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Test Review: Test of Language Development-Primary 3 (TOLD-P:3)
	Name of Test: Test of Language Development-Primary 3 (TOLD-P:3)

	Author(s): Phyllis Newcomer and Donald D. Hamill

	Publisher/Year: PRO-ED 1977, 1982, 1988, and 1997

	Forms: one

	Age Range: 4 years, 0 months to 8 years, 11 months 

	Norming Sample:

The sample was tested in Spring, 1996. Examiners were randomly selected from the PRO-ED customer base. A total of 84 examiners in 30 states volunteered to test children. A total of 1519 children were tested. The sample compared favourably to the school aged population of the Statistical Abstract of the United States from the Bureau of Census, 1997. 

Total Number: 1000 (an additional 519 participated in reliability and validity studies).

Number and Age: 1000 from ages 4 years to 8 years, stratified sample. The authors state that the “stratified variable[s] conform to national expectations at each age covered by the test’s norms” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 50).
Location: 28 states

Demographics: 4 geographic regions, gender, race, residence (urban/rural), ethnicity, family income, educational attainment of parents, and disability. 

Rural/Urban: yes, urban/rural is provided.
SES: by family income range under 15,000 to 75,000 and over

Other: Disabilities were included: no disability, learning disability, speech-language disorder, mental retardation, and other handicap.



	Summary Prepared By: Eleanor Stewart, 2 August 2007

	Test Description/Overview:

The test kit consists of an examiner’s manual, a picture book with coloured pictures, and a set of record booklets in a sturdy box. 

Comment: The kit I found contained these items. But the back of the manual also lists computer software called PRO-SCORE for Windows, MAC, and IBM DOS.

The TOLD has a long history. It was among the first tests to focus solely on linguistic development. The authors trace the history of the test in the Preface where they summarize the progressive revisions to the original 1977 version. They include reviewers’ comments from previous editions and present the critics as well. The newest edition, the third one, contains changes that address the critics who presented a number of concerns including: the test contained bias against certain population groups, contained too few numbers in the test-retest analysis, and the scoring was restrictive.  Among the changes made were: new normative data based on the U.S. census (stratified by age), evidence that bias was addressed, reliability reported for subgroups as well as entire normative sample, further validity studies were conducted, updated rationale presented that the authors state “reflect[s] the thinking of today’s theorists regarding oral communication” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. xi), and classical item analysis and differential item functioning analyses were conducted. New subtests were added (Phonemic Analysis and Relational Vocabulary). The phonological subtests, Word Discrimination, Phonemic Analysis and Word Articulation, were moved to supplemental so that their results are separate from overall composite scores. 

Theory: The authors present a two dimensional conceptual model on which they base the framework for the test. They state that they choose not to follow a specific theoretical perspective but rather to “incorporate[ed] into our conceptual model the contributions of a variety of esteemed linguists and psycholinguists” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 2). Among those referenced are Bloom and Lahey (i.e., 1978 and others); Brown (1973); Chomsky (1957); Jakobson, Fant, and Halle (1963); and Vygotsky (1977).

Their model, outlined in Table 1.1, consists of the two dimensions, “linguistic features and linguistic systems”. Linguistic features include: semantics, syntax, and phonology. Linguistic systems include: listening (receptive skills), organizing (integrating-mediating skills), and speaking (expressive skills). The subtests aligned with this model are Picture Vocabulary, Relational Vocabulary and Oral Vocabulary addressing the semantic feature, Grammatic Understanding, Sentence Imitation, and Grammatic Completion addressing the syntax feature, and Word Discrimination, Phonemic Analysis, and Word Articulation addressing the phonology feature. The authors state that although the model presents the features and systems as discrete entities, they “recognize that they are in fact highly interrelated” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 2). Each feature and system is defined briefly.  

The authors defend their choice of linguistic focus over more the recent orientation towards sociolinguistic aspects of communication by stating, “Although we are aware of the value of this line of linguistic theory and study, it does not lend itself to the formats necessary for standardized, norm-referenced testing. Instead, we believe this type of language investigation is best accomplished by the use of informal, assess-instruct approaches” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 2). They note that later, in Chapter 9, they provide information about approaches to intervention following assessment with the TOLD that include the sociolinguistic perspective. 

Comment: It would seem to me that they are somewhat dismissive here in their tone in the introduction only later to redeem themselves in regard to the sociolinguistic perspective with intervention suggestions. However, since the test is so strongly stated as linguistic, I think that they are just hedging and included the sociolinguistic information as a nod to current trends.

Purpose of Test: The purpose is to assess children’s language skills. It is appropriate for a wide range of children included in the normative sample. However, the authors note that the TOLD-P3 is not appropriate for those who are deaf or who are non-English speakers (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 15).

The authors identify four uses: 

1. to identify children with language problems,

2. to profile strengths and weaknesses,

3. to document progress, and

4. to use in research.

Areas Tested: Subtests consist of 25 to 30 test items. 

Subtests are: 

1. Picture vocabulary: receptive vocabulary 

2. Relational vocabulary: assesses ability to state relationship between two words. E.g., “How are a pen and a pencil alike?”  (Hamill & Newcomer , 1997, p. 8).

3. Oral vocabulary: assesses ability to define words. E.g., “What’s an apple?” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997).
4. Grammatic understanding: assesses understanding of a variety of sentences.

5. Sentence Imitation

6. Grammatic Completion: uses a cloze technique to address use of common morphological forms

Supplemental subtests (with 14 to 20 test items) addressing phonological skills are: 

7. Word Discrimination: pairs of words are presented to child who must identify the words as same or different. Words differ in one phoneme in initial, medial, or final position. 

8. Phonemic Analysis: a segmenting task that assesses the ability to segment words into smaller phonemic units.

9. Word Articulation: single word articulation test using picture elicitation

Subtests are grouped as follows to create composites:

· Listening: Picture Vocabulary and Grammatic Understanding

· Organizing: Relational Vocabulary and Sentence Imitation

· Speaking: Oral Vocabulary and Grammatic Completion

· Semantics: Picture Vocabulary, Relational Vocabulary, Oral Vocabulary

· Syntax: Grammatic Understanding, Sentence Imitation, and Grammatic Completion

· Spoken Language: Picture Vocabulary, Relational Vocabulary, Oral Vocabulary, Grammatic Understanding, Sentence Imitation, and Grammatic Completion

· Oral Language    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Vocabulary   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Grammar  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Narratives   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify)

· Phonological Awareness  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Segmenting  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Blending  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Elision  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Rhyming  FORMCHECKBOX 
  Other (Please Specify)

· Listening  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Lexical  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Syntactic 
· Other: articulation
Who can Administer: 

Examiners should have formal training in assessment so that they understand testing statistics, general procedures, etc.

Administration Time: The authors suggest administration of core subtests can take from 30 to 60 minutes. Additional time is required for supplemental subtests. However, they specify that these supplemental subtests should not be given at the same time as the core tests. In order to establish a pace, the examiner is encouraged to score an item as 0 if the child has not responded within 10 seconds.



	Test Administration (General and Subtests):

In Chapter 2, “Information to Consider Before Testing”, the authors specify that the subtests must be administered in the order set by the standardization (i.e., as they are numbered). Every child will begin each subtest with the first item. Ceilings are the same across all subtests, i.e., five consecutive failed items. The three supplemental identified as phonological subtests, Word Discrimination, Phonemic Analysis, and Word Articulation, require that all test items be administered. Examples are provided. Some reminders about testing relating to creating an appropriate test environment, interaction with the child, and motivation are listed at the end of the chapter.  

Chapter 3 addresses, “Administration and Scoring the TOLD-P:3”. Directions for administering each subtest are outlined with the examiner’s statements to the child printed in red. The instructions are specific to each subtest so the examiner must be familiar with the subtests before administering them. There are one or two demonstration items for each subtest. Examiners are permitted to repeat the demonstration and to show the accurate response but are instructed to discontinue the subtest if the child does not accurately complete the examples. Some subtests allow for cueing such as “Tell me more about____” ( Hamill & Newcomer, 1997).

In terms of the supplementary tests, the Word Discrimination subtest allows for some teaching of the task when the child has trouble with the examples. However, the teaching procedure is scant. The authors suggest using the child’s name, eg. Bill –Bill, to check same and then Bill- pill for different. They state, “Most children will recognize the difference…If a child fails the examples, including the one using his or her name, do not proceed with the test” (Hamill & Newcomer , 1997, p. 27). 

The Word Articulation subtest aims for spontaneous production of target speech sounds. The subtest allows for imitation should the child not know the target word. (Comment: Generally, in speech pathology, it is recognized that imitation alters the child’s production). The examiner is instructed to score the child’s responses as correct or error. Error analysis is not done. The examiner should be concerned only with whether or not a mispronunciation occurred. However, the authors note that common errors include: substitutions, distortions, omissions, and additions. They provide an example of each. Curiously, they include a statement about their choice of omitting the phoneme final /r/ as they felt that “such words might be biased against persons from New England or the Southern parts of the United States. Because proficient speakers in these regions frequently drop the final /r/, such omissions cannot be considered errors in articulation” (Hamill & Newcomer , 1997, p. 29). 

Comment: the authors approach to articulation reflects an outdated theoretical view and analysis of articulation. I would be reluctant to include the results of this subtest in any profile of the child’s skills. 



	Test Interpretation:

Chapter 4, “Interpreting the TOLD-P:3 Results”, discusses the interpretation of the various scores and discrepancy analyses using the record  booklet as a guide to the sections outlined.  The authors discuss profiling (on the record booklet) not only using the results of the TOLD-P:3 but also the results of any other tests given that use the same type of quotient. However, they note that intelligence tests often rely on language skills and so may not be adding new information to the child’s profile. They recommend instead the use of nonverbal intelligence tests to enhance clinical utility and provide a list that includes: Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence, Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude, Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, Test of Nonverbal Intelligence, and WISC (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, pp. 36-37). 

To illustrate, the authors include a completed profile example along with an interpretation of the scores including separate test results from the Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (a test I should note is also authored by the TOLD co-author, D. Hammill).

Standardized scores are explained with reference to the corresponding tables in the appendices. The Composite Quotients are formed from certain combinations of subtest standard scores. The authors have done this to reflect the systems and features approached in their model.  In this way, the quotients are said to indicate the student’s performance on TOLD-P:3 constructs. 

Each subtest is briefly described in terms of what is measured.

The final section in the chapter focuses on cautions regarding test interpretation and contains the familiar concerns regarding reliability, diagnosis, and intervention planning from test results.

Two additional chapters are included in the manual: Chapter 9 “Other Important Factors Relating to the Assessment of Children’s Language” and Chapter 10 “Summary of Research Pertaining to Earlier Editions of TOLD-P”. Chapter 9 focuses on topics such as testing the limits of a child’s performance, communicating results with others, developing local norms, and resources for further assessment and intervention. 



	Standardization:  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Age equivalent scores   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Grade equivalent scores   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Percentiles   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Standard scores   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stanines 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify) Sums of standard scores are converted to composite quotients e.g., SeQ Semantic Quotient. 

Note: authors allow for a prorated score for the Spoken Language Quotient if only 5 of the 6 subtests are completed. To prorate, the examiner adds the standard scores available and then divides by that number to get an average score. This score is circled in the record booklet to show that it is prorated. The authors caution against attributing clinical value to the prorated subtest, to use only one prorated subtest, and to calculate on the SLQ in this way.



	Reliability

Internal consistency of items: Using the entire normative sample, average alphas were calculated using a z-transformation technique. Coefficient alphas (averages) ranged from .81 to .91 for subtests and .91 to .96 for composites (using Guilford’s formula). The authors also considered subgroups of population: males/females, “Caucasoids, African American (blacks), Hispanics, and students diagnosed as having misarticulations, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, learning disability, delayed speech and language, and mental retardation” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 57). Results indicate coefficient alphas from .85 to .95 for subtests and .91 to .98 for composites, therefore results are, “equally reliable for all the subgroups investigated and support the idea that the test contains little or no bias relative to those groups” (p. 57).

Standard errors of measurement (SEMs) were: 1 for the subtests at every age interval, 4 for composites, and 3 for the SLQ. The authors state, “The fact that the SEMs associated with the TOLD-P:3 scores are small is another indication that the battery has more than adequate content sampling reliability” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 57).

Test-retest: (time sampling) 33 children in regular kindergarten, grade one and two classes in Austin TX were retested with a four month interval between testing. Table 6.4 presents means, standard deviations, and the correlation coefficients (r). A T-test was used to examine differences, and no significant differences were found at .05 level of confidence. All test-retest coefficients for subtests exceeded .80 (except Word Discrimination), and composites were in the range from .88 to .92.

Inter-rater:
Two PRO-ED staffers independently scored 50 randomly selected completed test records from children age 4 years, 0 months to 8 years, 0 months. Coefficients were .99. The authors suggest the size of the coefficients provides evidence of the test’s scorer reliability (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997). 
Other: none


	Validity: Comment: the introductory remarks in this chapter are familiar. I think they may be standard in PRO-ED manuals. 

Content: The authors provide extensive references for their test content that has been accumulating over decades. They state, “The formats that we used to build the subtests of the TOLD-P:3 are by no means entirely our own creation. For the most part, they represent time-honoured approaches to the assessment of specific linguistic abilities. The fact that our chosen formats have been used successfully for decades provides some evidence of their validity” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 64). They then list tests (published between 1958 and 1997) that use common formats on which this test is based. Turning to the individual subtests, the authors provide empirical research evidence for each.

Comment: Though I can’t argue with what the authors present, I believe that the assessment of children’s language skills has moved away from tests that focus on discrete skills toward more holistic and integrative models in an effort to more closely reflect ecological and functional models of communication. Still, I think that attention to the aspects of language addressed here are important to assess but in a broader framework, I hope.

 As I suspected, the authors base their Word Articulation subtest on the work of Van Riper and others done in the 1970s. Given that I am familiar with this particular area, I am now a bit suspicious of other aspects of this test.

Classical Item Analysis: Using the entire normative sample, item analysis was conducted which resulted in items being deleted from the initial version of the test. The remaining items were then ordered from easy to difficult in the final version of the test. 

Differential Item Functioning Analysis: Item Response Theory approach compared the performance between boys and girls and between whites and non-whites. The entire normative sample was used. The authors report that only 8 of the 225 items, representing 3.5%, were potentially biased relative to the groups considered. “Given that no test is completely unbiased in its items, we maintain that the relatively small number of the items that were significant suggests that any gender or racial bias in the test is well within acceptable levels” (p. 75).

Criterion Prediction Validity: 30 students in grade one, two and three in an Austin, TX school were retested. TOLD-P:3 scores were correlated with the Bankson Language Test-Second Edition. Coefficients ranged from .65 to .97 on subtests and composites and were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence. The authors state that high correlations are evidence of strong criterion-related validity (p. 76).

Construct Identification Validity:

Age differentiation: Means and standard deviations are presented for all age intervals showing the coefficients between age and performance on subtests. “Means become larger as age as the subjects grow older” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 78). All relationships are statistically significant. Core subtests coefficients are larger (.50 to .62). Word Discrimination and Word Articulation show smaller coefficients as “most children have mastered these abilities by age 7” (p. 78).

Group differentiation: Groups from the normative sample included: gender, race, minority status, and disability groups. Mean standard scores were compared. Mainstream group (boys, girls, white) and minority groups were comparable with mainstream groups (but slightly higher) but with all groups within normal range. On the finding of differences between two groups, authors defend the results by stating, “These differences are not necessarily evidence of test bias… however, the fact that the subtest scores of the subgroups are all within the SEM and that all the composite scores are well within the normal range is definitely evidence that any bias in the TOLD-P:3 is minimal” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 80). Regarding the disability subgroups, Spoken Language Quotients reflect the expectation that mental retardation subgroup has the smallest SLQ followed by delayed speech and language, learning disability, attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder, and misarticulation. 

Subtest Interrelationships: Using raw scores from the entire normative sample, intercorrelations were examined. Age was controlled for.  An analysis of coefficients of the comparisons between the subtests demonstrated that core subtests range from .37 to .59, with a median of .44, reflecting a moderate relationship. This result indicates that the all core subtests measure spoken language (the construct). The three supplemental subtests showed low correlations and were therefore assigned to the supplemental category. Because two of the three show low relationship, a Phonology Quotient was formed. 

Factor analysis: Factor analysis using subtest performance of the normative sample showed that subtests “did in fact all load on a single factor” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 82). That factor was assigned as Spoken Language Quotient. 

Item Validity: The authors point to information on discriminating powers (reported in Table 7.1, “Median Discriminating Powers for Nine Subtests at Five Ages”) stating that, “Tests having poor construct validity would unlikely be composed of items having coefficients reported in this table” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 84).

Validity of the Vocabulary Subtests: The authors discuss the different formats they used for the vocabulary subtests and explain how each requires different levels of vocabulary knowledge (formats reflect “point to what I say”, “define the word I say”). To demonstrate the difficulty level, the authors calculated the median standard frequency index (SFI), a measure of word maturity. Results reflect the progression hypothesized: 48 for Picture Vocabulary, 53 for Relational Vocabulary, and 60 for Oral Vocabulary). Thus, construct validity of subtests was demonstrated (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 85).

Differential Item Functioning: as described above

Other: Chapter 8, “Controlling for Test Bias”, discusses the ways in which test makers can demonstrate the presence or absence of test bias by using a representative normative sample that includes subgroups in proportion to their census numbers, by providing separate reliability and validity information for these groups, by showing that test items are as appropriate for the groups as for mainstream, and avoiding use of timed tests which depress scores for certain groups in the population. The authors review the evidence provided previously in the chapters on norming, reliability, and validity to conclude that the TOLD-P:3 contains little or no bias. They note caution in the use of the test with children who are bilingual or speak non-standard English.


	Summary/Conclusions/Observations: 

The TOLD-P:3 has a very extensive and solid  psychometric basis so that it can be used with confidence in clinical decision making. The model on which it is based contains well-documented domains of language skills. However, this is a test that focuses on discrete skills rather than integrative ones. Newer language assessment approaches are more functional. 

The inclusion of Phonological supplementary tests is admirable. However, given the limitations outlined, I don’t think that these subtests are particularly useful.


	Clinical/Diagnostic Usefulness: 

I think that an extensive test such as this one would be difficult to use especially when its relevance to clinical and educational intervention is less than clear. In talking with clinicians, this test is seldom used. 
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