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Test of Early Written Language-2 (TEWL-2)

	Name of Test: Test of Early Written Language-2 (TEWL-2)

	Author(s): Hresko, Wayne P., Herron, Shelley R., and Peak, Pamela K.

	Publisher/Year: Pro-Ed, 1988 and 1996

	Forms: Form A and Form B (comparable)

	Age Range: 3years, 0 months to 10 years, 11 months

	Norming Sample

The normative sample was collected between September 1993 and February 1995. Potential testers were identified from Pro-Ed files, and those who agreed to participate were then instructed to randomly choose students for participation following the printed instructions provided by Pro-Ed. Teachers from regular and special education settings in both public and private schools completed the testing. The percentage of the sample compare favourably to the national percentages taken from the 1990 Statistical Abstract of the United States. 

Comment: though the text identifies the 1990 version of the Statistical Abstract, the accompanying Table 5.1 states the 1994 Abstract (Hresko, Herron, & Peak, 1996, p. 52). The references list the 1990 version as the source. Which is it? 
Total Number: 1, 479 students
Number and Age: 1 479 students in eight (8) 12 month groupings from 3 to 10 years.
Location: 41 states and British Columbia, Canada. 
Demographics: age, race (White, Black, Other), ethnicity (Native American, African American, Hispanic, Asian, Oriental, Pacific Islander and Other), gender, urban vs. rural, geographic region (NW, Midwest, West, and South), and disability status (no disability, learning disability, speech/language disorder, mental retardation, and other). A stratified sample was drawn based on these characteristics.
Rural/Urban: yes
SES: not specified
Other: none
Comment: I wonder why they did not collect information on SES, given that they have all the other usual information. I think that a proxy such as postal and zip codes would provide at least a gross estimation of family income. Also, it would seem easy to identify a mother’s (or primary caregiver’s) education level.

There is no mention of how students in B.C. were included or any other information about this particular region and/or its students.

Regarding age, the number of children at each end of the age spectrum is approximately half of the other age intervals. E.g., at age 3 years n=103 while older ages, 5-8 are 214-246. At age 10 years, n=105. 



	Summary Prepared By (Name and Date): Eleanor Stewart 4-10 October 2007

	Test Description/Overview

The test kit consists of the examiner’s manual, Form A and B student workbooks, and Form A and Form B record forms. The kit is contained in a sturdy cardboard box. 
Comment: The contents are minimal so that there is excess room in the kit box. Examiners might be able to carry other materials along with the TEWL-2. 
The TEWL-2 is a revised version which addresses and incorporates the criticisms of the original 1988 test. The authors summarize the reviewers’ criticisms in the Preface on pages v-vi. They state that the new edition includes: the inclusion of two forms A and B, more test items (original items were placed in Form A while matching items were developed for Form B), wider age ranges, revision of scoring of the contextual writing items included, and more specific instructions. Sample representativeness and concerns raised about validity and reliability were addressed. These last two concerns centered on the lack of reliability estimates at the lower age ranges, lack of predictive validity and limited construct validity (Hresko et al., 1996, p. v-vi).

In Chapter 1, “An Overview Of Early Written Language”, the authors provide background information and present their theoretical orientation to writing which they state is an amalgamation of “the best of the theoretical literature with the best of the developmental research literature” (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 2). They based their model, depicted in Figure 1.1 on the view that writing is developmental and interactive between knowledge, exposure to writing, and motivation. In this way, the authors state that they took a developmental view of writing in which the child learns from his early exposure to environmental print prior to any formal instruction. The authors specifically point to the ideas put forth by Holdaway (1979) as contributing to the philosophical orientation of the TEWL-2. These ideas about literacy state that it is: “a matter of language, has many human dimensions, is developmental, learned, a cultural matter, and a complex matter” (p. 2). 
The writing process follows the work of Flowers and Hayes (1981) so that, as the authors state, assessment can flow into intervention goals. The authors note that their preference is based on their view that linguistic or functional language is important to the writing process. Throughout this introductory material, the authors present a well-defended rationale for the construction of their test. 

The authors note that more attention has been given to oral language than to written language. 
Comment: Their discussion of the background literature is well presented, concise, and easily understood.

Purpose of Test: to measure early writing ability
The test was developed to help identify children who need help developing their written language skills. In this way, it is intended to identify students and profile their strengths and weaknesses to assist in instructional planning. Other purposes include monitoring progress and use in research. 
Areas Tested: Two subtests, Basic Writing Test and Contextual Writing Test 
Areas Tested: Pre-writing: directionality, awareness of letter features, metalinguistics, writing-spelling, punctuation, capitalization, sentence combining, logical sentences, contextual vocabulary, organization, structure, syntactic maturity, thematic maturity, and post writing-proofing are assessed. 
· Print Knowledge  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Environmental Print  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Alphabet  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify) 
· Phonological Awareness  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Segmenting  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Blending  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Elision  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Rhyming  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify)
· Reading  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Single Word Reading/Decoding  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Comprehension

·  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Spelling  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (Please Specify)
· Writing  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Letter Formation  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Capitalization  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Punctuation  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Conventional Structures  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Word Choice  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Details
·  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other : refer to list above
Who can Administer: Teachers, special educators, and others who the authors describe as “reasonably competent in the administration of tests” (Hresko et al., 1996, pp. 9-10).
Administration Time: The manual indicates administration time is between 30 to 45 minutes.


	Test Administration (General and Subtests): 
Early test items focus on young children’s experiences such as drawing pictures of their favorite cartoon character and being able to identify common writing instruments. 
Basal and ceilings are established at 5 items in a row. Scoring is 1 for correct responses and 0 for incorrect ones.

The instructions for the Basic Writing Subtest are clear and unambiguous. Some items include prompts though the authors do not specify when these are to be introduced. 

The record form contains brief instructions to the examiner regarding scoring. These serve as reminders. The detailed instructions are found in the examiner’s manual. Though the subtests can be administered separately, both must be administered in order to calculate a Global Writing Quotient.

Appendix F contains the “Expanded Scoring Guide” for the Contextual Subtest.



	Test Interpretation: Chapter 4, Interpreting the TEWL-2 Results”, provides information about completing the test booklet, understanding the standardized scores, planning instructional activities, interpreting contextual information related to the student’s performance, testing limits, and communicating results with others. General cautions about interpreting formal test results are presented. All of the information is presented in clearly worded descriptions. The test booklet allows for recording the results of other formal tests and for comparisons with tests with standardized scores. A graph depicting the TEWL-2 results is provided on the test record form with an example. Each of the standardized scores is explained. The quotients are described in terms of ratings from “very superior” >130 to “very poor <70 (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 42). The authors state, “The clearest indication of a student’s performance on tests is provided by standard scores” (p. 42). NCEs are similar to the quotients with a mean of 50 and standard deviation of 21.06. The authors state that this type of score is used by government agencies. Age equivalents are described and the familiar cautions in their use are stated (p. 43). In a section on comparison of test scores, the authors elaborate on the use of test scores to determine placement and funding, to determine probability of chance error, and whether or not performance is clinically significant/educationally relevant. In a section, “What do the standard scores measure?” the authors assist the examiner by explaining the meaning of the scores in terms of the students’ academic performance. 


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

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other: Normal Curve Equivalents (NCEs), Basic Writing Quotient, Contextual Writing Quotient, and Global Writing Quotients (derived from sum of subtest standard scores).


	Reliability

N.B. The authors state that the reliability and validity data of both the TEWL and TEWL-2 are reported in the manual. They report that the correlation between the two tests is .62 (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 58). However, upon reading further, I did not find any reliability information from the original TEWL in Chapter 6 “Test Reliability” (pp.57-61). I wonder if the authors were in some way responding to the critics of the original TEWL. 
Overall TEWL-2 reliability is summarized in Table 6.6 (p. 61). 
Internal consistency of items: Using Cronbach’s coefficient alphas computed entire norming sample by age groups. Large value alphas reported with all totals above .90. Individual alphas ranged from .90 for ages 5-9 years for Contextual Writing Form A to a high of .99 for Basic Writing Form B at age 9 years. SEMs data also presented. Small SEMs reported in Table 6.2 (1.5 to 4.7) (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 59). 
Test-retest: The authors report that “several different samples were used to investigate test-retest reliability” (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 58).  The data are presented for age groups 4-0 to 4-11 years (n=40), 7-0 to 8-0 years (n=35), 9-0 to 10-5 years (n=66), and 8-0 to 9-6 years (n=30) in the following locations: Dallas (two groups), Kansas City, and Baton Rouge. The test administration interval was 14 to 21 days. No mention is made in the text about the fact that Forms A and B were administered in a particular order although Table 6.3 indicates that administration was done in three groups A/A , B/B. and A/B. Correlations were reported as follows: Basic Subtest Score range .88 to .92, Contextual range .82 to .88, and Global Score range .91 to .94. No information is provided about the examiners. 
Inter-rater: The authors note that the subjective nature of the Contextual Writing Subtest made evidence of inter-rater reliability particularly important. Inter-rater reliability was studied with six scorers who independently examined 25 randomly selected Contextual Writing Subtests. Reliability coefficients exceeded .90 (mean r =95 with range 92-99 as reported in Table 6.4, p. 60). In addition, scoring of the 14 individual items across scorers was examined. Percentage agreement was calculated. The median percentage reported was 94% with a range from 87-99%. 
Other: none

	Validity 

Content: At the beginning of the section on content validity the authors address the critics on the issue of item content. Here, they state that they had attempted to include manipulatives in developing the first TEWL edition, but were unable to demonstrate benefit for the inclusion of these types of items. Also, handwriting ability was not included because there was no evidence of discriminative ability. The authors note that it is not surprising given that children are still in the process of fine motor development and are exposed to a variety of writing instruments.

In selecting test items, the authors consulted research articles, published tests, and various assessment and instructional materials. Selected items were reflective of widely accepted components of writing including knowledge of writing conventions, linguistic rules as well as conceptual meaning. As a result, twelve items types were developed. Each of these is described in detail with the rationale explained. For example, sentence combining involves the presentation of two sentences that the child is asked to combine into one sentence (example from manual, “The cat was afraid of the dog. The dog was barking loudly.” Combines into “The cat was afraid of the dog because he was barking loudly”, p. 66). Table 7.1 lists each of the item types and the corresponding item number from both forms A and B. 
Regarding the Contextual Writing Subtest in which subjective scoring is required, the authors point to the literature supporting teacher judgments of student performance and academic achievement. 
Comment: Despite the extensive scoring guide, the subjectivity of the subtest is inescapable. 

In terms of item development, the authors outline the process undertaken. A total of 180 basic abilities items and 48 contextual items were generated to be used in the two forms. Usability was investigated after which the items were examined for item bias. A panel of four reviewers (i.e., male and female, Caucasian, Hispanic, African American) examined the items for potential bias related to language, experience, and context. Classical item analysis followed using a sample of 300 students. As a result of analysis, 114 basic writing ability items and 14 contextual writing items were retained. 
Criterion Prediction Validity: 
Concurrent validity: Students in “Fort Worth, Texas, metroplex, as well as other sites across the United States” (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 70) were tested. The numbers of students involved was said to vary “by criterion measure” (p. 70). Students identified as exceptional were included “according to the guidelines of the state of residence” (p. 70).  The TEWL-2 was correlated with the following measures: TOWL-2, WLA, CSSA (selected subtests), TERA-2, PIAT-R Written Language, PLS-3, TELD-2, WJWL, WJDIC, TOLD-P:2 (selected subtests), WRAT-R Spelling, DAB Writing, and WIAT Total. Table 7.3 provides the correlation data for the tests used. Correlations presented range from .24 to .90. Many of the correlations are in the range between .20 and .60. No median is calculated (though I am not sure that would lend to interpretation).
Comment: Because the authors chose to include a lot of information in Table 7.3, I found it difficult to interpret as I had to align the information with the footnotes at the bottom. Information from the original TEWL is included but other than as a response to their critics, I am not sure what purpose this serves and I worry that this information may confuse readers. I think that more extensive explanation of the meaning of the data in the text would improve the reading of the evidence for criterion prediction validity. As it stands the text is scant on details. I still don’t know much about how the data were generated. Unfortunately, the interpretation of the data is left to the reader. I feel that the authors have dropped the ball here. 
Predictive validity: Two studies are reported. In the first study, a group of students, in South Dakota, ages 4 to 7 years, who were given the test at the time of the standardization of the original TEWL, were located by the site coordinator. Fifty-five students from the original group were found and parental permission was given to examine the students’ subsequent school records, including test results. The authors provide the numbers of students in the range of poor, average, and above average who were subsequently rated according to the updated 1994 information. The authors’ report that “the correlation between the original TEWL scores and current functioning is .69. This indicates a substantial ability of the original test to predict performance” (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 70). 

The second study, conducted in Fall 1993 and Spring 1994, involved 40 students, ages 4 to 7 years, attending a private school in Dallas, Texas who participated in the standardization of the TEWL-2. These students were also given the original TEWL. Scores from administration of the original TEWL and TEWL-2 were then correlated. The resulting correlation was .62. The authors state, “This indicates a substantial ability of the original test to predict performance” (Hresko et al., 1996, p. 70). 

Comment: I found this last statement confusing. Wasn’t there another way to demonstrate predictive validity other than to use the original TEWL, given the critiques that the authors so carefully attempted to address in this revised version? I would have used another well-established test. 
Construct Identification Validity: The authors review the definition of construct identification and its importance in validity evidence. They present the hypotheses related to the constructs said to underlie the TEWL-2. These are then discussed in terms of the supporting evidence. For cognition, correlations with WISC-R (Full Scale and Verbal Scale), Slosson-Revised, WISC-III, PPVT-R, and DTLA-2 are reported. All are significant at .01 level and range from .31 to .71. Group differentiation was evidenced with students with disabilities performing significantly below average as predicted (standard score range 70-85). Age differentiation was also demonstrated with scores following “ linear growth across age groups”(Hresko et al., 1996, p. 72).
Differential Item Functioning: Differential item functioning is described in Chapter 8. The authors provide a clear description of differential item functioning along with references to the varieties of methods available. They defend their choice of the delta-plot approach while acknowledging the concerns raised by some critics of the approach. Given that large size samples and large items numbers are needed for item-response theoretic approaches, as suggested by Suen (1990), the authors defend their choice of delta-plot approach for the TEWL-2 sample and items. The resulting delta scores indicate that no items were found to be biased in terms of race, ethnicity, or gender. Additionally, the delta values for the groups that were compared were correlated. Again, no bias was evidenced. Comment: I found the authors’ description and rationale easy to read and understand. 
Other: none


	Summary/Conclusions/Observations: 
The TEWL -2 is an easily accessible test. Its theoretical perspective is well-articulated and clear. The manual is easy to read and the test has a straightforward administration. 
Overall, Buros reviewers were complementary in their reviews of the TEWL-2. The only concern expressed was in relation to students with disabilities. The reviewer wrote: “The standard scores from various disabled students (n=22 to 45) were reported in the TEWL-2 manual. Each disabled group had significantly below average standard scores (M=70-85). Although the test may have potential in identifying at risk or disabled students, much more needs to be done to insure validity and reliability (e.g., discriminant analysis between TEWL-2 scores and group membership, etc.)” (Hurford & Trevisan, 1998, p. 1030).


	Clinical/Diagnostic Usefulness: 

I’m not sure when this test would be used given the heavy emphasis on other oral language aspects of reading. What would prompt an assessment of written language? It would certainly seem comprehensive to include a test such as the TEWL-2 in a test battery. 

Though the TEWL-2 begins at 3 years, 0 months, I am not sure why I would give this test to a three year old, however. I understand that you may find a six-year-old whose skills are delayed to that level. Given the wide path of normal development in the early years, I wonder what the test results mean at the lower age ranges (i.e., below 6 years). Other than these concerns, I think that this is a solid test that would address an important area of concern in the early school years. 
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