CHAPTER 8

In What Language Should English
Language Learners Be Tested?

GUILLERMO SOLANO-FLORES AND ELISE TRUMBULL

A fundamental notion in test validity is that the scores of a test should not
be significantly influenced by factors other than the skills and knowledge
that the test is intended to measure (Messick, . 1989). This notion is critical
to examining language issues in testing. Since language is the primary
vehicle for administering tests, academic achievement measures are largely
influenced by language variables, even when the constructs of interest are
not directly related to language. That tests inevitably assess language skill
in addition. to the target knowledge. domain (AERA/APA/NCME, 1999;
Kiplinger et al.,, 2000; LaCelle-Peterson and Rivera, 1994) appears not to
be an overstatement, o
Even when students are native, fluent speakers of the language in which
a test is administered, their performance on that test is shaped by their
ability to understand printed text or spoken language and to express their
ideas orally or in writing (Popham, 2001). Hence, one question that must
be addressed in determining in what language students should be tested is
the status of their proficiency in the languages in question. For that reason,
in this chapter, it is necessary to discuss language assessment—-even though
the book is focused on academic assessment. _
. Students’ performance on a ‘test s also shaped by the ability of test
- developers to write test jtems clearly, the ability of test administrators to
¢ provide test directions orally or in printed text properly, and——in the case
. -of open-ended items—the ability of test scorers to interpret the examinees’
esponses properly. : '

169




CHAPTER 8

In What Language Should English
Language Learners Be Tested?

GUILLERMO SOLAN O-FLORES AND ELISE TRUMBULL

A fundamental notion in test validity is that the scores of a test should not
be significantly influenced by factors other than the skills and knowledge
that the test is intended to measure {Messick, 1989). This notion is critical
to examining language issues in testing. Since language is the primary
vehicle for administering tests, academic achievement measures are largely
influenced by language variables, even when the constructs of interest are
not directly related to language. That tests mevitably assess language skill
' in addition. to the target knowIedge domain (AERA/APA/NCME, 1999;
Kiplinger et al., 2000; LaCelle-Peterson and Rivera, 1994) appears not to
be an overstatement. .

Even when students are native, fluent speakers of the language in which
a test is administered, their performance on that test is shaped by their
ability to understand printed text or spoken language and to express their
ideas orally or in writing (Popham, 2001). Hence, one question that must
be addressed in determining in what language students should be tested js
© the status of their proficiency in the languages in question. For that reason,
" inthis chapter, it is niecessary to discuss language assessment—even though
 the book is focused on academic assessment.
.+ Students’ performance on a test is also shaped by the ability of test
“developers to write test items clearly, the ability of test administrators to
~provide test directions orally or in printed text properly, and—in the case
of open-ended items—the ability of test scorers to interpret the examinees’
Tesponses properly. : -

160




—

170 » Improving Testing for English Language Learners

When the examinees are English language learners (ELLs), the challenges
posed by language as a source of invalidity are greatly magnified. For
instance, even when ELLs “now” the vocabulary used in a test item, they
are not likely to have the claborated word knowledge of a native speaker
of English (Garcia, 2000; Laufer, 1997), and their understanding of
that test item may be highly influenced by contextual factors and their
socio-cultural experiences (see Durdn, 1989). As a consequence, their

interpretation of test instructions or test items may be compromised.
Inclusion of ELL students in national and state assessment systems is
dicators of school performance based

driven by the aim of obtaining in
on testing as many students as possible and supported by the assumption
(or hope) that effective approaches are available or can be devised for
minimizing varying proficiency in English as a source of test invalidity (see
Kopriva, 2000). An approach that may first come to mind igto test ELLs
in their first language (L1). Another approach consists of testing them in
English, their second language (1.2), with certain accommodations—such
as simplifying the linguistic features of items or providing students with
glossaries with translations of potentially difficutt words—intended to
reduce or eliminate the effects of language proficiency on test performance
(see reviews by Abedi et al., 2000; Rivera et al., 2006; Sireci et al., 2003)..
In this chapter, we discuss three factors that are critical to both
formulating pational or state testing policies on the language used to test

BLLs and examining the appropriateness of such policies:

1.-: the soundness of the criteria used to identify students as cither ELLs

or English proficient;
2. the accuracy of classift
in English; and
3. the effectiveness O
proficiency level of ELLs.

cations according to their level of proficiency

f testing practices in addressing the English

In the first section, Defining ELLs, we examine the adequacy of official
definitions of the ELL individual according to current knowledge of
bilingualism. In the second section, Classifying ELLs, we examine the
appropriateness of current approaches for measuring English proficiency
according to current knowledge in the field of bilingual development and
second language acquisition. In the third section, Testing ELLs, we examine
the limitations of testing ELLs in L1 and in English. We also discuss how,
in order to be sound, decisions in favor of one or another Janguage need
to be based on consideration of the quality of the information on the
language proficiency of ELLs and the institutional capacity to propetly

" implement testing in each language and to i

provide effective testing.

.
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the same across these four language modes (Wei, 2000). Moreover, different
individuals have different sets of strengths and weaknesses in each mode.
Whereas two given individuals could be thought of as having comparable,
high levels of proficiency, one could be better at listening and speaking and
the other better at reading and writing in L1 or L2 (Fishman, 1965).
Although there are practical advantages of using the word “proficient” as
an overall condition of an individual’s command of a language, its use
unintentionally implies that a person’s proficiency is the same across
language modes. In reality, rarely is an individual equally proficient in the
four modes.

MINIMUM BILINGUAL DEVELOPMENT N

In spite of their limited proficiency in English, virtually all ELLs have at
Jeast somie minimum level of competency in L2. For example, they may be
able to understand some words when they hear or read them, or they
may be able to speak or write short phrases—rudimentary skills which
result even from a limited exposure to L2 (Mackey, 1962). Virtually all
ELLs can be thought of as bilinguals, albeit “Incipient bilinguals” in some
cases (Diebold, 1964, cited in Romaine, 1995, p. 11). Although the word
“bilingual” evokes the image of someone who is equally fluent in two -
languages, rarely is an individual entirely bilingual (Valdés and Figueroa,
1994). Thus, terms such as “English language learner” or “limited English
proficient” may lead to underestimating the proficiency of some ELLs in
L2 or overestimating their proficiency in L1.

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE

Bilingual individuals tend to be better in one language than the other,
Terms such as “English-dominant” or “Spanish-dominant” are used to
characterize an individual in terms of his or her preferred language.
Language dominance should be interpreted as a condition that is shaped
by factors such as context and personal history (Wei, 2000). For example, -
even an individual with a high proficiency in L2 may use L1 for tasks that
involve automaticity in the use of language, such as counting or perform- -
ing arithmetic computations. Or, individuals who have developed their: *
academic language in L2 may find it extremely difficult to use L1 in writing. -
about subject matter learned in L2. Moreover, in some cases, bilingual
individuals may be better in L1 than in L2 for one language mode but
better in L2 than in L1 for another language mode.!

DIALECT VARIATION

Different communities of individuals within the same broad linguis
group may vary considerably in the implicit language rules they follow an

T
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The first two individuals are-called “monolingual,” Person Aldsa
monolingual native speaker of English, and Person B is a monolingual

up in a conversation or others that they can recognize in printed form).
This may have happened-incidentally; for example, from thejr exposure to
the second language through the media or through contact with native
speakers,

Persons C and D are identified as “bilingual.” However, their patterns
of bilingualism are different. Person C could be a native English speaker
who was born in and has received formal instruction in.the U.S. but has
had continuous contact with speakers of Language X through conversa-
tion. In contrast, Person D could be someone who has received formal

through formal instruction, Asaresult of these differences, Person C speaks
Engiish fluently, and her reading and writing skills in English are strong.
In contrast, Person D has strong reading and writing skills but moderate

conversational skills in English, many would find it difficult to- call this
individual “bilingual,” in spite of his having similar reading and writing
skills in the two languages.

Persons E-H are students classified as ELLs, They are just examples of

Stevens. et al., 2000). Of the four ELLs shown in the figure, E is probably
the closest to what many people have in mind when they talk about ELLs——

ELLs. Indeed, E might well be a rare case of ELL. :
A more complex pattern can be.observed in F. He is more proficient in

* his first language than in English in the listening and speaking modes,

.~ Overall, G and H are more proficient in English than F. However, there
are: several subtle but important - differences between them in their
"-Proficiencies in both languages. First, the proficiencies of G tend to be

‘
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symmetrical across languages, with better listening.and speaking skills than
reading and writing skills. Second, the reading and writing skills in both
languages are better for H than G. Third, whereas the listening and speaking
skills in English are better for G, H is more proficient in reading and writing
in English. H is more like those students who come to school “fluent” in
their home language but who have developed little of what is called
“academic language proficiency” in that language (see Cammins, 2000}.
It should be noted that academic language is not restricted to the written
mode; there are oral forms of discourse that are highly academic, some
general and some particular to the disciplines (Schleppegrell, 2004).

Figure 8.1 shows that many ELLs are partially proficient in their native
Janguages and- partially proficient in English. It also gives an idea of the
enormous diversity that may exist even within the same broad linguistic
group of ELLs. Classifications of students as “RLL” or “LEP™ (limited
English proficient) are generalizations at best, as each category may actually
describe a wide variety of types of ELL or bilingual students (see Aguirre-
Muifioz and Baker, 1997; Casanova and Arias, 1993). As a consequence,
Jassifications of ELLs based only on criteria such as whether English is their
native language or whether they are proficient in one or ‘two language
modes in English are flawed. And this is true even if ‘we assume that
proficiency-is properly assessed for those language modes. As discussed,
individuals—especially ELLs—may vary considerably in their linguistic
proficiencies across language modes. Moreover, in spiteof their limitations
in English, some ELLs may be more fluent in English than in their first

language for some modes.

Additional Sources of Linguistic Differences - :
Individuals with similar patterns of - bilingualism' may vary consider-
ably in their use of L1 and L2 due to differences in- cultural background,
dialect, and' schooling. These factors shape the accuracy with which ELLs
can be identified. Variation in cultural experiences encompasses both home
culture and the culture of school. Whereas school culture is relatively
homogeneous in the U.S,, students’ home cultures are quite diverse. Home

culture experiences include a student’s opportunities to develop proficiency.
with the native language of the family (including uses of language in'social -
contexts such as school) and to absorb the values and beliefs of the family.
and caltural community (including those related to teaching and learning) -
(Heath, 1983; Pease-Alvarez and Vasquez, 1994; Trumbull et al., 2004):

Parallel experiences take place within the school; however, they may not

be recognized as caltural in nature (Trumbull et-al., 2004).
ELL students may have close ties to family members in their par
country of origin and travel with some frequency to that country—

ents
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of testing (Saunders and O’Brien, 2006). Focusing on English alone in
characterizing these students is to overlook other linguistic resources they
may well have and may lead to wrong decisions concerning the language
of testing or wrong inferences about their ability (Figueroa and Hernandez,
2000). : ' ' :
Another limitation of official definitions of ELLs has to do with the level
of analysis used to characterize these students. Take, as an example, the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), which defines an ELL as an
individual : :
{A) who is aged 3 through 21; :
(B) who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in anelementary
school or secondary school; :
(C) (i) who was not born in the United States or whose native
language is a language other than English;
(ii) (I})-who is a Native American or Alaska Native; or a
native resident of the outlying areas; and
(II) who comes from an environment where a language
. other than English has had a significant impact on the -
individual’s level of English language proficiency; or
(iii) who is migratory, whose native language is a language
other than English, and who comes from an environ-
ment where a language other than English is dominant; - -
(D) whose difficulties in speaking; reading, writing, or under-.
standing the English language may be sufficient to deny the
individual— .
(i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level  oft:
achievement on {academic assessments such as reading, -
mathematics, and science); . o,

. (ii). the ability to successfully. achieve in classrooms.where« .+ .

the language of instruction is English; or
(iit) the opportunity to participate fully in society.

Only one of the four main components of this definition (D) addresses
issues that are critical to the condition of being ELL: Components A'and
B set the boundaries of the demographic characteristics of the segment of
the population of interest, for assessment purposes, and component Crefers
to attributes (e.g., place of birth, being an immigrant) that are associated
with but do not necessarily determine the condition of being limited Englisk
proficient. Unfortunately, while Component D recognizes the fact th
proficiency in a language may vary across language modes, it does
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n derived from NCLB (No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001, 2002}, states are required to assess yearly their ELL students’

progress toward developing proficiency in English. Unfortunately, some of

the tests used by states and districts have flaws derived from the fact

that the process used to develop them has not adequately addressed import-
ant issues relevant to ELLs, such as sampling; the nature of their native lang-
uages; and their proficiencies in different language modes (see Rabinowitz
and Sato, 2006). In this section, we discuss schooling background as an

jmportant factor that shapes the proficiency of ELLs in English but is

frequently misused as an indicator of specific individuals’ proficiency. Next,

we examine the challenges of defining and measuring language proficiency.
Then we describe a modern view of language proficiency, which, from our
characterizes the range of skills that should be measured by
we discuss the limitations of tests

flect this modern view of language.

Classifying ELLs
According to legislatio

perspective,
language proficiency testing. Finally,
of language proficiency that do not re

Schooling Background _
Participation in different types of programs (e.g., dual immers
transitional, L2 immersion) is
student’s oral proficiency in L1 and to some degree in L2 (Brisk, 2006;
Saunders and O’Brien, 2006; Walqui, 2002). For this reason, students with
different program experiences cannot fairly be measured against each other.
It is simply unreasonable to expect ELLs who have participated in “very
diverse program types [such as] ...
dual language immersion . .. with very different program. goals ... 10
perform at similar levels” (Huemphner, 2004, p. 379)- ' '
Programs that foster continued development of L1 also foster improved
literacy in L2 as well as better achievement outcomes (Lindholm-Leary and
Borsato, 2006; Riches and Genesee, 2006). Unfortunately, classiﬁgations of
ELL students for purposes of making decisions about their language
proficiency based on their participation in educational programs may
be flawed because programs vary considerably in type and fidelity of
implementation (Torres-Guzman et al, and Han, 2005
effectiveness is shaped by a multitude of contextual factors (see Cummin!
1999; Greene, 1998; Krashen, 1996). -
Among the many education-related factors affecting students’ varyini
proficiency in L1 and L2 is the number of years students have spen
U.S. schools versus the number of years they have spent in schoolsi
another country (Abella, Urrutia, and Schneyderman, 2005; Rumba
and Cornelius, 1995); whether the schooling in either country has bee
continuous or interrupted (Freeman et al., 2001); and the fidelity. Wi

ion, bilingual,

known to have a powerful effect on the BLL

English-only, transitional bilingual, .

), and because theif
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g?&zflp?tes in it (Collier- andPThomas, Zizzigél?frffuinz Ianij Z;Stl?:;nt
2003;%111 ;ip:;;s I\;)If English language development (see, e.g., Crfwfo:f:le
29% Duts academiortani(m%; Moschkovich, 2000). Also, the performancé
ot VerScu Sa; 05 E:g n\;ar}; .a_ccording to whethelr they participated
Bt e oo petitive assessment activities (Rothstein-
tea?; ;?;p;rtznz as prog}ram desigx} are the social practices that students and
o a[{joﬁe a11111 a; anguage is learned (Hawkins, 2004). Language-
iy s above inicll ynanéllc social process (Nelson, 1996; Ninio and Snow,
1288, dhus 1t I | lllence by the ways the social life of the classroom
i structured roles studen.ts are expected to take—for example in
S, In response to questioning, in completing learning tasks (Brisk,

2006; Losey, 1995; Tabors, 1997; ;
et al,, in press). » 1997; Tharp and Gallimore, 1991; Trumbull

Defining and Assessing Language Proficiency

We have discussed varyi
rying patterns of language proficiency a.
:,trl(lideTS a;f the ge?d to understand an individual studgt’sm?rgglf I'IL
o E; (;1'1}11 ea dec1smn. about his or her readiness to move into afsessmelli
ol glish. I—Imivever: it must be acknowledged that the construct of
X gu]:;slge proficiency” is, itself, a troubled one. Two of the most fundam
da; plzlod _e::ns are Ellat a) what counts as “proficiency” is extremely varial:ﬁ:_
ent upon the context within which one is o i ;
‘ ¢ perating (MacS ;
2;1:11—1 E)t (I)Jroﬁaency 1s in a constant state of flux (Pray. 2%05) T}‘lf:atlflajri?%o;;
mean so many different things that some re ’ .
. : iffere _ researchers avoid usi
Euge.f., Bachman, 1990, cited in Katz et al,, 2004). It follows ﬂia‘;o(;iffl;::engt
ngﬁ ;ff} ;[;stsoare ba;set:}c: on different notions of what constitutes langua;e
, some of them on only implicit notions {Abedi
: ; edi, 2004). It i
2111;38,1 g:as:lrpns? ‘Inahatldlfferent tests of oral proficiency would yield gj)ff;:e;f‘;
ions of English fanguage learners: A stud
lassif t _ : t may score as “profi-
clent” on one test and “not proficient” Kata o 08y
_ _ i on another (Katz et al,, 2004
WelIl’flz,; 0(3\1(1]10;) c?inducted an empirical assessment of the validity of) 'three
e b hng sh.language proficiency tests by investigating how 40
g ish-speaking ff)urthu and fifth-graders would score on them. All
I students were classified as “fluent English speaking” by the Lan L;a
Assess — ' :
o wr::;nzlSca..IEs y Oril ( LAS—O): However, of the same group, onl;% 85§/o
K here noa::l feth as% fluent English speaking” by the IDEA Proficiency
st of the forty participants scored in the “fluent” or “
5 . nt” or “ad
uent” English range on the Woodcock-Muiioz Language Ssr::; Cflzg

ct, fully half of th cock-Muioz 1
e test. em (20) were class1ﬁed as “very limited in English” by
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MacSwan (2000) examined the Language Assessment Scales (LAS)
Espaiiol (for grades 2-12) and the Pre-LAS (for grades pre-K-1), perhaps
the most widely used assessments of oral language in Spanish, and found
them seriously flawed. Both assessments have a section requiring the child
to answer questions about a Spanish-language story (weighted 30% and
50% of the total score for the Pre-LAS and LAS respectively). Failure to
respond requires the examiner to give the child a score of “O” for the
section, which will result in a classification of “non-Spanish speaker,” no
matter how well the child does on the rest of the test. MacSwan uses an
actual case example of five year-old “Gabriela,” who scored 14/15 on a
sentence completion task on the Spanish Pre-LAS, but was nevertheless
categorized as a “non-Spanish speaker.” Results from such studies as these
do not give us confidence in the instruments districts routinely trust to
help them make major decisions about ELLs.

Literacy and Academic Language as Part of Language Proficiency
Originally, the construct of language proficiency encompassed oral
language alone; but as researchers concerned with educational outcomes
tried to operationalize it relative to schooling, literacy (reading and writing}
was added {e.g., Cummins, 198 1). Now, the construct, as lised by educators
and educational researchers routinely includes literacy as well as “academic
language,” which has been defined as the advanced oral and written forms
and functions of a language required to achieve in school, inciuding the
vocabulary, gramimar, and discourse conventions associated with the
different disciplines (Chamot and O’'Malley, 1994; Scarcella, 2003). It is
this kind of language that requires years of learning, as distinct from
conversational/social language, which may be learned by ELLs within two
or three years (Hakuta ez al., 2000; Katz et al., 2004).

There are both advantages and disadvantages to this broadening of the
scope of the term “language proficiency.” Literacy and oral academic
language are essential to successful academic achievement (Riches and
Genesce, 2006). However, under current definitions of language profi-
ciency, people who successfully use oral language but do not'read and write
would be characterized as having limited language proficiency. In addition,
as academic language is held out as the pinnacle of linguistic achievement
and fundamental to the ability to handle cognitive complexity (_Cummi'ﬂs;f :
2000}, the implication is that other language registers students may use are .
inferior, when they simply serve different purposes in different contexts.
It is not difficult to see how current conceptions of language proficiency
could lead to a deficit view of many students within our educational syster
and/or to judging groups of people who are non-literate or speak language
that are not written as intellectually inferior {MacSwan, 2000; MacSwa

et al., 2002).
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Reading and writing are relatively new human skills, havin i
:11;1:0?;; S,O(z)(l years (Fischer, 2001). They are not univergflf;g?:xﬁgg
e th)épr e;lﬁf 11; the way F)ral lan,.guage is but, rather, generally develop
D e e do EXPIIC-HI instruction. They might better be thought of
o g o sfe alc.ademlc. skills rather than as components of language

_ D line lj:i?rs.ﬁc cact, literacy 1s not strictly linguistic: it depends upon other
Réadin st s ?lglqlgve a1'1d perFeptual skills, as well as content knowledge’
Sead itgis or 151121 enmzﬁ, itself, is confounded with one’s personal experi:
anS“;ered Correcﬂomm at many comprehension questions on tests can be
ered comect C}{I with reference to mainstream, middle-class experience
omenenie oo ng of th‘e text (Popham, 2001). Another apparent
o ot alelemphasm on llteFaCY is less attention in the research
Chere o Lot s il;g:ﬁ;g?(;ﬁzdmg to Saunders and O’Brien (2006),
2000).that has “explicitly addressec}lr tlﬁet};ZtE? S:)fz ?J Zja]ris i e
proﬁcmincy attainment” (p. 23). o
Mtili:?fmexp;esrzafi these concerns, we acknowledge that proficiency
i e al—gl,d ﬂrll g, and acaderpi‘c language is a fundamental goal of

s ti and 1 at a brc';ad deﬁmt_lon of language proficiency (incorp-

e ¢ me?ts) 1s appropriate to the task of understanding the

i EngﬁShpla rg1 ess O dELL& We must point out that commonly-used tests

g rOﬁ.g.uage do not assess academic language. A perspective on

language tpi)ons c;egzl 113al lilezded thﬁ’gln‘{aintains a focus on the complexities
associated with languagegarisg Er:g;a;szrfc‘gjﬁtg fhescademic domains

glish language

A . .1 -
Modern View of Language Proficiency: Communicative Competence

W .
" ecfileve Fhe most useful way of thinking about language proficiency is
: municative competence, a conceptualizati i
Eonetiom o ive competenc ., ptualization that is grounded in a
guistic perspective (Bachm: ;
Hymes, 1972). Historically, lingui ol maes
, 1972). y, linguists focused on indivi ’ ,
forms and implicit rule i o e sosiy ey of
s—without particular re i
o gard for the social
ind ;g;-gzztsgi lTnguage use, In recent decades, there has been ilfcli'g;:;
at language must be understood in it i
e 1 tha . context, as 1t 1s act
d. This approach has been widely embraced by applied ihal(;l;lias}tlsy

. s by -

(E:]ci/l lrzllilglugasgg péofesls;onals, and educational researchers {Cazden, 1999;
: s i Gee, 1996; Heath, 1983, 1986). In fac : )
,_ . ; , . t, 4 com i
_:Fompetence perspective captures both a focus on proﬁciencyn:vlilillicfltlll‘;:

nd form: i i
Ompetens an.d proﬁgency with language use in context. What counts as
(Roma.ce 1; relative to the cultural community one is participatin
. ine, 1995). So', what is considered communicative competence %
ay not be considered so at school and vice versa. =
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f thinki the

Ficure 8.2 below shows three common ways of thhril_urligi I:ﬂz:;lr; he

comgonents of language proficiency. Telzlllchers tsgde ézcatit;nal e
iculum, a '

the elements of the language arts curric ud el Iinuists

; s we discusse '
are framed in those terms, a ¢ the following components:

i yage in terms o )
have : characterized lang tgm) morphology (the word-forming system,

d sys e T e
phonology (the soun D inar), synta (the implicit rule
including word roots, preﬁ}ﬁs,\fve usually think of as “grammar’ ), and

tence formation—w. : therm).
of sen ics (meanin conveyed by words and relations ‘arnong_ o
semantics e & in social contexts is.now incluae

i i ageusel is.

atics, which concerns langu . : vincuded

Prai:;y tazzonomies As mentioned earlier, reading and writing a p

ln ’ - . -

of the traditional linguistic dornain. '
Communicative competence entail

_ ical,
“grammatical” refers to the forms and rules of all systems- phonologica

nts. “Pragmatic
i 1l as three other compone i
hological, etc.), as we other Pragmae
I::)(getenfe” refers to knowledge of the implicit 1.'u1.es of iabngangs it
social contexts, which could be thought of as specﬁymglwsrentaﬂs o
to whom, when, and in what manner ‘(Hymes, 1972).. e
how and’when to speak formally or 1nformz.111y, for ins a_ect;tions e
language or dialect to use. Of course, pragmatic rlliles or z:i)cl;ding ons var)
l ity to another as well as ac
om one speech commumnity 5 : mg 10 soce
iretting “Dfscourse competence” refers to l{(nu:m*m‘gVr liltf[); fo < zh "
sati d interpret spoken or : :
sations and compose and Int . h 2
Cogzzents explanations, or narratives. Discourse competence is heavily
ar »

bl
s “grammatical competence (where

Writing

Pragmatics

- ' : i Strategic
. course .
Grammatical Pragmatic Dis compoetence

competence competence competence
J

phonology
morphology
syntax

semantics
1—

' - 2005, p. 13.
Figure 8.2 Three views of language proficiency. Adapted from Trumbull et al, 2005, p
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entailed in using and processing the academic language of the classroom
{(Adger et al., 2002). :

“Strategic competence” means proficiency in communicating one’s
message, making corrections or changes as needed, varying one’s volume
or tone, or clarifying what has been said. Strategies such as these are a
metacognitive aspect of language use (Bachman, 2002). Strategic skills are
relevant not only to social conversation, but also to academic cominunica-
tion. Anticipating the kinds of clarifications needed in a formal discussion
or essay are more academic aspects of strategic competence.

The communicative competence approach is the most comprehensive
and usefuf approach for evaluating a student’s language proficiency. To
operate successfully in a second language, a learner needs to be proficient
in all of the domains specified within the communicative competence
framework; and to understand a student’s school functioning via a second
language, a teacher needs to be able to evaluate the student’s success in all
of these domains (Wong-Fillmore and Snow, 2000). Taking a test, itself, calls
upon proficiency in all of these aspects of language: using phonological and
morphological knowledge to identify, spell, and derive words; understanding
vocabulary and navigating syntax to ‘comprehend instructions and test
items; grasping pragmatics of language use (How formal should the writing
be? What kinds of questions is one permitted to ask the teacher or another
student?); understanding discourse patterns that crop up repeatedly on tests;
and trouble-shooting vis-a-vis potential miscommunication, by proof-

reading, putting oneself in the place of the person judging the answer, and
the like.

One acknowledged problem with assessing students from a commu-
nicative competence standpoint is the difficulty of operationalizing all
of the constructs associated with it and the amount of time it would

take to get a fall picture of a student’s language proficiency (Saunders and
_O’Brien, 2006).

Limitations of Mandated English Language Development Tests

Language testing, no matter what form it takes, is limited in that no

standardized test or process can ever fully capture a language user’s

competence—something that makes it difficult to operationalize language

i’ proficiency levels (Katz et al., 2004, p. 14). The dominant theoretical
perspective in the field of language assessment, however, is that assessment
_ that provides anthentic contexts for eliciting learners’ language use—one

that at least integrates form and meaning in as natural a way as possible—
holds the best hope of getting an approximation of a language learner’s
anguage proficiency (e.g., Bachman, 2002; Oller, 1992).° This approach
mirrors dominant second-language instruction theory that stresses language
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use and learning in context {Cummins, 2001; Krashen, 1982, 1991}, though
it has been tempered with recommendations to include some explicit skills
instruction (Dutro and Moran, 2003; Wong-Fillmore and Snow, 2000).
‘Unfortunately, existing approaches for measuring language proficiency
do not appear to reflect recent conceptualizations of the range of skills
within the language domain (Kopriva et al., 2004). Moreover, the
effectiveness with which tests can measure English development in ELLs
may be limited by the fact that no standards are available that specify how
Janguage development is supposed to take place in ELLs. As a consequence,
the development of many tests of English language is heavily influenced by
theoretical frameworks that underlie English language arts standards rather
than frameworks that capture more accurately the corhplexities of the
linguistic competence to be developed in a new language. For example,
California’s “English Language Development” (ELD) standards {California
Department of Education, 2002) are framed in the same terms as the state’s
English Language Arts (ELA) standards. This is probably the reason why
the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), which was
developed from those standards, has proven to be only moderately
predictive of a student’s linguistic readiness to handle the content on
achievement tests, particularly at higher grade levels (Katz et al., 2004).
The standards proposed by the national professional organization,
Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) (Gottlieb
et al., 2006) are similar to California’s in that they focus primarily on
students’ ability to use language In relation to the academic domains
(mathematics, language arts,
academic standards, related to but not explicitly tied to a full developmental
characterization of language proficiency in terms & language specialist might
propose. Moreover, all of these standards (ELA, FLD, TESOL) are expressed

in terms of broad grade-level clusters (e.g., K-2, 3-5, 6-8), guided generally

by research on monolingual English speakers but without a basis in
empirical research “documenting the rate at which the average [native .
English-speaking| student is able to acquire [meet] spec{ﬁed content .

standards” (Shin, 2004, p. 254).

practices concerning language development testing for ELLs.

At the time of this chapter’s writing, some states are updating .the_iir ;

(see Forﬁé

2007; National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and:

Language Instruction Educational Programs, 2006). However, there is s

a strong need for a more refined timetable, with many yearly benchmarks
of progress toward ELD standards—related not only to grade level but
language proficiency level, as assessed by valid and reliable instrume

(Shin, 2004).

etc). The TESOL standards are educational/

A i
a situation in which they have to learn English in

R |
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ma\;/;l:iliz 1z:lmtci?::illrrlur.ucatlve competence model of language proficiency
may be theore y more defensible, it must be acknowledged that efforts
10 Create I hidaie' asdsessments based_ on a communicative competence
bave dieci Withlge h§uccess as pred{ctors of which students are likely to
assess language comg}lacet:e?:;nizntte:;slis (I)It} cIIJ2 e o o tess it
assess iscrete aspects of langua
s);rl; : 1, ;;iﬁ:i?g) all;d those that assess communicative compftl:angci ;:e?ci
1anguége e Ij::a out students’ readiness for testing in their second
ugnage weu-da 101ns in Katz ef al,, 2004). One question that remains is
e 2wl }th;fpf}? test of communicative competence might help
tests are actually dZiln;SquiiEEZIIlni,rf E’jfrlf e P(OOrly oo o
: . assrooms (e.g., Katz et al.,
E;;};izli ::I;:r)i gze ?ble ti?r negotiate academic language in %ontexts wlieliot(;i));
car seek clarif 12 n1ons 0111:1' teachers and peers (using strategic competence)
Undern thegﬁage sk 1ls to scaffold their academic language skills.”
ety lf:;n 1m1tat10n§ cited above is the fact that learning English
oreion a1 guag; (ESL) is often confused with learning English as a
it ifleg: (‘ L). Of course, there are obvious parallels between
e ways of L rning English. For example, all newcomers to a language
oty aeo ‘tf] systems of Pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, and
dentifes important dfetences btween el e oD
‘ mpor _ . cen individuals who are learni
iiiiséllz; ;Zrzvi-l lacrllg_trge and individuals who are learning Engleieslflnalg1 f
47 Ing €5 and Figuerca, 1994, p. .
i(i)ilggl(') S’e tc}llzmgarso Vf(t)luntanly, not as a social ne%eséity (e.g., (forfe’zlerlz;}z
& 2 Bs;com);a teE()L en adults or secondary students taking an elective
ey are e En; ) ! Ls are leE}rnmg a second, though not foreign language;
ey are usi fh : 1‘1:8 ;s a medium for learning mathematics, science, s’ociai
o Catc},l " Withxa e nzv 1.1e they learn the language; and they are attempting
roficenes of oo oving tgrget—the c.ontinuously developing language
profciency o 1r native English-speaking peers (Shin, 2004). Moreove
v are still in the process of developing their first language, are thrust inti),
: it _ order to i
: t;:?;ﬁl&(;iﬂgf 311}1;:1I socially, and ofteq donot have access to a strdng p:;l;;‘i
. oth languages and supports students’ academic success,

Section Summary

Tests i ' ‘ b .

o ;an Entg(l)lsgl Iandgtlxage developm'ent provide for classification of students
S eﬁoughrtoa evels of En_ghsh proficiency. However, they are not
e o capture gradathns of language development. Moreove:

ey are aligned with English language arts standards, they are n(:E
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designed to yield a full picture of the communicative competence required
for proficiency in a second language. In addition, performance on even
these tests—designed to assess the language skills needed in school—may
not correlate highly with performance on achievernent tests in language
arts. Due to these limitations, existing tests of English dévelopment may
produce invalid measures of English proficiency or fail to measure
important aspects of language proficiency that are relevant to learning in
an English-dominant school context or to demonstrating knowledge on

tests administered in English.

Testing ELLs P
As discussed in the previous sections, ELLs even within the same broad
linguistic group vary tremendously on their linguistic proficiencies across
the four language modes in both L1 and English. This heterogeneity is
accentuated by important factors usually not considered in-the definition
of ELL, such as dialect differences, history of formal education in L1, history
of participation in bilingual programs, and fidelity of implementation of
those bilingual programs. In addition, recall of experiences is influenced
by the language in which an experience was first encoded (Altarriba, 2003;
Marian and Neisser, 2000). If the student is asked to use the language
associated with the original experience, he or she is more likely to recall
the experience. What this means is that in order to get at an ELL student’s
. knowledge, one needs to test in the language in which the original learning
experience was encoded. _ .'
Because of this heterogencity, ideally a decision about the language
used should be made individually for each student, based on his or her
proficiencies in both L1 and English. Moreover, the form in which

achievement tests are administered to each ELL student should take mto

account his or her weaknesses and should take advantage of his or b
strengths in each of the four language modes within each language.
We know, however, that such an individua]jzed form of testing for E]
is impossible to implement because of its high costs. Even if cost were 1o
an issue, this approach would fail because of the fact that accurat
information on the proficiencies of ELLs may not be available. As discusse
before, even if scores from tests of English development are available, thes
are suspect because the instrumentis are limited in their effectivenes
render accurate classifications of ELLs. o
Given these circumstances, there is a different set of limitations ass
ated with testing ELLs in either L1 or English. In this section, we discus
the limitations of testing ELLs in English and the limitations of testing E
in L1, Then we discuss the fact that ELL performance on tests is unst

across languages.
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Limitations of Testing ELLs in English

It wc.)uld be ideal if ELL students were not tested in English until their
English proficiency approached that of their native-English-speaking peers
(Katz et al., 2004}. Until that point, testing in English is not likely to reveal
what ELL students know. They may well be performing at a higher level in
the classroom than they can show on a test, which requires them to
iompre}.lend language out of context, cope with the language of tests (the
test regls:cer”), and read and'respond in a timely fashion (Katz et al.,, 2004)

The requirement of the No-Child Left Behind Act of 2001 that ;n ELI;
student be tested in English after three years flies in the face of considerable
researc‘h showing that ELLs require from four to seven years on average
to attain full proficiency in English, including the linguistic forms and
fl.l?lCtIOIlS mentioned above (Hakuta, 2001; Ramirez ef al., 1991). Thus
this effort to legislate educational accountability is driving practic-es tha;
threat-e‘n the validity of academic achievement measures (Abedi, 2004)
_ Critical to testing ELLs in English is the use of testing accommodati.ons
mFended to reduce score variance due to students’ limited proficiency in
this I_anguage. In Chapter 10, Koran and Kopriva provide examples of
algorithms and computer software for processing muitiple student back-
ground Yariables that can increase the ability of assessment systems to make
appropna‘te accommodation assignments. Unfortunately, these excitin
technological innovations are not paralleled by conceptual development%
on the nature of the accommodations. To date, there is no theoretical
framework that educators, administrators, or even assessment systems can
rely on to design defensible testing accommodations for ELLs—a reflection
of the fact that testing practices for ELLs have not incorporated current
knowledge from the fields of bilingualism and second language acquisition
{e.g., see Figueroa and Hernandez, 2000; Hakuta and Beatty, 2000; Solano-
Tlores and Trumbull, 2003). ’ ’

Many accommodations used in ELL testing are borrowed from the sets
of accommodations used for students with disabilities or are based on

. misinformed views of langnage. For example, Ferrara ef al. (2004) reviewed

surveys conducted by different agencies and programs (including the

. National Center on Education Qutcomes and the Council of Chief

Stajce School Officers) on ELL testing practices and found that some of the
actions reported by some states as accommodations for ELLs included the
use of enhanced lighting conditions or larger font size. Such préctices
expose a deep misunderstanding of the nature of ELLs’ needs (Figueroa
and Hernandez, 2000) and cannot be expected to yield valid measures of
academic achievement. =0

Whereas not all practices concerning accommodations are deplorable

e accommodations used by major assessment systems in the country faii
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to fully address student proficiency in t1.1e four languagft modes. ‘ Fo:i'
example, as Table 8.1 shows, of the nine testing accommodations permitte

by the National Assessment of Educational Ifrogress (2005), four (see
Accommodations 1-4) do not appear to be directly relat_f:d to lfanguage
and, therefore, their ability to reduce the effect of k%ng‘uages.lpr.oﬁaencyﬂlon
the performance of ELL students may be seriously limited. Althm;lgh ey
may enhance the conditions in which ELL students are tested and they may
even contribute to reducing the performance gap between ELLS_ and .nonc—l
ELLs, they do not operate on factors related to .language proﬁaer:}(iy, aftin

their impact on student performance is not specific to ELLs. The o ferh ve
accommodations address language, but only partially. Three of them
(Accommodations 5-7) are effective only for ELLs who have wpl.l developfed
literacy in L1.The other two (Accommodations 8*9). are effcgpve fmly og
students with specific combinations of differe{lces in the1r.”_1.1stenng EE ’
speaking proficiencies across English and L1. Since information on $

TABLE .8.1 Testing accommodations for ELLs permitied by NAEP

Accommodation Related to  Condition assumed in FLL
language  student .
1. Small group No —_
3. One-on-one (tested individually) No —_
3. Extended time No —_
4. Preferential seating - No - -
5. Bilingual version of test . Yes Student is able to read in L1
{Spanish/English) * . . 3
6. Bifingual word lists or Yes Student is al-)le to read in the L1
' glossaries (Spanish/English) ® ' and is fa?.mﬂiar w1th.the
academic language in L1
7. Bilingual dictionary without Yes Student is able to read in L1

definitions
8. Passages, other stimulus materials, Yes
or test questions read aloud in - N
English or presented by andiotape © in Eng] 1:3 N
9. Passages, other stimulus material,  Yes Student's tl:ompre ensg;)(znqiﬁ :
ot test questions translated aloud academic language spoken

i i than student’s readin

i language or presented is better than di

‘ltfltzl?;it;:: é £ ’ comprehension of academic
’ i language in English

Student is more proficient

Source: NAEP (2005},

3 Only for mathematics and science.

b Only for science.

< Except for reading. ) -

4 Only for Spanish/English, bilingual mathematics and science.

Jistening in English than reading: .
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reading and writing skills in both English and L1 is not always collected or
available, it is not difficult to see that many accommodations for ELLs have
only a slim chance of contributing to the production of more valid scores.
In other words, blanket measures not tailored to individual differences are
likely to mask their effects on certain students.

Limitations of Testing ELLs in L1

While testing ELLs in English is limited in its capacity to produce valid
academic achievemnent scorés for ELLs, it cannot be assumed that testing
ELLs in their first language is necessarily a better option, even in cases in
which that is their preferred language (August and Hakuta, 1997}. Students
who have been placed in English-only programs will have been learning
content-area vocabulary in English and may not have parallel vocabulary
knowledge in L1. The standard wisdom is that such students should be tested
in English (e.g., Abedi e al, 1998; Kujawa er al., 2001). However, as
mentioned, these same students cannot be expected to have vocabularies
in English equivalent to their native English-speaking peers (Baker, 2000;
Garcfa, 1991). Their teachers may overestimate their English proficiency
because of their conversationial fluency (Kujawa et al, 2001). Moreover, even
ELL students who have been classified as English-language proficient are
often unable to demonstrate their content-area skills on English-language
achievement tests (Linquanti, 2001) and may perform better on a test in
their home language (Abella et al., 2005, p. 141).

Even if it is assumed that [imited academic language proficiency in L1
is not an issue in the testing of ELLs in that language, there are serious
thréats to the validity of tests in L1 that result from the process of their
development. Usually, tests administered in L1 are translations of tests
originally developed in English. Tests in English have been developed
through a more or less careful process in which their wording is refined

~ and tried out with students to identify and correct for misinterpretation of
. the test items. In coritrast, tests administered in L1 are usually translated

from English under very tight timélines that limit the possibilities for
refining the wording of iterns (Solano-Flores, 2007b; Stansfield, 2003).
Moreover, several mistakes commeonly made in the selection of translators
jeopardize the validity of translated tests. Those mistakes include judging
the‘translation skills of individuals on the basis of their perceived speaking
skills in the target language or assuming that individuals are good
ranslators just because they are bilingual or because they are good writers
the target language (see Hambleton and Patsula, 1999). These are very
;‘io'us issues, if we consider that even when sufficient time and resources
e allocated for test translation, test items may end up measuring different
nstructs (Van de Vijver and Poortinga, 2005).
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Procedures for the simultaneous development of tests in two languages
have the potential of eliminating the threats to validity that result from
translating tests (Rogers et al., 2003; Solano-Flores, 20072; Solano-Flores
etal., 2002). These procedures are based on the notion that meaning cannot
be transferred totally across languages {Greenfield, 1997) and the fact that
translated items may function differently across the populations tested in
the original language and in the target language (Sireci and Allalouf, 2003).
This differential functioning can be extremely sensitive to even subtle
yariations in the precision of translations (Ercikan, 2002).

The simultaneous development approach is based on the notion that an
equal treatment of languages throughout the entire process of test develop-
ment is most likely to preserve meaning across languages: In this approach,
tests are developed in two languages concurrently and/pilot-tested with
an equal number of students from the two target dinguistic groups
(monolingual and ELLs who are native speakers of a given language); the
two language versions go through the same number of review-revision
iterations; also, any modification made in one language version as a result
of pilot testing has to be reflected in the other language version.

Tt would not be reasonable to-attempt to develop tests simultaneously
in English and in multiple languages. Howevet, it is feasible to develop
tests simultaneously in English and in Spanish, the native language of the
vast majority of ELLs in the U.S. The simultaneous development approach
does not appear to increase test development cosis (see Solano-Flores et al,;
2002). However, it requires from assessment systems the willingness to

modify their test development practices in a way that the minority language *

is included in the test development process from the very first draft versions
of a test, rather than as an afterthought, when few significant improvements

can be made. ‘
In the absence of proper mechanisms for examining ELL students;

schooling background and their exposure t0 academic language in L1 and

without rigorous procedures for test translation, testing ELLs in L1 may
not produce valid measures of academic achievernent. ; ot

Magor Challenges in the Selection of Language for Testing ELLs

Tt appears from the discussion above that no perfect solution exists whel
comes to deciding what language should be used to test ELLs. Even if stude
classification and implementation were nota problem in the testing of ELL§
an issue yet to be properly addressed is a fact well known among linguist:
that bilingual individuals do not function as two monolinguals in [
{Grosjean, 1989). Since bilingual individuals tend to have different §
of strengths and weaknesses in each language, their ability to address;
cognitive challenges posed by an item is not. replicated across lang
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(Gene.see, 1994-; Hakuta et al.,, 1987; Stevens et al., 2000). As a consequenc
there 1s'somt=:thmg about an ELL’s academic achievement that is not cg turez
by testing him or her in L1 but also something about the same stuE:i nt’
academm_achievement that is not captured by testing him or her in En, e1ishs

Tl'ns limitation of testing ELLs in one language is expressed ga l
f:ons1de'rable amount of error when ELLs are given the same set of it;;sl
in English and in L1. By using generalizability (G) theory (Cronbach ef al
1972; S.hz.ivelson and Webb, 1991), a psychometric theory of measureme ’;
error, it is possible to estimate score variation due to student—the ob'elzt
of mt?asuren}ent—and several facets (sources of measurement error)] I
a series of investigations performed with native speakers of diffel:e r;
1languag.es, we have estimated the score variation due to the main nd
interaction effect of student, rater, item, and the language of testin T:l?l
8:2 presents results for native Haitian-Creole speakers in the salmt:,é ‘sch ei
district (Sola}no.—Flores and Li, 2006), who were given the same set of r;)c(lJe
4 mathematics items sampled from the NAEP 1996 public release (Natgi,on I
Assessment of Educational Progress, 1997) in English and in their fi ;
language. The table shows the estimates of the amount of variance (311:185
the percentages of that variance) due to 15 terms that result from the main

TABLE 8.2 Geggralizab?lity study f_or ELL students native speakers of Haitian-Creole tested in £1
and in English: s x r x i x ¢ random model. Fourth grade, mathematics

Source of Variabilitf n

Estimated Variance % of Score
Components Variation

student, {s) 49 0299 20
rater (r} - 4 .0000? 0
item (i) . 10 .0097 6
language (1) .2 .0074 5

: s.r -0000* 0
: si 0164 11.
_ sl. v 0100 7
r1_‘ . _ . .0004 0
+.0001 0

. 0016 1

23 00000 0
00002 0
0589 39

.0000° 0

vl 0166 11
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effect and interaction effect of student, rater, item, and language. The last

term (sril,e) is the error term, which
effects of student, rater, item, and language a

due to other, unknown sources of score vari
the- testing of ELLs is the interaction of

source of measurement error in
student, item and language (sil), which acc

variation.”
These results indicate that, to great extent,

well or poorly on 2 given item, depending on th
ults indicate that, in addition to its

edge demands, each item poses a
ds in English and a particular st of
time, as we have discusséd, in addition

item is administered. Also, these res
intrinsic cognitive and content knowl
particular set of linguistic deman
linguistic demands in L1. At the same

to his or her academic strengths and weaknesses,

cannot be interpreted because the
re confounded with error, &

iation. The most important
ounts for 39% of the score

a given student may perform
e language in which the

each ELL hds a particular

set of strengths and weaknesses in English and a particular set of strengths

and weaknesses in L1.8 :

Section Summary
The validity of scores from both te

sts administered in L1 and in ‘English is

threatened by the fact that the official definitions of ELLs and the tests used
to measure English language development may produce. erroneous

information on the preparedness of stude
one or another language. Effective testing o
fact that it does not take into accoun
instructional experiences that these stu
other hand, effective testing of ELLs in Engl
appropriate theoretical framework
accommodation decisions an

nts to be taught or tested in

£ ELLs in L1 is limited by the

t, among other things, the formal
dents have had in English. On the

ish is limited by the lack of an

that allows making sound testing
d the lack of mechanisms and resources that

ensure fidelity in the implementation of testing accommodations. More-

over, effective testing of ELLs in eit

her L1 or English is limited by the fact

that the performance of FLL students varies considerably across test items

and the language in which those items are administered. As a consequence;
ch ELL classification and fidelity of imple-
g ELLs only in L1 or only in Englishr -
yields only a partial picture of their academic achievement.

even under conditions in whi
mentation are not a problem, testin

Future Directions
Unfortunately, there is neith

question, “In which language should ELLs be teste
tion would not be necessary if testing practices were sensitive 10

characteristics that are critical to the con

er a simple nor an optimistic answer 0 th

d¢” Asking the que

dition of being bilingual. As
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consequen.ce, sound decisions on the use of one or another
tEifeLsst ;Z‘ilrl:tr; 1(iilfiep‘ex'ammalti.or.l qf both the quality of the ilirflfruniga‘:if)?ltzi
at— tf;tiisnc .proﬁc1enc1es and the resources needed for properly
iplementl ligﬂd Lelllctg ];nhe:acéh language. Equally unfortunately, the goals
o the o Child Left | ehind Act—to make districts accountable for the
academic success of ¢ ery Estude.nt—cannot be met if the quality of assess-
ment Infor out LLs is prqbl‘ematic and if schools are not well
quipped to properly implement tests in LI or to provide
mo?ﬁtlonshwhen they give ELLs tests in English. properseeeRy
" pr?cl;fs ;);1; ::;1(‘1 i;c;szlsiﬁt lllas‘become_ e:;ident that, to a great extent,
the uncertainty that results ﬁo;agfrvae%ie :lse 'It'lo te'St St
effectiveness of testing accommodations anzllsls'l C'atclrlons remn st o0
properly implement those few testing ;ccom;l:zfieatiierf: I;lrgcs e e
F;T;e;- fgor Iz:emeffecg:e in reducing the effect of language proﬁ}l?zsc;)'esz
(o5t performn: ex:m Chus; we conclude this chapter by sharing results from
e perspcive of score dependabity. Ultmatel s s - e
to allow development of testing models thazizerz;itlll};;: zrs:z;i ltsol?t::;lj;g

to the fact that ELL populati
L populations are tremendously het
address factors critical to the condition of being )l;ilin;fl;geneous e that

Local Specificity of Testing Models

In th » . . '
ELLSZ c_onte;xt of our'st'udles on' the instability of the performance of
- cro;s éterfg administered in L1 and in English (see above), we have
ﬁl ini nl;me ec;jlon f(D) studies with the purpose of determi,ning the
um nrumber of items needed to obtai
minimun : in dependable i
in which all the iters are admini i s
‘ injstered in English, all the i i
istered in L1, and some iten : inisterord e i
, mhs are:administered in Engli i
PR—. ns in English and some in L1
g the effectiveness of those testi .
oY to examir . 1 se testing models are two types o
N thzfrﬁ;;?‘ts. [;;, a Zciimv;-deasmns, norm-referenced coefficient m;}‘[’preferf
o ive standing of students, and ¢, an absol isi i
s e standing. nts, R solute-decisions, criterion-
at refers to the absolute level ;
) ; of student perfor -
(,;_ %\} ‘:h(es nlumber of items correct) (see Shavelson and Webb 131’991)111311‘33
n‘iﬁst e_ffe(: t?;ojslgres an‘ci1 11,1,f2006; in preparation) have found th‘at the
‘testing models for ELLs—the ones that gi i
o : od 1 es that give the highest
o Iclir;ts 'w1t‘h the minimum number of items—are those ing whici
o - afseot?s;d on(liy tllil one language. However, as Table 8.3 illustrates
: erve at even within th inguist ,
o rved e same broad linguistic grou
taﬁlg;fs who are natwei speakers of the same language), the éﬂ coe-fﬁgentlz
éa]jties (l’;légf Vellry conmderal.)ly"across groups of students from different
| chools or school districts). For example, we have observed that

16



e

196 - Improving Testing for English Language Learners )

i

TABLE 8.3 Relative and absolute decisions coefficients obtained for ELL Spanfsh speakers
from two geographical regions tested in Spanish. Fourth grade, mathematics

Site V Site W -
o ' 21 .14
o 20 13

Source: SolanoAFlofeé. and Li (in preparation).

the minimum number of items needed to obtain dependable scores if
students are tested in L1 and the minimum number of items needed to
obtain dependable scores if students are tested in English may; be different
for students from communities where the same L1 is spoken. -

A consequence derived from this finding is what could Be called, the
principle of local specificity of testing models. the number of items needed
to test ELLs in either L1 or English cannot be generalized across broad
linguistic groups (all ELLs) or across localities within the same linguistic
group. Therefore, in order to ensure score dependability, any decision about
the language in which ELLs students should be tested should be made
separately for each locality. ‘

Optimum Number of Items as Testing Accommodation

The finding that a considerable amount of score variation in the testing of
ELLs is due to the interaction of student, item, and the language of testing

supports the notion that, in addition to being samples of the knowledge™

domain that a test is intended to measure, test items are unintended samples
of the language of testing (Solano-Flores, 2006). Thus, a form of testing
accommodation can be devised in which the language to be used to testa
particular group of ELLs is determined by giving students from that group
the same set of items in two languages and then performing a series of D
studies to determine the minimum number of items needed to. obtain
dependable scores when they are tested in L1 and the minimum number
of items needed to obtain dependable scores when they are tested in English:
With this form of accommodation, different groups of ELLs may be found
to need to be tested with different numbers of items in different languages.

Also, different number of items may be needed to produce dependable-

scores for ELL students and non-FLL students.

Figure 8.3 shows the procedure for implementing optimum numbet

of items as a form of testing accommodation for ELLs. In addition &
testing ELLs in English, as is now mandatory, the procedure considet
the possibility of testing ELLs in LL. As a result of the No Child: Lel
Behind legislation, the national trend is to test ELLs in English-after a.shoi
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1. Draw a random sample of ELLs in the locality

_ Y
2. Is testing ELLs in their native language aflowed?
NO
: YES
3a. T ‘
a. Eﬁ:}i z;udents with a sample of ite\r_ns in 3b. Test students with the same sample of
; items in both English and the native
language

4a. Compute G coeﬁiciénts 4b. Compute G coeffi
. coefficients

h 4
5b. Score student responses

5a. Score student responses

r

Ga. PlerformD studies with Bb. P i
dlfferbent combinations of . di?f;f?;rr:t' E;;L:_’Iei_With '
numbers of items and ) i
numbors numbers numbers of items and numbers
of raters in each language

r

. 7a. Determine the optimum

"
7h. Determine the language of

i tes.ting and the optimum.number
of items in that language

number of items

[

a. Test ELLs with the optimum
_number, of items previously
determined '

8b. Test ELLs in the proper
fanguage with the optimum
number of items previously
determined

e 8.3 ‘Procedure fur.usin optimum i
, U u i
T e gop number of items as a form of testing accommodation
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time of instruction. However, there may be states or school districts for
which testing ELLs in L1—although with some restrictions—may still be
an option, o

Consistent with the notion that each group of ELLs is unique and each
content area poses a specific set of linguistic demands, this procedure should
be performed separately for each locality, for each broad linguistic group
in the locality, and for each content area.

Some of the terms and directions used in the figure deserve elaboration.
First, the term “locality” (see Box 1 in Figure 8.3) refers to cither a school
or a school district. Whereas, ideally, this form of accommodation should
be performed at the school level, that is not always possible because a good
number of schools in the country have small enrollments of ELL.

Second, the sample of items used to test ELLs in thgl%preparatory
stage should reflect the types of items (e.g., open-ended, multiple choice)
to be used in the operational stage of the test. Therefore, the sample
of items should be provided by the assessment system (e.g.; they can be
assembled with items from a pool of released items from previous test
administrations).

Third, when testing ELLs in L1 is an option (Box 2), it is important to
keep in mind that translations made by translators in a “standard” version
of a language may not be as sensitive to differences in language use across
localities and the ways in which curriculum is enacted as are translations
made by teachers from the students’ localities (Solano-Flores et al., 2005;
Solano-Flores, 2006). Ideally, the translations of test items into the students’
native language should be made by translation teams that include teachers
from the same localities. . o

Fourth, testing students “with the same items in both English and the
native language” (Box 3b) means giving each item in the two languages on
different occasions, not providing side-by-side formats in which the two,
language versions of the same items are administered simultaneously (e.g,
Sireci and Khalig, 2002). Appropriate actions must be taken to control for -
the effect of learning, fatigue, and repetition. For example on each testing
occasion, students are given some items in English and some items in L1; -
on the second occasion, they are given the complementary language -
versions of the items administered on the first occasion. Also, the order i
which the items are sequenced on each occasion is determined randomly:

Fifth, the importance of rater as a source of measurement error. should
not be underestimated (Boxes 5a and 5b). Even if ELLs are tested only in

English (Box 5a), the proficiency of raters in the students’ native languageé.

may have an important effect on the accuracy with which they interpr

student responses to open-ended items. In our research (see Solano-Flor

and Li, 2006), we have found a negligible amount of score variation due
rater. However, we believe that this small effect was due to the fact that‘th
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iﬂ;ﬁ?iﬁgs};f lresgaqn;es written in English (Beaumont et al, 2002
ELLs e On;)e sch, in Ere§s). Unfcrrtunately, reports on the te.s,tiri 0;'
the e }2’ iuperﬁmal mﬁ?nm{tion on the language proﬁciénq% of
the rater l;aﬁvel at extent the hngul;stic skills of the raters in the ELL
oo t.j[:inguage 1nﬂ1_1enc'e the quality of their scoring of student
In conclusic]:n :):i:ziiii)s;eizduin iﬂgﬁslh o be o ted
. which [an i i
depends upon the specific group of studentsg?sgc;:ute()st?;; H%‘ltlzsggggilf

making process is fraught with difficulties, not least of which are those -

osed b s L O TR
grofessg I:l:;; hmﬁtanons In existing language assessments, Jack of langua
profess baSEdw ﬂ? can evaluate students’ language, and the dear%h (g)i
- » theoretically defensible to matchi .
accommodations to student needs “pproaches to retehing testing
I . . .- - ’
Withn;)n 1f11eal scenario, such a decision would be made for each stud
N L2 .
particulasl eration given to. many factors. Among these are the studefll:cl:c’
i lf);ttﬂfrns of proficiency in 1.1 and L2, his or her educational backS
" e cultura] group(s) in which he or she has been socialized

1y g}l ObSEI V athI] alld
b ) h 8,

intheho i i
L me. If the education community is truly committed to maximizing

the validity, util; ity o]
; » ntility, and equity of test scores. ; :
dlternative methods. ey SCOres, 1t must seriously entertain such
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limitations of current assessment practices for ELLs and an awareness
of the kinds of possibilities that hold promise for improved assessment,
they are likely to develop better visions of what is feasible within their
own contexts.

Endnotes

1.

Here, we use the components of language proficiency used by educators. “Language
proficiency,” a disputed construct, has traditionally been based on evaluation of a person’s
knowledge and use of oral language. . :

In reality, each individual has his or her own linguistic repertoire, based on individual life
experience, so even the term “dialect” obscures many individual differences. However, it is
often associated with participation in a particular social and cultural community. A dialect

‘is a variety of a language that is distingnished from other varieties of the same language by

features of pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, and use (Crystal, 1997; Wolfram et al,
1999). Cultural groups vary in their beliefs about how language ought to be used by children
versus adults, what is appropriate in different settings, and for what purposes language should
be used (Bialystok, 2001; Greenfield et al., 2000; Heath, 1983, 1986). Although the term
“dialect” is sometimes taken to mean a sub-standard version of a language, in fact everyone
speaks a dialect, and all dialects follow their own consistent rules of grammar. The most
socially prestigious dialect is usually labeled “standar ,” as in “Standard English” {Preston,
1998). i

The term “academic language” is now used to refer to the advanced oral and written forms
and functions of a language required to achieve in school including the vocabulary, grammar,
and discourse conventions associated with the different disciplines (Chamot and O'Malley,
1994; Scazcella, 2003).

According to Kaiz er al (2004), “proficiency” has been historically associated with the
“proficiency movement” of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages

. and has particular associations. Nevertheless, it is the term most commeonly used in legislation

and education literature. : . .

It should be pointed out that tests in which particular language skills are exarnined out of
context also contribute to an understanding of a stadent’s language proficiency (see, e.g,
Katz et al., 2004), despite their limitations in capturing language in use.

Figueroa and Hernandez (2000) argue on the basis of several studies that processing time in

12 is longer and that the difference gets magnified as a task becomes cognitively harder. In

fact, & recent experimental study with Spanish-English bilingual adulis showed that they
took significantly longer to rettieve common words in their non-dominani language than in
their dominant language (Langdon et al,, 2005). So extending the time for testing would, in
that case, address a language need; particularty for more difficult test iterns. Extra time has
also been shown to benefit monolingual students when scores of large groups of ELLs and
monolinguals are compared. Tt could be argued that extra time for ELLs alone would be
more equitable, to compensate for the greater ease of liniguistic processing by monolinguals:
Notice that the score variation due to the main and interaction effect of rater is minimum.
In our studies, we were very careful in selecting raters who were native speakers of the ELL
students’ L1 and who had experience teaching students from the same localities. A larger
effect of rater might have been observed had we had included ‘vaters with other language
backgrounds (e.g., bilingual teachers whose L1 was English). S
August and Hakuta (1997) discuss the results of an investigation with translated tests, in
which Anderson (cited by the same authors) observed that ELLs performed better on some
items administered in L1 and better on some items administered in L2. August and Hakuta
suggest that this performance inconsistency across languages was attributable to the fact that
item difficulty was not controlled for. In our investigation, differences due to different
difficulties across languages would be reflected ag a large main effect of language and large
interaction effect of the facets, item and langnage. However, these effects were small and 2
considerable effect due to the interaction of student, item, and language was observed—
which supports our conclusions. ' o : S
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