entical no rep~at it occur on either of the sub- test pairs . 
h r por ion of the Speaki g est, with two rat ers ( • 378) per 

exami. e i e an inter-rat.er rel1.a llity of . 11'/ . Estimates of intem 1 
consistenc o eac oft e eight b-t sts range from ,90 to .94. 

Altho gh th su - t ests re signific tly intercorrelated, inspection 
of T 1 6 reveals specific q titativ differences among the relationships . 
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I • Speaking () .96 ,41 ,44 ,44 II. Speaking ( I) ,41 ,45 ,45 II. Readi (I) . 7 . II. Reading (I) .8 
IV . Writi g (I ) 
IV. Writing ( ) 

Lis eni g, eading and riti g a ilities seem to e i hl related to 
each other, while ~peaking is re ativel independe t . is i dependenc 
ma e d e o he manner in which the peakin Test was cored. The 
isteni , eadin and Writ ings - t e!ts were scored in he nonnal. 

ps ch me ric of pass - fail while t he Speakin Tes was scored on a 
contin of O o 4 poin sand was generall co sidered o ave more 
strin ent criteria. 

The s pervisor's ratings demonstra ed a hi e ree of ener iza io 
or car over effect, from one rating t anot er: e ce a relativel i 
relationship existed etween he ratin s. ( ee Appe d' x ). 

e ratin did indicate hat t e i-li 
of a minimal level of English lan a e skill 
comm nicate i English wit he En lis speakin 
cases. 
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ummary 

1. he experime al form of he E - asic was adminis ered o 
ra doml selec ed pop a io o 1 , ci ize ir Fore emp e 
in 15 separ e eo rap ic rea and 9 1 a e rope. 

2, 

3. 
i ems eac 
especiall 
relia ili 

ed tha he experimen al • e was rela • vel. a . 
fr e over 11 s ple pop 1 ·o . 

=-;;....;;== comple ed forms - a 
d e exper l e 

he mi ima1 leve p wi 
i ernal co sis 

all ei 
- proved o 
a rela ivel 

4. he parallel forms of es - ests oft e comp1 e ed EL - asic 
showed inter-correla ions for eac respec ive pair ranging from r. • ,94 
to r. ,97 wi h no sig ificant differences etween means or standard 
devia io s. 

5, he in er-ra er reli ii of 1e ra ed portion of he Speaki 
es was r. = ,97, 

vera e predict·ve e ficienc of he - asic s - tests was 
demonstrated o e ood wi h r. 's ra in from r. = . 5 (Wri in ) , 
r. =. (Reading), r. . 61 (Liste i ) tor.= ,45 ( peaking) . 

. In e eral he res s • dicated tha the ei h forms of he 
- asic possessed oo ili d was predic ive of levels of E li 

an a e kills of Lise ing Speaki g eadin and Wr' in as well as 
overall effec ive ess of En lis lan a e communica io o he ·o. 
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hep rpos of is r in s t o how we 1 t he 
ployee who is un er yo rs p rvisi on, i s 1 o h e 
guage. 

If you feel that you do not know the employee's nglish language bili 
well enough to make this rating, .o not ttemp o r e him. Make . th 
notation, "cannot rate he emp oyee" t the top o i s sheet and re rn t e 
forms o the . 

ch o h sev6n () r in o s p r p ge. 
chuck he space to the le o he st yo feel mos ace 
descries the employee an go on to th next form. I f o feel th t yo o 
not know t e employee well enough to ra e any particul r form, simply 
a no tion t the bo to f the sheet and go "n t o the next form. 

he en of he series o · r ing arms, o will fin for (4) q es­
tione. hese re so q ite import t. le sec e k the as cc rctel 
ae yo c . However, o no answer them til you ve completed .1 o 
the r ings. 
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5. ers rl evecyth slower-th -normal 
spee w e i ion. 
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pe e w1 h few (if any) 

Pron 
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ci i on 
einie 11 

ces o oreign cen ." 

o e s w ys co1 scio 

5. ccen" neceesit es conce r e i 
o cc sion un rs ding . Words 
m imes be r te 

4. y serious errors in pronuncia ion (e .g. sill so s 
like steel, 1 ws so like loss), wo ccent (wor s 
are freq ently ccen e on e wrong sylla le), and 
sentence pi ch (statements h ve the 'melody' of question, 
etc.). Freq en repetitions re req ired. 

3. De initely a to Lm erst d c s of sound, ccen 
pi ch if icult ' es. 

1 . C 

O. C o 

io wo 1 e vir 
e street . ' 

1 intelligi l e t o 

o ounce only a ew simple Engli sh wo s . 

ono ce English wo s . 
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6. 

s English w1 h few (i 
r or w r - r r. 

pe s co 
or o o er 

ni ( . I 
th e r"). 

) notic ble errors of 

, t with occ sion 
s which do not , however 

more Eng i sh ,' "H 

5. e ing occasi on 1 o sc red 
wo - , er er rs . 

grammatic and/or 

4. r ic s ge we order definit ely unaatisfacto • 

J. 

freq ently needs to rephrase conatructiorla and/or reetri 
himself t basic structural p tems (e.g. used the aimpl 
presen tense where he should ae pet and future.) 

rrors o 
i fie • 

grammar d word-order make comprehension qui 

peech so l o gr tical an wo -order errors 
a to e vir ually unintelligible to "the man on the a 

1. pe s is onl wo at a time. 

0. Does o speak ng ish . 



7. Use of voe 
n iv spe 

6. 

requentl 
simp e voca 

'idioms 11 is virt ally th t of 
lish. 

ropri terms and/or ro d-abo 
in eq ate voe ary . 

s s he wrong wo 
ry . 

s; speech limi ed to 

3. Misuse of words and very limi ed voca ulary make 
comprehension quite diffic 

oc ulary is inadeq ate fore en simple convers tion. 

1. oc is re ricte to he nam s of few o jec s. 

O. Doe no s e 'ng ish. 
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D S:ElJTENCE LENGTH 

7. peec spee an . sentence length are those of a native 
speaker. 

6. pe o s eec seems to be slightl affected by langu 
problems. 

5. of speech and length of tteran~e are 
p ren 1 affected y language difficulties and 
imit tions. 

4. Speed of speech and length of utter ce seem strong y 
arfec ed y language difficulties and limitations. 

3. peed of speech and length of utterance are so fs.r 
elow normal as to make conversation quite difficult. 

2. peech is so halting and fragmentary as to make 
conversation with "the man on the street" almost 
impossible. 

1. pe c is res ric to single English words. 

O. Doee not speak Ehglish. 
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ifficulty (10 h 
s ntence ng 

o present no 

. Un ers n r y everything (of verge di ic y) 
he reds, o gh occ sion 1 re- reading of a passa 
is ecessary . 

5. nderst ds mos of the material (of average :l.ffi c 
h re ds b t m h slower-th -normal r t l d wi 
a good eal of re-reading. 

4. Understands nearly everything of easy readJ.ng materials 
(5th grade l evel) but reads slowly with am,re-reading . 

J . Has o vio s ro le re ding 
t eri 1 (1 t to 5 h gr de). 

d ers ding eve es 

2. e s erst s many common English ·,ro s wt n 
presented one at a time. 

1. Reads only few cortDUon job related wo·rds. 

O. annot red English . 
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r s (or 
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E wi f ew (if any) no icea 1 
r or word- r er . 

) "goo English" wit occasion 
ic or , r -o er which do no o sc 

v rio s 
an / or f 

0 

4. spe ling errors make the der-
en (or r n e) produc difficul . 

3. e wri ing (or prin ing) i s so full of various combina o 
o spelling, grammatical an / or word-order errors tha 
the finished prod ct is virtually illegible . 

. Write (or rints) only simple English words. 

1. Writes (or prints) only few simple English words; he 
has a great de of diffic ty forming English letters. 

o. o write (or print) English words or letters. 
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he 4 questions: 

l . Do yo feel a 0 re le ec ivel comm ca. e wit this 
employee. 

0 lwa s 0 u u 1 0 el o 0 e 

2. f yo g 0 1 
emplo 1n comm ca s 1 
nglish o no ewe on. 

3. Do yo req ire (on he 0 ) h e em loy e be le t o: 

• is en d rs E. is ? 0 Yes 0 To 

• pe lish. 0 y s 0 0 

c . Read any English . 0 Yes 0 0 

d. Write any English : 0 Yes 0 0 
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form. 

c re o rel in t o e q es i ons sk on his 
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rabic 10 6 4.76 
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Kore ..J1 11 .01:t Kore ..M. lJ.1 ~8 

335 99 .9 .336 99 . 99 
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