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Test Review: Test of Language Development-Intermediate 3rd Edition (TOLD-I:3)

	Name of Test: Test of Language Development-Intermediate 3 (TOLD-I:3)

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

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

	Forms: one 

	Age Range: 8 years, 0 months to 12 years, 11 months (overlap with TOLD-P:3 at 8 years)

	Norming Sample: The sample was tested in Spring, 1996. Examiners were randomly selected from the PRO-ED customer base. A total of 37 examiners in 23 states volunteered to test children. 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: 779 

Number and Age: 12 month intervals beginning at 8 years, 0 months were established. Each interval is as follows: 8 years (n=104), 9 years (n=201), 10 years (n=180), 11 years (n=160), and 12 years (n=134).

Location: 23 states

Demographics: The sample was compared to U.S. Census information and stratified by age. Geographic region, gender, race, residence, ethnicity, family income, parents’ educational attainment, and disability status were considered.  

Rural/Urban: yes 
SES: family income level from under 15, 000 to 75,000 and above

Other (Please Specify): 

Comment: The smallest number of children at age level 8 years N=104 meets minimum requirement.



	Summary Prepared By (Name and Date): Eleanor Stewart, 2 August 2007; revised 29 Oct 07

	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. 

This edition includes changes made in response to critical reviews. These changes, listed on page x, include new stratified normative information; lower extension of age range to 8 years, 0 months from 8 years, 6 months; the addition of item bias studies; reporting of reliability coefficients for subgroups; new validity studies with particular attention to subgroups; a new Picture Vocabulary subtest to replace the Vocabulary subtest; an updated rationale to account for new theoretical views of oral communication; the item analyses performed; and changes to children’s names which better reflects national demographics. 

Theory: The authors identify their theoretical perspective as linguistic though they point out that they do not adhere to any single theory. Among those referenced are Bloom and Lahey (i.e., 1978 and others); Brown (1973); Chomsky (1957); Jakobson, Fant, and Halle (1963); and Vygotsky (1957).

The authors present a two dimensional conceptual model on which they base the framework for the test. This model is the same as the one presented in TOLD-P:3. Using the model, six subtests were developed: Picture Vocabulary and Malapropisms (Semantics and Listening), Grammatic Comprehension (Syntax and Listening), Generals (Semantics and Speaking), and Sentence Combining and Word Ordering (Syntax and Speaking). One area not addressed was Phonology. Each subtest is described briefly. 

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-I:3 is not appropriate for those who are deaf or who are non-English speakers (Hamill, & Newcomer, 1997, p. 15).

The authors identify three uses: 

1. to identify children with language problems,

2. to profile strengths and weaknesses, and

3. to use in research.

Subtests include: 
1. Sentence Combining: 25 items, child asked to form one complex sentence from two related sentences. 

2. Picture Vocabulary: nine picture cards with six pictures each, child chooses picture that best depicts examiner’s stimulus phrase. 

3. Word Ordering: 23 items, child asked to form a complete sentence using randomly ordered words produced by the examiner.

4. Generals: 24 items, child asked to tell the relationship between words presented by the examiner (e.g., these are all animals). 

5. Grammatic Comprehension: 38 items, child asked to identify sentences that contain grammatical errors from a set of sentences containing both accurate and inaccurate sentences. 

6. Malapropisms: 30 items, child asked to identify and supply the appropriate word to correct sentences in which there is a word that sounds similar to the correct word but creates an absurd meaning. Example from the manual: “John took a phonograph of his family.” The child must replace “phonograph” with “photograph”. 

These subtests are grouped to create composites: Syntax (Sentence Combining, Word Ordering, and Grammatic Comprehension), Semantics (Picture Vocabulary, Generals, and Malapropisms), Listening (Picture Vocabulary, Malapropisms, and Grammatic Comprehension), Speaking (Sentence Combining, Word Ordering, and Generals), and Spoken Language (all).

Areas Tested: 

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

· Listening  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Lexical  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Syntactic  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Supralinguistic 
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 the full test can take 60 minutes.


	Test Administration (General and Subtests):

Chapter 2, “Information to Consider Before Testing”, begins with the authors stating that the test can be administered to children between the ages of 8 and 12 years, 11 months. They state that the test is unsuitable for children who are deaf or for whom English is a second language. 

Testing follows the order outlined in the test record with administration beginning with the Sentence Combining subtest. Examiners can choose to omit certain subtests as long as the order is maintained. Administration begins with the first item for all age groups. Ceiling rules are specific to each subtest and are outlined in the manual and briefly on the record form. Ceilings range from two missed items (Picture Vocabulary) in a row to three out of five consecutive missed items (Grammatic Comprehension). A table is included to illustrate ceiling rules (Table 2.1 on page 15). The authors include a section at the end of the chapter on administration that highlights the general considerations about testing which should be familiar to examiners. 

Chapter 3, “Administration and Scoring of the TOLD-I:3”, presents detailed information specific to the administration and scoring of each subtest. The examiner’s verbal instructions to the examinee are outlined in blue print. Throughout the subtests, scoring is clearly delineated as correct = 1 point, and incorrect =0 point. Acceptable responses are outlined in the record form. Discontinuation rules are also marked on the form and range from three consecutive failed items to three out of five consecutive failed items. The examiner is permitted to correct the child’s response to the first practice item in order to orient the child to task expectations. No prompting is to be provided thereafter. However, the examiner is allowed to probe with a statement, for example, “Yes, that’s right, but what kind of bugs are they?” (Subtest IV Generals, Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 21).  
 

	Test Interpretation:

Chapter 4 provides information on test interpretation. The examiner is encouraged to make notes on the child’s performance on the record form. An example of a completed form is presented in Figure 4.1 (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 24). Using the example, the conversion of raw scores to standardized scores is explained in the following pages (pp. 25-26). Prorating (i.e., situations where child did not complete a subtest but composite is calculated) is also explained (p. 26). 

Items are scored 1 for correct and 0 for incorrect responses. A raw score total for each subtest is converted to standardized scores. 

Profiles of scores are created from TOLD-I:3 subtest results. Results of other tests, that is the standard scores, can be added to the profile graph in order to create a visual display. The authors recommend several well-known tests that have quotients including Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence, Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude, Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, and WISC-3. 

Using the completed form depicted in Figure 4.1, the text presents the case of Steve to illustrate aspects of interpretation.  Standardized scores and the composite quotients are explained in relation to the TOLD model. The authors also provide short descriptions of what each subtest measures. For example, Word Ordering is said to assess “the ability to construct a meaningful sentence from a set of words presented orally in a random sequence” (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, p. 36).  

Comment: Word Ordering is interesting but I think that most clinicians would then ask of what importance is this. How will this tie in with the student’s performance in class? This is the kind of link that clinicians will be looking for. 

The procedure for conducting discrepancy analyses is presented (Hamill & Newcomer, 1997, pp. 36-38).

The final sections in this chapter are familiar sections in PRO-Ed manuals in which the authors address situational and child error as well as cautions regarding interpretation of test results (i.e., tests don’t diagnose, “tests don’t necessarily translate directly into daily educational programs”, p. 40).

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

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify) five composite scores-Spoken Language Quotient, semantics, syntax, listening, speaking. 

	Reliability:

Internal consistency of items: Cronbach’s alphas are reported for subtests and composites for scores from the entire normative sample. The results demonstrate subtest coefficients at or above .84 and composite coefficients exceeding the .90 level with a range from .92 to .96. Subgroup data are also presented (Table 6.2) showing large alphas for all groups indicating little or no bias for groups studied (gender, race, ethnicity, disability status). SEMs are also reported from this data. Small SEMs of 1 for all subtests and 3 for composites support high reliability. 

Test-retest: 55 students participated in a study carried out with a one-week interval. Coefficients for the subtests ranged from .83 to .93 and for the composites ranged from .94 to .96. 

Inter-rater: Two PRO-ED staffers independently scored 50 randomly selected completed test records from the normative sample. Coefficients were .94 to .97 for subtests and .96 to .97 for composite scores.

Other: none



	Validity: 

Content: The authors provide their rationale for the selection of the subtests and formats with references to the relevant literature. For example, for Sentence Combining, they point to Sabers (1996) who noted that memory is related to syntax and therefore an element in interpretation of children’s scores on this subtest. Throughout this section, the authors provide clear links between their subtests and the literature thus providing qualitative evidence for content validity. In terms of quantitative evidence, classical item analysis and differential item functioning are reported. 

Point biserial correlation technique was used in order to assess item discrimination. Items were eliminated according to item discrimination and item difficulty. IRT and the Delta score approach were used to detect item bias. The results show that item bias is not present for groups of students (male/female, race/ethnicity, and learning disabled/non-learning disabled). The small number of items found were within the acceptable limits at the .01 level. The results of the Delta procedure demonstrated very high magnitudes of coefficients, according to MacEachron (1982).

Criterion Prediction Validity: The TOLD-I:3 was compared to the Test of Adolescent Language-3 (TOAL-3) on relevant subtests. A group of 26 students in Grades 5 and 6 in Texas participated in the study. Pearson product-moment coefficients were in the moderate range (.58 to .86 for subtests and .74 to .88 for composites). The TOAL-3 composite scores were correlated with TOLD-I:3 Spoken Language Quotient demonstrating an overall correlation of .85. 

Construct Identification Validity: 

Age differentiation: Subtest scores showed correlation coefficients with five age intervals ranging from .32 to .47. Age progression is demonstrated in that means increase with age. 

Group differentiation: The same students from the study of internal consistency were used. Mean scores for these students were significantly lower than those of the normative group.  
Comment from the Buros reviewer: no statistical analyses beyond comparing standard score means was reported (Hurford & Mirenda, 2001). 

Subtests interrelationships: Using the entire normative sample, coefficients were calculated. These ranged from .38 to .63, with a median of .54, and all were statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, moderately high relationships were demonstrated.

Relationship of the TOLD-I:3 to Tests of Achievement: School achievement and readiness was shown to be related in a study of 24 elementary students in an Austin, Texas school. Testing included measures of verbal thinking, speech, reading, writing and mathematics from the Comprehensive Scales of Student Abilities (CSSA). Coefficients ranged from .48 to .77 across TOLD-I:3 subtests. 

Factor analysis: Factor and item analyses were performed, showing moderate to high. The Buros reviewer states: “The subtest scores from the normative sample were also subjected to principal component analysis. The results indicated that all six subtests strongly loaded on a single factor. This factor accounted for 88% of the variance with loadings ranging from .59 to .79. It would have been interesting to see if the bidimensional model would have been supported by rotating the principal components solution. Rotating the principal components solution would allow one to determine if the resulting factors support the model used to build the TOLD-I:3” (Hurford & Mirenda, 2001, p. 1244). 
Differential Item Functioning: as above 

Other:  none



	Summary/Conclusions/Observations: 

This test is out of step with currently available tests and there is no curriculum tie-in. It does not address legislative and funding guidelines and is perhaps best used in other contexts such as brain-injury where specific diagnostic questions are raised. Even so, in checking with clinicians, I was unable to find anyone who uses this test. The clinicians working with school-aged children with TBI prefer the Test of Language Competence (personal communication).
Some useful comments from Buros reviewers regarding phonology and interpretation of SLQ and IQ follow:

“It is states on page 5 that, ‘No subtests were developed to measure the phonology feature. This is because children older than 6 or 7 usually have already incorporated successfully most phonological abilities into their language.’ Although this may be true for nondisabled children, it is most likely the case that individuals who will be assessed with this instrument will be suspected for language deficiencies. It has long been determined that children with language deficiencies are also likely to have phonological processing deficiencies as well. Assessing phonology would be a welcome addition to this test, particularly because one of its intended uses is to identify children who are experiencing learning and other language-related disabilities” (Hurford & Mirenda, 2001, p. 1244).
“On page 29 and 30 a case sample is presented. The Spoken Language Quotient and an IQ score (Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence) for this fictitious individual is 77 and 90, respectively. On page 30, the authors state ‘Comparison of Steve’s SLQ (77) with his IQ (90) …suggest that his poor language might be accounted for by low mental ability.’ Although Steve’s SLQ is quite low (77, more than 1 standard deviation below the mean), his IQ is well within what most psychometricians would consider low average to average ability. Referring to an IQ score of 90 as low mental ability is not justified and certainly does not explain the relatively low Spoken Language Quotient (Hurford & Mirenda, 2001, p. 1244).


	Clinical/Diagnostic Usefulness: Given that the administration time is a full 60 minutes, this is a deterrent to use.
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