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THE EXPERIMENT

1.0. The aim of the experiment was to establish how a cloze test measures
the language proficiency of a non-native learner. It consisted of the ap-
plication of a battery of language tests {of which one was a cloze test) to a
group of about one hundred Polish students from Poznan secondary schools.
Correlations between the results of the cloze test and the traditional tests
were then computed.':[n the second part of the experiment the same students
were retested with four versions of anotherscloze test. The four versions
differed as to the number and the places of deletions. The aim of the above
procedure was to find some of the factors influencing test results. An analysis
of errors from the two tests served as an ingight into the problein of cloze
test validity.

1.1. A structure test, a vocabulary test, a dictation and a cloze test formed
the battery. Each of the four tests was accorded 50 points (though two of
them had actually more items), so as to assure equal weight in the total
score. The structure test was a multiple-choice recognition test of 80 items.
It was based on three mixed structure tests taken from the collection of lan-
guage tests by Bloor et al. (1970: vol. II. 29 - 64). The choice of items was
made by the writer, who, in general, preserved the structural content of the
original tests within its proportions. In a humber of cases items were slightly
altered for contrastive rossons. The vocabulary test, designed and written
especially for the experim-nt, was a multiple-choice partial-production test
of 60 items. It consisted of {iling in the blanks in the stem sentences with
one of the three words suggested by the initial and final letters.

The dictation was a passage of about 150 words about youth hostels in
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Britain. For scoring the text was divided into twenty-five units. The syn-
tactical structure of the text served as a criterion for the division. Each unit
was scored twice. For the first scoring only syntactical accuracy was required
(word order, main morphological features, etc.). For the second scoring other
less important features as well as spelling were taken into consideration.

For both the cloze tests a passage of about 750 words was selected from
the reader by Lapidus et al. (1969: 38 - 40). The selection was a narrative
about a sea adventure; however, there was no specific marine vocabulary,
The first part of the passage served as CLOZE I and the second as CLOZE II
(see 4.0.). Both parts were reviewed by native speakers. :

In CLOZE I every seventh word was deleted from the text. The first and
last sentences were left untouched. In all, there were fifty deletions.

1.2, The tests were administered to pupils of three secondary schools in
Poznan: No 1, No 8 and No 4. From now on the three groups will be referred
to as Group I, Group II and Group III respectively. The whole population
of the test will be referred to as P. There were 31 persens in both Group I
and Group II. They were third year sbudents, which means that their level
of proficiency could be defined as intermediate. In Group III there were 32
fourth year students, who had undergone a special program of English. The
level of this group was then much higher than of Group I and Group II and
can be defined as advanced.

All the test subjects were told at the beginning of each series of tests that
the results would not serve as a basis of any kind of grading for school pur-
poses.

THE RESULTS OF THE BATTERY OF TESTS

2.0. For each of the tests the following data were calculated: range, mean,
standard deviation, reliability (with Kuder-Richardson formula) and the
coefficient of test facility (proportion of right answers). The same statistics
were computed for the battery as a whole. Computing was made separately
for the three groups and for the whole population of the test (P).

2.1. On the whole, the results, as presented in Table 1, show one feature
common to all the tests — a very clear discrimination between Groups I
and IT on the one hand and Group IIT on the other. All the tests were very
easy for Group III and fairly diffcult for Groups I and II.

The scoring system of the dictation (see 1.1.) proved, in general, to be very
good, though some improvement could be made so as to minimize the effect
of spelling mistakes on the final score.

As for the scoring system of the cloze test, it has been shown that the
count of any contextually acceptable word is the best method (Oller 1972a).
Such a method was used to score CLOZE T and CLOZE 1II. However, in a

Cloze tests as indicators of general language proficiency 31

Table 1
Results of the Battery of Tests
r i Standard o f{.elia-- Facilit
TEST ‘ N GROUPi Range Mean Diciatiog | bility L Bl _}i__

STRUCT| 80 | I 39 43,7 11,4 85 .53
iI 40 485 9.5 .79 60

I 41 62,3 9,6 .85 78

l [P 52 51,6 12,9 .89 .64

VOCAB | 60 | I 48 28,7 13,9 92 48
] I . 43,5 21,0 12 90 36

‘ 11 23 51,4 6,0 19 .85

f P 46 26,6 17,2 .95 .80

! o ot o S e -

DICTAT| 50 |1 3 ¢ 214 9,9 87 43
I 35 ;19,3 9,9 .88 .39
III 30 38,1 7.8 .86 6
P 46 26,6 12,7 92 | 53
CLOZE | 50 |1 - 36 22,1 9,5 86 .4;

I 11 33 24,4 9.7 87 4
TII 22 39,1 5.5 72 18
P 44 28,4 15,4 90 .57
TOTAL © 200 | I 1258 94,7 37 96 .4;

j IT 126,3 92,2 33 95 4
: IIL 86,1 158,3 29 93 80
P 163,7 1159 | 44 975 .58

N=number of iters

number of cases it was extremely difficult to decide whether or not a word
i ly acceptable.

; G%Illlt:iiziiti of GI;‘.OZE I were quite similar to those of traditiom?,l tests.
In Group I all the statistics resemble very closely those of the other llntegra-
tive test, i. e., DICTATION. For Group II, CLOZE I was cl.early easier t}{a,n
DICTATION. Most assuredly, the cause for this lies in different teaching
methods used by the teachers of the two groups!. This, however, does not
affect reliability, which is very similar in the two groups for both 'te:-{ts. in
Group 1IT the rate of test facility and the mean of CLOZE I are a’slmﬂar 0
those of DICTATION. However, the reliability is much lower, which co-oc-
curs with a lesser standard deviation (5,5 compared with 7,9 of DICTATION)
and a narrower range (22 as compared to 30). Such a narrow range means
that the scores of the whole group are very much concentrated and that a

1 In an oral interview the teacher of Group II conﬁrrped that during theItwc(:l }});e;i
vious years the pupile had hed very little practice in listening, wherees Group I ha
special listening classos with the use of a tape for at least half a year.
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large part of the items contribute very little to discriminate among the test
subjects (being either too difficult or, as was the case, too easy). In fact, out
of 50 items only 24 discriminated at a rate of .20 or more between top and
bottom halves of Group III.

The item a,‘na,lysis made for the whole population showed that the test
discriminated sufficiently between the test subjects at all levels of proficiency.
This is shown in Fig. I:

Fig, 1. Discrituinatory Power of CLOZE I

40
i B

18 .29 26

T=tup half of I
B =bottom half of P

a==top half of T
b=bottom half of T

c=top half of B
d=pbottomn half of B

The discriminatory power of the test tends to increase with the increase
of tho test difficulty. This is quite natural as the reliability of CLOZE 1 is
much higher in Groups T and II than in Group III. In other words, this means
that this test measured the language proficiency at the intermediate level
better thau at the advanced level (though it was efficient at both).

2.2. The mnin tendencies of the particular tests were reinforced in the
results of the TOTAL. The distance between Group IIT and Groups I and IT
wils maintained. For all the groups, the reliability of the TOTAL was visibly
higher than the rcliability of any of the four tests’ (which is quite natural,
considering the length of the WOTAL). The reliability of the whole battery is
very high (.975) and it has a good standard deviation (44, that is, one fifth
of N). On the whole, the battery seems to be a good instrument of sesessing
language proficiency.

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE TESTS

3.0.. For the estimation of the validity of a test Lado (1961), Valette {1967)
and Harris (1969) recommend a method consisting of correlating its results
with the results of another test (or, better yet, a battery of tests), of which
the validity has been evaluated and confirmed previously. A high coefficient
of correlation between the criterion test and the examined test would prove
that both measure the same component of a language skill. With the use of
this method, Oller (1972) came to the conclusion that a cloze test and a dicta-
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tion measure basically the same element of a language skill, that is, the ability
of anticipating linguistic elements in the process of communication. In another
work, Oller and Inal (1971) showed that a cloze test of prepositions should
be considered as a grammar test as it correlates the highest with a grammar
test. On the other hand, Rand (1972} seems quite sceptical about a real value
of such a statistical procedure. He thinks that, in most cases, cven if we as-
certain & high correlation between two tests, we remain unable to say what
specific component of & skill (if the same) the two tests measure. He may be
correct in saying that with such a procedure the reliability is unduly taken
for validity. It also seems quite possible that a high coefficient of correlation
may represent two different elements of a skill that are joined together under
the conditions of a given test and with a given group of test subjects, but
which will diverge when the conditions are changed.

In spite of these reservations the method applied by Oller was used in
this work and coefficients of correlation between particular tests forming the
battery were calculated.- It is true that the battery had not been validated
before with any external criterion. Yet, on the othet hand, the analysis showed
its very good reliability and at the same time its validity was confirmed by
its high correlation with the teachers’ classification of the students (see 3.2.
below). For that reason we are justified to assume that regularities (if any)
found in the set of coefficients may prove useful in the further investigation
of the test validity. _

3.1. In all cascs, the correlation was calculated with Pearson Product-Mo-
ment of Correlation. All the coefficients are shown in Table 2. The data
presented in Table 2 are summarized in Table 2A (the highest coeffi-
cients of correlation for each of the tests in each group are shown in
this table).

Table 2A shows clearly that the assumption that a cloze test correlates
the best with the dictation (Oller and Conrad 1971) does not apply here
except for Group III. Tt may be that this assumption is true only for more
advanced learncrs, but there is not sufficient material to prove this a fact.
"The highest correlation of CLOZE I with VOCABULARY could be related
to a similar technique of answering the test items (filling-in-the-blanks), but
the fact that both DICTATION for Group III and VOCABULARY for the
rest of the test subjects had the highes$ reliability out of the three tests cor-
related seems to be the most important here.

As for VOCABULARY, it correlated differently in different groups. Except
for Group IT, the tests which correlated the highest were also the most relia-
ble ones {the same as for CLOZE I). In Group IT the most rcliable test out
of the three was DICTATION. However, both VOCABULARY and DICTA-
TION were visibly more difficult for this group than the other two tests and
this may be the reason why they correlated lower.

8 Btgdia Anglica VII
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Table 2
Coefficients of Correlation Retween the Tests
Group | Roliability | CLOZEI VOCAB BSTRUCT DICTAT TOTAL
I 86 .89 88 .86 945
1r 87 | CLOZE T .90 79 76 95
1IT .72 85 49 .78 .89
P 905 89 88 .88 .05
I ' 92 85 89 98
1r [ .90 VOUAB 91 .79 .98
IIT 79 6 .78 875
P [ 85 .85 .90 .97
1 .85 .80 95
i .79 STRUCT 1 .95
I 85 78 .81
P 89 855 93
I | 87 96
I 88 DICTAT .88
11 86 .935
P 2 96
I 98
II 95 TOTAL
11T 93
P 975
Table 2A
The Highest Correlations for Particular Tests
| Group | CLOZET | VOUAB | STRUCT | DICTAT | TOTAL
’ I VOCAB | OL/DICT DICTAT STRUCT | VOCAB
| ir VOCAB STRUCT VOCAB VOCAB VOCAB
IIr DICTAT STR/DICTAT | DICT CL/STR DICTAT
J P VOCAB DICTAT CLOZE VOCAB VOCAB

Note: For particalar teats correiations with the TOTAL were excluded — in 8l cases they wure the higheat

For Groups I, II and P STRUCTURE was the least reliable test. In
Groups IT and III the tests which correlated the best with STRUCTURE were
thosc with the highest coefficient of reliability, This was not so for Groups I
and P, where DICTATION and CLOZE were not the most reliable of all
the tests correlated.

DICTATION correlated differently, maintaining, however, the regular-
ity of correlating-the best with the most reliable of the three tests in Groups II,
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III and P. In Group I DICTATION itself was tﬁe mo:; difficult test and this
been the cause of its not following the pattern.
ma}.;&jlai'zi the correlations of particular tests with 13'he TOTAL, they Werﬁ
quite naturally much higher than the correlations Wlti} other t:ests. For at
the groups the scores of the TOTAL correlated.t.he h]gk_lest w1fah the moa:J
reliable of the four tests and not with the test which contributed in tsle g;'esil =
est proportion to the TOTAL. For instance, in Group IT only 20 (/;,T(;] RtEe
TOTAL was produced by VOCABULARY and about.33% by STRU ik 1,;
the reliability of the two tests was .90 and .79 respectively; and the coe Glt—‘;‘n
of correlation with the TOTAL was .98 for VOCABULARY and .95 for
STI({,)E(EE v%kf;)'le, in 16 sases out of 20, tests correlated the best with the mosft
reliable of the thres ur four (in case of TOTAL) tests. A?parently, there2 11&5
no other principle which might explain the data presented in Table 1M‘:,d : :
To say, for example, that as CLOZE and VOOABULA-RY correlate the fas ],la
cloze test at the intermediate level of language proﬁcl:ancy measures ba,mcahy
the knowledge of vocabulary would be inconsistent with other dz‘:mta from t i
same table as well as with those from Table 1 (see the coeﬂiclctnts Ofl teis
facility for both CLOZE and VOCABULARY for GroupB.I.a,.nd I in .T?,b eth}.
On the other hand, these data do not exclude th'e posslblllt:y’ of joining 't}?
concepts of correlation between tests and re]iab%llty of partlcu}ar tests-w1ll
that of test validity. Knowing that the test subjects have rec'ewe-ad basmahjy
the same kind of language instruction, and knowing the objectives of: this
instruction to be fairly general, we may assume that the language proﬁclerln:i
of an average test subject represents various con:.lponents of a laglgh]lage ta;.} a:t
in the same proportion for each learner. There is no reason to be ew;l ,
at this level of language learning, some students would absorb onl)'r the vo-
cabulary material of the course and ignore the structural part or vice versa.
Besides: it can be observed in classroom practice that the growth (?f th(;
language proficiency of a learner takes place t!l_rough grf'xdual. a;bsorblr;g 0
all the main components of a skill and any differences in this respec ;:‘ﬁ
never substantial. (The above applies to components of one language s :
and not to language skills as such.) Consequently, once a test h?,s th? gem—:-me
validity of a language test, operating within the frame o.f a given angl::zgt
gkill, its reliability becomes much more important than its speclﬁcTE?nlnt
validity (that of being a vocabulary test, a grammar test, ete.). hlS fa,s
statement well explains the data from Table 2 and the 'fa,ct that ¢ e.djour
tests correlated according to their reliability and not to their content ?fa,h .ty.
It also justifies a legitimate use of integrative tests, s?ch as cloze ﬁ' fllcz?,tu:‘:::
in language testing, on condition, however, of .makmg them su mer;hy 4
liable (which, in general, will be more difficult in case of these tests than
case of multiple-choice diserete-point tests).

14
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3.2. Before the results of the battery were known, each of the teachers
classified his pupils according to their overall langnage proficiency (all skills
being included). The three lists were then correlated with the results of the
tests. The rank-difference method was used for the caleulation. The cocfi-
cients of correlation for all the groups and all the tests are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Corrclation Between Test Results and the Teachers’ Classification

Tests | GroupI | Group II | Group IiI |
CLOZE 1 £ 87 88 7
YOCABULARY 895 81 .76
STRUCTURE 83 .88 .86
DICTATION .87 76 N3
TOTAL .90 915 L9

These data are very important for the estimation of the general validity
of the whole battery of tests. However, we should remember that, though
aiming at the same objective, the two sources of data (i. e., teachers’ lists
and test statistios) are of apparently different chardcter and, as such, are not
fully comparable. On the one hand, the teachers’® classifications represent a
much deeper and more integrated knowledge of learncrs’ proficiency than that
offered by the tests, but on the other hand, they are not formalized, being
thus less precise and less reliable. Therefore, we shall not analyse each of the
coefficients separately, but instead, we shall note main regularitics of the data.
The most important, for the evaluation of the test validity, is the fact that,
for all the groups, the correlation with the TOTAL is the highest. This means
that with regard to general validity, each of the tests forming the battery
contributes to it, operating on different arcas of a linguistic skill. This comple-
mentary character of the four tests is best perceived in Group III, where
coefficients for particular tests are clearly lower than in Groups I and II
(except for STRUCTURE), the coefficient for the TOTAL boing nevertheless
almost the same. The coefficients for CLOZE I are similar to those for the
other tests. On the whole, the coefficients of correlation are high, which proves
the general validity of the battery of tests.

INTERNAL FACTORS INFLUENCING THE RESULTS OF A CLOZE TEST

4.0. We shall see now how some changes in the structure of a cloze test
influence its results. T'o examine this problem four versions of the same cloze
test were used. As a text, CLOZE 1T was a continuation of the story told in
CLOZE T (see 1.1). Being s whole, the two texts had the advantage of repre-
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senting the same level of difficulty as to vocabulary, style and syntactical
complexity. -

In CLOZE IIA every seventh word was deleted according to the same
principle as in OLOZE I, that is, in a random way. CLOZE IIB had the same
rate of delotions but preference was given to content words (see 4.1. below).

The two other versions were CLOZE IIC with every sixth word deleted and

CLOZE IID in which the deletion fell on every fifth word. Similarly to CLOZE I
and CLOZE IIA, the deletion was made at random with no regard to gram-
matical categories. .

The four versions were given to four groups of learners, each of whom
had been tested with the whole battery of tests beforehand. The groups were
carefully formed so as to make them fully comparable in regard to language
proficiency. To assure this a twofold criterion had been used. The sums of
the total scores of the battery and of the cloze scores of all group members
were practically equal for each of the four groups. Th-e mean score 'of CLOZE 1
was 30,3 in each group. The distribution of pupils with high, m.edlum and low
scores was similar in all the groups. There were 21 persons in each group.

4.1. Out of 50 items of CLOZE I, 9 were nouns, 10 were verbs, 8 adverbs,
7 adjectives, 6 pronouns, 2 articles, 3 conjunctions and 2 w?l:e ]?articles. .'Eor
all versions of the cloze tests, nouns, verbs (without auxiliaries), adverbs
and adjectives, as they carried most of the narrative load of the .text, were
called content words, in contrast to all the others called fU.‘nGtleI} word:s.
(However inaccurate such a distinction is linguistieally, if; geems qulte? valid
for the purposes of the present analysis of the functioning of cloze items).
There were then 33 content words among 50 items of CLOZE I (one verb
was an auxiliary). Apart from this external division of the items, a,notl.ler
one, based on an internal eriterion, was made. Tt divided the items according
to whether an item could be answered within the limits of the clanse from
which it was taken, on the basis of the information furnished in this clause
(short-range choice category), or whether some knowledge. of the text was
necessary in answering it (long-range choice category). For instance, of .the?:a
two items, 21} and his men watched the ship 22) __ _ some time”,
the second belongs to short-range choice category, whereas somse exﬁgrnal
information is needed to answer the first item. In CLOZE I there were 22
items belonging to the long-range choice category, though there were cases
whore categorizing was difficult.

In CLOZE IIA every seventh word was deleted in a random way. (.)ut
of 50 items 26 were content words (11 nouns, 9 verbs, 4 adverbs and 2 a,fi]ec-
tives). Among function words there were 10 pronouns, 4 articles, 5. c?n']?nc—
tions, 2 prepositions, 1 particle and 2 auxiliaries. As for the other division,
there wero 24 long-range items. It should be noted, however, that some words
were repeated in the text several times because of the character of the story
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{e. g. the word “found”). The items where such a word was deleted were

obviously casier than other long-range items,

In CLOZE IIR the deletions were made so as to change the proportion of
content words vs. function words. Every seventh word was deleted and out

of 30 items 39 were content words (16 nouns, 13 verbs, 4 adverbs, 6 adjectives)

and 11 were function words (5 pronouns, 3 articles, 2 prepositions and 1 par-

ticle). The proportion of long-range items to short-range items was also dif-
ferent than in the case of the two previous tests; more items belonged to the
long-range category (33 items as compared to 22 in CLOZE I, and 24 in
CLOZE I1A). i

In CLOZE IIC every sixth word was deleted in a random way. There were
53 items, of which 31 were content words (11 nouns, 13 verbs, 3 adverbs and
4 adjectives) and 22 were function words (9 Pronouns, 2 articles, 1 conjunction,
5 prepositions, 3 particles and 2 auxiliaries), There were 22 long-range items
altogether,

In CLOZE IID every fifth word was deleted, which resulted in 66 items.
There were 32 content words (14 nouns, 6 verbs, 4 adverhs and 8 adjectives)
and 34 function words (8 pronouns, 9 articles, 3 conjunctions, 11 prepositions,
1 particle and 2 auxiliaries). Qut of 66, only 23 items belonged to the long-
range category,

The results of the four versions of CLOZE II are shown in Table 4. Some
of the statistics of CLOZE 1IC and CLOZE IID have been reduced proportion-
ally in order to make them fully comparable with those of 50-item versions.
In Table 4 the data reduced in that way are in parentheses.

Tablec 4
Tho Results of CLOZE 1T

. Standard Relia- | Facili- | Discrim
V‘?mmn !l H Biange Mean |I Deviation bility | ty | Power
A 50 31 37,2 | 8,2 .86 74 .28
1B 50 39 30,9 10,3 .89 .62 41
11c 53 | 39(37T) | 36,8 (34.7) 10,7 .90 .69 .34
IID | 86 | 47(35) 46,5 (35,2) | 11,5 90 70 .28
CLOZE1| 50 | 40 | 30,3 | 1e 10 T el | a0

Note:

The data of CLOZE T prosentad here fur the sake of compmrison are calenlated with the exclusion of the
test anbjects who were not given CLOZE 1L

4.2. Before a more detailed analysis of the results of CLOZE IT can be made,
it should be noted that the results were influenced by two factors. One of them
was the effect of practice in taking this kind of test, which the test subjects had
gained during the administration of CLOZE I and which certainly helped them
to write CLOZE II. The other, perhaps still more important, was the fact
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that CLOZE IT was a continuation of the story told m (CLOZE I. Bearing thll;
in mind, we may assume that, under normal conditions, ’CLOZE it sshcnud
prove less difficult than CLOZE 1. Only when 11;his a,]slilumptlon has been made
: risons between the two tests really valid. ' ]
" '113‘1111?* (Liloalilalall] ?)rcsented in Table 4 show that of the four versions of CLOL{].EdII
the easiest was ITA and the most difficult ITB (both' had the same raf-te of de-
letions). The versions where the rate of deletions varied kept th_e mefh]il-tf;l pc]):l:
tion of difficulty between CLOZE IIB and CLOZE IIJ.‘-.& and did . * di der } fh
tween each other (the difference of .01 not being pertm’ent). Colng are wi
CLOZE T all the versions except CLOZE IIB were casier. At t.'a. 3 po(;?t(,) ;?[a
mombering the assumption made before, we ean s_afely conclu‘dt- uhaﬂ_; l,ad. X
IIB was the most difficult of all the versions used in the experin. ent, inc u (1;1fg
CLOZE 1. Conversely, CLOZE IIA was probably the easiest of all.(&!-; it k]}.-
fered visibly from IIC and IID). This means thfmt the rate of deletu;?s 1;5:‘ : :i
separately is not a good criterion of cloze test difficulty. T(? find suc'd?, ction
rion the guality of the deletions must therefore be take-n into considera <
In other words, it is not enoungh to know how many' deletions have been made;
information as to which words have been deleted is also needed. St
When analysing the quality of the deletions, we shall refer to the _Wmu{;n
of cloze items made in the previous paragraph. The number of content words
in the deletions was similar in CLOZE T and CLOZE IIC, contf::nt vmrrd;s1 vIvIe:Ee
less numerous in OLOZE ITA and IID and the most numerous in GL.O.& i :
As for the distinction between short-range and long-range choice 1tems,0 5 Ee
proportions were about the same in CLOZE 1, CLOZE ITA a:nd IIC. :;1}1 I(;:I]‘) o
IIB the number of long-range items was the greatest and in CLOZ 2
smallest. One could conclude that the items with content words delet;led‘ ;f:,nm
the long-range items were more difficult than the others. However, the ; -i i
analysis showed that the items with eontent WOI’.dS were on th:si sla,r:le Four
of difficulty as the items with function words, both in CLOZE I'an in the 3
versions of CLOZE II (though these last data are not fully reliable becausefo
the small number of subjects in each of the groups). The same was also true for
-r rt-range items.
10“%;:2%’2;{;‘1}?22, theregis a contradiction in the data collected. On the :nt:
hand CLOZE IIB, where the deletions were made so as to have 'the glrrcafesu
possible namber of content words deloted, was clearly the mf)st difficu th o ad
the versions and on the other, the content words and the functxf:»n WOl‘dS'S oweb
the same coefficient of difficulty in all the tests. Th(? solution to this p:]:o -
lem lies in the fact that the amount of informatio'n carried by content wor ts 1:
by no means groater than that relying on function wm:ds_. The more ;3011 ttaﬂc
words are deleted, the more cues to the content are missing and the e; .
whole text hecomes comprchensible. And as the text is made more di cut,
all the deletions in it become more difficult independently of the category to
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(e. g. the word “found”). The i
. ' : 1tems where such a word was d
obviously easier than other long-range items, AL b
- 1Ig[n 1;C}LOZE IIB the d‘eletions were made so as to change the proportion of
OfI; Oefl words vs. funetion words. Every seventh word was deleted and out
1tems 39 were content words (16 nouns, 13 verbs, 4 adverbs, 6 adjectives)

and 11 were funetion words (6 pronouns, 3 articles, 2 prepositions and 1 par-

;1016)-;3 l‘}iw Proportion of long-range items to short-range items was also dif-
I;rlegnmt an 1ntthe case of the two previous tests; more items belonged to the
-range category (33 it i
iy gory ( . ltems as compared to 22 in CLOZE I, and 24 in
- ‘in CLOZE I.IC every sixth word was deleted in a random way. There were
; (1:1 'BmS:, of which 31 were content words (11 nouns, 13 verbs, 3 adverbs and
: :} ]ectlf'asfs) and 22 were function words (9 pronouns, 2 articles, 1 conjunction
prepositions, 3 particles and 2 auxiliaries), There were 22 long- it :
altogether, S
The{ln CLOZE IID every fifth word was deleted, which resulted in 66 items.
b ;;;ere 32 conteélt words (14 nouns, 6 verbs, 4 adverbs and 8 adjectives)
unction words (8 pronouns, 9 articles, 3 conj i iti
: s (8 : ; Junctions, 11 prepositio
I particle and 2 auxiliaries). Out of 68, only 23 items belon adlzzo I;h' 1 =
range category. . T
The results of the four versions
of CLOZE II are shown in Table 4. §
3 - ; ) 0
of the statistics of CLOZE IIC and CLOZE IID have been reduced proporti::

;Il}rrr ].I;) order to make them fully comparable with those of 50-item versions
n Table 4 the data reduced in that way are in parentheses. ‘

Table 4
The Results of CLOZE IT
- I| N ' B ‘ Mean gtsu?dajrd R.eya- Faeili- | Diserim
= I _ eviation bility ty Power
50 31 37,2 |
; 8,2 .86

E(I; 50 39~ 30,9 10,3 .89 Z; i?

i 53 | 39 (37) 36,8 (34,7) 10,7 .80 69 .34

. | 66 | 47(35) | 46,5(352) 1L,6 ;.90 70 28
CLOZEI| 50 | 40 | 30,3 | a0 | e | %

Note: The data of CLOZE I presented here Tor
test subjects whi were not kiven CLOZE IL

te Bake of cotnparisen are calenlated with the exclusion of the
. S}i.}?.](]l_%iforc i, 1:110;'19 detailed analysis of the results of CLOZE IT can be made
uld be noted that the results were influenced by two fa. i

was the effect of practice in taking this ki S A
. ' king this kind of test, which the test subjects had

. fjlr:vec.ltdugng the administration of OLOZE I and which certainly he];ed thf-am
» write CLOZE II. The other, perhaps still more important, was the falct
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that CLOZE IT was a continuation of the story told in CLOZE I. Bearing this
in mind, we may assume that, under normal conditions, CLOZE II should
prove less difficult than CLOZE I. Only when this assumption has been made
arc the comparisons between the two tests really valid.

The data presented in Table 4 show that of the four versions of CLOZE IT
the ensiest was ITA and the most difficult TIB (both had the same rate of de-
letions). The versions where the rate of deletions varied kept the medinm posi-
tion of difficulty between CLOZE IIB and CLOZE IIA and did 1 - differ be-
tween each other (the difference of .01 not being pertinent). Co nj ared with
CLOZE I all the versions except CLOZE TIB werc easier. At t). s point, re-
membering the assumption made before, we can gafely conclude shat CLOZE
IIB was the most difficult of all the versions used in the experiment, including
CLOZE 1. Conversely, CLOZE ITA was probably the easiest of all {as it dif-
fered visibly from IIC and IID). This means that the rate of deletions talken
separately is not & good criterion of cloze test difficulty. To find such a crite-
rion the quality of the deletions must therefore be taken into consideration.
In other words, it is not enough to know how many deletions have been made;
information as to which words have been deleted is also needed.

When analysing the quality of the deletions, we shall refer to the division
of cloze items made in the previous paragraph. The number of content words
in the deletions was similar in CLOZE I and CLOZE IIC, content words were
less numerous in CLOZE IIA and IID and the most numerous in CLOZE IIB.
As for the distinction between short-range and long-range choice items, the
proportions were about the same in CLOZE 1, CLOZE ITA and IIC. In CLOZE
TIB the number of long-range items was the greatest and in CLOZE IID the
smallest. One could conclude that the items with content words deleted and
the long-range items were more difficult than the others. However, the item
analysis showed that the items with content words were on the same level
of difficulty as the items with function words, both in CLOZE I and in the four
versions of CLOZE TI (though these last data are not fully reliable because of
the small number of subjects in each of the groups). The same was also true for
long-range and short-range items.

Seemingly then, there is a contradiction in the data collected. On the one
hand CLOZE IIB, where the deletions were made so as to have the greatest
possible number of content words deleted, was clearly the most difficult of all
the versions and on the other, the content words and the function words showed
the same coefficient of difficulty in all the tests. The solution to this proh-
lem lies in the fact that the amount of information carried by content words is
by no means greater than that relying on function words. The more content
words are deleted, the more cues to the content are missing and the less the
whole text becomes comprchensible. And as the text is made more difficult,
all the deletions in it become more difficult independently of the category to
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which they belong. This dependence of cloze scores on the textual information
was stressed by Carrol, who called the whole mechanism ‘‘local redundancy™
(in Johansson 1973).

According to what has been said about the quality of deletions in a cloge
test, CLOZE TID should be tho easiest, as it has the smallest proportion of

“difficult items®, However, it is on the same level of difficulty as CLOZE IIC, -

No doubt, the explanation lies in the fact that a distinetly largor number of
deletions (in spite of their relative facility) in this version prevented it from
being too easy. The conclusion can be made that the diffieulty of a cloze test
depends on both the quality and the quantity of delotions in a text.

A final remark here should be made concerning the reliability of the four
versions. CLOZE ITA was slightly less reliable than the other versions, which
is, no doubt, a result of its greater facility. CLOZE IID, as having the greatest
number of items, should be the most reliable of all the versions. However,
this was not the case and both CLOZE IIB and IIC were squally reliable,
Again the explanation lies in the fact, that quantitative changes in one version
of a test can be balanced by qualitative changes in another.

4.3. The data presented in Fig. 1 show that with an increase of test difficulty
the discriminatory power of the test becomes greater. The same is shown in
Table 4, where CLOZE IIB, the most difficult version, has the highest coeffi-
cient of diserimination and CLOZE IIA, the easiest of all, the lowest (sharing
it, however, with CLOZE IID). It has heen said that, on the one hand, test
difficulty depends partly on the quality of deletions and, on the other, that
within one test diffienlty of particular itoms is not concerned with any grammaii-
cal category and is the same for short-range and long-range items. Both the
eriteria for the division of cloze items (i.e., grammatical and contextoal)
were taken into consideration while examining the discriminatory power of the
ibems. In both cases the results were the same; no regularity was found. The
diseriminatory power of long-range items was, on the whole, equal to that
of short-range ones. Similarly, the arrangement of grammatical catogories, in
order of the discriminating power of the items, was totally different for CLOZET
and all the versions of CLOZE ITI. There was no stable difference between con-
tent words and funetion words, either. These data lead to the conclusion that
the discriminatory power of the cloze items does not depend on any formal
eriterion of classification of the deletions, external to the text. The immediate
context of the deleted words thus becomes the main factor that determines

the functioning of cloze items. Typical examples of this are items 20) and 23)
in CLOZE 1 and 3) and 27) in CLOZE IID. In CLOZE I in both cazes tho ad-
verbial “very” was deleted from the following sentences: “hecuase sowmething
20) ____ strange happened on the Mary Celeste™, “They did not feel 28) "
happy about it.” Ttem 20} was only slightly more difficult than item 23) for
all the test subjects but it had a much higher coefficient of discrimination
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(.73 against .22 for item 23). In CLOZE IID the auxiliary “Elid”.“:t? r‘l‘cirifcti
from the following sentences: “Why 3} they Iea,?re t;.helr slup.. 5 \ ‘N:
27) this mean?”. Item 3) was very casy a:nd it did n.ota dls(.}t:u.nlr:;l T
at all {eoefficient .00), while item 27) was rather difficult and its coefficient o
iscriminati as .60.
dlsc];l;?;:&;;llg It:w“; examples and the data discussed befm.‘e,.show the importance
of the immediate context of the deletions to the discriminatory power of the
cloze test items. To summarize, we may say that tl.le context of the de.aleted
words is the main factor that determines the functioning of the cloze test items.
4.4, A typical multiple-choice recognition test d'oes no.t diﬂ'erenf)ia‘tebamong
the subjects who have given wrong answers to partlcu]a?r items. This is fc&:]ie
of the very character of the test in which not only.t-he right answer bub a io bf-a
wrong ones have been programmed by the test wrlte.r. In other Wcirds, tes a.su
jects are not allowed to freely make their “own’ mistakes. Also in most ca,s::
it is not possible (nor does it seem advisable) to make the distractors operah
on various levels of difficulty. Such is not the case for. a cloze test, where the
error-analysis shows the existence of several levels of incorrectness of“tht:1 a}l:—
swers. The following example from CLOZEI illus.trates the above: a}Ill DG:‘
49) sent some men in the boat to 50) __ Captain Moreho.use from t eh e;
Gratia.” Filling in “take™ in item 50) is a vocabulary mistake, thm:;gt . 1”
proves that the test subject fully understands the context. The answer “the
is a grammatical mistake, though it is fully aceeptable as fa,r- as meaning is tcalon—
cerned. The answer “with™ is both ungrammatical and lacking in sense and as
such it shows that the test subjcet does not understand the context. The thr.les
answers obviously represent different levels of i.ncorrectness and therefore fshou
be treated separatcly in a diagnostic analysis, (T'hough,‘ for reasons o p;ac-
ticality, such a differentiation should he avoided in scoring. Cf. Oller ?97 a).
T.hlc classification of errors can be useful in two ways; first, by I{rovidmg the
teacher with a list of productive errors of his class in order of their freque'nf:y:
and secondly, by offering an insight into the problem of (3lozc.test VéLhd%t_'y
{as 1t showa; onu what grounds the discrimination of test subjects occurs),
The error-analysis made for CLOZE I showed the oceurrence of the fol-
lowing tvpes of errors: o
{a) leii(;arf crrors — a wrong choice of a lexical unit, e.g., “take” for “bring
in item 50; -
(b) structure errors — different types of violations of the structural system
of the language; i
{c) errors caused by partial misinterpretation of ‘thc Ui)ntcxt, e, y 1;ore‘
house called 37) some of his officers and sent him o Er.rors of this yPIL
occur when a test subjeet has not taken into consideration some details
given in the text; they arc more textual than structural;
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(d} errors caused by total misunderstanding of the immediate context, e.g.,
“Morehouse called 37) and of his officers and sent ,..”. By analogy to the
distinction made in 4.1., these errors could be ecalled short-range choice
errors, whereas errors helonging fo the previous category would be long-
range choice errors;

(e) blanks left after the completion of the test. (For other classifications of
errors sec Oller et al. 1972, Oller and Inal 1971).

In many cases categories overlap. Most often such is the case for lexical
or long-range errors accompanied by some structural violations, e.g., “Morehouse
and his men 13) meet another ship far away.” (It should be “saw”™ here.) The
treatment of blanks is a matter of question. The detailed analysis showed that
they are especially numerous when many short-range errors oceur. This obser-
vation might show the similar character of the two categories. (A test subject
puts a nonsensical word in the blank or leaves the blank untouched when he
does not understand the context.) However, such an interpretation would be
an oversimplification. There are many cases where & test subject, though he
understands the context, remains unable to fill in the blank hecause of his lack
of productive resources.

Aswagsaidin 2.1., CLOZE 1 discriminated on different levels of language
proficiency with a tendency to diseriminate better along with the increase
of the test difficulty. In what follows an analysis of crrors will show whether
the differences between levels of proficiency are only quantitative or whether
the type of diserimination changes as well. The diserimination on threo levels
was considered: between top and bottom halves of the top half of P, between
top and bottom halves of P and between top and bottom halves of the bottom
half of P. Not all the items were considercd, but only those with a discrimination
coefficient higher than or equal to the mean coefficient of discrimination for the
given group. In all the groups the items selected in such a way represented
about 709, of the discrimination. In the first group there were 135 such items
and 159 errors. OQut of these, 66 were structural errors, 31 long-range errors,
29 lexical errors, 29 blanks and only 4 short-range crrors, In the second group
(embracing the whole population of the test), there were 25 items discriminat-
ing above the mean and 967 errors (402 of them were blanks, 185 structure
errors, 173 long-range crrors, 136 short-range errors and 71 Jexical crrors).
In the third group (the bottom half of P), 23 items had the coefficient above
the average and 377 errors were analysed (156 of them werc blanks, 90 were
structural errors, 82 short-range errors, 37 long-range errors and only 12 lexical
errors). To summarize these data, it is possible to say that at all levels of pro-
ficiency CLOZE I was a test of structure (as it discriminated between those
who made structural mistakes and those who did not). At a higher level
of proficiency it was also a test of comprehension and a lexical test, Less profi-
clent test subjects were not tested on the comprchension of the whole text,
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but rather on the understanding of fragments of sentences. {Note that this cor-
responds to the natural sequence of langnage learning, especially as the forming
of language retention is concerned.).

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

5.0. Bearing in mind that, in order to be fully reliable, the results of the ex-
periment presented in this paper should be confirmed by some further ex-
perimentation, we may conclude as follows:

1) A cloze test can be a very good instrument of assessing language profi-
ciency, especially as a part of a battery of tests. It is comparable to other tests
in reliability (though it would be very difficult to make it as reliable as a multi-
ple-choice test). It has an advantage of being a test of production and, there-
fore, can be very useful as a diagnostic test. On the other hand, as the function-
ing of cloze items depends mainly on the immediate context of deletions, its
applicability as an achievement test seems very limited.

2) The validity of a cloze test can be best perceived through the analysis of
errors. Such an analysis shows that a cloze test operates at various levels of
language proficiency and that it measures different elements of language skills
at different proficiency levels,

3) It is possible to manipulate the items of a cloze test so as to make the
test easier or more difficult. Similarly, it is possible to use it as an exercise in
teaching different components of language skills.
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