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Series Editors’ Preface

The Oxford Key Concepts for the Language Classroom series is designed to
provide accessible information about research on topics that are important
to second language teachers. Each volume focuses on a particular area of
second/foreign-language learning and teaching, covering both background
research and classroom-based studies. The emphasis is on how knowing
about this research can guide teachers in their instructional planning,
pedagogical activities, and assessment of learners’ progress.

The idea for the series was inspired by the book How Languages are
Learned. Many colleagues have told us that they appreciate the way that
book can be used either as part of a university teacher education program
or in a professional development course for experienced teachers. They
have commented on the value of publications that show teachers and [uture
teachers how knowing about research on language learning and teaching
can help them think about their own teaching principles and practices.

This series is oriented to the educational needs and abilities of school-
aged children (5-18 years old) with distinct chapters focusing on research
that is specific to primary- and secondary-level learners. The volumes are
written for second language teachers, whether their students are minority
language speakers learning the majority language or students learning
a foreign language in a classroom far from the communities where the
language is spoken. Some of the volumes will be useful to ‘mainstream’
teachers who have second language learners among their students, but have
limited training in second/foreign language teaching. Some of the volumes
will also be primarily for teachers of English, whereas others will be of
interest to teachers of other languages as well.

The series includes volumes on topics that are key lor second language
teachers of school-age children and each volume is written by authors whose
research and teaching experience have focused on learners and teachers in
this age group. While much has been written about some of these topics,
most publications are either ‘how to’ methodology texts with no explicit
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link to research, or academic works that are designed for researchers and
postgraduate students who require a thorough scholarly treatment of the
research, rather than an overview and interpretation for classroom practice.
Instructors in programs for teachers often find that the methodology texts
lack the academic background appropriate for a university course and that
the scholarly works are too long, too difficult, or not sufficiently classroom
oriented for the needs of teachers and future teachers. The volumes in this
series are intended to bridge that gap.
The books are enriched by the inclusion of Spotlight Studies that represent
" important research and Classroom Snapshots that provide concrete examples
of teaching/learning events in the second language classroom. In addition,
through avariety of activities, readers will be able to integrate this information
with their own experiences of learning and teaching.



Introduction

This book centers on teachers’ use of language assessment to guide
students’ language proficiency development and academic achievement. It
takes a use-focused approach to assessment in order to engage teachers in
discussions about the positive benefits of assessment for guiding teaching
and learning; the conflicting roles of teachers in the use of assessments that
serve different purposes; and the practical challenges teachers experience
when designing, using, and evaluating specific assessments.

Through these discussions, 1 hope that the book will help teachers to
develop the competence and confidence required to make informed
judgments about their assessment practices and to justify their decision-
making processes. When we take this use-focused approach, teachers and
students become ‘major league players’ in assessment, and their experience
with and actual use of assessment in a particular context become key
evidence for judging the quality of assessment.

Assessment practices are more important than ever in today’s Kindergarten
to Grade 12 (K-12) classrooms given the unprecedented diversity of
students, in terms of their linguistic, socio-economic, and cultural
backgrounds. T'or these students, the instructional language is neither what
they hear and speak at home nor the language with which they [eel most
competent and comfortable. These school-aged learners must catch up to
‘a moving target’ (Coelho, 2003). They are expected to develop social and
academic language proficiency (o meet language demands in schoolwork,
while simultaneously learning academic content. Assessing their language
learning needs and providing the necessary support have become not just
second or foreign language teachers’, but every teacher’s responsibility. Most
teachers and language educators have some knowledge and experience
with educating language learners in classrooms. However, their assessment
competence is relatively less developed partly because little attention is
given to assessment issues and approaches concerning language learners in
professional development for pre- and in-service teachers.



2 Introduction

In some contexts, students learn a foreign language as part of curricular
requirements or because they seek admission to higher education programs.
Taken together, these students are referred to as language learners in this
book. Because education systems vary widely across countries, 1 will
consider children whose age ranges from 6-9 as young language learners.
Early adolescent language learners will refer to students whose age ranges
from 10-13, while adolescent language learners will refer to secondary
school students aged 14-18 (14-17 in the UK and certain other countries).

This book has five chapters. Chapter 1 lays the groundwork for the
readers by introducing language learners, identifying multiple roles that
teachers play in assessments that serve various purposes, and introducing
some key concepts of assessment. Subsequently, we look into the use of
assessment in the form of feedback in classrooms and survey other uses of
assessments in large-scale settings around the world.

Chapter 2 discusses the key features of academic language proficiency
that school-aged students are expected to develop and examines research
evidence to explore assessments of their language development in content-
based instruction.

In Chapter 3, we will take into account some of the principles for assessing
young language learners and discuss various assessment approaches
and issues associated with them according to the purpose and degree of
standardization of assessment.

In Chapter 4, we will continue to discuss assessment principles for
adolescent language learners based on an ecological assessment systems
framework.

Chapter 5 invites you to reflect on your views about the key issues
discussed in the book and provides a summary of the main points raised in
the earlier chapters.

Each chapter engages the reader through the use of Classroom Snapshots,
Activities, and Spotlight Studies. Classroom Snapshots take you through
authentic classroom situations and illustrate interactions between teachers
and students or between students and their peers, as they engage in
learning and assessment activities. Each chapter also contains a number
of Activities to facilitate your inquiry-based reflection and discussion
about specific issues arising from assessing language learners. Spotlight
Studies will further inform your critical reflection and discussion, offering
not only empirical evidence which will help answer questions but also an
introduction to the different inquiry approaches taken, to seek evidence in
particular assessment contexts.



Introduction 3

The book concludes with Suggestions for Further Reading, along with
brief annotations. This annotated list will introduce you to some excellent
sources that will help continue your professional development and learning
about language assessment. A Glossary at the end of the book provides brief
definitions of some terms with which some readers may be unfamiliar. The
terms included in the Glossary will appear in bold print the first time they
are used in the text.

Throughout the book, the terms ‘test and ‘assessment’ are used
interchangeably. In some cases, 1 use the term ‘assessment’ to refer to
general assessment practice, not to a specific method. Assessment tasks
refer to activities used in performance assessments. The test item refers
to an individual question used for a selected-response test. The contexts
of assessment which 1 consider in this book are ones in which English
is learned as well as other languages. Students learning any additional
language will be referred to as ‘language learners.” Students learning English
as a foreign (EFL) or a second language (ESL) will be referred to as English
language learners (ELLs).
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Preview

Language assessment is a purposeful activity that gathers information about
students’ language development. It is a means to a wide range of educational
ends and is fundamental to all educational pursuits. It is a practice that
involves multiple people in specific socio-cultural contexts. Assessment is
not a tool whose value is judged technically nor is it a panacea that can
solve all educational and social problems. It is an activity whose primary
purpose is pedagogical, that is, to help teachers plan instruction and guide
student learning. If assessment results are not used to inform instruction
and improve student learning, they are of little use. This disconnect between
assessment and instruction happens in some contexts where educational
reforms are driven by mass testing and where testing becomes the end in
itself. If assessment is purposefully used, it has effects on people and their
surroundings, even though not all effects will be positive, intended, or clear.

In this book, T take a use-focused approach to assessment based on my
beliel that the quality of assessment should be evaluated in terms of its
usefulness for students and teachers. Assessment is about and for students
and teachers, the main stakeholders in the assessment activities that are the
focus of this book. They should not be viewed as passive recipients of test
information, but key players in assessment development and evaluation.
Let us first examine some ol the characteristics of learners and teachers in
today’s classrooms belore delving into the various uses of assessment in and
outside of classrooms.

Language Learners in Today’s Classrooms

Today’s classrooms reflect shifts in demographics, culture, and languages as
a result of unprecedented rates of migration. Given the increasing linguistic
and cultural diversity of our students, many of whom are completing their
education in a second or third language, assessing language proficiency
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has become a pedagogical necessity for all teachers. Labels such as ESL
and EFL have become too simplistic to represent the diversity of language
learners’ backgrounds and learning opportunities. In many parts of the
world, children begin to learn additional languages at increasingly earlier
ages because of the perceived benefits of early language learning. As Leung
(2009) sees it:

... increasing numbers of young people in primary or elementary
schools around the world are learning a second/additional language

(L2 from now on) for a variety of economic, educational, political, and
social reasons. In a large number of countries young people are expected
to learn an L2 because a non-native (often ex-colonial) language such
as English or French has been adopted as an official language; Singapore
and India are obvious examples. For countries where international trade
is a vital economic activity, foreign language learning is regarded as

part of a basic curriculum. In addition there are countless international
schools located in different parts of the world which provide second/
foreign language medium education. This widespread learning and use
of L2 is accompanied by an increasing need to better understand and
define what counts as L2 proficiency for young language learners and
how to assess it in diverse circumstances. (p. 145)

In Canada, the USA, and many other developed countries, a large proportion
of students in urban schools are new immigrants and children living in
multi-generation immigrant families. Some may be raised in families
or communities in which languages other than English are primarily
spoken. These students’ prior exposure to L2 or L3 varies greatly, and
consequently they may show distinctly different language profiles. Others
may have had limited or inconsistent access to schooling and may have
migrated following a crisis in their home country. Some students may have
experienced traumatic difficulty and may not have support from parents
at home. Still others may be international or visa students who have paid
fees to attend schools; these students often live away from their parents.
Language learners also include Aboriginal students who speak indigenous
languages at home. They may mix languages extensively with seemingly
fluent conversational language proficiency, but often enter school with
limited literacy proficiency in the school’s language of instruction.
Regardless of whether they are domestic or foreign, a large number of
students in Kindergarten to Grade 12 schools are learning an additional
language or multiple languages. Various terms are used to refer to these
language learners, such as limited English proficiency (LEP), English
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as an additional language (EAL), or English language learner (ELL). In
some jurisdictions, the term English literacy development (ELD) is used
to refer to those who have limited or interrupted schooling, resulting in
underdeveloped literacy skills in their first language (L1).

Multiple Roles Teachers Play in Language Assessment

Effective teachers do not view assessment as an add-on to their teaching
responsibilities, but as an integral component of their teaching. Assessment
provides teachers with the information they need in order to understand
individual students’ unique qualities and areas that need improvement.
They use assessment information to design and refine instructional
activities and strengthen their professional bases to communicate about
their students with parents and colleagues in and outside ol school. They
understand that assessment is not a ‘one size fits all’ approach. As Clarke
(1998) says, assessment ‘manilests itself as a wealth of different strategies
and products’ (p. 5). Of course, competent teachers know how to use a
range of assessment methods including tests, portfolios, and observations
of students’ performance on language tasks.

Teachers’ involvement in assessment is not limited to their classrooms.
Increasingly, teachers are called upon to participate in school-wide
‘reculturing’ initiatives (aimed at changing school culture) through the
introduction of new assessment approaches, such as assessment for learning
and assessment as learning (Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Black &
Wiliam, 1998; Hargreaves, 1997). Such school ‘reculturing’ initiatives make
demands on teachers to draw upon their professional knowledge 1o make
curricular and programming decisions in their students’ interest.

On the other hand, when school reforms are based mainly on students’
academic outcomes (which are measured by mass testing), teachers in
urban schools with a high number of language learners are challenged
by their achievement gaps. Such mass testing-driven educational relorm
policies appear to overlook the [act that it takes time for language learners
to develop the language proficiency necessary for mastering curriculum
content. Inevitably, teachers often find themselves playing contradictory
roles, one in using assessment for learning and the other in dealing with
demands to evaluate learning outcomes summatively (Bailey, 1998; Rea-
Dickens, 2004). These conflicting roles and purposes of assessment place a
great burden on teachers. Classroom Snapshot 1.1 illustrates the challenge
faced by an ESL teacher.
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Classroom Snapshot 1.1
Consider the following questions while reading the Classroom Snapshot:

¢ What do you think of the assessment policy?

e What is Ms Smith’s dilemma?

¢ What is at stake in this assessment practice?

¢ If you were Ms Smith in this classroom, what would you do?

The following observation is based on classroom research that took place in
2003.

I met Issam (pseudonym), a Grade 3 Palestinian boy in an ESL program, at a
multicultural local school in the USA. Approximately 26 percent of the students
at this school were ELLs, 43 percent were African American, and 30 percent were
White American. The school was known to be an exemplary multicultural school
in which parent volunteers offered students first-language instruction in over 20
different languages. Since the implementation of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
Act of 2001, the school has had to participate in two state-mandated tests: ISAT
(International Student Admissions Test) for all third graders and IMAGE (lllinois
Measure of Annual Growth in English) for eligible ELLs. Both tests were scheduled
in the first week of April. Issam looked lost during test preparation. Clearly he
could not follow his teacher’s instructions. He could not read questions on the
practice test. He looked sad and frustrated. He often looked around to see what
other kids were doing, but mostly stared at the test paper on the desk.

l interviewed his teacher, Ms Mary Smith (pseudonym) after class.

Eunice: What about the boy, Mary? | mean, during the class today, he couldn’t
read the questions. Does he have to take the test even though he can'’t
read English?

Ms Smith: Well, it’s Issam. He's originally from Palestine. He was in fact here
in kindergarten and went back to his home country. But he wasn’t
in school because soldiers wouldn't allow teachers to teach kids.

So he came back this year, and he is technically eligible to take the
test (based on the testing policy that considers only the duration
of residence). | feel sorry for him. We will have to make special
accommodations, like he will get additional time.

Eunice: Can’t we exempt him from the test?

Ms Smith:We can't. He has to take it because he has been here more than six
months. | heard some teachers saying that some kids were in tears
during test preparation classes. It’s just so hard. A lot of these kids take
education so seriously. When they can’t do well, they take it personally.
| tell them, it's OK and it doesn't have anything to do with you.

(Jang, 2004) &
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Despite Ms Smith’s extensive teaching experience, the new testing policy
made her feel as though she was unable to act as an advocate for her own
students. Many teachers can relate to her in that they fear they have little
control over external government-mandated tests. Situations like this one
can be even more challenging for new, less experienced teachers.

Classroom Snapshot 1.1 illustrates the tensions arising from assessments
that are being used for multiple conflicting purposes. For example, teachers
and school administrators are expected to employ externally mandated
tests with their students and use test data to monitor and evaluate the
effectiveness of language programs, and to determine how to allocate
resources (O’Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996). On the other hand, teachers
use classroom-based formative assessment to offer assistance and provide
multiple opportunities for students to demonstrate their proficiency. This
role as a facilitator is at odds with a teacher’s role as a test administrator
in external testing (Haertel, 1999; Rea-Dickens, 2004). When teachers
experience such tension along with changes in national assessment policies,
they feel confused and resistant to changing their practice, even if they
receive substantial training (Cheng, Watanabe, & Curtis, 2004).

Unfortunately, many teachers enter the teaching profession without
sufficient formal training in student assessment (Stiggins, 1995).
Furthermore, there are not many high-quality language assessment tools
available for classroom use. Nor are there clear guidelines for judging the
‘goodness’ or appropriateness of assessments for the students they teach.
In-service professional development in assessment is not often accessible
to all teachers. As a result, some teachers repeat the same testing methods
they experienced as learners many years previously. Teachers also have to
deal with culturally different experiences and expectations of assessment
that language learners bring with them to the classroom.

Activity 1.1 includes some statements that describe general perceptions
about language assessment that pre- and in-service teachers may have. As
you read further in this book, 1 encourage you to return to these statements
and consider whether your initial opinions have changed. You can also use
the questionnaire to engage your students and colleagues in discussions
about assessment in your classroom and school.
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ystatéments in C ,,,‘pter 5  - : o
_Sb= Strongly stagree, D= Disagree, A Agree, SA Strongly Agree, ‘
' ,:,UN Uncertam/Unfammar -

Statement

Your response

1 Students develop language skills at a fairly even rate SD| D | A SA|UN|
among oral, reading, and writing skills.

2 Students’ oral fluency is a good indicator of their
academic language proficiency.

3 Students are not capable of assessing their own ability.

4 Teachers’ assessments are too subjective.

5 Students should know how their marks compare with
their peers.

| 6 Frequent testing is an effective way to motivate students
to study harder.

7 Students care only about marks. They rarely pay attention
to feedback.

8 Formative and summative assessments are different types
of tests, so they should not be mixed.

9 Standards-based assessment allows teachers to assess
students’ academic achievement relative to curricular
goals.

= 10 Introducing a new test is an effective way to leverage
- curriculum change.

111 Most teachers know how to assess students’ language
proficiency in other subject-matter classes.

112 Providing accommodations for some students is unfair to
other students.

13 Teachers should treat all students equally by using the
- same assessment methods for everyone.

14 Reliability in assessment is the most important factor for
high-quality language assessment.

. 115 Atestis valid as long as it measures what it was intended
to measure.

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press
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Purposes of Language Assessment

Assessment serves various educational purposes in schools and society at
large. Its use has consequences, favorable or unfavorable, like a double-
edged sword. Use takes place in real contexts involving multiple people,
and it is influenced by contextual factors.

Thus, original purposes intended by assessment makers should not be the
absolute rationale for justifying all actual uses. Before we further explore
this relationship between the purpose and use of assessment, let us reflect
on assessment practices that take place in your classroom and school in

Activity 1.2.

‘”‘"‘”Actlwty 1.2

features In'some

e Cases, y

ne purpo

ses will be obvious or overt whi

11

ick three frequently. used assessments that you administer in your classrooms
_rand school. Use the table below to categorize them according toa few key
ou may find multiple purposes associated with a single

e others may be covert

assessment7

background?

assessment?

1 What is the context of the

Who are you assessing? What S
their linguistic and cultural

Assessment 1 | Assessment 2 | Assessment 3

What is the primary (and
secondary, if any) purpose of the

assessment7

the intended

Do your students know the
assessment’s purpose?

How do you use the

Isits actual use congruent with

purpose?

whom?

How do you communicate the
assessment results and with

assessment?

Are you aware of any (potential)
conflict arising from the

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press
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Among the assessments you identified above, do you have any example
of assessments used for formative and/or summative purposes? Scriven
(1967) conceptualized formative and summative assessment in his work
in the field of program evaluation, which Bloom (1969) then applied to
education. In general, formative assessment is used to provide feedback at
various stages of the learning process while summative assessment is used
to evaluate what the learner has achieved at a particular instructional time
(typically at the end of the school year). Many language teachers use a
variety of different tasks for a formative purpose to provide ongoing support
for student learning (Black & Wiliam, 1998). Teachers are also expected to
provide summative judgments about what students have attained over a
specific instructional term.

You may notice that despite the popularity of the terms ‘formative’
and ‘summative’ assessments, they are not clearly distinguishable in
classroom contexts. Summative assessment at the end of an instructional
term may actually be used for determining learning goals for the next
term and for planning instruction to help students to meet those goals.
Therefore, distinguishing formative from summative assessment based
on the instructional cycle and frequency of assessment is not useful for
many teachers (Bennett, 2011). Nonetheless, any assessment in classroom
contexts should provide information about what learners can and cannot
do and inform educators about how to support their future learning.

Do you have any examples of assessments used for placing students
into language programs or courses? Language placement tests are fairly
widely used in higher education as a tool to assist educators in placing
language learners into courses appropriate for their current proficiency
levels. Placement tests are also popular in private language programs in
EFL contexts. Because the purpose of placement tests is to determine which
program or course is appropriate for students, it is imperative that the tests
be well aligned with program goals and course materials.

Some institutions and programs prefer standardized language placement
tests to locally developed placement measures. Such tests assess students’
general language proficiency and may not be directly aligned with language
courses. General language proficiency tests are mainly intended to assess
students’ overall language ability (based on a unitary view of language ability,
which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2). Such tests are taken by
students who seek admission either to domestic educational programs (for
example, foreign language high schools in South Korea) or to study abroad.
On the other hand, there are many placement tests developed specifically
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for local programs. In using tests for placement purposes, teachers are
acknowledging the importance of gathering diagnostic information about
students’ language learning needs to guide subsequent instructional
activities. In such instances, teachers may not provide numerical marks to
students. Rather, they may arrange conferences with them to discuss their
learning needs.

Teachers may be more familiar with achievement tests than with
proficiency tests. Achievement tests are more directly related to a specific
learning context where achievement goals are established (for example,
how much learners have achieved within a specific curriculum). For
example, language learners’ academic achievement has become a concern
for educators and policy makers. As a result, there is pressure to use
standards-based assessments to track the academic progress of all students,
regardless of their backgrounds, with reference to common benchmarks of
achievement. We will review such standards-based assessment practices in
more detail later in this chapter.

Are any of the assessments you looked at in Activity 1.2 used to provide
diagnostic information about language knowledge and skills that students
have or have not mastered? The purpose of diagnostic assessment in
classrooms should not be to simply determine deficiencies in students’
language ability, but to gather information about both the strengths and
areas needing improvement in specific components of language ability, in
order to tailor instruction to their learning needs while capitalizing on their
strengths. Diagnostic information from assessment is not only informative
to teachers, but can also be used to help students modify their learning
strategies. Some teachers avoid the term ‘diagnosis’ as it is charged with a
medical connotation. Nevertheless, teachers need diagnostic assessment
competence (the ability to diagnose individual students’ strengths and
areas needing improvement) (Edelenbos & Kubanek-German, 2004),
and then plan for remedial actions for students. This competence is key
to promoting the professionalization of teaching. Teachers’ diagnostic
assessment competence requires that teachers possess a deep understanding
of pathways to language development, and this is the focus of Chapter 2.

Any language test has the potential for providing diagnostic information
either at the macro or micro level (Bachman, 1990), and many existing
proficiency and achievement tests have been used for this purpose.
However there has not been much attention given to diagnostic assessment
in the fields of language testing and assessment (Alderson, Clapham,
& Wall, 1995). Diagnostic language assessment requires a profound
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understanding of pathways to language development. As an example of
diagnostic assessment, dynamic assessment (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004)
aims to address the gap between students’ current ability and their future
development. Teacher mediation is an integral component of dynamic
assessment; through oral interactions, teachers can help students to develop
proximal abilities (see Vygotsky, 1986).

Did you identify a language-dominance test as one of your examples
while doing Activity 1.2? A language-dominance test is used to assess and
compare bilingual children’s language proficiency in both of their languages
to determine whether they are equally proficient or whether proficiency in
one of the languages is greater than in the other. The profile of language
dominance and proficiency designed by Ortiz & Garcia (1989) can be a
useful way to gather information about children’s language background.

Before delving into various uses of assessment and their effects, I would
like to introduce some key concepts underlying language assessment
practices which will guide us throughout the book. Note that these concepts
will reappear throughout the book and we will have the opportunity to
learn more about them in specific assessment contexts.

Preparing the Way for Our Journey to
Language Assessment

We often say and hear, ‘this is a valid test,” ‘that test is not reliable, or ‘the
test was so unfair!” These statements reflect the common misconception
that test validity, reliability, and fairness are test properties. In fact, a test
used to be viewed as valid for anything as long as the test correlates with
it (Guilford, 1946). Later on, a test was viewed as valid if it measured what
it is supposed to measure (as determined by the test maker). While the
former definition reflects the view of validity as a test property, the latter
highlights the test’s congruence with theories used in its development.

* Does the test measure what it is intended to measure? (construct validity)

e How well does the test content represent the target knowledge that
students learn in classrooms? (content validity)

» Does the test appear to measure what it is supposed to measure? (face
validity)

e How well do the test scores correlate with well-established criterion tests
that measure the same or similar constructs? (criterion validity)

e How well do the test scores predict students’ future success? (predictive
validity)
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e What are the positive and negative consequences of the test use?
(consequential validity)

e Are students’ responses internally consistent? (reliability)

* How much variation in student responses is due to measurement error?
(reliability)

* Do test items include any potential bias against certain subgroups? (test
bias)

e How fairly is the test used for all students regardless of their background?
(fairness)

These questions exemplify how the concept of validity has been expanded
to embrace the social, political, and ethical functions of testing (Cronbach,
1988). Although understanding each aspect of validity (face, criterion,
content, construct validity) is useful, it is best to understand validity
holistically because its core idea is rather simple: it addresses the extent
to which how we interpret and use test information is justifiable. Likewise,
fairness addresses how the test results are used. Reliability is concerned
with how consistently students perform on the test and how consistently
their performance is judged.

Another common leature ol these key concepts is that they are relative
terms. They should be judged in terms ol their degrees, and all or nothing
evaluations arc inappropriate because a test functions differently across
different contexts in which it is used. Thus, it is misleading to state:
‘This test is not valid’ without qualifying why the test was used, lor what
purpose, and in what particular context it was used. The same test, well
suited for a certain group of learners, may produce inconsistent test results
when used with a different group of learners. When the test is misused
for an unexpected or unintended purpose, its validity and fairness become
questionable.

As ['stated at the beginning of this chapter, we need to evaluate assessment
practices based on the extent to which they are used appropriately,
meaningfully, and ethically in a specific context (Bachman & Palmer,
2010). Researchers are increasingly acknowledging the need for a greater
emphasis on a use-focused approach to assessment. For example, Fulcher
& Davidson (2010) argue that ‘tests have outcomes and impact on the
world and it should be these test effects that drive the final decisions about
crafting particular items and tasks’ (p. 50). This use-focused assessment
perspective helps us understand that the quality of an assessment instrument
is insufficient for understanding the etfect ol its use, that is, how useful it
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is for achieving its intended goals and having a positive influence on both
students and teachers. Bachman (2005) reminds us that:

assessment qualities such as validity, usefulness, and fairness do not
exist in the abstract; they pertain to specific assessments, indeed, to the
way we interpret and use the test performance of each individual or
group of test takers. Similarly, in any assessment, the intended uses and
potential consequences of this use are essentially specific, local concerns
that need to be addressed regarding the stakeholders in that specific
assessment—the various individuals who will be affected in one way or
another by the assessment and by the way we use it. We need to be able
to justify the interpretations and uses we make of any assessment so that
we can be accountable to the stakeholders. (p. 31)

No doubt you have come across the terms ‘validity’ ‘reliability’, ‘fairness’ in
the past and have some understanding of what they mean. We are going to
build upon this knowledge and by the end of this chapter, you will know
more about basic principles of assessment for language learners and how
they can be used to evaluate the students you are teaching. As you read
the chapter and learn about these issues think about how these topics are
relevant to you in your teaching context.

Using Assessment in Classrooms

In classrooms, teachers lead or participate in various assessment activities
(both teacher-made and externally mandated). Through such activities, they
constantly make interpretations about their students’ level of achievement
and language proficiency and use information from assessment to guide
teaching and learning. Knowing how to use assessment results is as
important as knowing how to interpret those results in evaluating the
quality of assessment (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Bennett, 2011). There is
an increasing need for careful examination of how assessment results are
used to improve teaching and learning (Nichols, Meyer, & Burling, 2009).
This classroom use of assessment emphasizes its formative use, enabling
teachers to improve their teaching and support students’ language learning
process.

Teachers increasingly recognize an on-going feedback loop as key to
integrating assessment with teaching. Teachers can use this feedback loop
to signal a gap in performance between students’ current and desired levels
of proficiency. Helping students identify this gap can motivate them to make
more focused efforts to reaching their learning goals (Hattie & Timperley,
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2007). As a result, students understand where they are in relation to their
learning goals and are motivated to stay focused on tasks.

Teachers can employ different strategies for providing feedback to students.
For example, when low-ability learners are engaged with cognitively
complex language tasks, they may become overwhelmed. In such cases,
teachers should use scaffolding strategies to provide mediated feedback
to these learners. For example, teachers’ scaffolding strategies can include
breaking down a complex task into multiple steps, questioning learners to
reorient their attention when they face difficulty, or demonstrating how to
accomplish a task by modeling problem-solving procedures. Feedback from
assessment encourages teachers and students to think of questions such as:

e What are my goals?

¢ How have I made progress toward my goals?

e What action should I take to make better progress? (Hattie & Timperley,
2007)

These questions can guide the instructional and learning processes by

linking where learners are, where they are going, and how they can get there.

Teachers can incorporate these questions into various types ol feedback

in order to facilitate students’ critical reflections on own learning. Read

Classroom Snapshot 1.2, in which a teacher gives students oral feedback

during instruction or through student—teacher conferences.

Classroom Snapshot 1.2

The following transcript comes from a Grade 4 ESL classroom in the USA.
Students in the class work in groups. Ms Deborah, an ESL teacher, sits with a
group of students, showing the covers of three different versions of the book,
Frankenstein. As you read the transcript, keep the following questions in mind:

¢ Do you think that the teacher assesses her students’ comprehension in this
interaction?

¢ What do you think of her questions?

¢ How does she respond to her students’ answers?

Ms Deborah: Why doesn't he want his family to know what he is doing?
[The teacher waits.]

Ms Deborah: Why does he want to keep it secret?

Student: Because they will say, don't do it.

Student: Because he is going to be grounded.

Ms Deborah: He is a grown man. He's not going to get grounded. He's not
a student. Why? Think of two reasons why he doesn't want his
family to know it.
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Student: Because this is nasty.

Ms Deborah: Is he proud of it?

Students: No. He doesn't want them to worry about this. Everyone will want
to know it.

Ms Deborah: And what else?
[The teacher waits.]

Student: He wants to surprise the world.

Ms Deborah: Right, surprise the world. He does it in seclusion. What does that
mean?

[pause]

Ms Deborah: Why do you think that he lives by himself? Have you ever heard of
secluded?

[pause]

Student: Excluded.

Ms Deborah: All right, ‘secluded’ means live by myself away from others. He did
it in a place where nobody would know what's going on.
(Jang, 2004) #&

In this snapshot, the teacher uses questioning as a main instructional and
assessment method. Teacher questioning is an essential part of instructional
and assessment practice (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2003).
Teacher questioning facilitates effective classroom discussions and is used
to gather evidence of learning; it can also serve as an instructional cue to
get students engaged in learning. When it is used in language learning
classrooms, questioning helps students understand reading purposes,
develop thinking skills, and monitor their own comprehension processes
(Meltzer & Hamann, 2005).

The transcript in Classroom Snapshot 1.2 shows two key issues that are
critical in evaluating the quality of teacher questioning: question type and
wait time. Ms Deborah avoids simple, closed questions that assess students’
recall because they fail to elicit students’ deep thinking. Such questions
raise the level of anxiety among students because they tend to assess factual
knowledge where there are correct or incorrect answers. As a result, the
teachers’ feedback tends to be evaluative rather than descriptive. It is not
an easy task for teachers to correct errors when a child puts his or her
hand up enthusiastically and gives incorrect answers repeatedly. But Ms
Deborah asks questions that assess students’ critical reasoning, creativity,
and application; she does not comment on students’ responses using
evaluative feedback such as ‘good,” or ‘excellent.’ Instead, she engages her
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students through questioning that can potentially facilitate their deep,
critical reasoning skills. She makes sure to assess their basic comprehension
of the text through homework.

The second important aspect to note about Ms Deborah’s instruction is
her use of wait time (Black et al., 2003; Rowe, 1974). Wait time is the pause
between questioning and student response. Rowe reported that teachers’
average wait time was only 0.9 seconds, and that a wait time of less than
one second hindered students’ participation because it tended to elicit
short, recall responses. Research shows that increasing wait time from less
than one second up to seven seconds after asking higher-order questions
results in longer student responses, student-initiated questioning, increased
responses from at-risk students, and increased achievement (Rowe,
1974). As shown in the transcript, Ms Deborah uses wait time between
her questioning and student responses. Along with questions that require
higher-order thinking skills, her wait time is an excellent instructional and
assessment strategy for students with language learning needs.

Inaddition to oral feedback, teachers spend a considerable amount of time
providing written feedback on students’ essays, presentations, or role-plays.
Consider the endless hours ol work teachers put into preparing report cards
at the end of each instructional term! Teachers often wonder why their
students repeat the same errors that they have previously corrected orally
and in written form. They question if their students ever pay attention to
their detailed comments. Some teachers are uncertain why a particular type
of feedback works for one student but not for another.

This variability in the effects of feedback has given rise o research
on various conditions that help or hinder the utilization of assessment
information by teachers and learners. Research suggests that feedback is
not fixed, but is subject to learners’ interpretations and attitudes. It further
suggests that the ellects of feedback depend on differences in the types
of tasks used and individual characteristics (Shute, 2008). The conscnsus
from research is that when teachers provide summative scores relative to
peers without giving descriptive [eedback, it impedes learning.

Barringer & Gholson’s review of feedback research (1979) examined the
effects of the types of feedback and the combinations of dillerent types
of feedback on concept formation and concept identification. The most
common combinations of feedback studied include feedback that follows:

1 both correct and incorrect responses (right/wrong)

2 only correct responses (right—blank) and
3 only incorrect responses (wrong—blank).
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These combinations were presented in four different types of feedback:
verbal feedback; symbolic feedback involving tones or light flashes; tangible
objects involving tokens, candy, or money; and combined types of feedback.

The researchers conclude that verbal and symbolic feedback is more
effective than tangible feedback because it is possible to redirect children’s
attention to relevant cues in learning materials. Giving only positive
feedback is less facilitative than providing only negative feedback. This
finding is due to the fact that the former does not provide the child with an
opportunity to confirm or disconfirm his or her own hypothesis for solving
a problem. Students tend to show greater interest in knowing what needs to
be improved. Further, tangible feedback presented only to correct responses
resulted in the poorest performance because it tended to distract the child’s
attention from the learning materials. The results were fairly consistent
with both adults and young learners. Although the results are inconclusive
because of other factors (such as individual learner differences), the review
supports the claim that feedback can have facilitative or detrimental effects
on students’ learning.

Research on teacher responses to students’ writing shows that teacher
feedback can be distinguished in terms of whether an error is explicitly
identified alongside its corrected form (direct or corrective feedback)
or if errors are identified, but without the provision of the correct form
(indirect or facilitative feedback). Indirect forms of feedback may be further
categorized depending on whether the teacher uses a set of linguistic error
codes. Classroom Snapshot 1.3 illustrates the use of indirect feedback type.

Classroom Snapshot 1.3

The following excerpts show a student writer’s first draft and revision made
based on the teacher’s written comments on the first draft in a second language
writing classroom. Read the excerpts, keeping in mind how the teacher’s
feedback affects revision in student writing. Ask yourself the following questions:

e What kind of feedback does the teacher give to the student writer?
¢ Do you think the student understood the teacher’s feedback?
¢ |s the teacher’s feedback effective?

Student’s first draft: But is was unbelievable that when | visited New York City...
Teacher comment: INC SEN (But is was unbelievable that when | visited New
York City...)
Studentrevision: It was unbelievable that when | visited New York City...
(Ferris, 2003, p. 27) &
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In this snapshot, the teacher usesa code, INC SEN,” which means ‘incomplete
sentence’ to give feedback to the student writer. Ferris (2003) notes that if a
teacher’s feedback is too cryptic or too indirect in question form without a
clear suggestion for revision (for example, ‘Tense?’ ‘Agreement?’), it fails to
lead to the desired result. In this example, the student writer removed the
‘but’ and changed ‘is’ to ‘It.” It is possible that the student did not understand
what INC SEN’ meant, or understood the teacher’s feedback, but could not
correct the sentence fragment error.

Errors are not the only source of teachers’ feedback. Evaluative feedback
tends to rely on qualifiers, such as ‘good, ‘nice job, or ‘excellent, while tangible
feedback (such as gold star stickers or smiley faces), commonly found in
kindergarten and elementary school classrooms, is also evaluative. Descriptive
feedback differs from evaluative feedbackin that it provides detailed comments
about the learner’s strengths and areas needing improvement. Descriptive
feedback may [ocus on either procedures or cognitive processes. Procedural
feedback focuses on procedural mistakes specifically related to performance
on assessment tasks whereas cognitive leedback focuses on misconceptions
and cognitive strategies, which are important for understanding the extent to
which students mastered target skills.

We have discussed dillerent types of feedback that teachers use to give
information to learners and guide their learning. Remember that you are
not limited to using a single type of feedback to your learners, but that
various feedback types may be used in combination. However, it is vital that
you use the type of feedback that will most benefit individual students in
meeting their language learning goals. Table 1.1 provides a summary of the
different types of feedback that we have discussed.

Type of Feedback

Description

Examples

Descriptive Feedback

Detailed information that
addresses qualities and informs
future learning goals; involves
the teacher and learner.

Your introduction is clearly
stated and engages the reader.
Provide another supporting
detail from the text.

Evaluative Feedback

Non-descriptive; overall
judgments on the quality of
work.

Well-done; nice job; great effort.

Tangible Feedback

Objects used as rewards to
recognize quality of work.

Gold stars; stickers; happy faces;
candy; money

Verbal Feedback

Feedback that is provided orally
to the student.

“You are correct)
‘Your answer is incorrect!

Symbolic Feedback

A symbol is used to indicate if a
response is correct/incorrect.

Sounds/tones; light flashes;
music
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Type of Feedback Description Examples

Procedural Feedback | Addresses procedural You need to enunciate your
mistakes specifically related to | words more clearly.
performance on assessment Try to include key words on
tasks to address how to do your slides to help the audience
something. during your presentation.

Cognitive Feedback Targets students’knowledge You have great ideas in this
and cognitive strategy use paragraph, but you need to
by identifying their strengths provide examples to clarify
and identifying gaps in their them.
knowledge.
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Table 1.1 Different types of feedback

Teachers often ask what makes feedback more or less specific and how
specific is specific enough. Research shows that specific, elaborated feedback
is more effective than general, evaluative [eedback. When assessment takes
place in the K12 curriculum context, teachers’ feedback needs to be aligned
with the level of specificity in the learning objectives. Also, it is important
to keep in mind the learner’s level of cognitive maturity. Although more
detailed feedback is desirable, if it is too fine-grained, it can be too complex
for young or low-achieving learners. For example, young children may have
difficulty understanding overly detailed feedback on abstract processing
skills whereas older learners may appreciate detailed diagnostic feedback
on specific skills that they need to improve.

As discussed earlier, feedback becomes more effective when it provides
information about discrepancies between the learner’s current level of
performance and a desired goal that is specific, challenging, yet attainable.
For feedback to be helpful, performance tasks should not demand overly
complex cognitive processing. When such complex tasks are necessary,
teacher scaffolding is a useful way of providing immediate [eedback to
support the learner.

But teachers also need feedback. Reflective teachers seck feedback from
students during or after instruction in order to improve their teaching. For
example, primary school teachers use techniques such as ‘Trallic lights’
or ‘Thumbs up, thumbs down.” Before the lesson starts, each individual
child is given three colored cups or cards. Each color indicates his or her
level of understanding: red is for ‘I don’t understand and I really need some
help’; yellow is for Tm not sure and I could use some help’; and green is
for ‘1 understand and please proceed.’” At key lesson points, the teacher
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asks students to show her a traffic light indication of the level of their
understanding. Similarly, the teacher can ask children to give a thumbs up,
thumbs down, or a sideways thumb to get feedback during the lesson. This
instructional technique is often introduced through teacher professional
development workshops.

For older students, the teacher may use technological devices like clickers,
instant classroom response systems increasingly used in classrooms and
campuses, to gauge their level of understanding during the class period
and provide prompt feedback to students’ questions. Anonymity helps
the teacher to encourage students to provide input without fear of taking
the public risk of being incorrect. Considering peer pressure among
adolescents, using clickers in complete anonymity during instructional
time may help them to actively give and receive feedback about their level
of understanding.

In the following section, 1 survey various uses of language assessment
across dilferent contexts. As you learn about these uses, think of your own
teaching context. Which approach has had a widespread impact in your
school, community, or country? Are there any aspects of these assessments
that you can draw from and use in your own practice?

Standards-Based Language Assessment

The most notable trend in language assessment for school-aged students
is a standards-based approach to assessing students’ progress in language
and content areas related to curricular expectations. Standards are a set
of benchmarks of curricular goals specified for students to achieve. In
general, there are two components in standards: content standards which
articulate what students should know in a particular subject domain and
performance standards which describe how well students should be doing.
These standards, working in tandem, are used to specify the knowledge and
skills that students are expected to achieve and a range of prohciency levels
each of which is elaborated by exemplars.

In standards-based assessment, teachers evaluate students’ performance
on tasks against a set of standards that include distinguishable descriptors
of student performance, indicating a range of proficiency levels. These
proficiency-level descriptors (PLDs) are widely used in writing rubrics or
teacher observation checklists. In the classroom, teachers frequently use
the PLDs to evaluate students’ essays, role-plays, or oral presentations.
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Teachers’ use of standards-based language assessment has become a policy-
supported practice in many parts of the world, including Australia, Canada,
New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States (Llosa, 2011).
Furthermore, there has been a demonstrated need for these standards to
be more specific to the characteristics of language learning (McKay, 2000).
It is important that classroom teachers use language standards based on
materials that recognize language learners’ unique and positive learning
paths. If the standards are developed based on learning trajectories of native
language speakers only, assessment based on such standards will contribute
to a deficit view of language learners (Neugebauer, 2008). Teachers may
use standards developed specifically for language learners, such as the ESL
Standards for Pre-K—12 students (TESOL, 1997) in order to assess students’
language proficiency in content classrooms, as shown in Classroom
Snapshot 1.4.

Classroom Snapshot 1.4

The following excerpt exemplifies the first step that a teacher takes to determine
a student’s English language learning proficiency and needs in a social studies
classroom in the USA. As you read the vignette, reflect on the following
questions:

¢ Do you agree with the teacher’s assessment of Ling’s English language
proficiency? Why or why not?

* What do you think about the use of external standards to assess students’
English language proficiency in content-area classrooms?

¢ How might English language learning demands vary depending on the
subject area?

Ms Sampson, a social studies teacher in a Grade 10 classroom, uses social

studies content and the ESL Standards for Pre-K-12 students to determine the
English language needs of a newcomer, Ling Fong, aged 15. She has received
information about Ling’s English reading, writing, listening, and speaking from
her school’s administration of the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey. She

now wants to determine Ling’s language proficiency in her classroom using the
rubrics drawn from the ESL Standards for Pre-K-12 Students. For three weeks Ms
Sampson has been observing Ling interacting with his peers and participating in
classroom routines and activities. Today, Ling is having a discussion with his peer,
Max, about an upcoming presidential election.

Max: So, how do you say your name?
Ling Fong: You say, Lee-am Fong.
Max: Oh, cool name. Are you from China?

Ling Fong: No, | am Taiwanese.
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Max: How did you get here? Boat?

Ling Fong: No, too far. | took a plane with my dad. He's a doctor here.

Max: Can you think of some words related to politics? How about
congress, um ... election, senator? What is the guy called who is in
charge of the state? He is like Schwarzenegger?

Ling Fong: Yeah, um ... Because of the terminator...See, how to say...

Max: Oh yeah, governor! What about a question?

Ling Fong: How to say about the politics?

Ling Fong also produced the following written paragraph based on the activity.
At four years, the president becomes anew. America has one presidential this
year. Not again for four years. Taiwan is same. Our presidential is the same.

(Case & Obenchain, 2006, p. 43) &=

In this Classroom Snapshot and many other activities, Ms Sampson assesses
Ling’s English language needs, using the social studies content and ESL
Standards for Pre-K—12 students (see Table 1.2 below). She determines that
Ling is at the intermediate proficiency level because he fits the intermediate
category, in which students depend heavily on their background knowledge
of the theme or concepts in the text; they may present multiple errors
though they can produce complex texts orally or in writing; and while they
may be proficient with conversational language in daily situations they
struggle with longer utterances.

Level of proficiency | Language skill

Reading and writing Listening and speaking

Beginning

Intermediate

Reliance on pictures for
meaning, can generate simple
texts, may use invented
spellings, syntax may borrow
heavily from the native
tanguage.

Proficiency varies but depends
heavily on the student’s
background knowledge of or
experience with the theme or
concepts in the text. Although
students can possibly write
complex texts, their work
contains many errors.

May respond with single-word
utterances or not at all. Simple
phrases emerge as proficiency
increases.

Students’speaking still

contains several grammatical
errors. They may have to hear
something several times before
understanding. They can use
language in daily situations, but
struggle with longer utterances.
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Level of proficiency | Language skill
Reading and writing Listening and speaking
Advanced Students can read and produce | Students can easily converse on
texts written for academic personal topics, but they will
or social purposes, but will struggle to use and understand
struggle with texts that are idioms and various figures of
abstract. Comprehension speech. It is difficult for them to
problems occur occasionally. express their understanding of
abstract concepts.

Table 1.2 Summary of language proﬁ'ciency levels (Case & Obenchain, 2006, p. 43)

Most standards-based assessment approaches are packaged with a set of
standardized tests for teachers, and some are offered as a reference for
teachers to use along with their own assessment in classrooms. Some are
used to support teachers’ classroom assessment, while others are used for
high-stakes purposes. Because standards-based assessments tend to put
more emphasis on teachers’ judgments for assessing students’ performance
on tasks, the transparency of standards and consistency in using them are
crucial for ensuring that information from standards-based assessment
represents what students know and can do. Teacher moderation activities
can be used to help teachers build a consensus on how to interpret and use
standards.

NLLIA ESL Bandscales from Australia

In Australia, several standards-based frameworks, including the ESL
Framework of Stages (McKay & Scarino, 1991), have been used by teachers.
The primary purpose of the ESL Framework of Stages is to provide teachers
with a planning tool for tracking ELLs’ language development within the
mainstream curriculum (McKay, 2000). The framework provides goals,
objectives, and activities for students across three broad age groups. The
goals include: communication, learning-how-to-learn, knowledge, and
sociocultural goals. Teachers can use the framework as a reference document
to identify students within stages of language learning (from beginner to
advanced), but not for formal assessment or accountability purposes.
Experience with different frameworks eventually led to the development
and use of the National Languages and Literacy Institute of Australia
(NLLIA) ESL Bandscales (McKay, Hudson, & Sapuppo, 1994). The NLLIA
ESL Bandscales provide information to teachers with the aim of developing
their professional understanding of ELLs’ language-learning development.
Language-learning pathways are offered for students in junior primary,
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middle/upper primary,and secondary levels. Students’language development
is further specified within seven or eight levels (for the secondary school-
aged students) and across reading, speaking, listening, and writing skills.
Like its predecessor (ESL Framework of Stages), the Bandscales are not
intended to serve accountability purposes—instead they are used to help
teachers understand the needs of ELL students within mainstream contexts.

Steps to English Proficiency in Canada

In Ontario, Canada, a new ELL assessment framework, Steps to English
Proficiency (STEP), was developed for all classroom teachers in K-12
to assess, track, and support ELLs’ language-proficiency development.
Developed in collaboration with ESL content experts and teachers, the
Ontario Ministry of Education initiated a policy to improve educational
outcomes for ELL students. It was prompted by the concern that there
was no consistent mode of assessing and tracking ELLs developmental
trajectories in schools. The STEP development team reviewed existing
language-assessment continua (often referred to as benchmarks, standards,
profiles, or stages of development) and concluded that they were inadequate
for assessing ELLs” English-language proficiency in K=12 Ontario schools.
The conclusion was bascd on the team’s consideration of the school contexts
in which Ontario ELL students represent diverse language groups speaking
more than 100 different languages, including several Aboriginal languages
and varieties of English (for example, Jamaican Creole). Together, Ontario
ELL students represent more than 20 percent ol the student populations
in school settings. While the STEP development team appreciated other
consortias English language proficiency standards aligned with the
curriculum in other subjects, they decided not to develop a large-scale
standardized test because of its lack ol congruence with assessment practices
in Ontario schools, especially for younger students.

STEP includes three sets of descriptor-based developmental continua

oral communication, reading, and writing—for each of four different grade
clusters. Each continuum includes six proficiency STEPs, characterized
and differentiated [rom each other using a set ol descriptors of observable
language behaviors (OLB) specific to Ontario curriculum expectations and
different age groups across grades. The OLB describes unique language
behaviors that teachers can observe and evaluate in real classroom
learning contexts.

A number of research activities took place between 2008 and 2011 to
examine the validity of STEP. The first field research (Cummins, Jang, Stille,



28 Uses of Language Assessment

Wagner, Clark, & Trahey, 2009) sought input from teachers who had the
opportunity to use STEP in assessing their students. The study reported
that teachers’ knowledge of students’ English-language development
was augmented through the use of STEP, and the framework served
both pedagogical and professional learning purposes. Although teachers
appreciated that STEP provided them with a common language to use with
other teachers, administrators, and parents, they were also concerned about
increases to their workload (Cummins et al., 2009). In addition, teachers
revealed that while the descriptors were interpretable and relevant to their
tasks there were also inconsistencies in the continua. Teachers identified
difficulties distinguishing between some STEPs, as well as some fairness
issues (for example, inclusion of pronunciation in the descriptors). The
need to revise descriptors served as the impetus for the subsequent phase
of the STEP field research. Spotlight Study 1.1 illustrates how STEP can be
used to describe an individual ELL student’s language development and
learning.

Spotlight Study 1.1

Jang, Cummins, Wagner, Stille, Dunlop, & Starkey (2011) worked with a group

of 42 teachers and 159 students in STEP field research. The teachers selected
between two and six students for whom they were providing ESL support and
assessed their language proficiency using the STEP continua over a month.
Based on classroom observations and interviews with teachers and students, the
researchers provided rich descriptions of individual ELLs' language proficiency
development to demonstrate how the STEP assessment framework can be

used by teachers in assessing, tracking, and documenting ELLs' language
development. Jana'’s language profile illustrates this process.

Jana’s background

Jana s 10 years old. She came to Canada three months ago from China. She
speaks Cantonese at home with her family. She is currently in Grade 5, and has
been receiving ESL support in a half-day, self-contained ESL class for the past
three months.

Jana’s STEP assessment

Jana’s teacher describes how Jana puts a great deal of time and effort into writing
activities, evident in the progress she has made since arriving in Canada a few
months ago. For example, samples from Jana'’s journal writing (shown below in
Figures 1.1 and 1.2) illustrate some of the progress she made between March

and May.
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March 7

On the weekend | did my homework in my home. The homework was patied paint. Then
[went to the supermarket with my mother. my mother bouse many food. We took
the food go to the KFe KFC. Then | we were go home, My mother was cook dinner, |
was do some housework. In the evening, We watched TV on the sofa, and we played
cards. The day was happy day.

Figure 1.1 Jana’s journal writing from March

Tuesday, May, 17th, 2011

To day is Tuesday. It's eight o clock, it's time to get up, then | brush my teeth, get
dress, make a bed clean. Also, | have a good breakfast time. Oh, no, it's eight twenty,
late. | must go to school. In the school, when block one is over, | have a big red apple
to eat. After go outside, is block two, | have two classes, first is French, second is
math. It's time to eat lunch, I have a bread and a fruit. After lunch, Im go to do a
math practice. Thenis block 3, in the block 3, | have Social Studies in my classroom,
Social Studies is a fun class. When the class is almost over, | open my Agenda, write
some thing | will do what today, then | go home.

Figure 1.2 Jana’s journal writing from May

Jana’s teacher describes her as ‘very quiet’ because she is still developing her
confidence and her oral language abilities. However, when Jana can express
herself in writing her teacher finds that she has ‘tons of ideas’and that she

can use resources such as the dictionary and Google Translate to find and use
vocabulary at a higher level. Jana also incorporates pre-taught vocabulary and
phrases into her writing. Evidence, such as these writing samples, assisted Jana’s
teacher in determining that she had demonstrated the ability to ‘use sentence
starters provided by the teacher to organize ideas’ (Writing STEP 1 OLB), and
‘write simple sentences following patterns provided by the teacher’ (Writing STEP
1 OLB). Because Jana is new to her class, she is just beginning to contribute orally
to class activities. Her teacher’s STEP assessment shows that she can ‘respond

to personally relevant questions with a single word or phrase in English or L1’
(Oral STEP 1 OLB) and ‘use familiar words to express meaning’ (Oral STEP 1 OLB).
However, she is not yet able to‘use a small repertoire of conversational strategies
to participate effectively in group work’ (Oral STEP 2 OLB). She is beginning to
develop peer relationships in class and at recess, and these will continue to
support her development of conversational strategies.

Jana’s English learning

Jana enjoys reading in English and thinks that reading helps to improve her
language learning. Her teacher selects texts that she might like and Jana reads
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them in her free time. Jana says that reading new words is hard for her. She uses
the dictionary and guesses the meaning of new words by looking at contextual
cues such as the topic and pictures. Jana maintains a personal dictionary where
she records new words that she wants to remember. She enjoys using the
computer for writing at school not only because it helps her to practice typing in
English, but also because ‘it does not waste paper! (Jang et al,, 2011, pp. 100-3)

There are several common features in the Australian and Canadian
examples. Both assessment frameworks emphasize communication in
language learning through an integrated task-based approach. Both are
used by ESL and mainstream classroom teachers across all subject areas
and grades. There is no formal standardized test associated with these
examples, so no grades or percentages are used as markers of achievement.
Instead, both utilize proficiency scales of progress toward age-appropriate
target expectations. Teachers’ concerns about increased workload and lack
of professional development were documented in the evaluation of both the
NLLIA ESL Bandscales (Brindley, 1998, 2001) and the STEP Assessment
Framework (Cummins et al., 2009; Jang et al., 2011).

Council of Europe: CEFR

Another well-known example of standards-based assessment is the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)
(Council of Europe, 2001). The CEFR was originally developed for
assessing the language competence of adult migrants but it is increasingly
applied to school systems (Hasselgreen, 2005). It includes six proficiency
levels such as Basic (Breakthrough, Waystage), Independent (Threshold,
Vantage), and Prolicient (Effective Operational Proficiency, Mastery).
Proficiency descriptors are used to illustrate language learners’ progress
through knowledge and skills.

Examples of the CEFR’ application to young learner assessments are found
with the European Language Portfolio (ELP) (Little 2002, 2005) and the
Cambridge Young Learner (YLE) tests (Taylor & Saville, 2002). The ELP
is used by teachers and students to document language-learning progress,
and the CEFR’s ‘Can Do’ descriptors are used as students’ self-assessment
tool. Hasselgreen (2003) examined the extent to which existing CEFR
‘Can Do’ descriptors could be adapted for young learners (ages 11-12) in
primary and lower-secondary schools. The ELP is used as a self-assessment
tool in several countries in the Nordic-Baltic region (Hasselgreen, 2005).
For example, My Language Portfolio (Centre for Information on Language
Teaching and Research, 2001) provides children with the opportunity to
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demonstrate what they can do with their foreign and second languages.
Children at the beginning level can show what they can do for a wide range
of simple functions, such as ‘1 can name the colors’ and ‘1 can talk about
what happened or is going to happen’ (Hasselgreen, 2005, p. 343).

While the ELP is used by teachers and students in K—12 school settings
(Little, 2005), the Cambridge YLE tests are designed to test the general EFL
proficiency of children aged 7-12 at three proficiency levels, equivalent
to CEFRs Al and A2 levels: starters (age 7), movers (aged 8-11), and
flyers (aged 9-12). Bailey (2005) reports that the YLE tests were taken by
approximately 295,000 children from 55 countries. Children who complete
all components of the test, including listening, reading, writing, and
speaking, receive certificates. Instead of numerical scores, these certificates
show children’s proficiency mastery level in shield bands ranging from 1-5.
Their teachers receive more detailed diagnostic information about students’
achievement levels across different task types and components. We will
review the use ol the Cambridge YLE tests in Hong Kong in Spotlight Study
3.3 in Chapter 3.

All of the examples of assessment [rameworks that have been reviewed so
far utilize scaled proficiency descriptors. Despite their popularity, teachers
are often uncertain about how to interpret the descriptors and use them to
distinguish dilferent proficiency levels. You too might wonder: Would my
interpretation of a B2 level be the same as another teacher’s? How well do the
proficiency descriptors lend themselves to consistent interpretation? These
are crucial questions in understanding the standards-based assessment
approaches, considering their multiple roles, such as supporting tcaching
and learning, facilitating decisions about program placement and resource
allocation, and monitoring students’ language-proficiency development
throughout their schooling. In Chapter 3, we will discuss issues that offer
insights into teachers’ interpretations of the standards in Spotlight Study 3.4

Language Testing in the Context of NCLB

Around the world, assessment is increasingly used to serve educational
accountability policies, and information from student assessment is used
to hold educators and schools accountable for student achievement. The
No Child Left Behind Act (2001) in the United States is a case in point.
The NCLB policy stipulates that a state shall approve assessment measures
that are designed to assess the progress of ELLs in achieving English
proficiency in speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills as well as
annually measurable academic achievement objectives (Abedi, 2004;
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Bunch, 2011). Various language tests were developed by a consortium
of states in collaboration with test development agencies and academic
institutes. Some examples of such assessments include: the Comprehensive
English Language Learner Assessment (CELLA); the English Language
Development Assessment (EL.DA); the Mountain West Assessment (MWA);
and Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-
State for English Language Learners (ACCESS for ELLs®). According to
Bunch (2011), these assessments share some common features in that they
are based on curriculum content standards; they employ formal standard-
setting procedures to determine a range of proficiency levels; and they
commonly test reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills.

For example, the ELDA (English Language Development Assessment)
was developed to measure both academic and social English language
proficiency of ELLs in California schools. The ELDA determines students’
language proficiency levels (1-5) based on composite scores derived from
reading, listening, writing, and speaking. All K-12 students must repeat the
ELDA until they reach Level 5 and are fully proficient in English.

ACCESS for ELLs? is a large-scale English language proficiency test based
on WIDAs (World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment) English
language development (ELD) standards which outline the development
of academic language in five different content areas for each grade level.
The tests are designed to measure academic English language proficiency
across content areas and to identify students’ language development along
a six-level continuum. As of 2012, the tests are administered in 24 of the
American states (WIDA, 2012) to over 840,000 students each year.

One interesting aspect of the ACCESS for ELLs® test, which also
contributes to the complexity of its design, is that it accounts for the
variability in students’ English language proficiency development within
each grade by introducing both a horizontal and a vertical dimension to
explain English-language development. The horizontal dimension refers
to the six-level continuum that identifies the learner as Entering (Level
1), Beginning (Level 2), Developing (Level 3), Expanding (Level 4), and
Bridging (Level 5). The sixth level, Reaching, is reserved for ELLs who
are fully proficient in English. The vertical scale provides teachers with
information about students’ progress in English language proficiency
development over multiple grades on the same scale (Kenyon, MacGregor,
Li, & Cook, 2011).

The use of these tests under the NCLB policy has resulted in high stakes
for students, teachers, and schools. In some contexts, schools are subject
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to rewards or sanctions based on students’ test performance, and teachers’
incentives are based on their students’ improvement in test scores. Test
scores are also used to make decisions about grade-to-grade promotion or
high-school graduation. One of the key controversies arising from the use
of tests for these purposes is fairness and equity for all students, especially
ELLs. Use of standardized tests as a requirement for grade promotion and
high-school graduation has been a common practice since the 1970s and
1980s when minimum competence tests were widely used in the United
States as a graduation requirement. Over 20 states in the USA require
students to pass graduation tests (American Federation of Teachers,
1999). In Canada, students in Grade 10 in Ontario public schools must
take the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test (OSSLT) to meet one of
32 graduation requirements. Those who fail the test must either repeat it
to achieve an acceptable score or take a remediation course. The OSSLT
appears to have a low effect on English L1 students whose success rates are
above 80 percent. However, ELLs’ pass rates are slightly over 50 percent, as
Figure 1.3 shows (Jang, 2010a).
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Figure 1.3 Success rates on the OSSLT

Indeed, significant gaps between the groups make us wonder whether they
took the same test (Fox & Cheng, 2007). Although those who failed the
test are provided with two options—to retake the test or take a remedial
course—it is not difficult to imagine how such a testing experience can
have a negative impact on adolescents’ self-esteem and motivation.
Advocates for holding high standards for all students argue that they
benefit disadvantaged students, including language learners, because they
can be used to identify and improve resources for the students. However,
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there are potential negative consequences of such high-stakes testing
on language minority students. Research shows that tests that measure
students’ academic achievement in content areas often include construct-
irrelevant language factors (such as linguistically complex mathematics
tests or culturally biased topics), deepening gaps in achievement between
ELLs and non-ELLs (Abedi, 2004; Butler & Stevens, 2001; Solano-Flores,
2008). These issues concerning fairness and equity in assessing language
learners will be further discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.

High-Stakes Testing in EFL Contexts

The impact of high-stakes testing on students is also found in many EFL
teaching and learning contexts in which national English tests are used to
select students for promotion to a higher grade or admission to university.
For example, every year in China, millions of secondary-school students
write the National Matriculation English Test (NMET) as part of a battery
of tests required to gain entrance to university or college (Cheng & Qi,
2006). The NMET tests students’ language proficiency in listening, reading,
writing, grammar, and vocabulary knowledge. The test has also been used
as part of educational reforms to influence English language teaching in
Chinese high schools by introducing test items that measure students’
productive skills (for example, writing). The NMET does not test speaking
mainly due to cost and practical constraints. Students’ unequal access to
authentic language input is a great concern with the NMET in that students
in larger cities in China (for example, Beijing and Shanghai) have greater
access to English language through radio and television programs, while
the rural students’ access to English is much more limited or simply
nonexistent.

The NMET has had significant impact on teaching and learning, as well
as on society. Cheng & Qi (2006) describe an incident during the 1999
administration of the test during which parents blocked the roads outside
of the testing center in Guangzhou city in order to eliminate the noise of
traffic for test-takers. Within the school system, students’ test performance
is used as an indicator of the effectiveness or quality of teaching, schools,
and various education departments. Teachers also report that their personal
sense of efficacy and achievement is strongly linked to their students’
performance on the NMET (Qi, 2003). Cheng & Qi (2006) describe the
impact that the test has had on teaching in secondary schools by pointing
to the fact that the curriculum has become limited to the test content, and
even the delivery of the curriculum is modeled after the test format.
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The use of high-stakes English language tests in Asian countries and
elsewhere creates a tension between teachers’ adherence to curricular policy
on educational reforms and teachers’ need to prepare students to write a
test that is incongruent with the communicative focus stipulated by the
new policy. For example, since the 1970s, Japan has recognized the English
language as a means not only of bringing foreign culture and knowledge to
the country, but also as a way to exchange information with those outside
of Japan (Sasaki, 2008). Since 2001, Japanese elementary and secondary
schools have shifted from teaching traditional knowledge and skills to a
focus on academic abilities and the ‘motivation/attitude for learning and
the ability to solve problems as an autonomous individual responding to
societal changes’ (Kariya, 2002, translated and cited in Sasaki, 2008, p.
74). The purpose of English language teaching and learning is not only the
acquisition ol language knowledge and skills, but also involves ‘fostering a
positive attitude toward communication through foreign languages’ (p. 74).
However, these reforms to educational policies in Japan have met resistance,
as teachers prepare students to succeed not only in the acquisition of the
English language, but also on the high-stakes exam that they need to write.

In Taiwan, since the introduction of the General English Proficiency Test
(GEPT) in 2000, more than four million Taiwanese have completed the test,
including approximately 20,000 elementary school-aged children cach year,
until 2006 (Wu, 2012). The GEPT is intended to assess students’ English
language proficiency in an EFL context at various levels of schooling up
to university graduates and beyond. Although it is not mandated, many
parents choose to register their children for the test so that they can gain
entrance to prestigious high schools. The test comprises five proficiency
levels, each ol which corresponds to a desired level at each key grade level.
Similar to Chinese and Japanese contexts, the GEPT was developed with
the purpose of bringing ‘positive washback effects’ to teaching and learning
in EFL classtooms (Wu, 2012).

The term ‘washback’ or ‘backwash’ refers to both positive and negative
impacts of testing on teaching and learning (Bailey, 1999; Wail & Alderson,
1993. Test impact is distinguished from test washback as it reflers to various
effects of testing on stakeholders and policies (Wall, 1997).

Because teachers use assessments in such a range of ways, research is
inconclusive on the elfect of testing on curriculum innovation (Andrews,
1994, 2004; Wall & Alderson, 1993). Wall and Alderson studied a new
national EFL examination in Sri Lanka that emphasized the four language
skillsand expected teachers to adopt communicative approaches to teaching.
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The new exam system entailed centralized reading and writing tests as well
as teachers’ classroom assessment of their students in all four language
skills, especially oral and listening skills. Their key findings showed that
the new exam system had its impact on the content of English lessons and
teachers’ classroom assessment methods. Wall and Alderson concluded:
‘... if an exam is to have the impact intended, educationalists and education
managers need to consider a range of factors that affect how innovations
succeed or fail and that influence teacher (and pupil) behaviors. The exam
is only one of these factors’ (p. 68).

What is common among the three EFL contexts discussed here is that
national English tests strongly influence what is taught and how it is
taught. While they are used for selection and promotion, they are also used
as a lever for educational reform strategies, by introducing new kinds of
assessment to the curriculum (Cheng, Watanabe, & Curtis, 2004; Linn,
2000). Policy-makers hope that such test-driven top-down approaches to
curriculum change will have a positive washback effect on teaching and
learning. Evaluating assessment practices requir& a deep understanding
of what happens as a result of using assessment in a specific local context
(Frederiksen & Collins, 1989).

Summary

In this chapter, 1 have encouraged you to consider assessment from a use-
oriented perspective. 1 have identified and discussed the primary uses of
language assessment that will probably be familiar to most of you. Before
surveying various language-assessment approaches being taken with
language learners around the world, you had an opportunity to reflect on
your own previous and current assessment practices, by specifically focusing
on the use of assessment feedback in classrooms. Many of the emerging
issues concern complex relationships among assessment, curriculum
standards, teaching, and learning.

As you read about different assessment practices in this book, reflect on
the issues discussed in this chapter and use the following general questions
as a guide to your reflection:

e What view of assessment is conveyed?
e Is there an appropriate balance between summative and formative
assessment in relation to the context of use?

* How evident is the formative assessment’s pedagogical motive?
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e What kinds of guidance are teachers given to enhance their knowledge
about assessment generally and classroom language assessment in
particular?

e How are teachers assessed?

» What specific tools are provided within the assessment framework Gf
any) to assist teachers’ implementation of assessment?

e Are the standards both challenging and attainable?

» Are students provided with multiple ways to demonstrate what they can
do?

e Are students tested in the same way they learn in the classroom?

e Is assessment information used in a pedagogically useful way?

* Does the assessment consider children’s developmental characteristics?

¢ Do testing-driven curriculum innovations have positive effects?

(Adapted from Kicly & Rea-Dickens, 2005, p.179)

In Chapter 2, we will look at theories of language development that inform

assessment practices. We will also focus on the development and assessment

of the academic language proficiency of language learners, by reviewing
salient features of language development.



What Teachers Need to Know
about Theories of Language
Development

Preview

High-quality language assessment for school-aged learners partly depends
on an underlying theory of how students develop language proficiency.
Unfortunately, not all existing language assessments are grounded in
research on how second or additional language develops in young and
adolescent learners. Furthermore, because the theoretical assumptions
underlying the assessments are often implicit, they are inaccessible to
users, including teachers. Typically, 1.2 proficiency is assessed in terms ol
the four modalities: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. However,
such a modality-based definition of L2 proficiency is limited in providing
information specific enough 10 help teachers or students understand the
stages ol language proliciency and improve it further. Additionally, most
activities in language classrooms engage students in more than one language
modality. For example, students may read a text out loud during a choral
reading activity, and pause to discuss vocabulary, or key ideas. From the
vantage point of assessment, in this chapter we explore key elements that
make up L2 proficiency across the modalities necessary for school-aged
students to succeed at school.

Let us begin the discussion of some of these issues by reflecting on
Classroom Snapshots 2.1 and 2.2. As you read the two snapshots think
about the following questions:

* Whatare the different types of language demands that students encounter
in classrooms? For example, what kinds of vocabulary knowledge are
students expected to have in order to participate in class discussions?

¢ What topics do teachers discuss with their students?

* How familiar are students with these topics?
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Classroom Snapshot 2.1

The following dialogue takes place in a Grade 7 language arts classroom in a
middle school in the United States. Elisa is a teacher with more than five years’
teaching experience. Kim speaks Vietnamese and English at home, has been
in the USA for more than four years, and shows oral fluency but struggles with
academic tasks. The lesson is about the cause of the Black Plague.

Elisa: Look, in 1898, what did they realize the cause was?
[pointing to a page in a textbook]

Elisa: Read that to me.
Kim: In 1898, a French scientist solved mystery.
Elisa: Do you know what ‘solved’ means?

[pause]

Elisa: To answer the puzzle. What's a flea?

Kim:  This bug on rats.

Elisa: OK.Where did the rats came [sic] from?

Kim: The boats?

Elisa: Yes. But why did people get disease?

Kim: [don't know.

Elisa: Because fleas would come off the rats and bite people because things
weren't very clean. They found out that ... what?

Kim: Where the disease come from.

Classroom Snapshot 2.2

Helen is a social studies teacher with over five years of teaching experience. Juan
and Sara both speak Spanish. Juan has been in the USA for three years; Sara has
lived in the USA for more than four years.

Helen: How did trade affect people after the plague? How did it affect their
minds?

Sara: They wanted more!

Helen: OK, they wanted more. What else?

Juan: Trade flourished. Individualism.

Helen: What does that mean? Setting their own goals and did what they want?

Juan: Money, wealth!

Helen: This led into the ...

Sara: Dark ages, middle ages?

Helen: No, the Renaissance. This means what? Renaissance, like renacer [Spanish:
be reborn].

Juan: Rebirth!

Helen: Rebirth of ... ? [pause] Of art and culture. A lot came as a result of more
wealth that they got.

(Zwiers, 2007, p. 104) &
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Even though these snapshots are drawn from two different classes—a
language arts class and a social studies class—taught by two different
teachers, there are similarities in the oral interactions among the students
and their respective teacher. The teachers use academic words (realize,
cause, affect, trade, flourish, wealth, rebirth), as well as content-specialized
words (individualism, dark ages, middle ages, Renaissance), and they
discuss historical events. In both snapshots, teachers use questions to
engage students in lessons, but they differ in the type of questions they ask.
In Classroom Snapshot 2.1, Elisa’s questions focus on recalling information
that students recently learned. She tells Kim to read a textbook to find
specific information (the cause of the Black Plague) to find an answer to her
question. She checks to see if Kim knows the meaning of the word ‘solve’
(though she does not wait long enough for the student to answer it. Recall
the discussion of wait time in Chapter 1).

In the social studies class in Classroom Snapshot 2.2, Helen uses less
structured questions to help students think about the cause and effect
of trade. Her focus is not for learners to recall factual information from
previous lessons, but to assist students in identitying causal relationships
(such as connections between trade, people, wealth) and interpreting the
consequences (for example, eflect on the arts and culture).

These two Classroom Snapshots illustrate the language demands thal
students encounter in content classes as well as the characteristics of
academic language used in classroom discussions. Clearly, adolescent
learners’ successful participation in these content classes requires knowledge
of academic vocabulary, grammar, and a high level of cognitive functions
(recalling and describing facts, identifying cause and effect, developing
a perspective). In these Snapshots, teachers assess students’ conten
knowledge and language proficiency through oral questioning during the
discussions.

While historical content such as the Black Plague or the Renaissance might
be familiar to ELLs with a Western background, students who have no such
cultural knowledge often face significant challenges in content classes.
For example, Duff (2001) argues that newcomer ELLs find it challenging
to learn culturally unfamiliar content through oral interactions in class
discussions. She describes the difficulties that the newcomer ELL faces
during current events discussions, a major component of the secondary
curriculum, as follows:

...the interaction and topics in both courses favored local students’ oral
participation almost exclusively during open discussions; ESL students
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were never observed to propose a topic and, when asked specifically for
input, they often hedged and provided brief, partially audible responses.
Participation in such spontaneous discussions requires familiarity

with headlines in the news, including the English names of people,
places, and events (usually from the city’s main daily newspaper),

plus sufficient content and confidence to introduce a topic, process
information, and take turns quickly. (p. 116)

Not all subject teachers understand that some language learners’ lack of
active participation in class discussions is partly due to a lack of cultural
knowledge, and this lack of understanding contributes to confusion when
their assessment results show a significant discrepancy with other teachers,
including ESL teachers (Duff, 2001). Teachers need to share their knowledge
bases to understand ELLs’ language learning needs and use a range of
assessment methods to provide students with multiple opportunities
to demonstrate their content learning, using linguistic knowledge and
resources.

Language Proficiency Development

How do students develop language proficiency? What key linguistic
knowledge and skills do students need for successful participation in
academic learning? What should teachers consider in assessing students’
language proficiency and its development while teaching content materials?
The students themselves can help us answer these questions. Activity 2.1
introduces you to four ELL students. As you read about them, think about
the similarities and differences in their language background profiles.
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whlch STEP was vahdated in publlc scha .
ntario (Jang et al 2011). The42 participating teachers each chose two to sax
udents in their classrooms (totalmg 159 students) and assessed thelr Enghsh
ﬁpmﬁaency based on a month-long mstructlonal penod The teachers used
TEP descnptors that ilfustrate observable Ianguage behawors (OLB) inthree
'nguage skills for each of four grade clusters ‘

nghshi‘Proﬁ ncy (ST P )

1, you read about the st y
inthe Canadlan provmce of

Four of the ELL students who partxapated in the study are Jalcssa Omar, Ahmad

wiyjand Farooq: They are all English language learners, ranging in age from 9-14
if{,and are in Grades 3,6, 7, and 11 respectively-The three male students were
_born outside Canada; the female student, Jalissa, was born in Canada. Table
2.1 summarizes the students’ background including information about their
_ages, the grade in which they are enrolled, gender, the country of birth, home

‘i‘; Student Grade Age‘ ‘Gé‘r‘\‘d‘erﬂ k éountl:u _FII‘St Years in ‘
| (inyrs) of Birth | Language | Canada
’ mlahssa 3 9 Female Cauyada Farsi 9
Omar U 6 H 12 ’ Male Pakistan ml’eru 1.5
Awhmad 7 14 Male Sudah Arablc 7 1.1
Flﬁrooq 1 14 Male Pakistan Urdu 3

_language, and the number of years that they have been in Canada. Review this
formation carefully.

?Jable 2.1 Background informéti‘on‘ .

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press

Figure 2.1 presents the students’ language proficiency levels within the oral,
reading, and writing skills based on their teachers’ assecssments. The vertical
axis shows the number of OLB for which students have demonstrated
mastery toward grade-level expectations. Note that each grade cluster has
its own set of OLB on the six-step continuum. Before you look at Figure
2.1, what would you predict about the students’ abilities in these three
modalities based on the limited information you have about them? Write
down your predictions; then look at Figure 2.1 and see whether the teachers’
assessments of their proficiency levels match your predictions. Which
student’s skill profile was the most predictable and which one surprised
you the most?
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Number of mastered OLB

Jalissa Omar Ahmad Farooq

B Oral . Reading - Writing

Figure 2.1 Jalissa, Omar, Ahmad, and Farooq’s STEP skill profiles

These examples highlight both the diversity of ELLs’ backgrounds and their
non-uniform language skill development. For example, Ahmad has been in
Canada over a year and shows the lowest mastery level, consistent across
all the assessed skills. Omar, who has been in Canada four months more
than Ahmad, shows a similar oral proficiency level to Ahmad. However,
Omar shows higher proficiency levels in reading and writing skills. Farooq’s
profile is also interesting. He has spent three years in Canada and shows
the highest proficiency level in writing. Jalissa, a Canadian-born girl in
Grade 3, shows low English proficiency levels across all three skills, with
a profile similar to Ahmad’s. These domestic ELLs’ struggles with literacy
achievement have become a concern for educators and policy makers in
North America. We will discuss these issues in greater detail in Spotlight
Study 2.2.

Let us return to Activity 2.1 where you made predictions about these
students’ language proficiency levels according to three modalities. To see
how the information from the STEP assessment is more finely tuned and
specific to linguistic knowledge and skills, see Jana’s STEP profile reported
in Spotlight Study 1.1.

Keep these learners in mind as you continue to read this chapter. As
we explore the characteristics of school-aged language learners’ language
proficiency development, pay attention to how theories of language
development can inform assessment practices and instruction.
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Is Language Proficiency Unitary or Multi-componential?

Language ability was once viewed as unitary, consisting of a single global
construct that we cannot directly observe or measure (Oller, 1976), just like
the traditional view of intelligence. A unitary view of language ability or
intelligence endorses the either/or belief that one has either a good or poor
command in language or that a person is intelligent or not. Such a unitary
view applied to language assessments can be seen when a student’s total
test score is used to make decisions about the learner’s overall language
proficiency. Clearly, a unitary view does not reflect how language develops
nor can it account for the diversity of language development of the four
students presented in Activity 2.1. For example, there would be no way
to discuss the differences among Omar, Jalissa, Ahmad, and Farooqs oral,
reading, and writing development using one overall score for language
proficiency.

Because it is difficult (if not impossible) to measure abstract human traits
like proficiency and intelligence, we need to develop ways to describe them
by identilying the parts that constitute the whole. For example, human
intelligence is currently measured in multiple categories including spatial,
musical, kinesthetic, and interpersonal in addition to two intelligences
recognized traditionally—linguistic and mathematical (Gardner, 1983;
Gardner & Hatch, 1989). These components together are used to make the
abstract construct of human intelligence observable.

There has been much debate about how to measure 1.2 proliciency. The
unitary view ol language proficiency has been strongly contested and
empirically refuted by researchers and educators (Bachman, 1990; Canale
& Swain, 1980). For example, educators’ use of the STEP assessment
framework supported a multi-componential view. Over 90 percent of 192
teachers who participated in the STEP field research in 2008 reported that
they observed signilicant differences in students’ proficiency levels across
the three language skills (Cummins et al., 2009). One elementary school
teacher stated, ‘I found one student where there were two STEP level
differences—she was very high in Oral, STEP 4, and STEP 2 in Reading
and Writing. All of the other students | worked with had about one STEP
apart’ (p. 9).

At the secondary level, students’ non-uniform language development
across the modalities becomes a critical concern for teachers when they
place students into multi-level ESL courses. A secondary ESL teacher shares
her experience as follows:
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I think it is impossible [to make uniform progress across reading,
writing, and oral], and I think, we know their oral skills. They are often
sounding just like their peers orally, and then they are saying, ‘Why am
I in ESL? Because, look, I understand everything.’ But, I think it will be
useful to show them, all right, your oral skills are doing very well, {but
gaps exist in other areas].

(Cummins et al., 2009, p. 9)

These teachers’ observations coincide with current theories of language
proficiency that characterize 12 development in terms of multiple
components of linguistic knowledge and functional skills (Bachman, 1990;
Canale & Swain, 1980; Cummins, 1979, 1983). The multi-componential
view of language proficiency explains why two students whose overall test
scores are similar to each other can, in fact, have starkly different language
proficiency profiles.

This multi-componential view of L2 proficiency makes sense particularly
when we consider the fact that school-aged language learners go through
rapid emotional, physical, and cognitive development. As Activity 2.1 shows,
language growth at an uneven rate across different modalities may result
from the influence of a myriad of factors. Another important implication
of the multi-componential view of language proficiency is its pedagogical
potential—it enables teachers to diagnose students’ strengths and areas lor
improvement in specific components and tailor their instruction to diflerent
students’ needs.

What components of language development do you think are most
relevant to your students’ L2 proficiency? What specific knowledge and
skills would you assess in order to understand the current stage ot their
language development? The following section explores these questions by
examining each of the key components of academic language proficiency
(ALP) and distinct characteristics of its development among language
learners of different ages.

What is Academic Language Proficiency?

In school, students need both conversational and academic language
proficiency to engage in meaningful learning through informal and formal
interactions (Bailey, 2007; Gibbons, 2006). Cummins’ (1981) basic
interpersonal communication skills (BICS) are related to students’ ability
to use language for social interaction in familiar contexts. For example,
students may demonstrate their use of BICS when they talk to their friends
at school or when they converse with their teachers in school hallways or
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during recess. This everyday language enables students to participate in
social conversations with peers about personal and familiar topics related
to daily routine, personal experience, and interests. Students learn to use
this social language skill to communicate with peers, teachers, and school
staff about classroom activities, homework, and course materials.

In addition to these social aspects of language, young and adolescent
learners need to develop academic language proficiency, the formal register
of language used in the curriculum-learning context (Bailey & Butler, 2003;
Cummins & Man Yee-Fun, 2007). Saunders & Goldenberg (2008) define
academic language as ‘the specialized vocabulary, grammar, discourse/
textual, and functional skills associated with academic instruction and
mastery of academic material and tasks’ (p. 47). Specifically, ALP allows
learners to apply their grammar, vocabulary, and discourse knowledge and
skills to meet language demands required to perform on academic tasks in
content areas (Amstrom, 2010; Bailey & Butler, 2003; McKay, 2006).

Bailey (2007) notes thatsocial and academic language can be differentiated
based on the context ol its use. In other words, it is not the differences in
the quality or cognitive complexity between academic and social language
that distinguish the two language proficiencies, but rather, the dillerence
in the situation as well as the demands of learning materials that students
encounter in that specific situation (Saunders & Goldenberg, 2010). The
following section discusses various components ol ALP in more depth,
specifically the vocabulary, grammar, discourse knowledge, and the
functional skills that students need in order to achieve mastery ol language
and curriculum content.

Vocabulary Knowledge

School-aged children regardless of their language background develop
vocabulary capacity by increasing the size of their vocabulary (breadth)
and later deepening their knowledge of vocabulary (depth) (Schoonen &
Verhallen, 2008). Children begin to expand the size of their vocabulary by
recognizing the most frequent 2000 words found in spoken and written text
(Coxhead, 2006). They continue to expand their knowledge by learning
academic vocabulary common across content areas and, later on, specialized
vocabulary specific to content areas in secondary school (Stevens, Butler, &
Castellon-Wellington, 2000).

Research shows that knowing the primary meanings ol words is
insufficient for content-specific learning and that students often fail to learn
the secondary meanings, idioms, connotations, and words derived from
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other words (van Wyk & Greyling, 2008). Students need to learn specialized
meanings and relationships of familiar words in different content areas and
use them to understand technical processes and abstract relationships. For
example, students learn that the word ‘column’ has different meanings
in English and Mathematics classes. As students move to higher grades,
they uncover new meanings and relationships of familiar words through
the process of categorization, generalization, and abstraction (Miller, 1999;
Schoonen & Verhallen, 2008). We will discuss research on young learners’
vocabulary development and assessment in more detail in Chapter 3.

' Activity 2. ‘
The followmg descriptors xllustrate how language learners demonstrate their
— vocabulary knowledge. Thmk of students you know who are enrolled i ina
‘ sub;ecbspeqﬁc course or program and assess their vocabulary ability, using the
vocabulary skill descnptors Naoté that they may be able to demonstrate some
~of these skilisin some contexts but not others. Pay attention to whether they
-can demonstrate these skills consnstently successfully across multiple tasks and
Hcontexts Askyourself whether they can:

recognize familiar wiords and spell them cotrectly?

use high-frequency general words? .

use general academic words?

use specialized content-specific words? ‘

deduce the meaning of an unfamlhar word by usmg semantic and syntactic
cues from text?
_understand lexically dense text?

s figure out the meaning of abstract, technical, and speaalized vocabulary

~ usedin curriculum content?
. select words and phrases approprlate for conveymg mtended meanmg7

s 0 8 o o

Grammar Knowledge

In general, children’s vocabulary development is closely associated with
the development of grammar knowledge, in particular, knowledge of
morphology and syntax. Morphology refers to an understanding of words’
structure, such as the roots of words and the use of prefixes and suflixes.
Learning about syntax refers to understanding the rules about how words
are put together to make sentences.

Goodwin, Huggins, & Carlo (2012) note that 60-80 percent of words that
children between Grades 1 and 3 encounter in texts are morphologically
complex and involve affixes and stems (parts of words). Children can know
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or decode the meanings of the new words up to 60 percent if they pay
attention to component morphemes and context (Nagy & Anderson, 1984).
Anglin (1993) suggests that children in Grade 1 have limited knowledge
of morphologically complex words, but they continue to increase their
knowledge of morphology.

Gradually, students identify and use the grammatical features associated
with specific text genres. They learn to identify the differences in sentence
structures while dealing with increasingly dense text and abstract vocabulary
(such as nominalization of verbs and adjectives into noun phrases, as in
‘decide’ to ‘decision’, ‘applicable’ to ‘applicability’) and conventions used in
different text genres, such as narrative and expository texts.

Students need explicit instruction in order to learn different grammatical
features of language used in different text genres. For example, if
students have insufficient knowledge of the pronoun reference system
and collocations frequently found in academic texts, it interferes with
their textual comprehension (Scarcella, 2003). By acquiring grammatical
knowledge, students learn to use appropriate linguistic features to
accomplish a range of academic goals across content areas.

,f;Actmty 2.3 L

':? Think of students in your program {it may be the same students conszdered in
";‘SIActlwty 2.2). Assess their grammatical competence by reviewing the following
descriptors that illustrate skills associated with grammaucal knowledge in
multimodal language learnmg and assessment contexts. Is there any other
grammatlcal skill you think should be mduded in this list? As noted in Activity
2.2, pay attention to whether the students can demonstrate these skills
]onSIStently successfully across multiple tasks Ask yourself whether theycan:

discriminate sounds stress, intonation, and pltch? ‘
- apply knowledge of letter=sound relationsh|ps to pronounce words
ccurately? ‘ ‘

~decode letters and single words?

» recognize characters and words by sight
understand that words are made up of sounds, mcludmg syIIabIes,
phonemaes, or other units of sound? -

. use parts of speech correctly?

 use a range of grammatical structures? -
Understand textwith: nommahzatlon strategles7 o

forma sentence correctly7 ‘ -

combine sentences using variots connectmg word57 ‘

“orgamze paragraphs logically? ‘ -
“ ventions correctly? =
use tran‘srccon words to Imk :deas7

)
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Discourse Knowledge

As students progress to higher grades, they develop an understanding of the
features of academic texts and discourse patterns. This discourse knowledge
enables them to understand the structure of spoken and written text and
participate in academic discourse in a socio-linguistically appropriate
and effective manner. In other words, having discourse knowledge allows
students to convey meanings that are appropriate to audiences and
communicative purposes in a specific situation.

As children encounter a range of academic genres, they learn to identify
text elements, conventions, intended audience, and the purpose of written
text used in various genres. Through social interactions both in and
outside of classrooms, students demonstrate their growing understanding
of culturally appropriate language use. They pay attention to nonverbal
cues and tones to interpret different meanings across different contexts. In
high school, adolescent learners learn to use cohesive devices (phrases and
words such as ‘in the same way’, ‘nevertheless’, ‘furthermore’) as transitions
in academic discourse to produce academic writing in specific genres. They
are expected to develop and express their perspective based on what they
read and hear.

Activity2.4 |
. What linguistic behaviors best characterize discourse-level competence?
Review the following descriptors that illustrate the core skills associated with
discourse knowledge. Think about students you know and deade whether they
_n do what the descnptors entail.

Note that assessing students discourse knowledge can be harder than
_assessing lexical and grammatical knowledge. Pay attention to whether the
_students can demonstrate these skills consistently in various language-use
_contexts. Some descriptors are more prominent than others in classrooms. Ask
‘yourse!f whether the stiidents can:

. speak coheswely in conversatlonal mteractsons7

understand explicit meanings from others’ talk?.

understand implicit meamngs from others' ta|k7

understand an author’s purpose?
use culturaliy appropnate oral Ianguage SkI“S to communicate with -
_different audiences for various purposes7
relate personal experience to textual information?
* appreciate the cultural ralevance of d text top|c7
. demonstrate an understandmg of varous text genres and features?

s 8 o8
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. 'orgamze |deas into paragrap he? :
. ldentvfy the purpose of writing and lts:target aud|ence?
use a tone app opriate for the 0se? -
= usea varlety of organization patterns to structure wrmng? -

. choose Ianguage appropnate for the context? ‘

Language Functions and Skills

While school-aged language learners develop and expand their language
skills in grammar, vocabulary, and discourse knowledge, they must also
learn to use language to fulfill various communicative purposes. Language
functions refer to the purposes of language use in the context of specific
academic tasks across different content areas. Identifying the language
functions specific to particular subjects (such as science or mathematics)
is crucial for assessing and supporting language learners’ ALP development
across the curriculum (Christie, 2012; Schleppegrell & O’Hallaron, 2011).
For example, students learn to ask questions, form and test hypotheses,
make predictions, and draw conclusions based on empirical evidence in
order to participate in discussions in a science class. Each subject area
is shown to represent a distinct discourse community (Anstrom, 1997).
Teachers need practical knowledge about language tunctions specific o the
subjects that they teach; they should therefore provide explicit instruction
on linguistic features and vocabulary used in particular subjects.

Research on classroom discourse features across content arcas provides
useful information about the language demands and necessary skills that
students need to develop in content learning. Bailey, Butler, LaFramenta, &
Ong (2001) reported, ‘the language encountered in upper elementary science
classrooms required students to comprehend language that was organized
for specific purposes, namely explanations, descriptions, comparisons,
and evaluations’ (p. 186). Zwiers (2007) observed Grade 7 science, social
studies, and language arts classes in a middle school and reported five core
functional skills used during class discussions. They included: ‘identilying
cause and effect, comparing, persuading, interpreting, and taking other
perspectives into account’ (p. 99). This perspective is similar to what we
saw in Classroom Snapshots 2.1 and 2.2.
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- tionships between events.
Predict future events. o -
Generate hypotheses to solve a problem
Explain a position with evndence
Identify evaluation criteria.
_ Appraise various viewpoints.
- Determine the usefulness of resources.

4 6 6 8 6 8 8 8

Which languagé‘ functions did you and your colleagues identify? Are there
‘some language functions that are more prominent than others? Are there some
language functlons that are more difficult to teach than others?

Assessing ALP in Classrooms

So far, we have discussed the key components of ALP in terms of grammatical
features, the depth and breadth of vocabulary, content-specific discourse
knowledge, and language functions. When it comes to assessment, we need
to break each component down into more specific skills to assess students’
ALP mastery level.

What specific knowledge and skills do students need for each of the ALP
knowledge components? What language [unctions are they be expected
to master to achieve communicative goals? Based on a survey ol existing
theoretical models, curriculum materials, and assessment standards,
Table 2.2 (on pages 54-5) presents an ALP Assessment Framework. The
framework includes key descriptors that highlight core linguistic knowledge
and skills. Teachers can assess students’ academic language development at
the grammatical, vocabulary, and discourse knowledge levels while students
perform specific academic language functions.
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In Table 2.2, ‘interactive mode’ refers to the channel of communication
in learning curriculum content. As Gibbons (1998) noted, K-12 learning
activities are multimodal, for example, students are asked to read a text,
recount textual information orally, and then write a summary. This
intertextual and interdependent relationship among the language modalities
prompts us to be wary of the prevalent practice of organizing instruction
and assessment in terms of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Table
2.2 (on pages 54-5) uses mode as an organizing principle rather than the
focus of assessment, and outlines how we can focus our assessment on
grammar, vocabulary, textual knowledge, and functional skills that are
foundational for academic life in multimodal learning.

The ALP framework can also be used to review an existing K-12 language
assessment to uncover its underlying theoretical assumptions about ALP. It
can assist teachers and educators in developing a new language assessment
to be used in schools. To illustrate this use, Spotlight Study 2.1 introduces
research by Heilman, Miller, & Nockerts (2010) and invites readers to
apply the ALP framework to their Narrative Scoring Scheme (on page 56)
to understand what elements of ALP are assessed.

Spotlight Study 2.1

Oral narration involves telling stories. Heitman, Miller, & Nockerts {2010} highlight
how narration is a necessary skill for expressing intent, sharing information,

and being an effective participant in classroom activities. The authors remind

us that although telling stories is common across cultures, ELLs may need some
extra support in order to successfully master the skill. To tell a story successfully,
ELLs sometimes need to plan what they are going to say, and then use the
appropriate vocabulary, grammar, and syntax to accomplish it. The researchers
argue that there is a strong connection between language learners’ reading
achievement and their oral narrative skills. They also point out that although the
development of oral language skills is included as part of most curricula, it is not
a skill that is often assessed. Rather, teachers’time is devoted to assessing and
tracking students’reading development.

Heilmann et al. (2010) examined various methods for assessing narrative
organizational skills that were developmentally sensitive and that also informed
characteristics of students’ oral narrative skills. They concluded that the Narrative
Scoring Scheme was the most developmentally sensitive measure of narrative
organization skill. They used it to assess 129 young language learners in their oral
narrative descriptions of a picture book by Mercer Mayer entitled, Frog, Where
Are You?



Component Interactive Mode
< »
Oral Reading Writing
Grammar discriminate sounds » decode letters and single words form a sentence correctly
(morphology discriminate stress, intonation, and » recognize characters and words combine sentences using various

and syntax)

pitch (i.e. prosodies)

apply knowledge of letter-sound
relationship in pronouncing words
accurately

use various grammatical structures
with increasing accuracy.

by sight

understand that words are made

up of sounds, including syllables,
phonemes, or other units of sound
use knowledge of a range of
grammatical structures for textual
comprehension

understand text with nominalization
strategies.

connecting words

use parts of speech correctly
organize paragraphs logically
use a range of grammatical
structures

use conventions correctly

use transition words to link ideas.

Vocabulary use a range of vocabulary relevant to i « use lexical knowledge for textual - spell familiar words correctly
context comprehension select words and phrases appropriate
expand vocabulary capacity from » use prior knowledge (e.g. first for conveying intended meaning
high-frequency general words language) to deduce word meaning use a range of academic vocabulary
to general academic words to * recognize familiar words to enrich intended meaning.
specialized content specific words. » use a range of cues (semantic,

syntactic, and phonetic cues) to
figure out new words
» comprehend lexically dense text
« figure out abstract, technical, and
specialized vocabulary used in
curriculum content.
Discourse speak cohesively in conversational » understand author’s purpose organize ideas into paragraphs
(textual) interactions « relate personal experience to textual identify purpose of writing and

deliver well-organized speech in
extended talk

information
appreciate cultural relevance of a
text topic

target audience
choose an appropriate genre for the
purpose

¥s
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s listen to, understand, and respond
appropriately in a variety of
situations for a variety of purposes

» understand explicit and implicit
meanings from others’talk

» negotiate explicit and implicit
meanings

* use culturally appropriate oral
language skills appropriately
to communicate with different
audiences for various purposes.

¢ demonstrate an understanding of
various text genres (e.g. expository,
narrative, causal, comparative)
and features (e.g. literary, graphic,
informational).

| * useatone appropriate for the

purpose

|+ useavariety of organization patterns

to structure writing

.« use vivid language and innovative

expressions to increase interest
 use personal thoughts relevant to the
topic of writing
» choose language appropriate for
sociocultural context.

Language
function
across modes

Describe/summarize/synthesize

» retell personal experience

» recount information presented orally
by teacher or in text

i = recognize the author’s main ideas

with supporting details.

Analyze/classify/distinguish

+ describe parts by separating them
from whole

» categorize ideas

. » identify relationships between events
.+ identify causes and consequences

+ describe similarities and differences
in ideas.

Infer/hypothesize

» make inferences about implied
meaning presented orally or in text

» predict the ideas’ implications

+ generate hypotheses to solve a
problem.

Justify/persuade
» explain reasons for an action or ideas
* support a position with evidence.

Evaluate

« identify criteria for refining student
work effectively

+ appraise the author’s viewpoints

* determine the appropriateness of
text features and stylistic elements
for the audience and purpose

» determine the usefuiness of
other resources to enhance
communication.

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press

Table 2.2 Academic Language Proficiency (ALP) assessment framework
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The Narrative Scoring in Table 2.3 Scheme provides teachers the means to assess
seven aspects of narrative organization:

1 introduction

2 character development

3 mental states (the mental states of the characters in the story)
4 pronoun referencing

5 conflict resolution

6 cohesion
7 conclusion.

Each of these features is evaluated on a five-point scale that identifies the
student as a minimal, emerging, or proficient user of these components of
narrative organization.

Table 2.3 illustrates how the Narrative Scoring Scheme can be used to assess
what a proficient child can do with narration organization skill (Heilmann et al.,
2010, p. 623).

Characteristic A proficient child can:
Introduction + state place and time of the setting at appropriate place
in story

Character development |  introduce main character with detail
» distinguish main character from all supporting characters

Mental states » describe mental states of main and supporting characters
» use a variety of mental state words
Referencing * use necessary antecedents to pronouns
« use clear references throughout story
Conflict resolution « identify all conflicts and resolutions critical to the
story’s plot
Cohesion « keep the story in a logical order

« distinguish critical events from minor ones
= select smooth transitions between events

Conclusion « conclude the story with clear concluding statements

Table 2.3 The Narrative Scoring Scheme

Using the Narrative Scoring Scheme, teachers can refer to the descriptions of
the oral language behavior associated with each of the characteristics of the
narrative organization. Here is a sample oral narrative produced by a child who
had read Frog, Where Are You?

The boy was looking for his frog. All day he looked for the frog and couldn’t
find him. Finally a beehive, the dog barked at a beehive in the tree. And the
dog got in trouble. And so did the boy because the gopher and the owl. And
ran away. And then he chased the dog. And he looked out from it. And then
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he climbed on the branch. But it wasn't branches. It was a deer. And the deer
shoved him off of the cliff. And then he went to the frog. And he had a family.
And then a frog jumped out to get him. And then he took that frog home and
left his old frog where his old frog was.

(Heilmann et al,, 2010, p. 626)

This sample oral narrative received 14 points, based on the seven characteristics
used to characterize the child’s understanding of the story: introduction (1 pt);

character development (3 pts.); mental states (1 pt.); referencing (3 pts.); conflict
resolution (1 pt.); cohesion (2 pts.); and conclusion (3 pts.).

The study demonstrates how to assess children’s oral language proficiency
by focusing on the oral narration organization skill. Do you think that the
Narrative Scoring Scheme is a potentially useful measure for assessing the
discourse component in the ALP assessment framework in Table 2.22 When
one takes a close look at the characteristics of the Narrative Scoring Scheme
from the vantage point of the ALP assessment framework, it is not surprising
to see that discourse knowledge is a key ALP component here. In addition
to discourse-level skills, the scheme assesses vocabulary by focusing on
whether a proficient child can ‘state place and time of the setting’ and ‘use
a variety of mental state words.” As such, grammar is assessed in terms of
whether the child can ‘use necessary antecedents to pronouns, ‘use clear
references throughout story,” and ‘select smooth transitions between events.’

Have you used oral narration to assess students’ oral language proficiency
in the classroom? Do you think that adolescent learners would benefit from
oral narration activities? The secondary school curriculum tends to put more
emphasis on written discourse than oral skills, and speaking practice is often
limited to oral reading fluency. Furthermore, as indicated above, newcomer
learners are often marginalized in whole-class oral interactions due to the
lack ol cultural familiarity and anxiety from peer pressure (Duff, 2001).
At the same time, research shows that literacy development is influenced
by students’” oral and metacognitive abilities (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary,
Saunders, & Christian, 2005). This positive relationship between oral and
literacy skills becomes even stronger [or older learners involved in more
academic content learning (Genesee et al., 2005; Snow, Cancino, Gonzalez,
& Shriberg, 1987). Nurss & Hough (1992) concur with many others that
oral language is a key aspect of literacy development for language learners:
‘Oral language competence is needed to actively participate in literacy
instruction because most of the directions, explanations, and interactions
that make up instruction in elementary and secondary classrooms are oral’
(p. 281).
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Language learners need frequent verbal interactions with teachers and
with peers. Teachers should provide the academic and content-related
language that students need, as well as the language related to classroom
and learning management; whereas peers can provide socially appropriate
ways of using language for communication. Both are necessary in order
for newcomers to develop oral language competence in L2. Oral narration
activities guided by teachers may provide newcomers with the opportunity
to develop both oral and discourse organizational skills critical for academic
language proficiency.

Key Features of ALP Development in Young and
Adolescent Learners

As language learners move from grade to grade, they continue to develop
academic language proficiency and confront language demands in
increasingly specialized content areas. For example, Bailey & Butler (2003)
reported five dominant language functions observed in Grades 4 and 5
science classrooms—explanation, description, comparison, questioning,
and commenting. These language functions can be challenging forall school-
aged students but ELLs in particular are expected to meet these demanding
language functions in a language that they are currently developing. How
do ELLs of different ages develop ALP? How about young children who
have not yet mastered any language fully? Research supports some salient
features of language development across the age span ol ELLs in schools.

Young children aged 6 to 9:

e learn to recognize the most frequent 2,000 words of English that occur
regularly in academic text. For example, Coxhead (2006) reports that
these most frequent 2,000 words account for up o 75 percent of the
words used in spoken and written text selected for the study.

* spend a significant amount of time in school developing oral language.
They develop oral language skills at a rapid speed by participating in
daily routines and social interactions with peers and teachers, and
following instructions. The National Reading Panel (2000) reports
that oral language skills are foundational for later reading proficiency
development. Young language learners must develop literacy skills while
simultaneously acquiring oral proficiency.
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* begin to develop emergent literacy skills by acquiring print knowledge
(understanding the relationship between the print form and purpose)
and phonological awareness (August & Shanahan, 2006; Geva, 2006).
Similarity in sounds and symbols between children’s 1.1 and L2 can
facilitate their development of knowledge of letter-sound associations
(Bialystok, Luk, & Kwan, 2005).

e may have difficulty maintaining interest when language demands are
too high or topics are not engaging. Young children tend to have a
short attention span. Failing to consider the shorter attention span in
assessment can result in the invalid interpretations of children’s abilities
and mistaking language development for cognitive delays.

* may show limited developmental vocabulary capacity in both English
and home language possibly because of limited exposure to rich
vocabulary use in both languages. Children may not yet [ully benefit
from the cognitive advantages of being bilingual because they have
limited cognitive memory storage and limited ability to automatize
information processing.

Early adolescent learners aged 10 to 13:

* experience a transition period in all aspects of their development,
including cognitive and metacognitive maturation and physical growth.
They are able to engage in abstract reasoning and strategic thinking.
Research shows that bilingual learners demonstrate advantages in
performing certain metalinguistic tasks (Bialystok, 2001). This increase
in metalinguistic awareness facilitates the transfer of skills between
languages (August, Calderon, & Carlo, 2002; Cummins & Swain, 1986).

¢ experience a shift from learning to read to reading to learn through being
introduced to a full range of textual comprehension skills beyond word
decoding skills (Smith & Wilhelm, 2002). Reading and writing abilities
become important skills to demonstrate what children can do in content
learning (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005).

e may show decrease in interest in literacy (Eccles, 1993) possibly due
to increasingly challenging and lexically dense academic texts. Students
may experience the ‘fourth grade stump’ (Chall, Jacobs, & Baldwin, 1990,
p. 45) in which achievement gaps among subgroups of students from
different socio-economic and linguistic backgrounds become wider. In
particular, students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds show
the greatest difficulty with academic vocabulary.
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¢ expand vocabulary knowledge by acquiring general academic vocabulary
beyond the most frequent vocabulary (Stevens et al., 2000). Early
adolescent learners also deepen their vocabulary knowledge by learning
specialized meanings of familiar words used in content areas by dealing
with conceptually abstract or experience-distant ideas beyond first-
hand experience.

e learn a wide variety of genres including narrative and expository.
Students begin to identify and use the grammatical features associated
with specific text genres across the curriculum. ELLs tend to show
more difficulty with narrative texts than with expository compared to
L1 students, partly because narrative texts require an understanding of
social and cultural contexts in which narration takes place in the text
(Cheng, Klinger, & Zheng, 2009).

Adolescent learners aged 14 to 18

¢ develop and refine their identities with new roles and responsibilities
in peer groups and communities (Guthrie, 2001). Even though
adolescents crave independence and autonomy, they also try to conform
to expectations they perceive from their peers and adults (Hume, 2008).

e engage fully in abstract thinking on values, beliefs, and propositions.
Adolescent language learners acquire advanced language proficiency
that allows them to use language to convey non-literal meanings and
participate fully in academic content learning through interactions
(Byrnes, 2002; Shohamy, Inbar-Lourie, & Poehner, 2008).

e acquire control over a full range of language functions with extensive use
of ‘appraisal’ with critical perspective (Christie, 2012). Students develop
advanced metalinguistic ability to verbalize their abstract thinking and
use language in more sophisticated ways. They further develop and
benefit from metalinguistic awareness to apply to a variety of language
functions across content areas (Bialystok, 2001; Cummins, 2001). They
are capable of setting communicative goals, monitoring and using various
linguistic resources, and assessing the achievement of the goals they set.

e use a range of registers and genres associated with specific content
areas. Students’ written language becomes more grammatically
complex and conceptually abstract. They write expository essays lor
reporting, summarizing, analyzing information, and expressing different
perspectives as they transition to high schools.

¢ develop specialized vocabulary, including technical and subject-specific
terms. Students express abstract ideas with grammatical nominalization
and abstract and technical vocabulary in academic texts (Schleppegrell
& O’Hallaron, 2011).
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These key developmental features of academic language proficiency among
learners of different ages illustrate a learning continuum in which learners
make progress at different rates as a result of a range of factors associated
with their life experiences, cognitive maturation, and the social and cultural
settings in which they are situated. These features are neither exhaustive
nor exclusive. Rather they should be considered on the developmental
continuum as a guide for teachers to understand individual learners’ unique
language development profiles.

How Long Does it Take to Acquire ALP?

Learning a new language is a complex and challenging task that takes
a considerable amount of time for people of any age. It is a particularly
demanding process for children who experience substantial cultural
change—especially for immigrant children. Research suggests that ELLs can
achieve conversational fluency within two years of learning English, but they
will need between five and seven years to catch up with their mainstream L1
counterparts to succeed in academic school life (Collier, 1987; Cummins,
1981). While both young and adolescent learners experience rapid growth
in cognitive, socio-emotional, and physical development, young learners’
growth rates may vary significantly depending on a range of factors.
What becomes the most critical tactor for these learners is the amount of
available support at home and school for acquiring language profliciency
in both Lnglish and their home language (RAND Reading Study Group,
2002). For example, parents’ motivation and ability to support children’s
language development accelerates children’s literacy development. A home
environment rich with literacy activities in both the first language and
English advances students’ language development at a higher rate (August
& Shanahan, 2006; Genesee ct al., 2005). Let us read more about these
issues in Spotlight Study 2.2.

Spotlight Study 2.2

Jang, Dunlop, Wagner, Kim, & Gu (2013} investigated differences in reading
achievement and reading skill development among over 100,000 Grade 6
students with different language backgrounds in Ontario public schools. The
researchers applied a statistical skill-profiling method to large-scale reading
achievement test data. Their investigation started by examining overall reading
achievement levels among subgroups of students, using the percentage of
students who met or exceeded the provincial standard (levels 3 and 4) on a
standardized reading test. The subgroups were formed on the basis of multiple
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background variables, including immigration status, the number of years the
students had been living in Canada, and home language environment. The
home language environment variable (based on students’responses to the
home language survey) identified three groups:’(1) those who hear and speak
only English (n = 92,619) at home; (2) those who hear (n = 13,897) and speak
(n =13,815) another language(s) as often as English; and (3) those who hear
and speak only (n = 14,251) or mostly another language(s) {n = 7,957) (Jang et
al,, p. 408). Figure 2.2 illustrates overall reading achievement levels between
monolingual and multilingual groups in terms of the length of residence and
immigration status.
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Figure 2.2 Reading achievement levels among language subgroups %

As the figure illustrates, the results show that earlier gaps in reading
achievement among immigrant ELLs disappear as the length ol residence
increases. This finding holds true for all immigrant students regardless
of their home language environment. However, students who have spent
more than five years in Canada and whose home language environment
is monolingual or bilingual—English and home languages are equally
available—demonstrate the highest achievement level among all of the
language groups, including domestic students who were born in Canada,
but speak and hear mostly another language at home (see the domestic
multilingual group in Figure 2.2).

Jang et al. (2013) further examined the mastery patterns of six reading
skills (against the grade-level expectations) among the subgroups of
students from different language background profiles. Let us review two
specific skills, vocabulary and grammar skill mastery patterns, among four
home language groups:
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EnEn (those who hear and speak English only at home)

EqEq (those who hear and speak both English and another language
equally)

OtOt (those who hear and speak another language only at home), and
EgEn (those who hear both languages but speak English only at home).

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 show the vocabulary skill and grammar skill mastery
patterns among the subgroups. The vertical axis shows the skill mastery
probability, and its value of 0.6 and above is considered to represent skill
mastery. The horizontal axis shows five immigrant groups and one domestic

group.
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These two skill mastery patterns are similar to the overall reading
achievement illustrated in Figure 2.2. The immigrant students who hear
and speak other languages only at home (OtOt) with less than a year
of residence in Canada showed the lowest skill mastery levels. It took
approximately three to five years for immigrant students to reach the
mastery level (0.6 and above) of the vocabulary skill while it took two
to three years for them to achieve the mastery level of the grammar skill.
The findings suggest that students’ home language environment affects
immigrant students’ reading skill development in the early years. However,
as the length of residence increased, the early years’ gaps among students
with different home language backgrounds disappeared, ‘canceling out any
initial advantage that the monolingual immigrant students had’ (p. 419). Of
all the home language subgroups, those who hear both English and other
languages and speak English (EqEn) show the highest level of reading skill
mastery (both vocabulary and grammar). The same pattern was observed
with four different home language subgroups within Canadian-born
students. The researchers conclude:

A minimum of 3 years of language immersion appears to be a tipping
point for immigrant students to achieve grade-appropriate reading
comprehension ability across skills. Once students reach the grade-
appropriate reading proficiency level, their reading skill development
becomes speedy, possibly because of bilingual advantages such as
greater mental flexibility and creativity, efficient concept formation,
and metalinguistic skills that allow students to reflect on their language
and its use... It is possible that, as explained by Cummins’ (1996)
interdependence hypothesis, multilinguals’ cognitive advantages become
available when students reach a certain threshold level of language
proficiency. Further research is necessary for examining whether
students with different language background profiles follow different
skill mastery paths and whether there are specific skills that are readily
transferable. (Gunderson, 2007).

(Jang et al., 2013, p. 427)

One notable finding, as shown in Figure 2.2, was that the achievement level
of domestic ELLs is behind both domestic English-speaking and immigrant
students with more than five years of residence in Canada. This finding
is confirmed by their skill mastery patterns in Figure 2.3 and 2.4. These
patterns imply that time alone is not a sufficient condition for reading
development, nor is the home language environment. Do you recall Jalissa,
the Canadian-born student in Grade 3, in Activity 2.1 of this chapter?
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Although she is younger (Grade 3) than the studied population (Grade
6), her profile fits the domestic multilingual students’ reading achievement
pattern. This underachievement in reading may be partly because domestic
ELLs are often not identified as language learners in schools (possibly
because of their relatively fluent oral language skill). As a result, they are
less likely to receive formal ESL support. This assertion is corroborated
by a case study by McGloin (2011) in which none of eight domestic ELLs
she studied received ESL support; instead, three were placed in the special
education program. Despite the policy that domestic students are also
entitled to support in developing English proficiency, such support does
not seem to be available for all domestic ELLs.

The findings from Spotlight Study 2.2 encourage us to reconsider
some commonly held views that ELLs lag behind in their academic and
literacy attainment, and that ELLs are a homogeneous group with identical
challenges and similar language-learning trajectories. For example, the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 in the USA demands equivalent academic
progress for all ELLs regardless of their backgrounds, reflecting an overly
simplistic view of ELLs. The study also highlights that immigration status
and a first language used [or identifying students’ ELL status may mnot
provide sufficient information for teachers to understand the diversity and
complexity of ELLs’ language profiles. Identification and assessment can
be a daunting task for teachers in schools with a high proportion of ELLs.
Teachers’ prolessional knowledge about language development is crucial for
making assessment appropriate and meaningtul for school-aged students.

The researchers in Spotlight Study 2.3 examine similar issues by
focusing on adolescent learners’ writing skills development. Developing
writing skills is a long-term process. Although writing develops along
with reading, many adolescent learners may find writing difficult despite
their relative competence in reading. They continue to ‘learn to write’ by
expanding and decpening the knowledge of vocabulary and mastering the
conventions of grammar. They learn to approach writing tasks strategically
by brainstorming, organizing ideas, revising, and evaluating their essays. At
the same time, writing becomes a key means (o learn and demonstrate their
content knowledge (Graham & Perin, 2007, Shanahan, 2004). This second
role, writing to learn and to show what they have learned, places significant
pressures on adolescent language learners who are still learning to write.

How do adolescent language learners develop writing skills? How do their
first languages assist in developing L2 writing skills? Are there different
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rates in development during the adolescent years? These questions are
addressed in Spotlight Study 2.3.

G F AN EEEEEEE R RS TR R RN RN EEENENE N

Spotlight Study 2.3

Schoonen, van Gelderen, Stoel, Hulstijn, & de Glopper (2011) investigated

the development of the English writing proficiency of close to 400 Dutch
students over a three-year period. They were interested not only in tracking the
development of students’ writing proficiency, but also examining the extent to
which the development is related to students’ metacognitive knowledge about
reading and writing, vocabulary knowledge, grammatical knowledge, spelling
knowledge, speed of lexical retrieval (or typing fluency), and speed of sentence
construction.

The researchers assessed students’ first language (Dutch) and foreign language
(English) writing proficiency through a series of three writing tasks completed
in each language and in each of three years of the study when students were

in Grades 8, 9, and 10. By the time the students were in Grade 8, they had been
learning English for approximately 3.5 years. Researchers selected writing topics
relevant to adolescents’ lives and experiences and scored the students’ writings
holistically, which means that students were given a single mark based on how
well they were able to express themselves.

The researchers’informative findings raised some key discussion points about
students’ writing proficiency development:

e Students'English language writing proficiency was related to their
metacognitive knowledge, grammatical knowledge, spelling knowledge, and
typing fluency. In other words, each of these aspects of students'knowledge
or ability could be used to predict students’ L2 writing proficiency. During
the second year of testing, when students were in Grade 9, there was an even
greater relationship between their grammatica! knowledge and L2 writing
proficiency than when they were in Grade 8.

e Overall, students’ Dutch writing proficiency increased only a little and by
the same amount between Grade 8 and Grade 9, and Grade 9 and Grade 10.
Students’ English writing proficiency improved more between Grade 8 and
Grade 9 than between Grades 9 and 10.

¢ In Grade 8, there was a strong relationship between students’ first language
writing ability and English writing proficiency, and this relationship remained
the same in Grade 9 and Grade 10.

The researchers concluded that by the time students were in Grade 8, their first
language writing proficiency had developed enough that they were able to
successfully complete the writing tasks presented to them in this study, but that
their L2 writing proficiency was still in the early stages of development. Recall
that on average, the students had been learning English for approximately 3.5
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years. With this in mind, what might be the implications for how you organize
your writing instruction and assessment? In Chapters 3 and 4, we will discuss
issues associated with various approaches to assessing young and adolescent
learners’ language proficiency. &

Differentiating Language Development
from Exceptionalities

Considering the growing number of language learners in classrooms, it is
not surprising that teachers experience difficulty in differentiating between
students’ difficulty with language development and exceptionalities arising
from cognitive delays—either in general learning or specific to reading
(Paradis, Genesee, & Crago, 2011). In general, early indicators of poor
reading development are related to poor phonological processing skills,
such as phonological awareness and decoding (Stanovich, 1986). This is
observed in children’s lack of knowledge about alphabet sounds and letters
and difficulty linking sounds to letters. They may make errors when reading
common words and experience dificulty connecting textual understanding
to their own experiences. The National Reading Panel (2000) reports that
phonological awareness and letter—sound knowledge account for up o 40
percent of variation in word-level reading test scores among L1 students.

Research suggests that both L1 and L2 students with reading disability
tend to perlorm poorly on measures of phonological awareness, syntactic
awareness, and working memory (Lipka, Siegel, & Vukovic, 2005).
Children with learning difficulties in their first languages may experience
similar difficulties in English (Cummins, 1979). At the same time, distinct
features in the characteristics of language scripts between L1 and 1.2 may
lead to difficulties unique to different subgroups of L2 students. It is
also possible that L2 students experience temporary language imbalance
where one language may be more dominant at a certain point in time as
children become bilingual (Genesee, Paradis, & Crago, 2004). In addition,
considering that early reading development in young language learners is
facilitated by their oral proficiency in L1 and L2 (Bialystok, 2002; Gottardo,
2002), 1.2 students’ lack of oral skills presents a significant challenge for
teachers in determining whether the challenges the students experience are
due to their potential exceptionalities. Teachers need to consider students’
oral and literacy skills in their [irst languages as a first step to understanding
whether their difficulty is based on cognitive impairment or rather is a
reflection of their current L2 development.
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The question of when is a good time to identify learning and reading
difficulties among language learners is highly contested. Without
considering their language development stages and onset of L2 exposure,
early identification of reading difficulties can result in over-identification
resulting from a failure to differentiate language development from learning
disability (Cummins, 1984). On the other hand, the longer teachers wait to
identify reading difficulties, the harder they are to overcome (Geva, 2000).
This is due to the increasingly higher language demands in content areas as
students progress to higher grades.

Some students may have multiple learning difficulties, and the ability to
accurately identify these cannot be a sole teacher’s responsibility. Clearly,
this problem requires teachers to collaborate with others (ESL teachers,
students, parents) particularly those who have knowledge of the students’
first languages in schools. Genesee et al. (2005) insist that collaboration
among ESL teachers and special education professionals is crucial to ensure
that students’ language needs are accurately identified. They recommend
that teachers use multiple evidence-gathering methods to develop a
comprehensive language profile that includes strengths and weaknesses in
both first language and English.

An example of such collaborative approaches can be seen in a project
at the York Region District School Board (YRDSB, 2012) in the province
of Ontario, Canada. The board initiated an ELL policy and program
implementation project to guide the identification of ELLs with special
needs. The project was intended to meet the policy requirement that
‘school boards will develop a protocol for identifying English language
learners who may also have special education needs’ (Ontario Ministry
of Education, 2007, p. 18). In collaboration with teachers, psychologists,
speech pathologists, and other key education agents, the board developed a
framework that includes an examination of the following factors:

1 Personal and family issues/context (Pre- and post-migration
experience)

Previous schooling (continuous/disrupted)

Physical, developmental, emotional, and cognitive development
Acculturation process

5 Language and literacy development (L1, oral skills)

AW N

Understanding personal and family factors can contribute to understanding
how to differentiate between 1.2 development and exceptionalities. When
new ELLs arrive in school, teachers can orally interview or survey their
parents in writing to gather information about their family backgrounds. 1f
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parents do not speak or read English sufficiently well, social service workers
can assist with the interview by arranging a translator for the parents. In
gathering personal and family background information, teachers need to
ask about students’ previous schooling experience in terms of the amount
and quality of instruction in both first and English languages. Teachers
also need to continue to track students’ physical, emotional, and cognitive
development in relation to their language development and academic
growth, through ongoing observations of students’ interactions within and
outside the classroom.

_ Activity 2.5 ‘

- Review the framework developed by the YRDSB. For each factor, identify what

_ kind of specific information would be useful. From whom would you seek
this information? What method would be appropriate for gathering such
information? Are there other factors that you think should be considered?
Discuss these factors with your colleagues, special education professionals, and
patents in your school.

ElLLs go through various stages in the process of acculturation. 1t is not
surprising for teachers to find that some new ELLs remain silent for an
extended time while others adapt themselves quickly to the new learning
environment. Tabors & Snow (1994) describe the silent period as the second
stage of a development sequence in second-language acquisition following
a lirst stage when young children persist in using their home languages
for a bricl period even when others do not understand. When children
realize their home languages do not work in the new environment, they
become nonverbal. This time is a critical period for young children to learn
the new language. Assessment during this period may underestimate or
misrepresent young children’s potential language ability (Tabors & Snow).

It is possible that adolescent language learners with two years of
immigration experience cope with the challenge arising from the new school
environment in ways similar to young learners. Unlike young children, these
adolescent ELLs may have prior educational experiences in the L2 although
the degree varies to a great extent. Il they remain silent in the classroom, it
may be because they are experiencing identity conflicts, a negative attitude
to L2 language learning, and anxiety from peer pressure. This situation is
well portrayed in Danzak’s (2011) case study that illustrates two distinct
patterns associated with adolescent Mexican students’ perceptions of 1.2
learning:
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The first pattern, bilingual identity with positive views of bilingualism,
was exhibited by Carolina and Juan (from Puerto Rico) and Diego (from
Mexico). From the participants’ perspective, bilingual was understood
as having a certain level of (oral) language proficiency in both Spanish
and English. These three students reported that they regularly spoke and
felt confident using both languages, enjoyed/valued both languages, and
felt happy living in the United States. Despite their self-identification
as bilinguals, these participants elected to write or speak in Spanish
when given the option, as discussed above ... The second pattern,
monolingual (Spanish-speaking) identity with negative views of
bilingualism, was demonstrated by Edgar, Sara, and Manuel (all from
Mexico) ... These students felt that they did not speak enough English,
English was difficult, they did not want to learn English, and they were
not happy or comfortable living in the United States. Additionally, all of
these students expressed a desire to return to live in Mexico.

(Danzak, 2011, p. 512)

Danzak’s detailed analysis helps us understand individual students’
identities and perceptions of L2 learning. For example, Edgar demonstrated
academic language proficiency in L1 at the lexical, syntactic, and discourse-
level skills; however, his limited experience and negative attitude to English
prevented him from transferring such academic language skills to writing
in the L2. On the other hand, while Manuel had negative feelings about 1.2
learning, he struggled with writing in both 1.1 and 1.2. Danzak notes that
Manuel could have an undiagnosed language learning disability.

There are numerous formal measures used for identifying learning and
reading difficulties. For example, the Wechsler Individual Achievement
Test (WIAT-111, Wechsler, 2009) is often used to assess students’ reading
ability and to further identify a discrepancy between the student’s current
proficiency level and a grade/age norm. Another example is the Woodcock-
Johnson III test battery (Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001), which is
used to assess cognitive and oral language levels, and achievement levels.
Given the complexity of the linguistic and cultural learning that ELLs
experience, teachers need to be cautious about using existing standardized
measures typically normed for L1 students. There is a great need for
linguistically and culturally sensitive assessments for ELLs.

In particular, the assessment of bilingual children should not be used
to confirm the double-deficit view, that is, they are not as proficient as
monolinguals in either of their languages. Instead, it should take into
account additive effects of learning multiple languages. Assessing the
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bilingual/multilingual students’ linguistic repertoire as a whole can provide
more comprehensive information about their linguistic and cognitive
potential on the continuum of multilingual competence (Grosjean, 2001;
Jessner, 2008).

Although it is imperative to identify language learners who may have
exceptionalities as soon as possible in order to arrange appropriate
programming for them, teachers should take careful steps before referring
them to psycho-educational tests. Through initial language assessments,
teachers should arrange language support programs for students, and
monitor them if they are not making adequate progress in the programs.
If they are not, even after receiving sufficient support to develop language
skills, teachers may initiate a pre-referral process in which they conduct a
systematic assessment of the students’ strengths and needs by documenting
their responses to differentiated instructional strategies and tasks. This pre-
referral process can help minimize the chance that language learners are
inaccurately relerred o psycho-educational tests for exceptionalities (Ortiz
& Yates, 2001).

Although a lack of attention to identifying students’ learning needs and
necessary interventions is detrimental, negative consequences from mis-
and over-identification can also have a profound impact on the lives of
language learners. The purpose of assessment in this regard is not to label
students with deficits but to provide them with support tailored to their
actual needs. Teachers can gather information from multiple assessments
to develop comprehensive language profiles that detail not only students’
areas ol needs but also their strengths. These actions will send a positive
message to students about assessment and about themselves as learners.

Summary

In this chapter, we have examined different ways of conceptualizing language
proficiency. We have also looked at research, using different approaches
to describe school-aged language learners’ proficiency development.
Throughout, it has been emphasized that in planning, interpreting, and using
assessment results, teachers need to take account of individual students’
unique developmental paths [rom a long-term perspective. We have also
discussed the difficulties of assessing language proficiency separately from
content knowledge and skills in the curriculum-learning context. Because
most existing language assessments may not be sensitive enough to assess
students’ academic language proficiency in content-specific areas beyond
social uses of language, we paid close attention to the key components of
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ALP This chapter illustrated ways in which the ALP assessment framework
can be used to identify knowledge and skills assessed by existing tests and
guide the development of a new assessment tool.

Teachers need to take care in distinguishing children’s language learning
needs from special needs arising from developmental disabilities or
delays, emotional impairments, and/or physical disabilities. Because
young language learners develop their first language literacy skills while
simultaneously developing an L2, teachers need to consider a range of
factors including students’ home language use when assessing them for
exceptionalities. Considering the complexity of L2 students’ language
development and a myriad of factors associated with it, we should be
careful when using existing standardized measures. In Chapter 3, we will
examine key principles for assessing young language learners and discuss
various assessment approaches based on research evidence and practical
applications in classrooms.



3

Principles for Assessing Young
Language Learners

Preview

Thus far, we have explored how language assessment is used in many
different parts of the world. We have also discussed theories of language
development that teachers need to know in planning, implementing, and
using assessment results for language learners. In this chapter, we will focus
on key principles for assessing young language learners in schools (we will
discuss some principles for assessing adolescent learners in Chapter 4). Let
us begin the discussion by exploring some assessment issues in Classroom
Snapshot 3.1.

Classroom Snapshot 3.1

Anna is a full-time elementary school teacher and is pursuing a Master’s degree
in Education. She chose to take a graduate course entitled, Assessing School-
aged Language Learners, as her second last course for her degree. Here is a
conversation between Anna and her course instructor {(myself) during the first
class. Think about what assessment issues she raises and compare her questions
and concerns with yours.

Eunice: Why are you interested in this course, | mean, assessments?

Anna: I work with ELLs and students with special needs. There is no formal
identification of exceptionalities in my school because it's a private
school. But we use many different tests throughout the year. Some are
standardized, and some aren’t. But we have so little information about

the tests.

Eunice: What kind of information do you wish to have?

Anna: For example, we don’t know which test is better for our students.
Shouldn’t there be a set of criteria that can guide us with test selection
and use?

Eunice: OK.Can you please elaborate on the criteria? What comes to your
mind when you think of such criteria?

Anna: I would like to know if the test | am using (or am asked to use) really
measures my students’language ability. Especially when | use a
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standardized test, | want to know if it is relevant to what my students
learn in my classroom. Also | feel teachers’ marks are too subjective.
Eunice: Why so?
Anna:  Because we know individual students well, it may be hard for us to be
objective.
Eunice: OK. Let me write down some of your questions on the board so that
we can revisit them later.
Anna: Another question | ask myself a lot has to do with assessment
methods. What assessment method should | use? Depending
on assessment methods, such as essay, multiple-choice test,
presentation, students'marks fluctuate. I'm pretty sure it has to do
with assessment methods. Obviously some need some additional
help or accommodations. But I'm not sure if it's even fair to give
accommodations, such as extra time or a dictionary, to some students
but not to all. &
Anna asked some important questions; unfortunately, answering them is
not simple. Do any of your own questions overlap with hers? In Chapter 1
we touched on some of the key concepts that Anna is struggling with here.
Building on these key concepts of assessment, we will discuss specific
assessment principles that can be used to evaluate young learners. As
you read the chapter and learn about these issues, think about how these
topics are relevant to you in your teaching context. How will you use the
information in your assessment and instruction of the young language
learners in your classrooms?

Mapping out Assessments

What kinds of assessment are appropriate for assessing young learners?
When should teachers use external language tests to inform them of
their students’ language proficiency? How is the use ol external language
tests and the information that they generate different from teacher-
designed classroom assessment? In Snapshot 3.1, Anna mentions various
assessments such as standardized external tests, student term papers, and
informal assessments. These assessments differ in many ways, including
their purposes, task types, scoring, and interpretations.

Take a look at Figure 3.1. Each of the four dimensions illustrates how
an assessment can be characterized according to its purpose and degree
of standardization. For example, an assessment in Dimension 1 serves
more of a formative (than swummative) purpose, and is unstandardized. An
example of an assessment in this dimension would be a teacher checklist
used to evaluate students’ language use during group work. As discussed
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in Chapter 1, the purpose of each assessment falls somewhere along the
continuum of formative (i.e. providing on-going feedback on teaching
and learning) to summative (i.e. evaluating and reporting students’ overall
achievement) functions. Standardization is a procedure taken to make test
administration and scoring uniform. A standardized test means that students
take the same test under the same test condition, and their performance is
evaluated based on predetermined scoring schemes or rubrics (Popham,
1999). This process allows test score users to compare individual students
against pre-established references.

Actlvity 3 1

Lletus revisit the assessments you used to complete Actavxty 1.1in Chapter 1
f“fcv‘Use those assessments as exemplars to answer the following guestions: What is
_ the purpose of each assessment? To what extent is it standardized? Now situate
_eachof your assessments in one of the four dimensions illustrated in Figure 3.1.
_Isthere any assessment that appears in more than one dimension?.

Summative

Pimension 2 | Dimensjon 4

Un‘standardized ‘ Standardized

Dimension 1 Dimension 3

Formative

- Figure 3.1 A framework for mapping assessments on the continua

Many classroom language assessments are informal in that they are not
standardized. For example, spelling tests that you create before starting a new
unit could appear in Dimension 1. If you administered a vocabulary test from
PPVT-1V (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, 4th ed.), it would appear either
in Dimension 3 or Dimension 4 depending on your use of the test results. If
students submit portfolios that they worked on throughout the term, they
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may be found in Dimension 2. If teachers assess students’ portfolios using
state, provincial, or national standards-based rubrics, they may be found close
to the vertical axis within Dimension 2. It is entirely possible that the same
assessment (for example, a portfolio) is found in two different dimensions,
because it is the use of the assessment (not the assessment itself) that will
help to determine its placement along the vertical axis.

Let us discuss the term ‘standardization’ in more detail. Take a look at
the language tests you placed in Dimensions 3 and 4. There are many
standardized language tests used for both summative and formative purposes.
International language tests, such as the Cambridge Young Learners English
Tests and TOEFL Junior Tests are examples of standardized language tests.
They are increasingly used in schools in EFL contexts in which the tests
serve a need from local EFL educators to provide evidence of student
progress in the development of English proficiency by offering certification
or providing information used for admission and placement decisions
(see Spotlight Study 3.3). Standards-based language tests mandated by
educational authorities (such as ELD Classroom Assessment, based on
Californian standards, as shown in Spotlight Study 3.4) are also examples
of standardized approaches to testing. They are mainly used to evaluate
the effectiveness of public school education, but they are also expected to
provide formative information for teachers and school educators to plan
improvement strategies.

One common feature of all of these tests is that they are standardized in
order for users to compare students’ test scores against certain references.
There are two main types ot standardized tests: norm-referenced tests
(NRT) and criterion-referenced tests (CRT). Recognizing this distinction is
crucial for understanding assessment practices. NRTs are used to rank order
students across a continuum of ability or achievement that is normed using
a national or other representative population. If the tests you use at your
school use percentile scores, they are examples of NRTs. These norms are
developed to allow users to measure individual students’ achievement and
ability with reference to a larger sample, often a nationally representative
sample of students. Therefore, those NRT scores are meaningful only with
reference to the norms. Some external tests use scaled scores by translating
raw scores to a scale of a mean and a standard deviation. For example, in
a well-known test used with older learners, the Test of English as Foreign
Language Internet-Based (TOEFL iBT) total scores are reported on a 0 to
300 scale. Overall, the norm-referenced tests are based upon the principle
of normal score distributions in which the distribution of students’ scores
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looks like a symmetrical bell curve. This normal distribution should remain
the same across occasion and time, which is problematic when the NRT is
used to measure students’ achievement after instruction. Teachers would
surely not want to see a highly skewed distribution of their students’ scores
as an indication of effective instruction and growth in students’ learning!

While NRT scores can tell you where one of your students stands in reference
to a national norm, they cannot tell you how well he or she has achieved
curricular goals, which is the goal of CRTs (Hudson & Lynch, 1984). CRTs
differ from NRTs in that they are used to determine what students have
achieved and can do in relation to a set of pre-specified criteria, including
the educational standards that we reviewed in Chapter 1.

NRTs and CRTs differ not only in terms of the purposes of testing but
also in the principles used to guide test item development. Most NRTs use
selected-response test item types (multiple-choice, true false, matching)
because of efhciency in administration and scoring, which are crucial
conditions for large-scale testing serving educational accountability. In
addition, because discriminating among students is the prime goal ol the
NRTs, test items are developed and validated based on rigorous technical
scrutiny to ensure high quality discriminating power for differentiating
high- from low-proficient learners.

[tems [or the CRTs are also carelully designed and validated based on
their capacity to measure core curricular skills and knowledge that students
have learned. The CRTs preler performance assessment because they
directly elicit students’ target language output. They are more difficult to
standardize mainly because of the variability in human scoring procedures
and fewer tasks used (Bailey, 1998).

How often do you use standardized NRTs in your school? The most
frequent uses of standardized tests used for young language learners in
schools are to identify students for relerral for special education and to track
academic achievements in content areas in order to meet the accountability
policy demands. Because both uses are considered to have significant
consequences for students, standardized tests used for those purposes
should be developmentally, culturally, and linguistically appropriate for
young language learners. 1 caution here that most standardized NRTs
used for referral to special education, or tracking students’ academic
achievement are normed against a population which may not adequately
represent language learners. In addition, normative scales for these tests are
inappropriate [or judging language learners’ eligibility for special education
and further identifying their learning needs. As we learned from the York
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Region District School Board project in Chapter 2, educators need to take
a holistic perspective when considering special education services for
language learners instead of basing referral on the results from standardized
NRTs. They should consider multiple aspects of language learning potential,
collecting data using multiple assessment methods, and by seeking input
from parents and teachers in addition to formal standardized test results.

When tests are standardized against a large norming group, they are not
best suited to provide information about individuals’ strengths and areas
of needs. Rather, they are efficient for rank-ordering students against the
normed population and make comparison easier. When norm-referenced
standardized tests are used for assessing young and adolescent language
learners, the test results are more prone to errors because the tests tend to
be long, and time-constrained, and to favor multiple-choice test questions.
As we discussed in Chapter 2, young learners have a much shorter attention
span than older learners and they may also have limited experience with
multiple-choice tests in some contexts. It is common to hear elementary
school teachers talking about the many hours they have spent before a
mandatory external test helping to familiarize their younger learners with
multiple-choice tests! Let us now discuss specific principles for assessing
school-aged language learners.

Assessment Should be Cognitively Rich Enough
to Elicit Knowledge and Skills

One indication of the quality of language assessment is whether it involves
children in rich cognitive activities. Tearners need to understand what
the activity is asking them to do and then cognitively process information
presented in them. Cognitively rich activities require students to draw
on their linguistic resources and background knowledge including both
content and world knowledge. Learners also need to recognize the context
of the task (for example, is this a conversation between two students in
the school hallway?) and text genres (is it from a science textbook or a
magazine?). In some tests, a cognitively rich task asks students to predict
what a text will be about from the title or pictures included in the task.
Presented either orally or in written format, such tasks can help students
to create mental images to synthesize information from the text and use
metacognitive ability to monitor their problem-solving strategies. As you
can see from these examples and descriptions, cognitively rich tasks engage
learners by asking them to draw upon various linguistic, cognitive, and
metacogntive skills.
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The creation of a cognitively rich language assessment begins with the
development of assessment specifications that identify core linguistic
knowledge and skills that proficient students are expected to demonstrate
in the target language (Davidson & Lynch, 2002). The assessment
developers then identify language behaviors and functions associated with
each element of the core linguistic knowledge and skills. For example,
vocabulary knowledge plays a key role in young learners’ language
proficiency development. One of the vocabulary processing skills may be
the ability to figure out the meaning of a low-frequency word from the
context of its use in an academic text. The mastery of this skill may be
observed when students use such low-frequency vocabulary in their essays.
Subsequently, assessment tasks are created to simulate learning contexts in
which this language function can be observed.

How effectively do assessments elicit target language skills? Do elicited
skills represent the target language construct? How authentic are testing
contexts? What kind of evidence should we seek in order to answer these
questions? Answering themis critical forunderstanding principlesassociated
with test validity. Test validation is a process of sceking and accumulating
evidence 1o support claims we make about a test (Bachman, 2005; Messick,
1989). For example, a main claim may be that a test offers meaningful
information about students’ language ability and useful information upon
which we can make instructional and programming decisions. We then
need to seck validity evidence to support this claim.

One method of collecting such evidence is to examine whether assessment
tasks elicit rich cognitive processes and activate linguistic knowledge. In
other words, do students actually use knowledge and skills that assessment
tasks are purported to elicit? Are they congruent with how they use the
language in real life? This understanding of the relationship between
the actual skills that are tested and those which the assessment aims to
test is called cognitive validity (Field, 2011; Glaser, 1991; Weir, 2005). It
concerns the breadth and depth of linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge
students draw on during mental processes, as well as the effectiveness of
the cognitive processes on successful task performance (O’Sullivan, 2011).
Cognitive validity offers crucial information for teachers in assessing young
language learners who experience rapid growth in developing linguistic
abilities and cognitive skills. Empirical evidence from students’ verbal
descriptions of their thinking processes helps build the connection between
how students think (cognition), how tasks elicit cognition (observation),
and what inferences are made about students’ ability (interpretation) (The
National Research Council, 2001).
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Think-aloud can be a useful method of gathering evidence of cognitive
validity and for understanding the complex nature of cognitive processes
and strategies that students use during task performance (Ericsson &
Simon, 1993; Gass & Mackey, 2000; Jang, 2005). Teachers can indirectly
observe students’ thinking processes and strategy use by prompting them
to say aloud as they work through problems. Students may think aloud
concurrently while performing the given task or recall their thoughts after
completing it, prompted by some retrieval cues (for example, video clips,
pictures, or students’ own work).

Considering that reading aloud is a common learning activity in
young learners’ classrooms (Beck & McKeown, 2001) and that teachers
increasingly use think-aloud as an instructional tool to model problem-
solving processes to students, students’ verbalized accounts of their own
problem-solving processes offer useful information for teachers and
researchers. In Activity 3.2, I introduce two Grade 6 students, Ellen and
Sam and share parts of their think-aloud reports. Let us take a close look at
their cognitive processes in Activity 3.2.

Activity 3.2

- Ellen and Sam took a provmaal Grade 6 literacy test a month before the think-
aloud session and wete invited back to select two passages and verbalize their
thought processes. The transeripts in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 show excerpts from
their think-aloud reports produced while reading the passage, Popcorn unider
pressure, and answering reading comprehension questions, Fdivided the reports

into two parts. Table 3.1 illustrates the students’ verbalizations of their thoughts
while reading the text and Table 3.2 shows their answers to the corresponding
reading comprehension questlons Italicized transcripts refer to the original
text, and I’ refers to the interviewer. Use the space provided next to the verbal
_reports to make notes of your ideas and thoughts as you read the transcripts.
__When you read their reports, consnder the following questzons' ‘

e Howdo the students process textual information?

* Howdo they doffer in solving reading comprehension tasks'?

o How effectively do you thrnk the reading comprehensmn tasks elicit
‘ readmg skulls'v'

- What did you notice while you were readmg the transcripts of the students'’

verbal reports" How do they process the textual information and use that
__information in answering the comprehension questions on pages 81-2? Do
__their thought processes reveal their readmg ablhttes7 Who do you thmk had a
-~ better understandlng of the text7 -




Ellen’s verbal report

Sam'’s verbal report

Note

Ellen: | think ! want to do'Popcorn under Pressure/
because the other stories | still kind of
remember and | didn't reaily, I'm not really
into those kinds of stories, like poems.

It looks like kitchen magic.
Ellen: It's kind of like, there’s magic in the kitchen.

You take g handful of dried corn kernels, small and

hard as ladybugs.

Ellen: Um, there’s like, dried corn kernels, and
they're really hard and small, like ladybugs.

That'’s popcorn. Don't forget to put on the lid.

Ellen: | would think that because if you dont put
on the lid, it will go all over the place and the |
popcorn will fly out and make a big mess.

Each kernel of popcorn has a hard outer shell around

a pocket of starch.
Ellen: Um, a popcorn has an outer shell and inside

there’s a pocket of starch.

If you could take off the shell, the starch in the
endosperm would feel and taste a little like a raw

potato.
Ellen: If you open it and take off the shell, inside it
would feel and taste like a raw potato ...

Sam: This one.”Popcorn under Pressure!” | was

thinking like, what do they mean by Popcorn
under Pressure, like, when the popcorn pops,
it flies.

It looks like kitchen magic. You take a handful of

dried corn kernels, small and hard as ladybugs. Throw
them into a hot pan with alittle gil, and soon they’re
jumping, spinning and exploding into shapes like
freeze-dried clouds. That’s popcorn. Don't forget to put

on the lid. But why does popcorn pop?
Sam: Maybe popcorn pops because of the name,

the pressure of like, what they put inside
with the popcorn. Or maybe because of the
fire, it makes heat and then they pop, ‘cause
in the beginning they're just kernels and
then they pop into popcorn.

Each kernel of popcorn has a hard outer shell around
a pocket of starch. This pocket is called an endosperm
which means “inside the seed.” If you could take off the
shell, the starch in the endosperm would feel and taste
a little like a raw potato. There’s a lot of water in that
starch: in fact, the perfect piece of popcorn is about
14% water.
Sam: So, I'm wondering how that small kernel
has so much water in it. It looks like more
amount of water than the kernel.

How do the students choose
the text?

How do the students chunk
i the text while thinking
Laloud?

How much attention do they | |
pay to details in the text?

How do the students infer
about the author’s intent to
mention potatoes?

Do the students show
interest in reading the text?
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Ellen’s verbal report

Sam’s verbal report

Note

| Interviewer: What are you thinking?

| Ellen: Well, it's really interesting ‘cause um, in the
starch, | didn't know that there would be
14% of water in it. | thought it would be less.

But the expansion of steam is only half the story.
Ellen: The expansion of steam is only half of the
story, only half of the cycle.

mushrooms or tomatoes, usually get smaller when

you cook them.
Ellen: So, um, like, food, mushrooms or tomatoes,

they get smaller when you cook them. Like,
when my mom cooks them, it actually does
get smaller.

The shell keeps the hot steam inside the popcorn like

But the expansion of steam is only half the story. When
most things are heated, the water in them just boils
away. That’s why foods with a lot of water in them,
such as mushrooms or tomatoes, usually get smaller
when you cook them. Popcorn is different because of
the hard shell. The shell keeps the hot steam inside the
popcorn like air inside a balloon. The pressure builds
up. You can picture the fast-moving molecules of
steam pushing and hitting against the hard shell until
the shell can't hold them in. Like g balloon, the shell
flies apart all at once: it pops.
Sam: So, you can imagine the pop, the kernel
hitting the pan from side to side, and when
it can't take it anymore, it just pops into a
i popcorn, but not like a balloon, a balloon
just pops and goes smaller, it doesn’t grow
bigger when it pops.

Popcorn is a tasty example of the science of pressure. It
may not be magic, but it is magical.

air inside a balloon.
Ellen: The shell around the popcorn, it keeps the
steam from exploding out of it.

Popcorn is a tasty example of the science of pressure.
Ellen: It's a really good example of science of

pressure.

It may not be magic, but jtis magical.
Ellen: It's not magic but it could be really cool and

. 1 That’s why foods with a lot of water in them, such as
|

|

\

“ magical, like that.

Sam: How is popcorn magic? It's just, like, natural.
It's like a box, when you put something in
that box, something really big, and the box
can't take it so... in the beginning it can take
it, but after some time, it just opens and
becomes big. So, that’s not magic.

How do the students
understand why the author
mentions mushrooms,
tomatoes, and a balloon in
the text?

How do the students
interpret the author’s
mention of ‘magical’?

Table 3.1 Thinking aloud while reading the text (Jang, Dunlop, Park, & Vander Boom, 2013)

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press
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i mterestmg to observe how the tw:
' easons As 1 explalned above, bot

. ““could not remember as much detali about lt as she did with the other text
It seems that she wanted to work on a text that was not repetatlve andmore
~ challenging. She also considered the text genre by statlng that paems (one of
_the texts provided) are not her favorite type of reading material. On the other .
hand, Sam seemed to be intrigued by the title Popcom underpressureand
wanted to know what it means (although he had read the same text before).

_ The most obvious difference between the two students is how they chunk
- the text during the think-aloud: that is, how they break down the text into

~ smaller parts to help with comprehension. It is one of the reading strategies
used to break down challenging text into more manageable pieces. You might
think that more proficient readers, like Ellen, would work with longer chunks:
It is quite the contrary. Ellen worked with much shorter chunks, constantly
paraphrasing what she read, identifying key words, and paying attention to
~ details. Sam, on the other hand, worked with much longer chunks throughout
_ the text, with little information drawn from the text.

The excerpts presented in Table 3.1 shows how the students processed the
textual information. From their verbal reports, how do you think the students
will perform on reading comprehension tasks? Which student do you think will
have performed better? Let us take a close look at the excerpts presented in

Table 3.2 on page 84.

Ellen and Sam's verbal data show a distinct dsfference in their ability to
comprehend textual information by searching and Iocatmg the key idea (starch)
in the text. For example, while answering the first question. what is at the center
of the corn kernel? Ellen verbalized, “it would be starch because it sayssoin
the text. Here, ‘each kernel of popcorn has a hard outer shell around a pocket -
. of starch! “Onthe other hand, Sam responded, "Potato1 That's what brings
_most of the taste to the popcorn! Clearly, Sam needs to work on differentiating
__details from the main idea in the text because he failed to understand why the
author mentioned the word potato’in the passage. He also needs to work on :
improving the inferencing skills he requires for understanding implied meaning.
_ As such, differences in cognitive skills between these two students are evident
throughout their reports. | am sure your notes include many more salient
differences. { encourage you to share the notes with your col!eagues and dlscuss
_ your analyses in more detail. ‘ :




Ellen’s verbal report

© Sam'’s verbal report

[ Note

(Q1) What is at the center of the corn kernel?
Ellen: It would be starch, ‘cause it says so in the
text.

(Q2) What is the purpose of the colon in line 112

Ellen: It'd be A, ‘cause it has like, some really, it
relates a little.

(Q3) But the expansion of steam is only half the story.

What is the other half of the story?

(Q4) Describe a safety issue related to popping

popcorn. Use information from the text and your own

Ellen: It’s not the pot lid, ‘cause the shell keepsitin.

ideas to support your answer.
Ellen: in the text, it did say you have to keep the

lid on, otherwise it will explode all over the
place and it's going to get messy, and it’s
happened to me before, so yeah.

(Q5) How does this text make a complicated process

understandable? Use information from the text and
your own ideas to support your answer.

Ellen: Um, | know how to pop popcorn, and it’s a
pretty simple how-to-do list. If you know
how to doit. Like, check it out on the
computer and stuff.

(Q1) What is at the center of the corn kernel?
Sam: Potato. That's what brings most of the taste
to the popcorn.

(Q2) What is the purpose of the colon in line 112

Sam: Usually when you start a paragraph you start
with one subject, and then you start another
paragraph and you start a different subject.

(Q3) But the expansion of steam is only half the story.

What is the other half of the story?
Sam: The shell cracks open from the pressure. The
pressure becomes stronger and it pops.

(Q4) Describe a safety issue related to popping
popcorn. Use information from the text and your own
ideas to support your answer.

Sam: Soif you don't keep the lid on while the
popcorn is popping, it can pop in your face
and like, hit your hand, somehow. So you
could get burnt on your hand it can hit your
eye or your face, and you can get burnt.

(Q5) How does this text make a complicated process

understandable? Use information from the text and
your own ideas to support your answer.

the text when answering the
question?

Do the students understand
the use of the colon in the
text?

taking strategies?

How do the students use

in solving problems?

Do the students understand
i the prompt?

Do the students refer back to |

Do the students use any test- |

their background knowledge

¥8
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{Q6) The text as a whole answers which of these

questions?

Ellen: It would be C, ‘cause it does talk about how
the pressure makes a corn kernel explode.

(Q7) Where would this text most likely be published?
Ellen: It'd be in a science textbook, because it is
science related.

How were the passages?

Ellen: Um, they're good, | liked them, the stories
were interesting, the texts. And the
questions were really specific, so | can
remember.

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press

I: All right, that’s it, and thank you very much.

- Sam:

‘Cause people usually just put the

usually think about the stuff that they do,
they just follow the ingredients on the back
of the plastic where you get the popcorn, or
they just cover it.

(Q6) The text as a whole answers which of these

guestions?

Sam: How does popcorn cook differently from
tomatoes?

I: What are you thinking?
Sam: How do tomatoes fit in that thing? Is it like,
small pieces of tomatoes or is it like, big?

(Q7) Where would this text most likely be published?

Sam: [n ascience textbook, cause all this is
science, ‘cause popcorn isn't magic, it's a
tasty example of the science of pressure. It
may not be magic, but it's magical. That's
why it should be in a textbook.

1 All right, great! So how were the passages
and questions?

Sam: Good. | understood them all.

. 'Téble 3.2 Thinking aloud while answering the réading comprehensioh questions {(Jang, Duﬁiop, Park, &VVandef:Borém,'

ingredients in the correct place. People don't

Do the students understand
details mentioned in the
text (e.g. tomatoes, balloon,
potatoes)?

Do the students have the
genre knowledge?

How do the students
evaluate their work?

oy

siauipa] abonbup bunoj buissassy 104 sajdiduiid

S8



86 Principles for Assessing Young Language Learners

As shown above, students’ think-alouds can be an important data source
for teachers. They provide evidence that helps to understand individual
students’ cognitive strengths and areas for improvement, which is a critical
function of assessment in school contexts. They also provide information
about whether the difficulty level of assessment tasks is associated with
cognitive complexity.

Furthermore, think-aloud can complement teachers’ diagnostic assessment
and instructional interventions. For example, Kletzien & Bednar (1990)
used think-aloud approaches in dynamic assessment (see our discussion
in Chapter 1) to understand struggling students’ strategy use and attitude
to reading. Based on Vygotsky’s conceptualization of assessment, dynamic
assessment is used to assess children’s current ability, and identily and
cultivate their learning potential through mediated instruction. Based on
iterative dynamic assessments procedures, Kletzien and Bednar show how
Suzana, a Grade 10 student, who initially performed lower than her grade
level and showed low self-efficacy, could enhance her reading comprehension
ability, using a visualization strategy (which was determined as Suzana’s
strength by her teacher during the mediated intervention).

These studies illustrate that detailed analysis ol students’ cognitive
processes can provide rich descriptions of their performance, elicited from
assessments and evidence to account for the relationship between their task
performance and language proficiency levels. Messick (1994) argues that
‘the level and sources of task complexity should match those of the construct
being measured and be attuned to the level of developing expertise of the
students assessed’ (p. 21).

In fact, think-alouds are widely used by teachers as a useful teaching
tool in classrooms. For example, during teacher—student conferences,
teachers can observe how students like Ellen and Sam engage in tasks and
offer scaffolding feedback to help students test, reinforce, and renew their
problem-solving strategies (Jang, 2010b). Teachers may use information
from the observations to refine assessment tasks, adjust their dilficulty
levels, or plan subsequent interventions to address differential performance
among students.
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Assessment Tasks Should Measure Essential Core Skills

In Chapter 2, we discussed the various components of academic language
proficiency that learners need to apply in order to meet language demands
and master tasks in curricular contexts. Specifically, we focused on
grammar and vocabulary knowledge, and discourse skills. Different
assessment methods are appropriate for measuring different aspects of ALP.
For example, let us think about how we assess young learners’ vocabulary
ability. When young children enter school, emphasis tends to be on oral
and aural skills development rather than literacy skills. This oral primacy of
classroom interactions requires children to develop the receptive knowledge
of new words and the ability to produce the words in order to participate in
classroom learning activities.

Early writing measures used for young children are largely at the word
level. Have you ever administered a dictation test? In an elementary
classroom, teachers use a dictation test to measure young children’s spelling
ability (Bailey, 1998). Teachers read words aloud, and students write down
the words they hear. Although it is often used to measure children’s spelling
ability, it also measures listening ability as well as phonological awareness.
If the target language does not have a simple match between orthography
(spelling) and phonology (sound), a dictation test can be challenging for
young language learners. When teachers are expected to dictate more
than words or phrases, they should adjust the difficulty level of the test by
considering the lexical density of a text. They can also use their speed and
pause to control the difficulty level (Bailey, 1998).

Children continue to expand their lexical and syntactic knowledge. For
example, once they have learned the word, ‘friend,” and gain increasing
awareness of the morphemic structure of words (Goodwin et al., 2012),
they start to manipulate the word structure to acquire new words, such
as ‘friendly’ and ‘unfriendly’ Teachers may test students’ vocabulary,
grammar, and listening skills using integrative tasks. For example, teachers
may use a dictogloss task where they read aloud a text while students
take notes (Wajnryb, 1990). Students work together to recreate the text.
Research shows that dictogloss has the potential to facilitate multiple skills
at the syntactic, semantic, and discourse levels (Swain & Lapkin, 1998;
Vasiljevic, 2010).

In the earlier grades, young learners focus on increasing the size of their
vocabulary knowledge by acquiring new words every day and, accordingly,
teachers’ assessment focuses on the breadth of vocabulary knowledge
(Nation, 2001; Read, 2004). Schoonen & Verhallen (2008) point out
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that measuring vocabulary size, focusing on: How many words do you
know?, is ‘deceptively simple, because different definitions of “a word”
and “knowing a word” can lead to quite different estimates of a person’s
vocabulary size'(p. 212). The question of ‘How much do you know of a
word?’ concerns the depth of vocabulary knowledge. For example, consider
the word ‘field” We can talk about a field of study, or a baseball field, or
fielding questions, which are only a few of the ways that this word can
be used. As students are exposed to increasingly complex academic text,
teachers need to measure whether students know multiple meanings of
a word, its grammatical feature, including morphological derivations,
pragmatic usage, and collocations. Schoonen & Verhallen (2008) note that
measuring the depth of vocabulary knowledge is more challenging than
vocabulary size.

Think about how you assess vocabulary knowledge in your classrooms.
Do you use vocabulary tests? If yes, what aspects of vocabulary knowledge
do they measure? If you do not use such tests, then how do you measure
vocabulary knowledge? Spotlight Studies 3.1 and 3.2 invite you to read
about two different methods used to assess young learners’ vocabulary
knowledge. Think about which method provides pedagogically more useful
information to teachers.

Spotlight Study 3.1

Jiménez Catalan & Terrazas Gallego (2008) investigated the receptive vocabulary
knowledge of primary students using the Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT). The
authors describe this test as designed with “a pedagogical aim in mind” {p. 175).
This vocabulary measure uses words from lists of the most frequently used words
in English, for example, the 2000 or 3000 most frequent families of words, as well
as those from the Academic Word List that includes 570 word families (Coxhead,
2006). Each of the word lists is used to create a different level of the test, and there
are five different test levels. As Jiménez Catalan and Terrazas Gallego explain:

The main assumptions underlying the test are that the most frequent words
in a language will be the first learned, and the vocabulary growth will take
place in scalable order: that is, knowledge of words in a particular band
implies knowledge of words in all lower bands, but not of those in any higher
band.To put it another way, testees’knowledge of uncommon words implies
knowledge of the most frequent words but not the other way around.

(Jiménez Catalan & Terrazas Gallego, 2008, p. 175)

The test measures decontextualized knowledge of vocabulary words (Nation,
2012, p. 3). Here is an example:
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‘soldier”:

He is a soldier.

a person in a business

b student

¢ person who uses metal
d personin the army

Jiménez Catalan and Terrazas Gallego focused on investigating the overall
receptive vocabulary of 270 year four primary school Spanish learners (average
age of 10.3 years) studying English. They used two tests to measure receptive
vocabulary of young learners: a 1000-word receptive test (Nation, 1993), and
the 2000-word frequency band from the receptive version of the VLT (Schmitt,
Schmitt & Clapham 2001, version 2). They further investigated if there were
correlations between this vocabulary measure and a cloze test. Each student
participant completed the two vocabulary measures and the cloze test, which
was a subtest of a standardized language test developed for young learners.
Learners were given 15 minutes to complete each task during class time. As part
of the instructions, students were told that they would be penalized for wrong
answers to reduce chances of learners’ guessing.

The results indicate that the young learners had mastered about 559 words out
of 1000 on the 1000-word level test, and 178 words out of 2000 on the 2000-
word level test. The researchers suggest that these findings indicate that students
have a‘reasonably good vocabulary size’ (p. 184) considering their age and the
amount of instruction that they have received (total of 419 hours of instruction in
English). They conclude that information about students’receptive vocabulary is
integral to teachers’ lesson planning and instruction of vocabulary, and point out
some of the limitations of their study, one of which is that the test only measures
learners’ basic knowledge of word meanings, and not deep word understanding.

B B W W G o B R B R B8 m B S

Spotlight Study 3.2

Schoonen & Verhallen (2008) investigated the reliability and validity of a
vocabulary measure called the Word Association Task (WAT), adapted for use with
young English language learners. As the authors state, researching measures

of deep word knowledge has been used with adolescent and adult language
learners but not younger ELLs. The purpose of this vocabulary measure is to test
deep word knowledge. The young ELLs in Grades 3 and 5 are presented with
word webs. At the center of each word web is a stimulus word that is surrounded
by six associated words. Students need to decide which words are related to the
stimulus word. For example, the stimulus word, foot, is related to leg, toe, and
body part, but it is not related to cup, as illustrated in Figure 3.2.
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foot

toe cup

Figure 3.2. Word Association Task {WAT) example

The researchers administered two versions of this test (WAT-A and WAT-B) to
over 400 students in each of Grades 3 and 5 (total of 822). They recorded which
connecting lines were drawn to each stimulus word presented to the students,
and if students were able to correctly identify all three connecting lines for each
stimulus word, then they were awarded points for the test item.

Overall, the young language learners did not have difficulty with the test; they
were able to understand and complete the word connection tasks and the
probability of guessing correct answers was low. Additionally, as Schoonen and
Verhallen (2008) point out, the test is suitable for administration in classrooms,
as it can be completed in a short period of time (20-30 minutes). The authors
concluded that, with respect to difficulty, the test is appropriate for young
learners in Grade 3, and slightly less so for students in Grade 5

Now that you have read a little bit about these two vocabulary tests and
have become familiar with them, take some time to compare the two
measures based on our discussion of ALP, and the vocabulary knowledge
that students need in order to successfully meet school language demands
and master curricular content. How do these two tests differ in assessing
young English language learners’ vocabulary knowledge? Do you agree
that Schoonen & Verhallen’s (2008) investigation focused primarily on
measuring the depth of vocabulary knowledge, while Jiménez Catalin &
Terrazas Gallego (2008) study focused on the breadth of vocabulary? Do
you value one type of vocabulary knowledge more than the other? While
teachers need to measure both the breadth and depth of young ELLS’
vocabulary development, it is possible that teachers focus more on assessing
children’s vocabulary size during primary grades (1-3) when they show
a rapid growth of vocabulary knowledge by acquiring new words every
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day. As students are exposed to more academic texts across subject areas
and deepen their vocabulary knowledge, it is crucial that their teachers
assess their growth in depth of vocabulary knowledge as well. Therefore,
both measures reviewed in the Spotlight Studies are potentially useful for
assessing young learners’ developmental growth in vocabulary knowledge.

Assessment Should Promote Positive Learning
and Assessment Experiences

One of the characteristics that distinguishes young learners from older ones
is how they are affected by their educational and personal contexts. Unlike
older students whose learning is often structured by tangible goals they
strive to achieve (for example, going to college, applying for a scholarship,
or maintaining high GPA), young learners are likely to be affected by
whether or not learning materials and tasks are ‘interesting.” The adjective,
‘interesting,” is a common word that children use when asked about their
thoughts on assessiment tasks (Jang et al., 2013). What they may mean
by that is that assessments are meaningful (i.e. relevant to their school
and personal life), challenging enough (not repetitive of old information),
and still achievable (not too difficuly). It assessment tasks fail to engage
students enough to fully demonstrate their competencies, results from the
assessment will under-represent their abilities. 1f assessment tasks trigger
severe anxiety in students because of either misfit difficulty levels of the
tasks or restrictive administration procedures, their validity must also be
called into question. Kathy, a Grade 4 bilingual student, expresses her
enjoyment while reading the passage about popcorn by saying “So | might
feel excited if this ... if P'm making popcorn and they keep popping and
then they might pop everywhere so I might be excited to eat them after
they’re done” (Jang, 2009, p. 37). Even if this comment is made in a testing
situation, it is evident that the child enjoys reading to learn about a new
concept. We learn more about her excitement as she continues to verbalize
her thoughts and says, “so it sounds interesting to me since I'm learning all
this while I'm reading all this so I kind of want to read even more about this.
It gets me interested in all this” (p. 37).

Unfortunately, not all students show as much interest as Kathy does in
reading the popcorn passage. The student in Classroom Snapshot 3.2 is
clearly distracted by the line numbers that appear on the margin of the
passage, as we can see by his verbalization as he reads the popcorn passage.
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: Classroom Snapshot 3.2
Travis (T), a Grade 4 student, thinks aloud while reading a passage about how
popcorn pops and answers C's reading comprehension questions.
T: What's with all these numbers beside it?
C: Um.
T: I was wondering what these numbers are for?
C: OK, well what do you think? What um...
T: I don't know. Maybe it’s time. Like after five minutes or so or after ten, fifteen,
twenty or so to see what’s happening.

C: OK.Turn the page. OK as you're answering the questions tell us what you're
thinking about. OK?

T: What is at the center of the corn kernel? Uh...

C: OK.Why is the question asking this question?

T: Like what's in the popcorn kernel.

T: Question number two. What is the purpose of the colon in line 11?7
{(Unintelligible} | get it now. That what that is.

: Mm-hmm.

T: That's the fifth line, line eleven.

(o]

(Chun & Jang, 2012, p. 72) &

Travis is being distracted by line numbers that run alongside the text
margin. He becomes fixated by those numbers though he eventually
understands their purpose. Line numbers in the texts are not authentic, as
we do not find them in non-testing situations. They are test features, and
young learners who are writing a test for the first time may not be (amiliar
with them, as Travis illustrates.

Compared to adolescent and adult learners, young children tend to have
shorter attention spans and can get easily distracted from learning and
assessment. Instruments used for young learners should be user-friendly
and interesting to them. Green, Hamnett, & Green (2001) examined the
user-friendliness of national reading comprehension tests by interviewing
24 children in Year 6 to understand their perceptions about the test stimuli
and answer booklets of the tests. Their findings show that:

¢ Children enjoy learning (new) things from the stimulus.
o If children feel familiar with the topics of the stimulus, they feel more
confident and at ease.
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e Less proficient children (judged by their teachers) tend to make remarks
about the text length and express their concerns about remembering the
texts rather than referring to the content of the texts when answering test
questions (lack of test-taking strategies).

e Children find factual texts boring and prefer stimulus materials with
humor.

e Children find questions asking about facts stated in the text boring
because they just need to remember the text instead of drawing on their
own thoughts.

e Children prefer illustrations and pictures with captions.

e Some children find ‘non-traditional’ question types, such as matching,
table completion, bullet points, speech bubbles, and ticking encouraging,
while other children prefer multiple-choice questions as they are quick
and involve less writing.

The researchers conclude that the level of engagement with the stimulus

is crucial, as children’s motivation influences their test performance. Topic

familiarity is also an important factor to be considered, as children tend
to leel more confident when answering questions on familiar subjects.

Overall, less proficient children feel more threatened by text length and

topic unfamiliarity. They highlight the importance ol user-friendliness from

children’s perspectives, as it has impact on test validity.

While user-friendly assessment [or young children is crucial, the negative
impact of high-stakes testing on children is ol concern to teachers across
countries. So far, little attention has been paid to the impact of testing on
young children’s affect and attitude to assessment. Considering that anxiety
negatively influences achievement in L2 (Gardner, Tremblay, & Masgoret,
1997) and that test-taking populations have become much younger in
recent years, the affective consequences of testing on young learners should
not be overlooked. Depending on the context, they hold different power
and inflluence over individuals, practices, and policies. Spotlight Study 3.3
examined the use of commercial international language tests for young
language learners in Hong Kong.

Spotlight Study 3.3

Chik & Besser (2011) investigated the use of the Cambridge Young Learners
English (YLE) tests in Hong Kong. This test series is just one of many
commercial international language tests that are available for the assessment
of young learners’ English language proficiency. Chik & Besser summarize the
characteristics of these tests by identifying their four commonalities:
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1 they measure the English language proficiency of learners between the ages
of 5and 12

2 they are standardized, so that students all over the world can take them, and
the results can be compared across countries and cultures

3 they are marketed as products available for purchase

4 thereis a cost associated with taking the test.

As Chik & Besser explain, the Hong Kong context provides an ideal setting in
which to examine the use of commercial international language tests for young
language learners partly because of the high social status attributed to English
language proficiency. In fact, in Hong Kong, increasing numbers of young
learners take the test. The researchers report that in 2006, 18,000 students

took the test, reflecting an almost two-fold increase from 2002, when 10,000
students participated in the examination. Furthermore, in Hong Kong, the age
of administration was lowered to five to accommodate the ‘popular demand'for
the test.

Before delving into the specifics of the study, it is also important to briefly
summarize the English language-learning context for young learners in Hong
Kong. Chik & Besser explain that all schools in Hong Kong (both public and
subsidized) follow a standardized curriculum; however, at the secondary level,
the language of instruction may be Cantonese Chinese or English depending
on the school. Schools in which English is the primary language of instruction
are highly sought after by parents, so gaining entrance to them is much more
competitive. Parents are faced with intense pressure to help their children
access placement in these schools. In order to decide who gains access to these
privileged placements, schools adopt a‘Discretionary Placement system’ (p.
77) in which they have the freedom to allocate a pre-determined percentage
of placements to students who meet their advertised set of admission criteria.
These criteria include evidence of participating in extracurricular activities, as
well as demonstration of English language proficiency.

In studying the increasing popularity of English language testing among
Hong Kong children, Chik & Besser investigated the perspectives of different
stakeholders. The investigation entailed conducting in-depth case studies of two
primary schools where students were preparing and competing for entrance to
secondary schools. The case studies involved interviewing principals, teachers,
parents and students at the schools. Additionally, they interviewed the principals
of two different English-medium secondary schools. They refer to all of the people
involved with test taking and test use (including students, parents, teachers, and
principals) as stakeholders. The researchers examined three questions:
1 Why do young learners take international language tests?
The primary reason learners take commercial tests such as the Cambridge
YLE is to increase their chances of gaining entrance into English-medium
secondary schools. These secondary schools are not permitted to administer
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their own language tests; therefore, parents opt to have their children

write the tests and subsequently, ‘volunteer’ the information as part of the

evidence of their children’s academic merit. In general, only those who are

socioeconomically advantaged are able to afford the costs associated with

preparing their children (through commercial test preparatory courses), and

then subsequently taking the test. In Hong Kong, these tests are considered

“'indisputable’ proof of competence in English” (p. 87).

2 How are the results of international language tests used in this educational

context?

Chik & Besser highlight the fact that users of test information—the

stakeholders who make entrance decisions——are primarily concerned with

the scores that students have achieved on the tests, and give little attention

to how the results can be used for further learning and development. As the

authors eloguently state:

International language tests are not being used for the assessment of

language proficiency from a teaching/learning perspective. Instead,

international tests in Hong Kong are being used for academic advancement

purposes, which are not necessarily tied to learning. This focus on the artifacts

of certificates, rather than on the learners, is contrary to the learning focus of

literature on young learner assessment (Cameron, 2001; Chik & Besser, p. 87).

3 How important is test taking and what are its social consequences?

Chik & Besser point out that the use of these commercial language tests

may be perceived as a positive endeavor, if it is viewed from a perspective

in which the tests are a means of providing students with an opportunity to

demonstrate their language skills. However, the authors claim that the power

does not rest with the stakeholders who participated in the study (parents,

students, teachers, and principals), but with the testing agencies. Chik &

Besser contend that ‘These agencies are profiting from the parental worry over

their children’s future education opportunities’ (p. 88). As a consequence, the

test-taking context in Hong Kong advantages groups who have the resources

to participate in the process, and disempowers all others. i
Are commercial language tests used where you teach? How are they used?
Are high-stakes decisions based on students’ test scores? The local context
we reviewed in Spotlight Study 3.3 presents a complex dynamic involving
multiple stakeholders (students, parents, teachers, elementary school and
secondary school principals) across the elementary to English-medium
high school systems.

The study also highlights the importance of considering social
consequences of test use in test validation. Test use has impact on individuals
including students and teachers, the curriculum, educational systems, and
society (McNamara & Roever, 2006; Shohamy, 2001). As the power of
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tests increases, the concept of consequential validity has become central
to building arguments for valid interpretations and fair use of test results
(Moss, 1994). This has contributed to expanding the traditional view of
test validity based on construct, content, and criterion validity. Evaluating
assessment in terms of its use and effects helps us recognize various users
who will be affected as legitimate role players in test validation.

Assessment Should Provide Consistent and
Reliable Information on Proficiency

Most teachers, like Anna, express concerns about the subjectivity of
assessment. Are you also concerned about subjective assessment? Test
subjectivity is associated with issues of test reliability. Do you think that we
will get the same scores if we administer the same test o the same students
multiple times? If so, the reliability of the test in providing the same scores
will be perfect. However, it is almost impossible to get exactly the same
scores because of a range of sources of error in assessment (Alderson &
Clapham, 1995).

Suppose that you just administered a vocabulary test and are now about
to review your students’ test scores. You wonder how reliable the test is. A
reliable test is believed to provide consistent results within an acceptable
margin of errors. Therefore, reliability describes the error associated with
testing. There are two different sources of error that affect the degree of
reliability. There may be systematic errors of measurement, for example,
when a wrong answer key is used for scoring student responses, affecting
all students. As another example, imagine a situation where students take
a listening test in the classroom while loud music is played in the next
classroom. The distraction generated from the music affects all the students’
test performance.

On the other hand, some errors are random. Some students may be
feeling sick or feel bored; others may have a better day on a testing day.
These fluctuations are more random than systematic, as they do not affect
all student performance in one direction (such as lowering or increasing
everyone’s scores). Traditionally, tests that limit students’ responses
(multiple-choice, true/false, or matching tests), were believed to provide
more accurate information about students’ ability because they are free
from bias associated with personal investment. Assessments that are open
to subjective marking were avoided because they are less reliable and more
prone to bias.
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Theoretically, an increase in reliability is expected to increase validity.
In practice, however, decisions made to increase reliability often result in
decreasing validity. For example, a multiple-choice test is often favored
over a writing test in assessing students’ vocabulary knowledge, because
the former produces higher reliability; however, its validity is likely to be
compromised because of its limitation in assessing students’ ability to use
vocabulary in a specific context. This is a classic example of a validity and
reliability paradox (Brennan, 2001).

Validity concerns outweigh reliability concerns in current assessment
culture, and this prioritization is reflected in teachers’ increasing use of
performance assessments. Performance assessments allow teachers to
directly assess students’ language ability from their performance on tasks.
Some examples of performance assessment used in elementary classrooms
include role-plays, presentations, and written texts (for example, letters to
newspaper editors, lab reports, fiction). Performance assessment methods
provide ample opportunities for students to demonstrate their language
proficiency, which has the potential to enhance the validity of interpretations
about students’ actual ability (Linn, Baker, & Dunbar, 1991). They are
relatively more difficult to administer, and they are time-consuming. As a
result, compared to traditional selected-response tests, [ewer tasks are used
for assessing students’ performance.

Moreover, subjectivity associated with teachers’ assessment in classrooms
is of great concern. 1t reflects the common belief that teachers’ judgments
are influenced by their opinions, feelings, or beliefs. I two teachers, one
who knows a student very well and the other who has no prior knowledge
about the student, judge the students’ test performance, any discrepancy in
their judgments may tell us whether or not teachers’ knowledge matters in
assessment. We call this type of consistency ‘inter-rater reliability” However,
the discrepancy itself does not tell us which teacher’s judgment is more or
less valid; that is, we do not know if the teachers knowledge about the
student has resulted in a biased judgment in assessment. In addition, it is
uncommon for more than one teacher to score students’ performance.

Internal consistency in an individual teacher’s scoring of students is a
more common concern for teachers and students than consistency in
scoring between teachers. If the same teacher assesses the same student
repeatedly at different occasions, any discrepancy in the assessments
indicates inconsistency in the teacher’s judgments as long as the student
remains the same. We call this type of consistency ‘intra-rater reliability.’



98 Principles for Assessing Young Language Learners

Teachers’ changing mood or different interpretation about evaluation
criteria may contribute to their intra-rater reliability.

How can teachers maintain self-consistency when scoring students’
work in classroom assessment? One effective approach is to offer students
multiple opportunities to demonstrate what they can do, using different
assessment methods. Looking for consistency in their performance across
tasks and occasions is a great way of ensuring both validity and reliability
in teachers’ assessment. For teachers, using rubrics that describe evaluation
criteria in assessing students’ performance on a language assessment task
will help them assess students’ work consistently across different learners.
There are two different ways to score students’ writing: holistically and
analytically. With holistic scoring, teachers may assess students’ writing by
assigning a single score based on the overall quality of the writing (Weigle,
2002). The rubric used for holistic scoring contains a set of benchmarks
that distinguish among proficiency levels with descriptive criteria. Because
of its efficiency over the other scoring methods, the holistic scoring method
has been widely used in large-scale standardized assessment. However, as
you know, assessing writing (and providing feedback) is an extremely time-
consuming task for many teachers.

Analytic scoring is preferred when the purpose of performance assessment
is to provide fine-grained information about students’ proficiency in
several related skills. For example, in analytic scoring, teachers may rate
students’ writing by focusing on some key writing features such as content
development, organization, vocabulary, grammar, and discourse. Teachers
may give different scores to these aspects of writing, but researchers warn
against differential weighing (for example, placing more value on content
development than accuracy of grammar usage) because the resulting scores
may change what the construct was originally intended to assess (Hamp-
Lyons, 1991). Even after using analytic scoring procedures, teachers often
aggregate subscores and use the resulting total score for communication
with students. In such instances, the diagnostic value of analytic scoring
may be lost (Weigle, 2002).

Which scoring method have you used in assessing students’ performance?
Activity 3.3 introduces an elementary school student in Grade 5 and one
of his three writing samples. I invite you to assess his writing using two
different scoring rubrics.
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Proﬁaency Ievel

Advanced

» Response is developed with sufficiently clear ideas and is clearly related
to the assigned task

« Control of conventions is evident in written work

» Uses extensive vocabulary and sentence types

Good

» Response is somewhat developed with some simple ideas and is partly
related to the assigned task

« Errors in conventions do not distract from communication

. Uses a varlety of vocabulary and sentence types

Developing

* Response is minimally developed with few ideas and is partly related to
the assigned task

» Errors in conventions distract from communication

» Uses limited vocabulary and sentence types

Beginning
» Response is not developed, and ideas are unclear and
+ Errors in conventions interfere with communlcatlon

i ple repetitive vocabulary ith
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Scale

Student can:

Mastery

Transition

Organization

Organize ideas logically

Use some common transition
words to link ideas

Clearly express main ideas with
relevant supporting details

Generate ideas relevant to
audience and appropriate for the
purpose

| Conventions

Choose appropriate words for
conveying the intended meaning

Use parts of speech correctly to
communicate meaning

Combine sentences in a variety
of ways using various connecting
words

Use conventional spelling,
punctuation and grammar

Vocabulary

Spell familiar words correctly

Select words and phrases that
make meanings clear

Can make word choices are
appropriate for the purpose

Use a tone appropriate for the
purpose

Content

Write a topic relevant to the
writing task

Use vivid (figurative) language
and innovative expressions to
enhance interest

Use relevant details, personal
thoughts and effective word
choices to make writing

interesting and engaging

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press
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What were the outcomes of your rating of Adam’s short text using the
holistic and analytic scoring rubrics? How did you use the holistic scoring
rubric? How was your experience using the analytic scoring rubric with can-
do descriptors in four writing skills, organization, conventions, vocabulary,
and content? Which scoring method do you think provides the opportunity
to deliver more consistent results? Detailed analysis of Adam’s written texts
shows that he needs to improve all four skills, especially organization and
content, as shown in Figure 3.3.

Mastery
A

Transition
A

Beginning
Organization Vocabulary Conventions Content

Language Skills
Figure 3.3 Adam’s writing profile

As Activity 3.3 illustrates, the use ol assessment results should be considered
when teachers decide which scoring method they want to use. Il the
purpose of the writing assessment that Adam took is to make a summative
judgment about his overall writing proficiency, teachers may consider using
the holistic scoring rubric. Otherwise, teachers may prefer the analytic
scoring rubric as it provides detailed information about the strengths and
weaknesses ol Adam’s writing ability in specilic writing skills. Regardless
of which type of rubric is used, teachers should specify the criteria lor
evaluating students’ performance before administering the assessment, and
share this information with students.

It is common for teachers to engage in teacher moderation activities
when an assessment is administered across classrooms involving multiple
teachers. During these moderation activities teachers have the opportunity
to develop common understandings of what students can do at each
proficiency level and enhance the reliability of their judgments. In fact, this
shared understanding among teachers is key to enhancing the inter-rater
reliability of teacher assessment. Therefore, teacher moderation is a crucial
validation process in large-scale standardized testing. In Spotlight Study
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3.4, the researcher examines the validity and reliability of a standards-based
classroom assessment based on teacher judgments.

R EETE R RN R R

¢ Spotlight Study 3.4

Llosa (2008) brings together the findings from two previous research studies
to investigate the quality of teacher judgments of students’ English language
development, on a Californian standards-based classroom assessment called
the English Language Development (ELD) Classroom Assessment. The ELD
assessments have multiple purposes: the results are used by teachers in
classrooms to guide teaching and learning (formative purposes), and they are
also used to make high-stakes decisions about ELLs" achievement toward the
California state standards. The standards define students’ development on
any of four points on a scale ranging from‘Limited Progress’ towards mastery
of standards to ‘Advanced Progress’ which defines students as exceeding the
standards for an ELD level.

Why is it important to investigate the quality of teacher judgments? The

answer to this question is another validity issue. The use of test scores and
assessment information depends on the extent to which teachers’ judgments
may be interpreted as valid and meaningful indicators of students’performance
(Llosa, 2008). These scores, which are rooted in teacher judgments, are used

to make important decisions about students’language ability that impact

them in multiple ways (for example, type of instruction and support they do

or don't receive). One major issue that emerges when studying the quality of
teacher judgments of ELD is the fact that teachers interpret ‘language ability’
differently. Interestingly, Llosa cites research which reveals that teachers use a
number of factors, not related to language, to make decisions about students’
language ability.

In her research, Llosa asked, “To what extent do the ELD Classroom Assessment
and the CELDT [California English Language Development Test], the statewide
standardized test, measure the same construct of English proficiency as defined
by the California ELD Standards?” (p. 35). Recall that teachers make the decisions
about students’ language ability using the ELD Classroom assessment, but that
the CELDT provides a different reference of students’ language ability since

it is a state-designed standardized test. Therefore, comparisons of students’
performance on these two indicators will reflect the extent to which teachers’
scores are reliable. Llosa (2008) analyzed ELD Classroom Assessment and CELDT
data for 1,224 fourth grade ELLs for three consecutive administration years. Her
findings showed that, overall, the ELD Classroom Assessment data was consistent
with the CELDT performance data.

Llosa also asked, “When scoring the ELD Classroom Assessment, how do teachers
make decisions about students’ English language proficiency as defined by the
California ELD standards?” (p. 35). Based on a qualitative study with 10 Grade 4
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teachers who thought aloud while scoring students’ ELD Classroom Assessment,
Llosa reported that teachers did not depend only on students’ language ability
while they scored; they were also influenced by students’ personality and
behavior. For example, students who participated less in class or were quieter
tended to be scored lower than their more overtly engaged peers. Furthermore,
teachers’ scores also reflected their assessment beliefs. For example, one teacher
refused to place any student on a level 1 or level 2 on the standard scale, as

she believed that these scores represent a ‘fail’and she does not believe in
failing students. The accountability pressure also played a role in some teachers’
scoring, and they felt the need to demonstrate that their students were showing
improvement and advancing through the standard levels

Now that you have read this study, think about your own practice. How
do you evaluate your students’ written work? Do you think that all of
the teachers in your school mark consistently? How often do you feel
that teachers’ assessment results are influenced by their knowledge about
students’ personality and traits other than language ability? Have you
participated in teacher moderation activities at your school? We will discuss
the influence of teachers’ beliefs and attitude to assessment practices in
Spotlight Study 4.1 in Chapter 4.

All assessments are subject to error, regardless of methods used.
Moreover, it is possible that a test can provide consistent yet invalid
information about students’ abilities (Moss, 2004). I[ multiple-choice tests
that measure limited factual content knowledge are used to infer students’
overall language proficiency, the inferences are potentially invalid despite
consistency in students’ scores. On the other hand, inconsistent judgments
about students’ performance on language tasks affect valid interpretations
and fair use of test scores. Therefore, teachers should strive to make their
assessment reliable in order to provide meaningful interpretations of
students’ language ability.

Assessment Should Promote Students’ Ability
to Self-Assess

As we discussed above, young learners should have positive experiences
with assessment. One way to ensure this is by engaging them in the
assessment process through self-assessment. Self-assessment has gained
increasing attention for its potential to promote self-regulated learning
(Butler & Lee, 2010; Cohen, 1994; Dann, 2002; Oscarson, 19809;
Zimmerman, 1990). This practice reflects the shifts in assessment culture
from mainly focusing on measuring learning outcomes (assessment of
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learning) to assessing the learning process to inform instruction and guide
student learning (assessment for learning) and to using assessment as a
means of facilitating students’ self-regulation and autonomy (assessment
as learning) (Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Earl & Katz, 20006). In this
expanding view of assessment, students are viewed as critical agents of
their own learning. Self-assessment is increasingly used as a tool to provide
opportunities for young learners to become metacognitively aware of their
own learning process, to be more confident about their learning process,
and to have a better sense of control over own learning pace and the actions
taken for learning. Such opportunities for self-assessment help children
develop positive attitudes to language learning and assessment (Paris &
Paris, 2001).

Despite the potential advantages of self-assessment, teachers wonder if
students can actually assess themselves validly. Can students’ self-assessment
be more or less accurate depending on the domain of skills being assessed?
How early and in which grade should students be encouraged to assess their
own learning? What evidence should teachers seek in order to evaluate the
validity of self-assessment? Ross (1998) reports that adult learners can sell-
assess their receptive skills more accurately than their productive skills, but
is the same true for young learners? Butler & Lee (2010) reason that there
is relatively less research on self-assessment for young learners because
of the belief that children are not capable of accurately evaluating their
performance or regulating their learning (p. 8). They further note:

It has been reported that children younger than 7 years old appear
to be excessively optimistic and naive about their own ability, and
that they lack the ability to reflect upon their performance. However,
their ability to self-reflect and self-assess their performance appears to
improve around years 8 to 12 (Paris & Newman, 1990). Butler and Lee
(2006) also found that 6th grade students (11-12 years old) could more
accurately self-asses their performance in English as a {oreign language
than their 4th grade (9-10 years old) counterparts. Butler and Lee
(2006) also found that 4th grade students as well as 6th grade students
could improve the accuracy of their self-assessment if their assessment
items are directly tied to classroom tasks and are formulated and
delivered in a contextualized manner.

(Butler & Lee, 2010, p. 9)
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The results of the study by Jang et al. (2013) show that 44 students’ self-
assessment of their vocabulary skill was statistically significantly correlated
with their reading comprehension test scores (r = .31). The self-assessment
of the grammar skill was also highly correlated with their test scores, but
the relationship was not statistically significant (r = .25).

Do the students’ self-assessment results surprise you? Are you skeptical
about the validity of self-assessment given its lack of correlations with other
measures? However, remember that the value of self-assessment is not due
to its accuracy as determined by its correlation with other measures, but
because of its potential to advance students’ learning.

To better understand the function and role of self-assessment, we need
to take into account a few factors that influence the validity of students’
self-assessment. First, research shows that students’ self-assessment ability
is highly correlated with their overall ability levels. In other words, higher-
proficient learners show higher metacognitive ability, which enables
students to accurately assess their performance and ability (Zimmerman,
1990). Jang et al. (2013) suggest that higher-proficient students tend to
underestimate their skill proficiency whereas lower-proficient students
tend to overestimate them. Butler & Lee (2010) offer some insights that
may help us understand this interaction:

It has been noted that children’s perceptions towards academic
competence changes as they go through school. While younger children
have very positive views towards their academic performance, by the
time they finish elementary schools, the perception of their academic
performance becomes much lower (Nicholls, 1984). (p. 25)

As young learners acquire a higher level of language proficiency, they may
develop the ability to differentiate their perceived ability in finer details,
resulting in harsher self-assessment. Lower-proficient learners, like younger
learners, appear to have a less differentiated perception of their own ability,
resulting in an overestimation of their ability.

It is possible that students’ less positive view of their ability at higher
grades in elementary school reflects their realistic understanding of their
own ability. However, teachers need to consider this changing perception
in association with the fourth grade slump that we discussed in Chapter 2.
The fourth grade is a critical transition period for all students, as the
purpose of reading shifts from ‘learn to read’ to ‘read to learn.” While this
transition is a difficult period for all children, research shows that students
from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds start to show greater
difficulties with academic vocabulary during this period (Chall, Jacobs, &
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Baldwin, 1990). These increasingly difficult academic language demands
can be attributable to students’ changing perceptions about their ability and
decreased interest in reading and learning.

Furthermore, students do not naturally develop the ability to self-assess
their performance. Self-assessment requires teachers’ careful guidance.
Students should understand why they are asked to assess their own work
(not because their teachers are being lazy!). They should be taught how to
assess their own work. Evaluation criteria should be communicated prior
to students’ self-assessment. It is a great idea to invite learners to brainstorm
criteria for assessing their work. Instead of waiting until students develop
the ability to self-assess with accuracy, teachers should view self-assessment
as an important skill whose development should be facilitated. Research
shows teachers’ views about student self-assessment have an effect on
students’ positive learning outcomes (Butler & Lee, 2010).

Another important consideration is whether to let students assign marks
to their self-assessment or incorporate them into summative assessment
for reporting purposes. Both can present tricky problems. Teachers observe
that if no mark is assigned, some students do not make the needed effort.
Students tend to devalue self-assessment if it has no weight in teachers’
summative assessment. It is especially true when students are exposed to
competitive learning environments (Butler & Lee, 2010; Dann, 2002).

We see this conflict everywhere, don’t we? It is common to hear and
perceive tensions between formative and summative assessments. We are
aware of tensions among various assessments, not only between student
and teacher assessments, but also between teachers’ classroom assessments
and external standardized tests. The issue of whether to assign marks to
students’ self-assessment should be understood in the same vein. Marks
are not likely to resolve the tension. They may keep students motivated to
focus more on the outcome ol performance than process and mastery of
necessary skills. Teachers should focus on the principles of self-assessment,
that is, to promote students’ self-regulated learning and autonomy, and to
help students themselves witness the empowering effects of self-assessment.
Although it may take longer to see such positive effects of self-assessment
on students, it is certainly worth investing instruction time on this!

Assessment Should Provide the Support Needed

Good assessment should provide fair opportunities for all students to
demonstrate in a meaningful manner what they can do best. In addition,
decisions and uses made on the basis of students’ test performance should
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not be biased against a certain group of students based on their gender,
ethnicity, language, economic status, or cultural background knowledge.
Test fairness concerns both values underlying decisions made (i.e. which
skill should be valued more for deciding admission, scholarship, and
placement) and consequences of the decisions (i.e. what changes are
made as a result of test use) (Kunnan, 2005; Jang, 2002; Madaus, 1994;
Willingham, 1998).

A common misconception about testing in general is that objectivity
is the solution to test fairness. As discussed earlier, traditional tests that
are free of subjective human scoring are thought to be more objective and
therefore fairer than alternative assessment approaches that require human
judgments. However, the scope of test fairness has been expanded beyond
the technical matter of assessment methods. For example, the APA/AERA/
NCME Standards (1999) describe the characteristics of test fairness in four
broad features that concern all aspects of the testing process:

1 absence of bias

2 equitable treatment of all test takers in the testing process to ensure
comparability

3 the equality of testing outcomes for test taker subgroups (in terms of
ethnicity, gender, disability, and other characteristics)

4 equity in opportunity to learn the material.

Much emphasis has been given to point 1, ensuring that the test is free of
bias. Content experts’ test sensitivity reviews are usually used (o identify
potentially biased test items, and statistical bias-detection methods,
which we will discuss in detail in Chapter 4, are used to screen test items.
Another important principle of fairness in testing is the extent to which
students receive equitable treatment in the testing process. The last two
characteristics, the equality of testing outcome and equity in opportunity
to learn, concern issues associated with educational and social equity
rather than test unfairness. in theory, students with equal abilities should
be expected to have equal learning outcomes. As we have seen, construct-
irrelevant factors may differentially affect students with the same abilities
yet from different background memberships. Messick (1998) notes that
‘given current educational and social realities, the idea that test fairness
requires overall passing rates to be comparable across groups is not generally
accepted in the professional literature’ (p. 14). He further notes:

It is also important to distinguish between equality (the state of being
the same) and equity (treatment that is just under the circumstances)
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and to recognize that not all inequalities are inequities. Indeed, in
education as in medicine, the watchword should not be equal treatment
but, rather, treatment that is appropriate to the characteristic and
sufficient to the need (Gordon, 1998). From this perspective, it was
important that the Standards phrased one of the alternative views

of test fairness just considered as equitable, not equal, treatment

of all examinees in the testing process, thereby allowing room for
accommodation to the different needs of examinees with handicaps

or allowing use of tests translated into an examinees’ best language.
(Willingham et al., 1988) (p. 15)

Point 4 (equity in opportunity to learn the material), is another important
issue for language teachers and students. For example, ELLs learn English
as a [foreign or second language in various learning contexts where
access to authentic language input varies, language learning materials are
limited, and various varieties of English are heard and spoken. Students’
performance is greatly affected by their varying opportunities to learn the
test material when the test is standardized, based on a particular variety of
English (British vs. American accents, for example). This situation becomes
a serious fairness issue when the test results are used for making high-
stakes decisions.

In contexts where teachers should assess language learners’ academic
achievement in subjects such as mathematics, science, and social studies,
teachers are concerned about the extent to which the results of the subject-
matter tests accurately reflect students’ content knowledge, and further what
type of accommodations they should provide for students to demonstrate
their content knowledge despite difficulties in L2, Test accommodations
reler 1o adjustments made to a test administration procedure in order
to facilitate student access o test materials without changing the test
construct (Butler & Stevens, 1997). Most accommodations provided in
mass testing are primarily for students with special needs, and policies on
test accommodations for ELLs are not well established (Pennock-Roman &
Rivera, 2011). There are two types of accommodation for ELLs. Direct support
involves adjustments to the language of the test by using students’ L1 or
simplifying test directions in English. Teachers may provide indirect support
by allowing students to take additional time or a break. Accommodations
should provide a fair opportunity for ELLs to demonstrate what they can
do without giving them advantages over other students or altering the
construct of the test (Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004).
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Test modifications differ from accommodations in that they may alter
the content of the test and/or a testing procedure. They may lower learning
expectations/standards for students with exceptionalities. The current
accountability systems, such as NCLB in the USA or EQAO in Ontario,
Canada, do not permit test modifications, to ensure that all students are
expected to achieve the same standards; therefore, no modification is
permitted to statewide or provincial tests.

There is a validity concern that test accommodations inflate L2 students’
abilities when they are excessively provided. Careful research is necessary
for examining whether L1 students benefit from accommodations that
L2 students receive. In principle, they should not affect L1 students’ test
performance if they do not need them (Abedi et al., 2004; Sireci, Li, &
Scarpati, 2003).

Research on the effects of accommodations on language learners’
performance is inconclusive. Sireci et al. (2003) reviewed over 150 studies
on test accommodations for ELLs and students with exceptionalities and
concluded that extra time provided for students with disabilities was the
only effective accommodation strategy. Abedi et al. (2004) reported that
reduced linguistic complexity of a test (which is actually a test modification)
effectively accommodated ELLs without affecting its validity, as determined
by its lack of influence on non-ELLs. However, it is unclear how the
effectiveness of these accommodation strategies may vary for different age
groups, ELLs with different language needs, or school contexts. Black-Allen
(2011) points out that the conflicting results from research on the validity of
different types of test accommodations is attributable to “the contradiction
between the ‘quest for a one-size-fits all’ accommodation, on one hand, and
the diversity of ELLs, students with special needs and school contexts, on
the other hand” (p. 22).

Each accommodation approach requires careful research as it can
potentially alter the construct that the test is intended to measure or over-
boost students’ test scores, invalidating the test results. Let us take as an
example a translation method. First of all, this method would probably not
be feasible unless the majority of ELLs share the same L1 background. In
urban schools where ELLs include students from many different places,
the use of a test translated into students’ L1 whose orthography is starkly
different from L2 is neither practical nor theoretically justifiable (Geva,
2006). Furthermore, if students have not learned academic vocabulary in
their L1, translation would actually impede their performance.
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When teachers assess language learners’ academic achievement in subject
areas, they should provide appropriate accommodations for students to
demonstrate what they know and can do. Research shows that not all
accommodation types are equally effective for supporting language learners.
It is also critical to ensure that accommodations provided for language
learners do not alter the construct being tested. Teachers should consult
with students and other teachers to determine their needs and provide on-
going communication regarding how students’ needs are being met through
the accommodations provided. Teachers, especially of older students,
express their concern that test accommodations are unfair to students who
do not receive them, and they make it hard to compare among students.
This perspective is important yet also problematic. As we discussed earlier,
accommodations should not affect performance of students who do not
need them, and more importantly, students who need them have the right
to receive them.

Summary

In this chapter, we discussed six key principles for assessing young language
learners:

1 Assessment should be cognitively rich enough to elicit linguistic
knowledge and cognitive skills.
2 Assessment tasks should measure core language skills essential for
young learners’ successful participation in school learning.
3 Assessment should promote positive learning and assessment
experiences.
4 Assessment should provide reliable information about young learners’
language proficiency.
5 Assessment should promote students’ ability to self-assess and monitor
their own language proficiency development.
6 Assessment should provide the support needed for young learners to
demonstrate what they know and can do.
Many of the principles we have discussed for younger learners are also
applicable to the adolescent learners who will be in focus in Chapter 4.
In discussing these principles, we reviewed various assessment methods
specifically used for young language learners. Using the four-dimensional
continua shown in Figure 3.1, 1 have reformulated Figure 3.4 for your
review.
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Figure 3.4 Map of assessment examples reviewed for young language learners

Interestingly, there is no assessment in Dimension 2. Unstandardized
language tests used for the summative purpose are relatively less common
in elementary classrooms compared to secondary. However this finding
may vary across contexts.

At the beginning of this chapter you were introduced to Anna, who asked
about the criteria necessary for choosing a good language test for young
language learners. The principles discussed in this chapter can be used in
making that choice. In summary, assessments useful for young language
learners should mirror ways in which they learn and ‘enjoy’ learning.
They should be congruent with your educational philosophy and useful
for meeting your teaching goals. Children’s experience with assessment in
their early years can shape their life-long learning and affective attitude
to assessment. Assessments should not be used only to highlight deficits
in children’s language development. Instead, they should identify both
the strengths and areas needing improvement. Any assessment should
also serve as a tool that children need to master to become self-regulated
learners. In Chapter 4, we will discuss key issues and principles relevant to
assessing adolescent language learners in schools.



4

Principles for Assessing
Adolescent Language Learners

Preview

In Chapter 3, we discussed the key principles for assessing young language
learners. Specifically, we focused on the purposes of assessment and its
degree of standardization. In this chapter, we turn our attention to some
of the essential principles of assessment that are relevant to adolescent
language learners. These principles are grounded in the broader ccological
system that influences adolescent learners’ experience with and performance
on language assessment.

As we briefly reviewed in Chapter 2, in general, adolescents face
challenging physical, cognitive, social, and emotional transitions in their
lives (Hume, 2008). Advanced cognitive skills allow students to organize
abstract information in their minds and reflect on their own thoughts,
feclings, and motivations. For example, adolescents acquire the ability to
use language with abstract or non-literal meanings (for example, sarcasm
and humor) and develop the metalinguistic ability to verbalize their abstract
thinking. They are expected to use language in more sophisticated ways, as
written language used in schooling becomes more complex and abstract.

Adolescents further develop their identity as they assume new roles and
responsibilities in peer groups and communities. They crave independence
and autonomy, shifting away from their families to their network of friends.
They may struggle to fit in, try to conform to peer pressure, and show
anxiety about their changing bodies and expectations ol others. These
developmental characteristics of adolescents are deeply intertwined and co-
influence their experience with and performance on assessment.

Assessing adolescents in these transition years requires careful
consideration ol contextual factors from immediate and distant
environments. In order to discuss assessment principles for adolescent
language learners, we will consider assessment activities and contextual
influences on their experience with and performance on assessment,
drawing on Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (1992). This theory
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will provide us with a lens through which we can evaluate and discuss the
complex context of assessment. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory
identifies contextual factors that influence students in terms of four types of
systems: a microsystem, a mesosystem, an exosystem, and a macrosystem,
as shown in Figure 4.1.

Educational policy
Assessment culture
Cutltural beliefs

Community,
Extended family,
Parents’ occupation

Macrosystem

Interaction:
Home and School

Exosystem

Peer, parents, Mesosystem

teacher

Microsystem

Figure 4.1 Ecological systems of language assessment

In the microsystem, we consider the most immediate environment that
directly influences adolescents’ experience with and performance on
assessment in positive or negative ways. This environment includes the
people with whom the student forms immediate relationships including
peers, teachers, and family. There are of course numerous ways in
which parents and teachers directly and indirectly influence adolescents’
experience in and outside of school. One example of the influence of peers
would be a task in which students are involved in a collaborative group
presentation or a peer assessment activity.

In the mesosystem, we consider how different agents identified in the
microsystem interact with each other. For example, adolescents are
expected to make various decisions related to their education and future
careers, including the selection of programs (for example, academic vs.
vocational/humanities vs. science courses), and extracurricular activities.
The mesosystem describes how parents interact with teachers to inform and
guide students during such decision-making processes. This interaction
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would include, for example, teachers’ reporting practices. Take a moment
and reflect on your current reporting practices and evaluate the extent to
which it provides parents with useful information about their children’s
learning progress and achievement.

Adolescent language learners, especially immigrant students, face
linguistic and cultural transitions that demand considerable acculturation
(Berry, Kim, Mine, & Mok, 1987). They also become aware of family
relationships and ethnic and racial community memberships (Markstrom-
Adams, 1992). Such challenges draw our attention to the exosystem that
describes an environment in which an individual is indirectly involved,
including parents’ workplaces, extended family members, and the
community in which they reside.

Lastly, the macrosystem describes the larger social and cultural context in
which educational policies and the testing culture (the social history and
beliefs about testing) affect adolescents’ experience either positively and/
or negatively. This ecological system is also relevant to assessing young
language learners.

In this chapter, we will discuss various assessment activities in this larger
ecological system in which adolescent language learners participate. In
the following section, we will focus on specific assessment activities to
understand the principles and issues related to assessment of adolescent
language learners in this large ecological system. For example, teachers
use various forms of performance assessments in K-12 classrooms.
Such assessments include oral presentations, group debates, videotaped
performances, portlolios, and self- and peer- assessment (Darling-
Hammond, 1994; Lynch & Shaw, 2005; Shohamy, 1996). The wide use of
these alternative assessments in the classroom signals a shift from testing
discrete linguistic knowledge to communicative competence that allows
for meaningful interaction in a specific context relevant to students’ lives
(Brindley, 2001; Chalhoub-Deville 2003; Shepard, 2000). Lynch & Shaw
characterize this changing assessment culture as follows:

[Assessment] involves an investigation of developmental sequences

in student learning, a sampling of genuine performances that reveal
the underlying thinking processes, and the provision of directions and
opportunities for further learning. Assessment culture also assumes
that teaching, learning, and assessment practices are inseparable

and integral; students should be active participants in the process of
developing assessment procedures, including the criteria and standards
by which performances are judged; both the process and product of
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assessment tasks should be evaluated; and the assessment results should
be reported as a qualitative profile rather than a single score or other
quantification.

(Lynch & Shaw, 2005 p. 265)

One common assessment activity that teachers use with adolescent learners
is portfolio assessment. Portfolio assessments provide us with an example
of a relevant activity that reflects local assessment cultures. The use of
portfolio assessments varies from classroom to classroom and gives us a
rich opportunity to discuss key principles and issues specific to adolescent
language learners.

Portfolio Assessment Should Promote Learner Autonomy

Among the various forms of alternative assessments, portfolio assessment
best reflects the changing assessment culture described above. A portlolio is
a purposeful collection of students’ work samples that demonstrate learning
progress, efforts, and achievement, and a systematic evaluation against
a user-specified set of criteria or rating scales (Arter & Spandel, 1992,
O'Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996). Portfolios may include various materials,
such as students’ writing samples. These writing samples are not necessarily
just the final polished copies, but may also include multiple earlier drafts
of a piece to demonstrate improvement in writing or reports in different
genres, such as lab reports in science or research papers in social studies.
Teachers may select materials to be included in portfolios or students can,
with their teachers’ guidance, select exemplars of their ‘best’ work.
Portfolio assessment allows teachers, students and parents to appreciate
the learning process as well as the outcomes. It documents concrete
evidence of the learning process, which can be used for substantiating
learning outcomes. Portfolio assessment also gives students an opportunity
to collaborate with their peers through self- and peer-assessment. You will
recall our discussion of the value of self-assessment with young language
learners in Chapter 3. While portfolio assessment has become increasingly
popular around the world, its applications to classroom settings vary from
context to context. Have you used portfolios to assess language learners?
What were the advantages and disadvantages of portfolio assessments?
What do you think about students’ attitude to portfolios? Before we discuss
their use in adolescent language learners’ classrooms, let us take a moment
to reflect on our experience with portfolio assessment using Activity 4.1.
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Portfoho Feature Rarely Sometlmes Always

1 The students actively participate in the
selection of the portfolio components.

2 The students reflect on this selection process,
and their reflection is included in the
portfolio.

3 The process of creating and selecting the
portfolio components is included in the
evaluatlon

4 The evaluatlon contains elements of peer and
self assessment.

5 The portfolios are evaluated by persons
familiar with the individual students and their
learning context.

6 The students participate in deciding the
criteria for evaluating the portfollos

7 The evaluatlon is reported qual|tat|vely, asa
profile or other detailed description of what
the student has achieved.

Teachers often face challenges when using portfolio assessment. They may
wonder whether their students’ work samples in the portfolios either under-
or over-represent what they can do. Evaluation criteria may fail to assess
the most relevant aspects ol the learning task. As we discussed in Chapter
3, some teachers fear that students cannot evaluate their own work or that
portfolios cannot be used for summative purposes when students evaluate
their own portfolios. Have you ever experienced any of these issues?

One critical issue sometimes encountered in portfolio assessment is a
conflict arising from its use for both summative reporting and formative
learning purposes. Standardization, as we discussed in Chapter 3, is a
necessary condition for making assessment results comparable among
students across classrooms and schools. When portfolio assessment is
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used for tracking students’ academic achievement in comparison with
other groups, teachers are expected to follow a standardized guideline that
specifies the contents of a portfolio. However, the standardizing of content
and evaluation procedures becomes incompatible with the potential for
promoting student autonomy through self-assessment.

Alternatively, teachers may moderate the selection procedure by
identifying broad categories of contents while leaving room for students
to choose the specific contents of their portfolios. For example, in a study
describing the use of portfolios with EFL high-school students in Iran
(Barootchi & Keshavarz, 2002), the portfolios included core and optional
items as well as students’ learning goals and comments on the aspects of
learning demonstrated by each work sample they chose.

Another critical issue with portfolio assessment is the role of students.
Ideally, in portfolio assessment, students should be actively participating
in setting their own learning goals, selecting the contents of portfolios, and
evaluating them through self-assessment. Needless to say, self-assessment
is an integral component of portfolio assessment (Little, 2005). Self-
assessment should involve analysis of the work and self-reflection in the
form of a written or oral report. Research supports the validity of student
self-assessment based on its correlations with other measures (criterion
validity) (Blanche & Merino, 1989; Ross, 1998). Furthermore, the more
direct learning experience students have with the content of self-assessment,
the more accurate its results become (Ross, 1998). Therefore, it is crucial
for assessment to be tully integrated into students’ learning tasks.

Nevertheless, not all students appreciate opportunities to choose the
contents of their portfolios and to self-evaluate their work. For this to
happen, students need to be exposed to a learning environment in which
they are encouraged to demonstrate learning in various ways, to cooperate
with peers by sharing ideas, and to develop autonomy by making their own
choices. When teachers communicate the evaluation criteria to students
before they assemble their portfolios, this helps students develop the
ability to distinguish good from weak performance and use the criteria for
improvement.

One of the most significant developments in portfolio assessment is the
European Language Portfolio (ELP) by the Council of Europe, which has
garnered much attention across the European countries (Little, 2002). 1
initially introduced you to the ELP in Chapter 1, and will now review the
ELP in detail, as it will help us understand both the potential and challenges
of portfolio assessment in language learning contexts.



Principles for Assessing Adolescent Language Learners 119

The ELP has three basic components:
1 alanguage passport

2 alanguage biography

3 adossier.

The language passport is a summary of the portfolio owner’s linguistic
identity with the records of language education background, significant
experience and qualifications, and the student’s self-assessments of language
proficiency levels with reference to the CEFR. The language biography is a
record of language-learning goals and progress as well as key cross-cultural
language learning experiences. The dossier is a collection of the work
samples that best represent the student’s own language proficiency. The
self-assessment in the ELP is based on six language proficiency levels of the
CEFR for languages, in five communicative activities: listening, reading,
spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing (See Appendix for the
Council of Europe’s self-assessment grid).

While the Council ol Europe’s ELP project was initiated to fulfill the
reporting function for adult migrants’ second and foreign language
certifications, the ELP pilot projects involved a range ol language learners,
including school-aged and university students as well as adultlearners. Little
(2002) reports overall positive experiences of both teachers and students
with the ELP. Most teachers found the ELP uselul for teaching and learning,
while students found the self-assessment component of the ELP innovative
and motivational. However, the ELP’s implementation varied significantly
across regions, depending on whether or not the educational authoritics
promoted large-scale implementation. Nevertheless, the reporting function
ol the CLP caused controversy arising from questions about the validity
of the ELP% self-assessment in its use in the final evaluation of language-
learning achievement and diplomas.

Perclova (20006) provides rich accounts of how teachers and students
experienced the ELP in primary and lower secondary schools in the Czech
Republic. The study involved 53 teachers of English, German, and French
and their 902 students, from 1999 o 2002. Based on multiple data sources
from teacher and student questionnaires and interviews, class observations,
and documents, the study confirmed that overall, the ELP helped enhance
students’ self-confidence. Most teachers appreciated the descriptors of
communicative activities which served as standards for assessment.
However, some students viewed the ELP as additional work or a folder
that they just had to check. While teachers found students’ self-assessment
innovative, it felt detached from their daily instructional practice when it
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was first introduced. Classroom Snapshot 4.1, drawn from Perclova’s study,
introduces various classrooms in which adolescent language learners used
the ELP in learning a second or foreign language.

Classroom Snapshot 4.1

In Perclova (2006), there was much variation in the use of the ELP across
classrooms. Examples from different teachers in four classrooms were chosen
for this snapshot. These teachers used the ELP in teaching different foreign
languages to adolescent learners ranging from 11-14 years of age. As you read
the descriptions of how these teachers used the ELP in their classrooms:

¢ think about some positive aspects of their use
¢ make a note of any issue(s) relevant to your teaching context.

4 )
Teacher ID 8 with 8 students {11 yrs), L2=English Teacher ID 24 with 16 students (13 yrs),
The teacher planned the whole class work on the L2=English
descriptors of communicative activities in level A1. The students worked frequently on the Dossier and
She wrote all descriptors on posters and led much especially enjoyed making a newspaper collage
discussion about how to achieve ‘can-do’ objectives. by highlighting new expressions in different
The students indicated their achievement by colors. The students recorded mostly on spoken
signing a particular descriptor. They planned interaction and writing tasks (not on listening
additional practice activities for peers in need of and reading ‘can-do' tasks). There was a mismatch

help. Achieving all the A1 objectives was the goal of between students’work included in the Dossier and
the whole class initiated by students and supported descriptor activities.

by the teacher. Parents appreciated their child’s ELP
for its transparency of learning process.

Teachers’ use of
ELP in classroom

Teacher ID 39 with 12 students (14 yrs), Teacher ID 47 with 20 students (14 yrs),

L2=German L2=German
The students created their own lists of what All students could reflect on their learning
they had learned and what they had not yet process, and three made their own lists of
learned, and they found the lists useful. The lists achievements using free pages. The students
included grammar elements. The students found it included various materials in their Dossiers: surveys
hard to communicate in the target language. There of German spelling and grammatical structures,
was much variation in the achievement level among tests, and pages from German magazines. The
students. The teachers’ evaluation suggested that students’ ELPs showed variations in terms of the
the observed variation among students did not quality and number of entries. It was observed that
reflect real difference in the students’ proficiency the teachers’ evaluation of the students’ attainment
levels; rather, it was attributable to the fact that was different from the students’ own assessment.
students focused on different activities and different
L2 languages (German and English).

\. J

Figure 4.2 Use of the ELP in the classroom, summarized from Perclova (2006) &

Classroom Snapshot 4.1 shows rich examples of the use of the ELP In
particular, the examples show how the ELP promotes students’ autonomy.
For example, students created their own lists of what they learned by signing
or coloring relevant descriptors and planned additional activities for low-
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achieving peers. Teachers’ support is also well demonstrated. They planned
the entire class work on descriptor activities, and also created posters and
questionnaires, or refined descriptors for students.

While these examples highlight positive and encouraging aspects of
ELP use, they also raise some important concerns. One issue is related
to discrepancies between teachers’ evaluation of their students’ language
proficiency and students’ self-assessment. In some of these classrooms,
students’ dossiers did not reflect descriptor activities led by teachers. Some
students skipped a certain proficiency level (such as A1) and self-assessed
using descriptors in a higher proficiency level (B1). Though variations in
the use of the ELP in classrooms may be unavoidable, these observations
suggest that teachers need to provide more explicit instruction on how to
use the ELP and portfolios in general. You will recall that in Chapter 3 we
discussed the importance of teacher guidance of young learners to support
their self-assessment competencies. Adolescent learners need similar
training and support.

Furthermore, the study result suggests that students in the same classroom
tend to share similar attitudes toward the ELP. 1t is possible that the class
atmosphere shapes students’ perceptions about the usefulness of the ELP
either positively or negatively. The teacher’s role is pivotal for creating a
classroom culture that is consistent with or favorable to the principles
underlying portlolio assessment. As we discussed at the beginning ol
this chapter, the finding illustrates how various lactors associated with
microsystem—classroom environment have an immediate influence on
students’” experience with and performance on assessment.

However, the classroom culture and learning environment depend on
many factors, some ol which are out of the teacher’s control. One of the
most significant external influences on assessment practices is a top-down
policy directive. When a nationwide curriculum innovation is introduced
o the education system, it also introduces changes to the ways in which
students’ 1.2 proliciency is assessed (East & Scott, 2011). This shilt was
the case with portlolio assessment that was introduced to many classrooms
as part of large-scale educational reforms. Research shows that this top-
down, macrosystem-level change to assessment practice brings significant
challenges to teachers (Cheng, Watanabe, & Curtis, 2004; Hamp-Lyons,
2007). The potential of the newly introduced assessment along with new
curriculum policies may be compromised if it fails to engage teachers in
making critical decisions about the development and implementation of
the new assessment system (Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000). Collaboration
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among teachers, including those who are experts in assessment, is essential
for the effective implementation of portfolio assessment (Bachman &
Palmer, 2010; Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000).

Assessment of Oral Proficiency Should Consider
Dynamic Peer Interactions

Group work is often a substantial component of secondary classrooms
because teachers take advantage of students’ increased cognitive maturity
and ability to work collaboratively. We frequently ask students to work in
pairs or small groups to discuss topics and complete both small and large
tasks. How do you form these groups in your classroom? Is the grouping
random or is it purposeful? If it is the latter, do you organize students
according to their proficiency levels, their personalities, their skill levels, or
another attribute? Read the interaction among four students in Classroom
Snapshot 4.2 for an introduction to these issues.

Classroom Snapshot 4.2

Students in this classroom have recently watched the movie Forrest Gump. Their
teacher has organized them into small groups and asked the learners to choose
a gift for the main character, Forrest Gump. Listen to an excerpt from students
Keith, Warren, Henry, and Jesi as they work together on this assignment.

As you read the students’interactions:

¢ think about how the students were grouped

¢ think about whether their organization provided maximum opportunity for
students to express their ideas and for the teacher to evaluate facets of their
oral language production.

Keith: Let’s discuss the present to give to give to the main character of Forrest
Gump which is Forrest Gump himself. Do you have any suggestion?

Warren: Okay. Maybe first we talk about what film we have watched.

Keith: Okay?

Henry:  Of course Forrest Gump so it's a biography of Forrest Gump himself?

Warren: Yeah

Jesi: It's a very touching movie.

Henry:  Yes?

Warren: and kind of comedy.

Henry:  Yeah so first we if we have to decide to give a gift for a person, | think
we better consider what’s his background or what impression does
he give you. Like Forrest Gump | think he is a very optimistic guy. Well
and...



Principles for Assessing Adolescent Language Learners 123

Keith: He do.

Henry:  He never gives up

Keith: Yeah he do things very straight forward. What he thinks what he’ll do
straight way.

Jesi: I think if he’s not optimistic, if he is... He was permistic he won’t have
this bright future.

Henry:  Yeah? And I'm especially impressed by one of his motto. He says,
always said that life is like a box of chocolate. You will never know you
what you get. So | decide, | think | have thought of giving him a box of
chocolate hah! as a gift since it’s so meaningful to him. And even it's
like it's a symbol of his life?

Jesi: Well chocolate is sweet. Sometimes you may get a bitter one.
Henry:  And that's life.

Jesi: Yea, just like life.

Keith: | could see that in the film that Forrest Gump really likes chocolate

because once he wanted to give a box of chocolate to his girlfriend in
the university under the heavy rain.

Jesi: Jenny’.

Keith: He ate a few one and told Jenny, 'I'm | have | have a present to give to
you and but | ate a: few candies inside! And er | think chocolate is a
quite good idea.

Warren: But can't you see he always hold chocolate and when he showed up.
So why don't we consider other presents to give him.

Henry: So...

Warren: How about photo album. So let him take some photos and put in the
photo album, yea.

'Jenny is the name of the female protagonist in the movie.

(Gan, 2010, pp. 590-1) &

What did you notice about the students” interactions? Did this grouping
allow all of the learners to contribute equally to the conversation? How did
you assess each of the group members’ oral proficiency? Do you think each
student participated equally in the discussion?

Assessing oral proficiency is a challenging task because it involves various
[actors associated with task formats, such as a solo oral presentation, one-
on-one direct interview (by interviewer’s elicitation) or indirect interviews
(by audio-taped elicitation), or a pair or group discussion (O’Loughlin,
2001). O’Loughlin reports that compared to the indirect interview format,
direct interviews generate more bidirectional interactions and elicit a wider
range of prosodic features, such as more varied intonations and richer
vocabulary. One-on-one semi-direct or direct interviews are more likely to
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be used for a standardized testing situation, whereas teachers tend to favor
a group oral discussion or a role-play format in classroom assessments.
Group oral assessment typically involves a group of three to four students
in discussion about an assigned topic while the assessor observes the group
discussion without interacting (Ockey, 2009). Group oral assessment is
believed to elicit more authentic language output than the one-on-one
interview format that differs from natural conversation (Fulcher, 1996;
Lazaraton, 2002). Group oral assessment is also considered to promote
positive washback for communicative classrooms through the simulation
of group discussions. Nonetheless, there remains a critical concern about
the effect of grouping on student performance, that is, how students’
personality traits influence the other members’ test performance (Bonk &
Ockey, 2003; He & Dai, 2006). In a study involving Finnish students, Liski
& Puntanen (1983) reported that the more talkative the students were, the
fewer mistakes per utterance they made, indicating a positive correlation
between students’ dominance of group discussion and oral test scores.
Ockey (2009) investigated the extent to which the level of assertiveness of
other group members affects non-assertive students’ scores. He concluded
that assertive test takers tended to receive higher scores than expected when
they were grouped with non-assertive members. However, they received
lower scores than expected when grouped with equally assertive members.
He & Dai (2006) questioned the validity of the group oral assessment
because test takers in their study failed to engage in the group discussion
when the examiners were present; instead, the students chose (o interact
with the examiner, indicating the importance of students’ familiarity with
the format of the group oral assessment. Ockey describes the setting of the
group oral assessment as follows:
Groups of four test takers are seated in a small circle and given about
one minute to read an assigned prompt and think about how they will
respond before one of two raters says, ‘Would someone like to begin.’
Once test takers begin, they are expected to sustain a discussion on the
assigned topic for eight minutes. The two raters, who are not involved
in the group’s discussion, sit outside of the group and provide ratings
on a nine-point scale for each of five oral communication subscales:
pronunciation, fluency, grammar, vocabulary, and communication
strategies.
(Ockey, 2009 pp. 169-170)

Fulcher reports that students in his study responded to the group discussion
format favorably because they felt more confident and natural with oral
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speech. He concludes that the group discussion format appears to help
students overcome affective disadvantages they may have during a one-on-
one interview format.

Let us think about how to apply this research information to the
assessment of adolescent language learners in classrooms. How do students
with different language proficiency levels perform on these types of
group oral assessment? What criteria do classroom teachers use to assess
students’ oral presentations or other forms of oral language production?
Sometimes, mainstream teachers confine their classroom assessment of
students’ oral communication skills to formal presentations, and use
criteria such as ‘eye contact’, and ‘rate of speech’ to evaluate the quality of
the oral performance. However, such qualities are a poor indication of skill
development underlying students’ language competence; consider the fact
that many fluent speakers may also have problems making eye contact and
speaking slowly. Assessing students’ interactions during group work can be
an opportunity to observe core language skills and can serve to inlorm our
instructional and pedagogical choices (for example, how to group students
so that they have the maximum opportunity to interact).

Oral assessment tasks can be evaluated on the degree ol interactiveness,
the extent to which tasks allow students to draw from their knowledge of
both the language and the topic, and use their strategic competence and
emotional response (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Successful interactions
further involve knowledge co-constructed through the interaction with
other participants beyond interaction with the task. Let us delve deeper
into the characteristics of interactional patterns from the oral assessment
of higher- and lower-scoring groups as described in Spotlight Study 4.1. As
you read it, think about how this research can inform your decisions about
grouping adolescent learners to ensure that they have optimal opportunities
for interactions and that you are able to assess their oral communication
language development.

Spotlight Study 4.1
Gan (2010) investigated the oral interactional patterns of two groups of Grade 9
learners in order to characterize the differences between higher- and lower-
scoring groups, and to gain insights about the use of groups to assess students’
oral language production. In this research investigation, Gan selected two videos
to analyze the interactive communication among Cantonese students studying
English in Hong Kong (aged from 14-17 years old). The students in the first group
comprised learners whose oral English proficiency was scored at a Level 4 along a
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six-level continuum. Their assessment task was to discuss the film Forrest Gump.

The second video that Gan analyzed comprised four learners who had scored
Level 3 or lower on the assessment scale. The assessment task for these students
was to discuss prompts related to a different movie called About a Boy. The
assessment of oral proficiency was focused on four main areas of language
performance: Pronunciation and Delivery; Communication Strategies; Vocabulary
and Language Patterns; and Ideas and Organization. Gan used a method called
‘conversational analysis’ to analyze the interaction patterns of each of the two
groups. Table 4.1 summarizes the analyses of the two groups’ interactions.

Group 1 (Higher-Scoring)

» Group work begins with students focusing on the task.

« Clarification of the task is integrated throughout the discussion.

¢ The task is well achieved as students move forward by continuously ‘(re)formulating
task demands’ (p. 591).

« Students monitor the content of their discussion to ensure that it is appropriate and
relevant to the task.

« Students engage critically with each other in various ways including: expanding
ideas, agreeing/disagreeing, clarifying or challenging each other.

Group 2 (Lower-Scoring)

» Group work does not begin with explicit discussion of the task requirements at the
beginning of the interaction.

¢ Students’speech sometimes includes long pauses indicating that they are struggling
to either formulate ideas or use appropriate vocabulary and language structures.

* Students react'minimally’to each other (e.g. a typical minimal response may be ‘oh
yeah’) indicating that the development of the discussion on the topic is minimal.

¢ The discussion is more structured as students heavily depend on the sequence and
content of the teachers’ task questions to guide work.

» Students monitor each other’s language, and the ‘linguistic problems’ that students
face provide them with an opportunity to collaborate on the construction of the
language or dialogue.

Table 4.1 Summary of the analyses of the higher- and lower-scoring groups’ interactions

Based on these findings, Gan suggests that group work allows students to
engage in substantive discussions and authentic communicative tasks that give
them the opportunity to demonstrate a wide range of language functions. One
of the biggest differences between the higher- and lower-scoring groups was
that the former group critically engaged with the task through fluent discussions
while the latter group negotiated their conversation based on the language
breakdowns that were occurring. As Gan articulates:

... within the lower-scoring group, a picture emerges of peer participants
actively assisting each other through inviting, prompting, and co-
construction. It thus seems that among these lower-scoring participants,
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critically exploring each other’s ideas appeared to be of lower priority than
maintaining a supportive and friendly discourse generally characterized by
help and encouragement.

(Gan, 2010, p. 598)

Thus, Gan suggests that in order for students to be able to fully engage with a
task, they need to master all of the knowledge and skills associated with it. He
proposes that in classrooms, students’ group work may be enhanced through
teachers’ provision of feedback throughout all stages of the oral assessment,
and also by mixing grouping of students to include both higher- and lower-
proficiency learners so that the former can learn from the latter. Gan also
suggests that the structure of the task might contribute to the quality of
students’ discussions, based on the observation that the lower-scoring group’s
work was inhibited by the provision of a list of questions for students to respond
to during the task. &

In this section, we reviewed the ways in which grouping in oral assessment
influences group members’ perlormance on oral tasks. We considered
students’ psychological and cognitive traits as factors contributing to the
elfect of grouping in oral assessment. These psychological and cognitive
traits are not just individual attributes. Research shows that different cultural
groups present different personality traits (Ockey, 2009); consequently,
grouping members from dillerent cultural backgrounds for oral assessment
can influence the members’ performance on the test. Such differences
in performance are indicative of the influences of students’ cultural
background at the macrosystem level. All of these observations suggest
that assessment does not take place in isolation, but interacts with multiple
external and contextual factors. Furthermore, when we assess students’
oral proficiency using tasks eliciting meaningful interactions among
peers, it inevitably involves confounding factors that might compromise
its construct validity—that is, its ability to measure what it is intended to
measure, as discussed in Chapter 1.

Assessment Should Consider the Influence of

Parents’ Beliefs about Assessment

As students get older, and gain experiences with schooling, they develop
distinct learning goals which, in turn, foster different orientations to
academic tasks. During adolescence, these orientations become even more
pronounced (Dweck, 1986). Both parents and teachers play a significant
role in the development of students’ goal orientations. According to Dweck,
there are three main goal orientations:
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» mastery: students tend to enjoy challenging tasks to enhance their skills
and competence

» performance—prove: students prefer to demonstrate their competence to
others seeking positive responses from them

¢ performance-avoid: students avoid challenging tasks because they fear
the demonstration of incompetence and negative judgments from others.

Underlying these goal orientations are two distinct views of ability (Dweck
& Leggett, 1988). Students and teachers who hold the incremental view
consider ability as a malleable attribute, that is, it can be improved given
effort. In contrast, those who hold the entity view see it as a fixed (innate)
attribute, that is, it cannot be changed. The goal-orientation theory posits
that the incremental view leads to a mastery goal orientation whereas the
entity view fosters the two performance goal orientations.

What distinguishes these different views and orientations is the role
of effort that students make in learning. I am sure you are familiar with
various excuses students make for the failure of or low performance on
tasks. For some students, putting forth effort means that they are not smart.
Therefore, they are unlikely to say that they failed although they tried really
hard. Instead, they may say that they fell asleep while preparing for the test.

Understanding students’ goal orientations in academic settings offers a
critical insight into their attitudes and beliels about assessment tasks. It is
equally important to recognize students’ perceptions about the goals that
their teachers and parents emphasize to engage students in academic tasks.
Let us explore these concepts in more depth through Activity 4.2.

Activity 4.2

Table 4.2 illustrates statements from two questionnaires developed by Jang

et al. (2013) to understand students’ goal orientations to language tasks. The
 first questionnaire is for students; items from 1-22 concern three distinct

goal orientation types we reviewed above: mastery; performance-prove;
performance-avoid: items from 23-8 refer to students' perceptions about their

parents' goal orientations; and items from 29-34 seek students’ perceptions
_about their teachers’goal orientations. The second questlonnalre instrument is
. intended for their parents 1o complete
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Not at all
true

Somewhat
true

Very true

1 Ifeel successful on a task if | at least do
well compared to other students doing the
same task.

2 | avoid asking questions that might make
me look stupid.

3 It'simportant to me that ! learn a lot in
tasks | do.

4 It's important to me that | don't look stupid
on tasks.

5 Challenging tasks give me a chance to
Iearn more.

6 I'try to look like | can do tasks even when I
don t really understand

7 It's important to me that other students
thlnk lam good at the tasks we do.

8 1 like to show other students that the tasks
we do are easy for me.
9 It'simportant to me that my teacher

doesn't think that | know less than others
domg the task.

10 When doing tasks | real|y try to keep others
from thinking I'm not smart.

11 It's important to me that others tell me |
am good at the tasks | do.

12 When doing tasks | want to learn a lot of
new skills.

13 1avoid tasks where other students might
thlnk I m not smart.

14 [ prefer tasks that make me learn new
things.

15 When doing tasks | avoid looking like |
have trouble doing the task

16 It's important to me that | really
understand the tasks | do.

17 When doing tasks | want to learn as much
as | can.

18 It's important to me that | Jook smart
compared to others doing the task.
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Not at all Somewhat Very true
true true
19 llike to show other students that I'm good

at the tasks we do.

20

It's important to me that | improve the
skills that | use in tasks | do.

21 I think if students work hard enough, they
will get smart.

22 If students work too hard, they are not that
smart.

23 My parents would like it if | could show
that I'm better at class work than other
students in my class.

24 My parents tell me that it is important that
| don't look stupid in class.

25 My parents want my work to be
challenging for me.

26 My parents say that showing others that
I am not bad at class work should be my
goal.

27 My parents want me to understand
concepts, not just do the work.

28 My parents don't like it when | make
mistakes in my class work.

29 My teacher lets us know which students
get the highest scores on a test.

30 My teacher says that showing others that
we are not bad at class work should be our
goal.

31 My teacher points out those students who
get good grades as an example to all of us.

32 My teacher gives us time to really explore
and understand new ideas.

33 My teacher thinks mistakes are okay as
long as we are learning.

34 My teacher tells us that it is important that
we don't look stupid in class.

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press

Table 4.2 Students’ goal orientation questionnaire
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true

true

Very true

I want my child to understand his/her
class work, not just memorize how to
doit.

I have different ideas about what my
child should learn in school than the
teacher does.

I want to see how my child’s
schoolwork relates to things outside
of school.

1 would like my child to show others
that they are good at class work.

1

I want my child to understand
concepts, not just do the work.

1think that it is very important that
my child gets the right answers in
class.

I want my child’s schoolwork to be
challenging for them.

| would be pleased if my child could
show that class work was easy for
him/her.

| don't like it when my child makes
mistakes in his/her class work.
It is important to me that my child

gets good marks on his/her report
card.

1 would like my child to do
challenging class work, even if he/she
makes mistakes.

Photocopiable © Oxford University Press

Table 4.3 Parent goal orientation questionnaire =




How did your students respond to the questionnaire? Was it helpful in
understanding their goal orientations? Was there a relationship between
their goal orientations and their language proficiency or their academic
achievement level? Spotlight Study 4.2 below provides some answers to
these questions.

e
E

W o

Spotlight Study 4.2

Jang et al. (2013) studied 44 students in Grade 6 from a private elementary
school in Ontario; the study offers some insights into the relationship between
students’goal orientations to academic language tasks and their parents’ and
teacher’s goals. Among the 44 students, 57 percent heard and spoke only English
at home; 34 percent spoke both English and L1; and 7 percent spoke only L1.
Approximately 75 percent of the students were born in Canada, and about 33
percent of the parents were born in Canada.

N LY Y T Y NN N N e

The study results suggest that immigrant students tend to show a higher
performance orientation than their domestic counterparts. Further, the analysis
of students’ perceptions of their parents’ orientations shows some interesting
results. Compared to their domestic counterparts, immigrant students tend to
perceive their parents as more performance-oriented than mastery-oriented.
How do students’ goal orientations correlate with their language achievement?
The study reports that students’ goal orientations did not show statistically
significant correlations with their reading achievement. However, students’
perception of their parents’and teacher’s goal orientations did show significant
correlations with their achievement levels. Specifically, when students perceived
their parents as more mastery-oriented, they tended to show higher reading
achievement. In contrast, when students thought their parents are more
performance-oriented, they presented a lower reading achievement level. In
addition, lower-achieving students tended to perceive their teachers as more
performance-oriented as well.

These findings highlight the importance of contextual influence on
students’ language learning. Surprisingly, rather than students’ own goal
orientations, their perceived goal orientations of their parents and teachers
show stronger associations with their achievement in reading. When
students are exposed to mastery-oriented learning environments at home
and school, they tend to show higher achievement levels. What complicates
this matter is that parents holding different cultural values appear to have
different beliefs about their role in their children’s schooling. For example,
Asian parents tend to hold the belief that there should be a clear division
between schools and parents in taking responsibility for educating students
(Lam, Ho, & Wong, 2002). This contrasts strongly with Western parents’
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viewpoint about the relationship between school and home. Chen & Uttal
(1988) report that only 19 percent of American mothers (compared to 66
percent of Chinese mothers) believed that teachers are more important than
parents in influencing children’s academic performance. As this finding
holds important implications for promoting students’ positive experience
with assessment tasks, we now turn our attention to the roles of parents
and teachers under the influence of large-scale tests.

What are teachers’ and parents’ roles in assessment? As we discussed
in Chapter 1, a test is frequently used as a way to spearhead educational
curriculum reforms and meet the accountability demands (Jang & Ryan,
2003). A test itself cannot change how teachers teach and students learn;
it is the educational agents at the micro- and macro-system levels that
play a key role in generating positive washback effects on teaching and
learning (Bailey, 1999; Messick, 1996). Needless to say, teachers have a
direct influence on students’ learning in school. The classroom assessment
atmosphere is shaped largely by teachers’ beliefs about assessment in
general and attitude to the assessment policy mandated externally.

Parents’ belief systems about tests also contribute to adolescents’
classroom learning and assessment experience. You will recall that the
ecological assessment system in Figure 4.1 also recognizes parents as
important agents. However, research on the extent to which parents have
an impact on their children’ learning and assessment tends to focus on
influences through their socio-economic and educational backgrounds.
Little is known about how parents’ beliefs about the test influence their
children’s perceptions of it.

In fact, parents are often left out of important assessment and learning
decisions made at their adolescents’ school. Ideally, when new assessment
policies are introduced to school systems, important stakeholders
(including test users) should be informed about the purpose of the test
and key changes. However, as Scott (2007) shows, parents have insufficient
understanding about what the test is intended to assess and how to interpret
test inlormation. There is much room [or improving the current test score
reporting practice, as it fails to provide useful information for parents in
understanding their children’s learning progress (James, 2000).

A study by Cheng, Andrews, & Yu (2010) draws our attention to
the importance of engaging parents in the testing practice. Cheng et al.
examined students’ and their parents’ perceptions about the new school-
based assessment (SBA) introduced to the Hong Kong Certificate of
Education Examinations (HKCEE) in English, which is the high-school exit
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examination. Students aged 16-17 take the HKCEE at the end of Secondary
5, which is the fifth level of seven-level secondary education. The tests
SBA component in English assesses students’ oral proficiency. Since its
first introduction to the senior secondary school system in 2005, the SBA
has made significant changes to teaching and learning. It allowed teachers
to evaluate their own students’ performance on individual presentations
or group interactions, and teachers’ evaluation to be counted toward the
students” high-stakes test scores. Cheng et al. reported that when parents
are more educated and spend more time with their children, they provided
more support for their children’s participation in SBA. Additionally, when
parents knew more about SBA, they provided more support for their
children in SBA. Another interesting finding from the study is that when
the parents perceived tests to be motivational for their children’s learning,
their children tended to have a similar attitude towards the test.

In this section, we reviewed students’ goal orientations and the
relationship of the orientations with their reading achievement. We further
examined students’ perceptions about the goal orientations of their parents
and teachers. Surprisingly, students’ own goal orientations do not show a
statistically significant relationship with their reading achievement. Itis their
parents’ goal orientations that better predict students’ reading achievement
level. We also discussed the finding that students’ goal orientations reflect
their cultural background, because there is a clear difference between
immigrant and domestic students; immigrant students tended to be more
performance-oriented, and they perceived their parents to be also more
performance-oriented.

We further discussed the role of parents in shaping their child’s orientations
to academic tasks and attitude to assessment. The Cheng et al. study
confirms the significant influence of parents on their children’s attitudes
to the newly introduced assessment system. All of these observations
emphasize the importance of recognizing parents as important agents for
students’ learning.

Teachers’ Assessment Competence is Key to High-
Quality Assessment Practice

Most current standards-based achievement assessments assume that all
teachers, not just those designated as language specialists or ESL teachers,

should be involved in identifying the needs and instructional strategies
necessary to support students’ language and learning needs in their
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classrooms, and that all teachers will eventually be involved in documenting
and tracking students’ language progression. Though teachers’ assessment
competence is crucial for learners regardless of their ages, it is more vital for
adolescent ELLs because they have less time to catch up to their proficient
peers. Therefore, teachers’ ability to diagnose students’ language needs and
to provide them with language support in secondary classrooms is key
to high-quality assessment practice leading to appropriate instructional
practice. How do teachers develop the capacity to recognize and differentiate
strengths and areas for improvement for each student? Meet a teacher and
her ELL student in Grade 11 in Classroom Snapshot 4.3.

Classroom Snapshot 4.3

The following interaction between a teacher and a student in Grade 11 illustrates
a one-on-one conference to discuss the student’s essay on Internet safety that
she had been working on in class in previous weeks. Pay attention to how the
teacher interacts with the student during the conference.

T: Whenever we're writing our introduction, | always bug you guys to make sure
you include two things; do you remember what they are?

: A quote or a surprise.

T: Exactly, two different hooks to draw the reader in, right? So you just gave me
two different examples, they could be a quote, they might be a surprising fact,
do you remember some of the other things we sometimes include?

: Alittle short story.

T: Yeah, an anecdote or a little short story that you can relate to.

wn

wn

T: So can you tell me where your two hooks are ... what two you used?

: Um.

: | can already see them. Which means that you've done a super job, right? That
they just pop right out at me!

: lused a quote.

: Yes, you did.

: And | gave a surprising fact.

: Yeah you gave us an interesting fact, that he’s been a really popular host of a
long-running CBC TV show.

A

= wn=w

(Jangetal, 2011, p.87) &

During this conference, the teacher was seeking to elicit information about
the student’s ability to develop and organize contentin her writing. She asked
the student to highlight where in her text she had used a specific writing
strategy. After they had identified all of the strategy uses, they discussed
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the effectiveness of the students choices and discussed ways in which
the student could improve these strategies in her writing. In an interview
following this teacher—student conference, the teacher commented that this
activity, alongside other information that she had collected, enabled her to
make a judgment about the student’s proficiency level and helped her to
share this information with the student to facilitate the selection of future
learning goals.

The teacher conference in Classroom Snapshot 4.3 illustrates how on-
going assessment can be used for formative purposes. However, there are
many more purposes for which assessment is used in classrooms, and we
briefly reviewed some of them in Chapter 1. Jang et al. (2011) surveyed
40 teachers working in both elementary and secondary schools in Ontario
to understand their uses of assessment in classrooms. Table 4.4 presents a
summary of the teachers’ responses to the survey. They were asked to give
their responses to each statement using a 5-point scale with 1 indicating
‘Almost never,” 5 indicating ‘Almost always’ and 3 ‘Sometimes’.

Reflecting on my assessment practicé? —_— AN ' M SO
| use assessment results when | prepare student report cards. 40 | 470 .56
Assessment helps me identify stude‘nyts’klekarning needs. 39 ' 4.67 .58
| use assessment re“sml;I;‘s';/vhen | plar; iésséns. k k 379 423 .81
Rubrics are an important partof my assessment practices. 38 | 371 1.09
Standardized assessments such as DRA, CASI/ PM Benchmark 40 | 328 | 1.11
provide useful information about my students.

Students need to understand how their performance compares 7 38 7 266 | 1.10
to others!

| try to evaluate how much students know before instruction. h 4'0' 4.'27 ) 72
I discuss students’work Wlth them individually after they finish k 40 | 3.85 83
their work.

| give whole class feedback after students finish their work. 38 | 3.66 | 1.15
| discuss students’ needs with other teachers. 39 | 3.97 74
| tell students in advance how their work will be evaluated. - 38 k4.k1 6” '.89
| try to provide descriptive feedback to students without assigning 39 | 405 772

numerical marks/letter grades.

| assign numerical marks/letter grades to students without 40 | 1.75 .78
descriptive feedback.

| provide descriptive feedback alongside numerical marks/letter 39 | 3.59 .99
grades to students.

Table 4.4 Teachers' reflections on the uses of assessment
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The mean values (M) in Table 4.4 represent the average of the teachers’
responses on the Likert questions. Relatively larger standard deviations
(SD) indicate that teachers’ responses to some statements vary to a greater
extent than to other statements. For example, 40 teachers responded to the
statement that read: ‘I use assessment results when 1 prepare student report
cards.” The average of these teachers’ responses was 4.70 on the 5-point
scale, which indicates that teachers almost always use assessment for this
purpose, and its relatively small standard deviation suggests that there is
not much variation in teachers’ responses. The other three primary uses of
assessment are:

L to identify students’ learning needs
2 to know how much students know before instruction
3 to plan a lesson.

Using assessments to compare the relative performance of students is the
least frequently used purpose of assessment. Remember how students’
perceptions about their teachers’ goal orientations influence students’
achievement level? 1 suggest you try to answer the questionnaire in Table
4.4 and compare your responses with the teachers’ responses and those
of other teachers in your school. Understanding and reflecting upon your
beliefs will aid you in advancing your students’ learning.

How do you think that teachers from different cultural settings would
respond to questions concerning the uses of assessment? In Spotlight
Study 4.3 we will read about the beliefs and values concerning assessment
from teachers in Australia and Hong Kong. Note that regardless ol their
geographical dillerences, all of the teachers in these different school contexts
are increasingly involved in assessment activities for both pedagogical and
accountability purposes. Before reading Spotlight Study 4.3 take a moment
to reflect on the question: To what extent do you think teachers’ assessment
activities differ from country to country?

. Spotlight Study 4.3

Davison (2004) states that the use of criterion-referenced assessments (you will

recall our discussion of CRT in Chapter 3) in schools has arisen in response to a

desire for greater reliability in teacher-based assessments. She alerts us to three

limitations of the use of CRT from the perspective of teacher-based assessment:

1 teachers interpret assessment criteria differently depending on their personal
backgrounds, previous experiences, expectations, and preferences regarding
the relative importance of the identified criteria, and their ideological
orientation
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2 thereis an assumption that teacher-based assessment requires minimal
professional judgment and interpretation and that it is a technical activity

3 there is an assumption that teachers willingly accept external standards as the
basis for their classroom assessments.

Working with ESL secondary Cantonese-speaking students, 12 teachers in
Australian and Hong Kong schools assessed their students’ written arguments,
using assessment criteria. Based on various methods including questionnaires,
think-aloud protocols, and interviews, Davison investigated teachers’ assessment
beliefs, attitudes, and practices. Not surprisingly, the study results show a great
deal of variation within and between the contexts. Although all the Melbourne
teachers chose the assessment criteria developed for summative school-based
assessment and the standardized reporting approach with equal weight
assigned to all criteria, they struggled between their professional judgment and
‘gut reactions’ (p. 314). In contrast, the Hong Kong teachers showed much more
variation in terms of assessment processes and the use of assessment criteria for
making their judgments. Davison attributes variations among the Hong Kong
teachers to the lack of common assessment criteria for evaluating students’
written work in secondary schools in Hong Kong and teachers’ reliance on norm-
referenced testing.

Another notable difference between these two contexts is teachers’ beliefs
about the social impact of the assessment on students. Whereas the Melbourne
teachers maintained that ‘it is the fate of the individual and their life chances that
are paramount in teachers’ thoughts’ (p. 321), the Hong Kong teachers expressed
concerns about respect and face by stating that their judgment would not be
respected and authorized by the outside including their own students if their
assessment is not explicitly linked to the external test. The Hong Kong teachers’
concerns about the lack of respect for their assessment judgments reflect their
negative beliefs about assessment. One Hong Kong teacher states:

We don’t mark ... Any marking we do is pretty negligible ... It's quite sad
that should be the case. | believe we waste a lot of our time marking when
we should be giving back to their process writing or getting them to write
journals or all sorts of other things.‘So, my faith in the system is pretty low.
And therefore, my faith in how | mark and the devotion | put into marking
is very low, and therefore | am very frequently pretty superficial in the way |
mark because | don't believe it’s going to make the slightest bit of difference.
I am sorry that it should be the case. | really wish it was going to improve the
students’ writing, but it isn't the case!

(Davison, 2004 p. 323)

Based on the comparative analyses of two very different assessment contexts,
Davison developed the typologies of teachers’ assessment beliefs, attitudes, and
practices. Table 4.5 summarizes the types of teachers’ assessment beliefs and
implications for validity for school-based assessments.



Principles for Assessing Adolescent Language Learners 139

Type View of assessment Implications

Assessor as technician Assessment is bound by Inconsistencies in
criteria and is treated as a assessment not a concern
mechanical procedure

Assessor as interpreter of Assessment is bound by Inconsistencies are a threat
the law criteria, and judgments to reliability

are confined to them
regardless of external
factors or opinions

Assessor as the principled Assessment is bound by Inconsistencies are to
yet pragmatic professional | criteria but takes into be expected, and not
account individual student | necessarily resolved
and task with ease; requires more

teacher communication
and dialogue

Assessor as the arbiter of Assessment is Inconsistencies are

community values community referenced; inevitable and a threat to
it is personalized and validity
impressionistic

Assessor as God Assessment is community | Seemingly unaffected by
bound; it is highly inconsistencies

personalized and intuitive

Table 4.5 Typology of teacher beliefs about assessment

What type of assessor are you? Are you a teacher who is bound by defined
criteria or do you and your colleagues develop your own criteria? Do you
think that these different types of teachers use assessment for different
purposes? The typologies should not be considered as mutually exclusive;
rather, they represent multiple beliefs systems that teachers may have.
Considering that teachers use assessment for various purposes including
summative reporting to providing descriptive feedback, as shown in the
Ontario teachers’ survey results above, it is likely that teachers hold multiple
belief systems depending on the context of assessment use.

In this section, we have discussed teachers’ attitudes and beliels about
assessment in various contexts. Teachers often find it confusing when they
are expected to play strikingly different roles in assessment. This expectation
may be particularly challenging for novice teachers or teachers with
limited experience with assessment due to the macrosystem-level cultural
norms and traditions. Building and strengthening teachers’ assessment
competencies is key to success in fulfilling the potential of assessment.

How then can teachers develop the capacity to use assessment in a
valid and reliable way while dealing with the demands associated with
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assessment? When teachers develop the ability to evaluate the quality of
assessment tasks, they can use integrated, multi-step tasks that effectively
prompt students to use cognitively more complex skills, drawing from their
linguistic reservoir. For example, one of the most common assessment
tasks used in secondary classrooms is to require students to read a text
and complete a written piece about it on their own. Upon completion of
the written work, students are asked to perform or share their writing and
reflect on it through a conversation with others in a small group or with the
teacher (Jang et al., 2011).

I suggest that teachers use a variety of language assessment tasks to
provide learners with several opportunities to display their competencies.
Gathering a diverse range of student work samples can provide teachers
with the confidence to make valid and reliable judgments about what
students can do and what they need to improve. Teachers can further
develop their diagnostic assessment competence by implementing various
instructional strategies to scalfold and accommodate students’ performance
on assessment tasks. Teachers may use brainstorming activities, jot-notes,
multiple drafts of written work, or graphic organizers to provide scaffolding
to help students to demonstrate what they can do.

Ample opportunities to observe and gather evidence from students’
linguistic performance, using integrated, multi-step language tasks,
will provide teachers with both holistic and nuanced understandings of
individual students’ language proficiency development.

Assessment Should be Culturally Responsive and Fair

Test fairness concerns the extent to which decisions and uses made on the
basis of students’ test performance are justifiable. We have already discussed
test fairness in Chapter 3 extensively. However, there are two main reasons
why test fairness is of particular concern when we assess adolescents.
One reason has to do with the adolescents’ developmental characteristics.
Adolescents begin to develop heightened self-consciousness and individual
identities. In doing so, they also come to recognize external factors that
influence their identity construction either positively or negatively. In
particular, adolescent language learners develop heightened awareness
of the cultural values and socio-economic contexts in which they live. In
addition they form strong moral opinions about what happens in a larger
social setting. As a result, they develop a strong yet not always reasonable,
sense of morality and fairness.
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Secondly, although large-scale tests for educational accountability and
policy changes are widely used for all students across all grade levels in
K-12 schools, the test stakes for adolescents are much more significant
(Scott, 2007). This is evidenced by research showing the trend towards an
increase in ELLs” dropout rates just prior to mandatory high-stake exams
(Fairbairn & Fox, 2009; Madaus & Clarke, 2001; Watt & Roessingh,
2001). In the name of social integration and equal opportunities for all,
the test-based accountability systems around the world prefer to apply a set
of common criteria for making such high-stake decisions for all students,
regardless of their backgrounds (Leung & lewkowicz, 2008). How do
adolescent ELLs perceive the use of large-scale tests? The following activity
offers us an opportunity to think about the cultural sensitivity of high-
stakes tests for adolescents.

Activity 4.3 ‘
Below is a reading passage with multiple-choice questions {Norton & Stein,
1995). This text was a part of the English proficiency test used to identify black
applicants with limited English proficiency to a South African University. Read
the passage first, and then answer the reading comprehension questions that
follow the text. While reading the passage, think about these questions: -

1..What do you think about the content of the passage in:terms of its cultural
‘sensitivity? ‘ ‘

2. What do you think about the reading comprehensmn questions?

3 If youwere to administer this readmg test, how do you think your students
would respond to it?

Monkeys on Rampage

A troop of about 80 monkeys, enraged after a mother monkey and her baby -
were caught in a trap, went on the rampage at a Durban home at the weekend
attacking two policemen who were forced to flee and call for help. A 14-year-old
boy alse had to run for his life.and reached the safety of a home split seconds
before a full-grown monkey hurled itself against the door. The troop also
attacked a house, banging windows and:doors. Mrs. Kittie Lambrechts, 59, of
Firdale Road, Sea View, told reporters how the monkeys’ behaviour was sparked
off by events on.Saturday. She sald her family had been pestered by monkeys
for overa year.

“They come nearly every day, and they steal all the frunt from our fruit trees before
it's ripe enough to pick!’ she complained. “We didn't know what to do, sowe ‘
- wrote a letterto the Durban Corporation. They said that it would be tinsafe ‘to Lise

gunsin the nerghborhood and that we should not poison the monkeys because -
sometlmes dogs and cats eatthe poxson, rather we should set traps On Saturday ‘
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- to thexr van and called far he)p whlle monkeys surraunded err and )umped
agamst the vehicle/ Mrs Lambrechts said. Police armed with shntguns arrived on.
 the scene and four monkeys were shot dead. The troop then fled into the bushes,
' apparently because thew Ieader had been among the monkeys shot dead ‘

(Adapted fmm The Star Ju\y 1986)

] :ThIS newspaper ar’ude is about ‘

- a) Edwin Schultz svisitto D ban from the T ransvaal ‘

‘b) How Mrs. Lambrechts runs erfrult busmess,‘ .-
o monkeys that attacked people, 3 ;, . f
_d) the acc:dental pmsonmg of dogs and cats -

2 A 'trcop‘o'monkeys is -
/ b‘ eys that Iwe near people,

What do you think about the content of the passage? Do you think the
questions” adequately measure students’ reading ability? You may be
surprised at the accounts from black South African high school students
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who participated in a pilot test. Students’ responses to the question, ‘What
did you think about the passage?” were as follows:

e Iwas offended by the passage because monkeys have a special significance
in our culture ... They are associated with witchcraft.

* Black people are often thought of as monkeys.

e Its about Black people, who are the monkeys “on the rampage” in White
people’s homes.

¢ Its about who owns the land—the monkeys think the land belongs to
them but the Whites think they own the land. (p. 56)

What do you think about the researcher’s (Norton) reaction to the students’
responses?

I was completely taken by surprise at the students’ readings of the

text as racist. My reading of this text as a simple factual report about

monkeys in Durban shot by the police was fundamentally challenged

by the students ... Another assumption was challenged as well: my

assumption that high school students are relatively naive about the ways

in which they might use the different readings of text to their advantage.

In this classroom, students were extremely adept at juggling a series

of different readings in their heads, which they used appropriately,

according to the demands of the social occasion.

(Norton & Stein, 1995 p. 56)
Despite students’ negative reactions to the passage, they performed very well
on the test. How should we interpret this paradox? This issue is a complex
test validity concern, and it highlights that the valid interpretation and fair
use of a test are subject to its relevance to a specific socio-cultural context in
which the test is used. In the above case, though students’ test performance
was not compromised by its cultural sensitivity, its consequential validity
(Messick, 1989) is questionable.

As we discussed throughout the book, when a test that is inappropriate
for language learners is used to make high-stakes decisions, it has far
reaching ethical consequences. The same test taken by students from
different backgrounds may turn out to measure different constructs. Fox
& Cheng (2007) raise this issue based on verbal accounts elicited from 33
focus groups including 22 L1 and 136 ELLs based on their experience with
the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test (OSSLT), one of the Ontario
school graduation requirements for all students. One ELI’s comment, ‘Just
give this to me in Chinese and I'd be able to do it in a minute’ (Fox &
Cheng, 2007, p. 17) answers the researchers’ rhetorical question, ‘Did we
take the same test?’
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Whereas all but one of the L1 test-takers expressed satisfaction and relief
after the test, the L2 test-takers seemed more rather than less concerned.
When taking the test, some 1.2 test-takers reported that they felt ‘sad’,
‘angry’ or ‘frustrated’. After taking the test, they seemed to perceive it

as more rather than less difficult and did not report that their anxiety

lessened while they were in the process of writing the test. Anxiety and

perceptions of difficulty are known to impede test performance (Phillips,

1992). Therefore, this finding is a concern.

(Fox & Cheng, 2007 p. 20)
ELLs" accounts of their test-taking experience show that ELLs" limited
vocabulary knowledge is a significant barrier (Cameron, 2002). Many of
the ELLs noted that in a non-testing situation, they would use dictionaries
when they encounter unfamiliar words or expressions during reading for
schoolwork. ‘T have my dictionary in every class and I always check words
to be sure I'm on the right track. I would have been able to do this test much
better if 1 could do it the way I do in class’ (Fox & Cheng, 2007 p. 17).

Fox & Cheng’s study shows that difficulty with vocabulary affects students’
performance not only on reading but also writing tasks. Many ELLs in their
focus groups reported that they could not complete writing tests because
they could not understand a writing prompt that included unfamiliar words
without textual support. Some students did not understand what they were
expected 1o do on the text, indicating their lack of knowledge about test
genre. For example, when the writing prompt, ‘If you could change one
thing in the world, what would you change?,” was provided with two [ull
pages with lines, some ELLs in the focus groups commented that they
either had only a few things to write or did not write any because there was
nothing to change.

Sixteen year-old Malaysian English language learners report a similar test
taking experience (Zainal, 2012). When they took a writing test (which is
considered high stakes as the results are used to make decisions for their
admittance to higher-level education), they reported that a lack of test
instructions misled the students. Though overall the test was appropriate
to the curricular level, they felt that the vocabulary used in the test was
inappropriate to their linguistic levels.

While the struggle that ELLs experience with vocabulary points to a lack of
vocabulary knowledge, it can be also caused by construct-irrelevant sources
that make a test favor non-ELLs over ELLs. Test items that use topics and
formats that are irrelevant to the construct and familiar to some students
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but not to others offer differential opportunities for students from different
backgrounds to perform on the test. Differential Item Functioning (DIF) is
a statistical approach used to detect test items that function differentially
across different subgroups when they are at the same ability levels. For
example, if ELLs perform poorly on a mathematics problem because of its
complex sentence structure or vocabulary, the validity of the inference about
these ELLs' mathematics ability is problematic (Abedi, 2008). Another
example is when a reading passage requires cultural knowledge that favors
some students over others from different cultural backgrounds.

Kim & Jang (2009) confirm that, based on the DIF analysis of students’
responses to OSSLT (Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test), test
questions that measure vocabulary knowledge exhibit significant and large
DIF in favor of non-ELLs. When vocabulary is assessed as part of a reading
comprehension test, the test should provide textual cues for students to
use to deduce the meaning of unknown vocabulary. When it fails to do
s0, vocabulary test items are more likely to exhibit DIF against language
minority groups. On the other hand, the researchers report that the three
grammar questions that [avored ELLs all assessed micro-level punctuation
knowledge and speculate that Ells likely received direct grammar
instruction in their ESL classrooms. It is also likely that ELLs would practice
the test with their ESL teachers, while most non-ELLs would not have any
instruction beyond a general information session on the OSSLT.

All of these research examples emphasize that tests developed on the basis
of the performance of native English speakers should be used with caution
to understand and interpret the performance of ELLs. 1f standardized tests
must be used as graduation exit exams, regardless of students’ background,
in order to adhere to the societal belief about equal opportunity and
equitable treatment (Leung & Lewkowicz, 2008), the tests should not
present any construct-irrelevant sources that lead to biased interpretations
about subgroups’ language competence. Furthermore, some topics used in
a test may be culturally sensitive to some ELLs. Considering adolescents’
developmental stage, it is crucial to ensure that the language tests they
take are responsive to their cultural background and appropriate for their
literacy development rate.
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Assessment Should Take Advantage of the Benefits
of Technology

The integration of technologies into assessment is far overdue. Our
students are in the midst of a digital revolution. However, students’ use of
technologies is primarily limited to activities outside of schools because
educational institutions in general have not yet fully embraced the digital
revolution. Also, students’ access to technologies varies significantly from
context to context, depending on students’ socio-economic backgrounds.

Most currently available computer-based language assessments are
large-scale standardized tests used to measure students’ general language
proficiency (see TOEFIs iBT or IELTS). Digital media are also widely used
in EFL to provide authentic native speakers’ language input. Students
may take an English listening comprehension test or a dictation test while
listening to a CD, cassette-tape player, or watching a video player. It is hard
to see these uses as examples of technology integration, because the test is
still based on paper and pencil. Nowadays, secondary students are likely to
type their essays rather than write on paper. They are fluent in the use ol a
variety of editing tools (for example, Microsoft Word’s spelling and grammar
checker, online dictionaries, and thesauruses—all great companions indeed
for ELLs!).

One useful approach taken to uiilize technologies in assessment is the
development ol an online test item bank that recycles used test items for
teachers. For example, the TeleNex test bank is used to support English
language teachers’ school-based assessment in Hong Kong secondary
schools (Coniam, 1995). The items are drawn from public tests used
previously, refined and calibrated on the basis ol a large number of students’
test performance data.

Another example, Denmark’s Evaluation Portal, provides support
materials, including various assessment and evaluation tools for Danish
teachers (Shewbridge, Jang, Matthews, & Santiago, 2011). Teachers can use
sample test items to prepare students for the final examinations at the end
of lower-secondary school, or to establish evaluation criteria for classroom
activities. The online portals can thus assist teachers with assessment for
formative and summative purposes.

While these supports can be useful technological resources for teachers,
they appear to have limited potential for integrating assessment more
seamlessly into teaching and learning. A more recent technological resource
in language assessment is the development of online automated essay-
scoring programs, considered complementary tools for easing the burden on
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teachers; it takes a considerable amount of time for teachers to mark students’
papers by hand and provide detailed feedback—use of these programs also
encourages students to revise their work—Chapelle, 2008; Warschauer &
Grimes, 2008. In secondary classrooms, teachers’ assessment in content
courses frequently involves students’ writing in a variety of genres. This
heavy reliance on writing ability is a significant challenge for adolescent
ELLs, regardless of whether they learn English as a second, additional, or
foreign language. In addition to their still-developing academic English
language proficiency, adolescent ELLs have to deal with heavy curriculum
requirements, pressure from high-stakes exams (including graduation exit
tests and college entrance exams), and often inconsistent support from
content teachers to improve their writing skill—most secondary teachers
have insufficient knowledge and the training required for supporting
adolescent ELLs” language needs in subject learning.

Teachers could use automated essay-scoring software, such as My
Access!"™ software. These programs come with writing prompts
that can be scored by the software. The Educational Testing Service’s (ETS)
Criterion®
program. lts e-rater” software is used to score online essays based on the
Natural Language Processing (NLP) techniques, analyzing various rates ol
errors in grammar including usage and mechanics, style, lexical density,
organization, and development. A student’s essay is analyzed and rated
electronically to provide almost instantaneous {eedback on the written
product. The feedback screen is interactive, allowing learners to scroll over
highlighted parts of their text to generate a comment box which offers
additional [eedback on each micro-feature of the writing. Teachers are also

or e-rater®

, for example, is a well-known online automated essay-scoring
0

able to insert additional comments for students to view. All of the feedback
is available in English or in English and Spanish for language learners who
would benefit from the translations.

Another resource is Vantage Learnings My Access!"™, which uses an
artificial intelligence scoring engine called Intellimetric'™. It compares
semantic, syntactic, and discourse features of a students essay with features
of 300 human-scored sample essays. Each student receives a holistic score,
as well as component scores for focus and meaning, organization, content
and development, language use and style, mechanics, and convention
(Warschauer & Ware, 2006). In addition, teachers can adjust the level and
language of feedback. An independent companion resource, My Editor,
offers more detailed feedback on spelling, grammar, and word usage.
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These automated essay-scoring programs are used in large-scale
standardized testing contexts where they complement human raters.
Research shows that computer-generated and human rater scores are highly
correlated with each other, similar to the correlations between human raters
alone (Warschauer & Ware, 2006). Although this positive correlation can
be considered evidence to support the use of automated essay-scoring
programs, it is insufficient to fully justify the appropriateness of their
use. We need to consider how teachers and students use the programs
in classrooms. Does the use of such programs improve students” writing
ability and enhance the quality of writing instruction? Spotlight Study 4.4
provides some classroom-based research answers to these questions.

Spotlight Study 4.4

Warschauer & Grimes (2008) conducted a case study to explore how automated
essay-scoring programs (Criterion® and My Access™) are used in classrooms.
Among four participating schools, two used Criterion and two used My Access.
The study gathered data from interviews with three principals and eight
language arts teachers, observations of 30 language arts classes, and a survey
completed by seven teachers and 485 students in Grades 6-12. The researchers
also gathered 2,400 essays written by students with assistance of the programs.

A majority of teachers and students highly valued the programs and reported
that they helped motivate students to write more and to write creatively. The
programs freed up teachers’ time by engaging students in writing and revising
activities. Most teachers asked students to use the programs for feedback on
early drafts. Teachers still graded final drafts for scoring and feedback.

Despite all these positive accounts of the programs, the researchers saw little
evidence of their frequent use. The explanation given was that teachers had
to deal with the pressure of preparing students for upcoming state tests,
covering heavy curriculum materials that emphasized reading over writing.
Another reason given for limited use was that the programs offered insufficient
writing prompts.
The researchers also reported little evidence that students used the programs
for iterative revisions. Among those who resubmitted their essays, the revisions
made were mostly to mechanics (spelling, word choice, and grammar) rather
than content and organization—these revisions were mainly made to raise their
scores. The researchers pointed out, ‘this limited revision is consistent with more
general practices in US public schools, in which student rewriting invariably
focuses on a quick correction of errors pointed out by the teacher or peer.
(Warschauer & Grimes, 2008 p. 29)
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The study concludes that the usefulness of automated essay-scoring programs is
mediated by various social and contextual factors including student and teacher
beliefs and past teaching experiences. In addition, the implementation of the
programs is driven by the need to meet the state standards (raising students’
test scores on the five-paragraph essay), and is challenged by diverse student
populations and varying teacher beliefs and experiences.

Secondary classroom realities are influenced and greatly constrained by
external testing pressure, which is beyond teachers’ and students’ control.
This pressure appears to compromise potential benefits from feedback on
multiple drafts of their work during process-oriented writing practices
(Ferris, 2003) and result in a great deal of variation among teachers with
the use of online automated essay scoring programs, as Warschauer and
Ware note:

Overall, though, Attali’s finding that relatively few revisions are carried

out has been confirmed by our own observations. This reflects the

general classroom environment in the era of standards high-stakes

testing, with teachers feeling pressured to cover as much material as

possible. Little time is thus left for multiple revisions of a single essay,

especially when the standardized tests that teachers arc preparing their

students for all involve tightly timed essays, thus obviating the need for

much revision.

(Warschauer & Ware, 2000, p. 16)

It is possible that these formative assessment tools designed to aid teachers
and guide students’” writing practice can in fact be used as a tool to ‘teach to
the test,” a serious negative washback effect, common worldwide. This test
washback effect is also found in students” tendency to focus on outcome-
based learning, as expressed in holistic scores. In addition, one may wonder
if descriptive feedback is comprehensible for students and concrete enough
for them 1o take action.

In this section, we discussed the use ol automated essay-scoring programs
[or assessing adolescent learners’ writing skills. Research confirms that
Criterion® and other online writing assessment systems that support teachers
in their instruction of students’ writing are not meant to replace teachers.
Though students who have the economic means to access a computer and
the Internet tend to use the programs more frequently, research evidence
converges on the importance of teachers’ beliefs about and attitudes to
process-oriented writing and assessment. Adolescent learners who need
the greatest support for their academic language and literacy development
can benefit from the use of the programs with their teachers’ guidance.
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This allows teachers and students to spend more time on content and
organization, through process-oriented writing assessment practice, and
allows students to handle mechanical errors more easily, with the assistance
of the automated programs. In summary, automated scoring programs are
not intended to replace teachers but to complement teachers’ work (Hamp-
Lyons, 2007). This point is particularly important to remember because the
automated programs we reviewed above may be limited in assessing the full
range of writing and speaking skills (Xi, 2010).

Summary

In this chapter, we discussed the roles of various agents in assessing
adolescent learners, focusing on the following principles:

* Portfolio assessment should promote the culture of learner autonomy
and assessment for learning.

e Assessment of adolescent learners’ oral language proficiency should
consider the dynamic interactions among peers.

e Assessment should take into account parents’ values and beliefs and
involve them in the assessment.

e Teachers’ assessment competence is key to high-quality assessment
practice.

e Assessment of adolescent ELLs should be culturally responsive and [air.

e Assessment of adolescent ELLs should take advantage ol the
complementary benefits offered by technology.

e Figure 4.4 summarizes the key principles we discussed in this chapter by
mapping them onto the ecological assessment system.

Situating assessment activities in the broad ecological system allows us to

appreciate the interactive relationships among various agents from the most

immediate to most distant environments. [ hope this mapping encourages

you to think about various contextual factors that influence students’

experience with and performance on assessment tasks. As I noted earlier,

the ecological assessment framework can also be useful and relevant for

understanding young learner assessment. Assessment does not take place in

a vacuum. We cannot assess students’ language proficiency without taking

into account contextual influence in order to make meaningful inferences

about what students are able to do and then to take the necessary action for

future learning.
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Macrosystem
Exosystem Assessment culture
Educational reforms & test washback
Technological advance
Mesosystem

Cultural values of community

‘ Cultural identity
Parent-teacher relationship
Student report cards

Microsystem

Group oral assessment

Portfolio assessment (student-teacher)
Parent & teacher beliefs

Test fairness

Technology integration

Figure 4.4 Mapping out assessment principles in the ecological assessment system



5

Language Assessment: What We
Know Now

Preview

The central theme of this book is that the quality of language assessment
depends on its beneficial uses and value for teaching and learning. It is
an integral means to pedagogical ends. If assessment is costly in terms
of instructional time and resources but is of little use, its validity is
questionable. 1 put forward my argument that all assessments have stakes
implications; to regard classroom assessment as lower-stake than large-scale
external assessment would be to misrepresent classroom realities. Teachers’
judgments and classroom uses of assessments have profound effects on
the lives and opportunitics of students. Students’ first-hand classroom
experience ol teachers’ assessments shapes their sense of [airness and social
justice. Many drops indeed make a flood.

Activity 5.1 Review your opinions - ‘
In Activity 1.1 (page 10), you indica strongly you agreed with some
statements about language assessment. Before you continue reading this
chapter. go back and complete the questionnaire again, Compare the responses
yougave then to those you would give now. Have your views about assessment
_been changed or confirmed by what you've read in the preceding chapters?

Reflecting on Ideas about Assessment: Learning
from Research

We set out on our assessment journey by surveying various uses of
assessment in and outside of classrooms in Chapter 1. In Chapter 2 we
dealt with the question of ‘what to assess,” by exploring some key features
of school-aged learners’ language proficiency development. We closely
examined some principles for guiding ‘how to assess’ young language
learners (Chapter 3) and adolescent learners (Chapter 4). Our discussions
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were challenged, provoked, and informed by a wealth of research, which
examined issues arising from the uses of different assessments in various
assessment contexts.

To sum up, let us now return to the opinions you responded to in Chapter 1
to review some key ideas you have encountered in reading this book.

1 Students develop language skills at a fairly even rate among oral,
reading, and writing skills

This statement reflects the traditional unitary view of language proficiency
that we discussed in Chapter 2. One may argue that language skills are
highly correlated with each other, making it difficult to tease them apart,
and that this high correlation supports the unitary view. Indeed, this
evidence has been used to support the unitary view of language proficiency
and, more importantly, to justify single test scores as indicators of students’
overall language ability.

However, the unitary view can be disconfirmed for two main reasons.
First, research evidence points to L2 students’ non-uniform language
development in multiple language skills. As we discussed in Chapter 2, a
more current view is that L2 students’ language proficiency is characterized
by multiple components of linguistic and cognitive competences. This
multi-componential view of language proficiency helps us pay attention
to students’ unique language profiles that show their progress in linguistic
knowledge and functional skills.

A second reason for debunking the statement is related to the old familiar
question: ‘Which came first, the chicken or the egg? Most construct
validation research is post hoc; that is, it happens alter the test has been
developed and uses students’ test performance data. As a result, the test
results may simply reflect the test developers’ intended construct definition,
that is, how the test developers defined language ability in the first place.
Then, strong correlations among language skills [rom the test are considered
evidence to support the traditional construct validity (whether or not the
test measures what it is intended to measure), but not as direct evidence to
characterize how language develops.

2 Students’ oral fluency is a good indicator of their academic
language proficiency

Students’ oral fluency is not a sufficient indicator of their language abilities.

In Chapter 2, we discussed academic language proficiency in terms of

grammar, vocabulary, and discourse knowledge across three interactive

modes: oral, reading, and writing. Simply assessing students’ oral language
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fluency does not provide a complete picture of what learners can do, and
the areas in which they need additional support.

For example, some immigrant children may come from cultures where 1.2
varieties are spoken. They may sound fluent but may not have been formally
taught academic language in L2. It is not uncommon for US or Canadian-
born ELLs to enter school with oral language fluency, but without mastery
of the additional language skills needed for success in schools (Jang et al.,
2013).

At the same time, the importance of oral language fluency should not
be ignored. Students’ oral language proficiency is critical for the literacy
development necessary for successful academic learning. Researchers concur
that it allows students to actively participate in academic content learning
(Genesee et al., 2005; Nurss & Hough, 1992; Snow, Cancino, Gonzalez,
& Shriberg, 1987). Language learners should be given ample opportunities
to use language for communicating with peers and teachers in socially
acceptable ways. Teachers’assessmentshould focus on gaining comprehensive
understandings of students’ language profiles that include their progress in
both oral and literacy skill development. Oral narration assessments that we
reviewed in Spotlight Study 2.1 can be useful for promoting oral language
proficiency of both young and adolescent language learners.

3 Students are not capable of assessing their own ability
Students have had a limited role in assessment practice partly because so
many educators believe this statement to be true. Research confirms that
students’ self-assessment can accurately represent their ability, and more
importantly that enhanced self-assessment ability helps students gain
control over their learning process. To this end, students’ self-assessment
is increasingly used in K-12 schools. Despite its popularity, teachers olten
show their disappointment in students when they are reluctant to assess
their own work and devalue their self-assessments because they think
they are of little use. The ability to self-assess one’s own learning is not
automatically acquired; in fact, it requires higher-order thinking skills, such
as critical thinking and reflective skills, all of which need to be cultivated.
Teachers need to provide guidance to help their students develop the skills
needed to make consistently accurate interpretations of their own learning.
This additional support increases teachers’ workload in fact, challenging the
notion some teachers have that self-assessment lowers teachers’ workload
or that it undermines teachers’ authority (Sadler, 1989)!

In order for teachers to accept self-assessment as an effective and powerful
tool in the classroom, they may need to experience a philosophical shift,
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requiring a conceptual change in their beliefs about assessment, and an
acceptance of a shared responsibility for assessment. The ability to self-
assess can have a positive impact on students’ control of their learning; this
is particularly important in contexts where serious stakes tests are involved.
Unfortunately, in these situations students have become conditioned to
believe that the quantity and quality of their learning are indicated solely
by marks—high school students typically ask, ‘Does this count toward my
final grade?’

Some teachers wonder whether students’ self-assessment should be given
a weight in summative marks. Ontario, Canada’s new assessment policy
(Growing Success, 2010) explicitly states that assessment is the teachers
responsibility and should not include the judgment of the student or of
his or her peers. Although this policy statement may invite debate with
regard to the ‘ownership’ of assessment, it also reminds us to think about
the purpose of student self-assessment, which is not to reduce teachers’
workload, but (o increase students’ self-esteem and motivation to learn.

For young language learners, especially those in transition from learning
to read to reading to learn and experiencing ‘the fourth-grade slump,’
teacher-guided self-assessment may raise students’ awareness of changing
perceptions on learning beliefs and attitudes. Research shows that students
in Grades 4 and higher tend to evaluate their reading ability much lower
than it is (McKenna & Kear, 1990), reflecting the challenges children
face with increasingly abstract and lexically-dense academic materials in
schools. Students’ self-assessment of their own learning progress as well as
their orientations to learning can provide teachers with useful information
on how to raise students’ awareness.

For adolescent learners, self-assessment is even more pivotal. As
adolescents develop a sense of individual self outside of their families
for the first time, teachers need to foster opportunities for them to play
a more aclive role in assessment. Self-assessment provides opportunities
for personal reflection and autonomy. Peer assessment fosters adolescents’
willingness to work closely with their peers; however, this same desire may
make it difficult to assess peers’ essays or presentations. Teachers need to
demonstrate the formative use of assessment by giving descriptive feedback
oriented to problem-solving strategies. Clearly, giving marks to peers is a not
an effective form of assessment for adolescents, in light of the significance
of peer pressure among adolescents.
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4 Teachers’ assessments are too subjective

While subjectivity in teacher assessment is of great concern (Brown &
Hudson, 1998), it reflects conflicting views. One has to do with a common
belief that teachers’ assessment is inherently biased because of their opinions,
feelings, and beliefs. Another pervasive view is that teachers’ assessment is
not objective enough to provide reliable information for measuring and
comparing students’ achievements across schools. As a consequence, a need
is seen to use external standardized tests to hold education and teachers
accountable for students’ academic achievements.

Another view is that subjectivity in teachers’ assessment in classrooms
has to do with their assessment methods. However, using the same criteria
that are used for large-scale standardized tests for classroom-based teacher
assessments is problematic (Leung & Lewkowicz, 2008; Shohamy, Inbar-
Lourie, & Pochner, 2008). In fact, there is no such thing as absolutely
objective assessment, because all assessment involves people’s value-laden
judgments, from development to use. As the Monkey passage in Chapter 4
illustrated, multiple-choice tests that are regarded as objective could include
topics that are potentially biased against a subgroup of students.

Sometimes the argument is put forth that teachers’ assessment ol their
students is oo subjective because of their intimate knowledge of their
students. However, consider doctors’ diagnoses of their patients: ideally,
they are familiar with their patients” backgrounds and history. The situation
is similar in both cases, yet familiarity is considered positive in the medical
context, and negative in the educational one. Teachers are qualified
professionals who have the most knowledge about students.

One may question then, are they adequately trained to gather, interpret,
and use data (i.e. assessment activities)? Unfortunately, as we saw in
Chapter 4, not all teachers are afforded adequate professional development
opportunities. Torrance & Pryor (1998) report that although teachers are
familiar with assessment methods, many lack a clear assessment framework
that guides the implementation of assessment for teaching and learning
(Shohamy, Inbar-Lourie, & Pochner, 2008). There is no doubt that
strengthening teachers” assessment competence is critical for enhancing
current assessment practices (Edelenbos & Kubanek-German, 2004).
Teachers should be able to provide evidence to support their judgments
in assessment by making assessment criteria transparent and consistent,
so that students know how their work is evaluated. Teachers should then
communicate the assessment criteria to their students in concrete terms
so that they can use the criteria as benchmarks for self-assessing their
learning progress.
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5 Students should know how their marks compare with their peers

6 Frequent testing is an effective way to motivate students to
study harder

These two statements reflect the die-hard assumption rooted in Skinnerian
behaviorism that testing motivates students to perform better, teachers to
teach better, and the public to pay attention to the quality of schools. Have
you met any teachers who believe that publicly posting student rankings
based on their test results will boost them to study harder? However, during
my school years, a few of my teachers actually did post the entire class’s
ranking on the wall! What is your reaction to policy makers who believe
that publishing school-level annual test results online will make teachers
teach better? In these instances, testing is only a means used to determine
rewards and sanctions, and its original role is ignored. If a test holds a
significant consequence for students, there is no doubt that it will motivate
students to study harder—but to study only what is tested. This is not a
desirable way to motivate students. Research has confirmed that testing has
negative consequences when it holds seriously high stakes over students.
1t should be further noted that not all students are motivated by the tests-
based rewards and punishments (Clarke, Abrams, & Madaus, 2001), as
evidenced by increased dropout rates for particular demographic groups of
high school students.

School-aged language learners go through cognitive, social, and emotional
development while learning an additional language. How their teachers use
assessment in the classroom may have both positive and negative effects
on their development. It is important to ensure that young school-aged
learners have positive experiences with assessment in all the areas they
develop. Teachers need to avoid comparing among students based on their
assessment results, giving marks without feedback, or limiting the types of
feedback they give to evaluative and summative.

It is possible that students, especially older language learners, may come
from a testing-driven culture. They may have already internalized a strong
performance orientation. These learners may view assessment as a threat
to self-esteem and show test anxiety, thus handicapping their learning
by avoiding challenging tasks. Frequent testing will reinforce the fear of
failure for these students. It is necessary for teachers to help students view
assessment as a way to cognitively engage themselves with learning tasks.
Assessment with descriptive feedback will help students understand that
ability can be enhanced through effort and that failure and mistakes are part
of the competence-building process (Hoska, 1993).
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7 Students care only about marks. They rarely pay attention
to feedback

Do students care only about marks? Perhaps so, if the marks are the only
information provided for them and if they have effects on students’ lives
and opportunities. When numerical marks are used for young learners,
they see assessment as a means to prove their ability to others. As discussed
above, summative numerical marks can have a positive effect on motivating
students to study harder, but the effect tends to be short-term, and results
in distracting young learners from tasks. Do students care about their
teachers’ feedback? Absolutely! Not all students have experienced the
beneficial role of descriptive feedback that emphasizes both the strengths
and areas needing improvement in their language learning.

Alternatively, teachers can use assessment to provide descriptive
information about progress toward a set of goals. As we discussed in
Chapter 1, descriptive feedback focusing on cognitive processes and
strategies can help reorient students to focus on tasks rather than outcomes.
For young learners, scaffolding descriptive feedback should focus on both
strengths and areas needing improvement, to ensure that they do not
become overwhelmed with what they cannot do. This practice is especially
important for young learners who show a performance-oriented attitude.

For adolescent learners, feedback should be used to help them self-
regulate their own learning through critical reflection and planning lor
future learning. Compared to young language learners, adolescents have
acquired cognitive and metacognitive maturity that allow them to appreciate
detailed diagnostic feedback on specific areas that they need to improve and
use it for planning future learning.

Teachers should take the time to reflect on their oral feedback practices
during classroom interactions. One way of doing this is to audio- or
video-tape your regular interactions with students in the classroom and
see how your classroom discourse is structured. Check to see if your oral
interactions with students follow the common classroom discourse pattern
called the Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE) communication pattern
(Cazden, 2001). This IRE communication pattern tends to be given without
suflicient wait time and to emphasize evaluative feedback. Try rehearsing
oral feedback that avoids evaluative feedback on students’ responses and
gives sufficient wait-time to nurture students’ deep thinking.
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8 Formative and summative assessments are different types of tests,
so they should not be mixed

We earlier discussed various purposes of language assessment used in
K-12 schools. Among them, formative and summative purposes are most
frequently mentioned and are most often used as the basis for distinguishing
among assessments. Formative and summative assessments are not different
kinds of assessment. They are different uses of assessment. The formative
use of assessment is to provide students with feedback at various stages of
the learning process and to provide teachers with evidence for evaluating
the effectiveness of teaching. The summative use of assessment is mainly
to certify the level of achievement and inform subsequent decisions which
will have serious consequences for students, teachers, or schools. Often
the formative use of assessment is said to have low-stakes. However,
both formative and summative assessments are important for students,
and even the formative use of assessment can have far-reaching, long-
term consequences. Instead of distinguishing formative from summative
assessment in terms of the degree of importance, it may be useful to think
about whether or not assessment-based decisions are ‘renewable.’” Can
students set their learning goals based on the assessment results and later
change the goals? If yes, the assessment is being used formatively; if no, it
is being used summatively.

The formative and summative uses of assessment are not as well
distinguished as we might think. Timing (the point in the instruction when
the assessment is used) and interval (time lapse between assessment use) of
assessment are sometime used to distinguish between them in classrooms.
In general, assessment for summative use is less frequent (for example, at
the end of an instructional term) while assessment for formative use occurs
on an on-going basis throughout the instructional period. Distinguishing
formative from summative assessment in classrooms may not be useful
because of the continuity of teaching and learning across instructional
terms. All classroom assessments should provide formative information
for teachers and students about what students have done (prior learning),
what they can do now (current level), and what they can do with support
(proximal level).

A summative use of assessment can be found in large-scale testing
practices used for determining the effectiveness of teachers, schools, and
systems, on the basis of students’ performance on external tests. They
are also used to adjust programs, allocate resources to programs, and
report students’ annual progress. The tests typically measure students’
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achievement levels with reference to a set of pre-established standards. Can
these external summative tests also serve the formative purposes? Current
standards-based assessments, such as the No Child Left Behind Act in the
USA highlight both purposes by providing feedback for educators to take
remedial actions to improve education. Nevertheless, the summative use of
tests for accountability purposes is causing tensions because the summative
use outweighs the formative one.

9 Standards-based assessment allows teachers to assess students’
academic achievement relative to curricular goals

Standards-based assessment has become a prominent assessment approach
in many developed countries. Standards are used as benchmarks to judge
the extent to which student have achieved curricular expectations. Content
standards are used to specity the content of assessment, and performance
standards are used for reporting students’ achievements in the proficiency
levels. There are two distinct uses of standards in assessment. One is the
accountability purposes in which a set of ‘standardized’ tests are used
in alignment with the standards; another is for classroom assessment in
which teachers use standards (in the form of rubrics) o evaluate students’
performance on tasks (for example, portfolios, essays, oral presentations).
We also saw some cases where classroom-based teacher assessments and
external tests are jointly used to assess students’ achievement (see Spotlight
Studies 3.4 and 4.3).

Research confirms that specific descriptions of learning expectations
included in the standards increase transparency in the process ol assessment
and strengthen the link between expected knowledge and student
performance (McKay & Brindley, 2007). Detailed accounts of students’
performance levels can be formative for student learning and this can be
considered evidence of mixing the formative with the summative use of
assessment (see point 8 above). Talking with parents and students about
what they need to do to be successful at school is important for ensuring
that students receive support from their parents. Students moving from
place to place are assured of consistent programming and evaluation. As
such, having a common curriculum and common assessment standards
gives stakeholders a common language to discuss and to compare learning
goals and achievement levels.

Despite these advantages, standards-based assessment faces various
issues, including an increase in teacher workload and a narrowing of the
curriculum to discrete skills. Teachers often feel overwhelmed by what they
perceive as an obligation to teach to a long list of expectations specified in
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the curriculum. They feel pressure from being held accountable for their
students’ achievement, as measured against the standards. Teachers and
low-achieving students are therefore often caught in the conundrum of
repeated underachievement and/or failure to meet the standard.

Because standards-based assessments tend to put more emphasis on
teachers’ judgments for assessing students’ performance on tasks, the
transparency of standards and consistency in using them are crucial for
ensuring that information from assessment represents what students know
and can do. Teacher moderation activities can be used to help teachers build
a consensus on how to interpret and use standards. Building consensus
through assessment moderation activities among teachers, as discussed in
Chapters 3 and 4, offers a great professional learning opportunity.

10 Introducing a new test is an effective way to leverage
curriculum change

Testing has become a means to get the fastest ‘bang for the buck’ from
informing educational changes to directing curricular reform, and guiding
policies and systemic changes. In Chapter 1, we reviewed the use of national
English tests in EFL contexts for reforming the curriculum (Cheng,
Watanabe, & Curtis, 2004). The test-based reform initiatives reflect policy
makers’ belief that they will have a positive washback effect on teaching
and learning (Alderson &Wall, 1993).

Research on the effect of using tests to guide curricular changes is
inconclusive. Changing the curriculum, while maintaining high-stakes
tests in EFL contexts, creates a tension and resistance {from teachers because
they are caught between the need to teach the new curriculum and the need
to prepare students to write the test (Sasaki, 2008). As we saw from the
use of the NMET in Chinese EFL contexts, introducing new test items that
measure productive skills resulted in making the curriculum mirror the test
content and delivery. Students’ unequal opportunity to learn productive
skills raised concerns about the social and ethical consequences of testing
in society. As Wall & Alderson (1993) noted, the new exam system is only
one of many factors that influence the success or failure of the curricular
reforms. Evaluation of the effect of tests-driven curricular reforms on
teaching and learning requires a contextual understanding of the dynamic
relationship between curriculum, instruction, and assessment (Frederiksen
& Collins, 1989; Jang & Ryan, 2003).



Language Assessment: What We Know Now 163

11 Most teachers know how to assess students’ language proficiency
in other subject-matter classes

Teachers should know how to assess language proficiency across the
curriculum but unfortunately, many new teachers enter the profession
without having had the opportunity to develop professional knowledge
about how to assess students, especially students who are learning additional
languages or have exceptionalities. For many teachers, assessment is an
add-on rather than an integral component of teaching and student learning.
Although teachers have basic knowledge about assessment in general,
they face increasing challenges in assessing language learners’ academic
language proficiency and their subject-specific achievements. Research
shows that teachers’ prior knowledge and beliefs about assessment shape
their assessment practices (Davison, 2004).

Of course, teachers’ current assessment practices are greatly influenced
by national testing policies and culture. Therefore, developing teachers’
diagnostic  assessment competence is not an individual teacher’s
responsibility. Professional development activities should be tailored
specifically to address the real difficulties that teachers encounter when
they assess their students in classrooms. Teachers should be given
professional development opportunities to work collaboratively with those
who struggle with the same problems within their own schools or districts
(Elmore, 2002). Teachers’ assessment competence is key to strengthening
prolessionalization, which will enhance the quality of teachers’ judgments
in classroom assessments; teachers’ assessment should not be based on their
‘eut feelings.” Assessment information should be gathered systematically
through a principled approach—teachers should be able to provide concrete
evidence that justifies their judgments and helps students understand their
learning progress and achievements.

12 Providing accommodations for some students is unfair to
other students

13 Teachers should treat all students equally by using the same
assessment methods for everyone

Obviously, all students should be given fair opportunities to demonstrate
what they know and can do, and provision of fair opportunities may
include offering students a range of supports. The two complementary
statements (12 and 13) do not allow for the fact that the provision of extra
supports for students with exceptionalities does not compromise equity.
For example, teachers may facilitate students’ access to test materials by
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adjusting test administration procedures without changing the content
of the test (referred to as test accommodation, Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord,
2004). Test accommodations do not alter learning expectations or the
content of the test. Teachers can allow language learners to demonstrate
their learning in a different mode (for example, orally instead of writing,
giving them extra time, or permitting them to use bilingual dictionaries).
On the other hand, test modifications are changes to the content of the test
or to learning expectations. In order to allow test results to be comparable
among the students test modifications are not permitted in large-scale
testing situations.

In secondary classrooms, teachers often hear from their students and
even parents that it is not fair to offer accommodations to some students
but not others. Some teachers may wonder it the provision of support
in testing situations violates the ‘equitable treatment of all students.
These perspectives are problematic. As we discussed in Chapter 3, test
accommodations should not affect the performance ol students who do
" not need them. At the same time, students who need support should not
be offered an excessive number of test accommodations. Over-supporting
students in testing situations may result in inflating their performance,
invalidating the test results.

Fach accommodation approach requires carelul research as it can
potentially alter the construct that the test is intended to measure. Research
shows varying effects of diflerent types of accommodations on students’
performance in tests (Pennock-Roman & Rivera, 2011). Abedi et al. (2004)
suggest that reducing the linguistic complexity of a test does not influence
non-ELLs but does effectively accommodate ELLs. When teachers assess
language learners’ academic achievement in subject areas, they should
provide appropriate accommodations for students to demonstrate what
they know and can do. Teachers should consult with students to determine
their needs, and encourage on-going communication on whether the
accommodations provided are meeting their students’ needs.

14 Reliability in assessment is the most important factor for high-
quality language assessment

Reliability refers to the consistency with which the same student or group of
students would perform onan assessment given the next day orunder slightly
different conditions. At issue are concerns about possible errors associated
with assessment, and as we have discussed, there are many potential
sources of error. Some errors are due to uncontrollable random events, and
some are systematic. Teachers should try to avoid any systematic error that
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could potentially influence students’ performance on a test. Traditionally,
when objectivity was considered the gold standard of testing, reducing the
amount of error to increase reliability was mandatory. Historically, indirect
tests that use selected-response formats, such as multiple-choice, true/false,
and matching tests were preferred over direct tests such as performance
assessments because the aforementioned test methods did not require human
raters’ judgments. Itis true that these machine-scorable test methods do not
interfere with human raters’ judgments, resulting in less error. However,
although it is reasonable to assume that more consistent test results will
provide more valid information, this does not always happen. For example,
a multiple-choice test of students’ knowledge about writing conventions
will have a higher reliability value than an essay test. However, the validity
of the multiple-choice test method is compromised because its results only
imply that students have the ability to use the knowledge of conventions in
writing an essay, rather than demonstrating that ability (Moss, 1994). We
called this a validity and reliability paradox (Brennan, 2001).

In current assessment culture, teachers increasingly wish for more
direct assessments of students’ proficiency using various performance
assessments, hoping to gather more meaningful and useful information
from the assessments. As a result, inconsistency in the human scoring of
performance assessments has become of great concern. As we discussed
in point 4 above, teachers should strive to achieve consistency in their
judgments of students’ performance on tasks. It is a great idea for teachers
to read the essays of all students in the classroom without scoring them.
Then they can assign marks (if necessary!) to the essays by applying rubrics
consistently. Il students participate in district-wide external performance
assessments, teachers in the same school can participate in moderation
activities in which they judge the samples of students’ written products
using agreed-upon criteria, and calibrate their judgments by comparing
them with the other teachers. Moderation activities offer an excellent
professional development opportunity for teachers to develop competence
and confidence in assessment.

15 A test is valid as long as it measures what it was intended

to measure
This statement represents the view of validity as a test’s adherence to the
theoretical definitions of the construct. Although current assessment
communities still acknowledge the importance of construct validity, they
also understand that validity lies in the quality of the interpretation of the
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assessment and whether it fulfills its purposes meaningfully, appropriately,
and usefully.

As discussed in Chapter 1, assessment takes place in a social context
that involves multiple stakeholders. As a result, how we interpret and use
assessments is inevitably influenced by contextual realities and also likely to
be influenced by the expectations that the multiple stakeholders have for the
assessment. There is no single best way to evaluate the validity of assessment
practices. It should be open to evaluative judgments among those who have
stakes in the assessment. The assessment users (teachers, students, and
parents), who were not traditionally viewed as agents with the legitimate
knowledge required for judging test validity, are now being recognized as
key players in assessment validation. Teachers should actively participate
in conversations about the validity of language assessment practices in and
outside schools and demonstrate their assessment competence through
systematic data gathering and documentation.

Conclusion

Developing the academic language proficiency required to meet language
demands in schoolwork can be challenging for all students. It is particularly
challenging for language learners who must learn challenging academic
content while learning the language of instruction. Consequently,
assessing their progress in language and academic learning is an important
responsibility for all teachers not just school language specialists.

In this book, 1 emphasized use-oriented assessment for developing the
critical knowledge and skills for evaluating school-aged language learners
in curriculum-learning contexts. Teachers are at the heart of assessment.
It is my hope that the readers of this book have developed both greater
competence in assessment and confidence in their understanding of its uses.



Suggestions for Further Reading

There is a considerable body of literature on assessment, some of it focused
on pedagogical practice and some on research. Choosing a limited number
of items to recommend is not easy, but the ones listed below provide a
good foundation in both the history and development of this approach to
educating second language learners.

American Educational Research Association, American Psychological
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education. (1999).
Standards for educational and psychological testing. Washington, DC:
American Educational Research Association.
A set of testing standards was jointly developed to promote adequate
and ethical use of tests and to serve as guidelines for evaluating the
quality of testing practices by three associations: American Educational
Research Association (AERA), American Psychological Association
(APA), and the National Council on Measurement in Education
(NCME). The standards serve both professional test developers and
users, by addressing issues related to test construction, evaluation, and
documentation, test fairness, and testing applications. This is a great
resource for teachers’ professional development activities in language
and educational assessment in schools and districts.

Bachman, L., & A. Palmer. (2010). Language assessment in practice. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.
This 416-page book is a follow up to the previous edition, Language
testing in practice, published in 1996. The authors introduce the
framework of Assessment Use Argument (AUA) as a guideline for
assessment development, use, and validation. They contend that
assessment should be evaluated through the justification of assessment
use, using practically reasoned argument processes. They offer
comprehensive discussions about the theories of language assessment,
the application of AUA to specific language assessment examples, and
teaching and assessment contexts. The book is an excellent resource for
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both researchers and practitioners interested in developing assessment
competence.

Bailey, K. (1997). Learning about language assessment: Dilemmas, decisions,
and directions. Heinle & Heinle.
This is one of 13 volumes entitled TeacherSource Series. This book
is divided into three sections: teachers’ voices, frameworks, and
investigations. In the first section, Bailey tells stories from teachers
about problems they encountered with assessment. In the following
sections, the author discusses how to evaluate assessment methods and
she invites the readers to participate in inquiry-based activities designed
to evaluate specific assessments. She also discusses the advantages and
disadvantages of various assessment methods and argues that teachers
need to balance them in particular assessment contexts.

Cheng, L., Y. Watanabe, & A. Curtis. (2004). Washback in language testing.

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
This edited collection discusses research on test washback in various
educational systems. The first section of the book is devoted to the
discussions of washback phenomena, and the second section focuses on
methodological considerations. Taken together, this collection reports
findings from washback studies in a wide range of testing contexts.
Some of the studies reported in the book address the effect of the IELT
on textbooks and materials, the effects of high-stakes college entrance
exams in Asian countries, and the EFL oral matriculation test in
Israel. The results reported in the book highlight that the effect of tests
depends on specific contexts where teaching and learning take place and
that both positive and negative washback effects are observed.

Genesee, F., & J. A. Upshur. (1996). Classroom-based evaluation in second
language education. New York: Cambridge University Press.
This is a highly practical and accessible resource for teachers who
seek specific information about assessment approaches to be used in
their classrooms. In the 14 chapters of this book, Genesee & Upshur
illustrate assessment procedures in various teaching situations to which
different instructional approaches are applied. The authors summarize
the approach they have taken in the book as ‘practical, classroom based
and teacher driven, helpful in making instructional decisions, adaptable
to different instructional styles and objectives, and responsible to the
needs of different audiences’ (p. 8). The book comes with a preview and
discussion questions, along with suggested readings for each chapter.
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These features make it appropriate for use as a textbook in teacher
education programs.

Hattie, J., & H. Timperley. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of

Educational Research, 77(1).
Feedback is one of the most useful and powerful influences that
assessment can have on teaching and learning. This article provides a
thorough review of research on feedback and identifies parameters that
influence the effect of feedback. It offers some suggestions for using
feedback to enhance classroom assessment. The authors point out that
most current assessments provide little feedback because they tend to
measure knowledge requiring recall and more importantly they mainly
serve the summative purpose. They call for systematic research that
enriches our understanding about how feedback works for students’
learning process in the classroom.

McKay, P. (2000). Assessing young language learners. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
This is one of the most comprehensive books written [or practitioners
about assessing young language learners in EFL/ESL contexts. It was
first published in 2006 and the second edition in 2010. The book
offers theoretical accounts ol young learners’ language development,
and research on assessments. It covers a wide range of assessment
approaches in depth and provides a wealth ol examples that illustrate
specific assessment practices.
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Council of Europe self-assessment grid

Al A2 B1 B2 C1 c2
Y | Listening | can recognise familiar | can understand | can understand the I can understand | can understand I have no difficulty
% words and very basic phrases and the highest | main points of clear extended speech extended speech in understanding
<Zt phrases concerning frequency vocabulary standard speech and lectures and even when it is not any kind of spoken
2 myself, my family and related to areas of most on familiar matters follow even complex clearly structured and language, whether
] immediate concrete immediate personal regularly encountered lines of argument when relationships are live or broadcast, even
g surroundings when relevance (e.g. very in work, school, leisure, provided the topic is only implied and not when delivered at fast
=] people speak slowly and | basic personal and etc. | can understand reasonably familiar. | signalled explicitly. | can | native speed, provided
clearty. family information, the main point of many can understand most TV | understand television I have some time to get
shopping, local radio or TV programmes | news and current affairs | programmes and films familiar with the accent.
area, employment). on current affairs or programmes. 1 can without too much
| can catch the main topics of personal or understand the majority | effort,
point in short, clear, professional interest of films in standard
simple messages and when the delivery is dialect.
announcements. relatively slow and clear.

Reading | can understand | can read very short, I can understand texts | can read articles and | can understand | can read with ease
familiar names, words simple texts. | can find that consist mainly reports concerned long and complex virtually all forms of
and very simple specific, predictable of high frequency with contemporary factual and literary the written language,
sentences, for example information in simple everyday or job- problems in which the texts, appreciating including abstract,
on notices and posters everyday material such related language. | writers adopt particular distinctions of style. structurally or
orin catalogues. as advertisements, can understand the attitudes or viewpoints. | can understand linguistically complex

prospectuses, menus description of events, I can understand specialised articles texts such as manuals,
and timetables and | can | feelings and wishes in contemporary literary and longer technical specialised articles and
understand short simple | personal letters. prose. instructions, even when | literary works.
personal letters. they do not relate to
my field.

v | Spoken I caninteractin a simple | }can communicate in 1 can deal with most i lcaninteract with a I can express 1 can take part

E Interaction | way provided the other simple and routine tasks  situations likely to arise degree of fluency and myself fluently and effortlessly in any

] person is prepared requiring a simple and whilst travelling in an spontaneity that makes . spontaneously without conversation or

% to repeat or rephrase . direct exchange of area where the regular interaction with - much obvious searching | discussion and have a




things at a slower rate
of speech and help
me formulate what
I'm trying to say. | can
ask and answer simple
questions in areas of
immediate need or on
very familiar topics.

information on familiar
topics and activities. |
can handle very short
social exchanges, even
though I can't usually
understand enough to
keep the conversation
going myself.

language is spoken. |
can enter unprepared
into conversation on
topics that are familiar,
of personal interest or
pertinent to everyday
life (e.g. family, hobbies,
work, travel and current
events).

native speakers quite
possible. [ can take an
active part in discussion
in familiar contexts,
accounting for and
sustaining my views,

for expressions. | can use
language flexibly and
effectively for social and
professional purposes.

I can formulate ideas
and opinions with
precision and relate my
contribution skilfully to
those of other speakers.

good familiarity with
idiomatic expressions
and colloquialisms. | can
express myself fluently
and convey finer shades
of meaning precisely.
If 1 do have a problem

| can backtrack and
restructure around the
difficulty so smoothly
that other people are
hardly aware of it.

WRITING

Spoken I can use simple phrases . |can use a series of | can connect phrases | can present clear, | can present clear, I can present a clear,
Production | and sentences to phrases and sentences in a simple way in order detailed descriptions detailed descriptions smoothly-flowing
describe where | live to describe in simple to describe experiences on a wide range of of complex subjects description or argument
and people | know. terms my family and events, my dreams, subjects related to my integrating sub-themes, | in a style appropriate
and other people, hopes and ambitions. | field of interest. | can developing particular to the context and
living conditions, my can briefly give reasons explain a viewpoint points and rounding with an effective
educational background | and explanations for on a topical issue off with an appropriate logical structure which
and my present or most opinions and plans. | giving the advantages conclusion. helps the recipient to
recent job. can narrate a story or and disadvantages of notice and remember
relate the plot of a book ¢ various options. significant points.
or film and describe my
reactions.
Writing 1 can write a short, | can write short, simple | can write simple | can write clear, | can express myself in | can write clear,

simple postcard, for
example sending
holiday greetings. |
can fill in forms with
personal details, for
example entering my
name, nationality and
address on a hotel
registration form.

notes and messages
relating to matters in
areas of immediate
needs. | can write a very
simple personal letter,
for example thanking
someone for something.

connected text on
topics which are familiar
or of personal interest.

[ can write personal
letters describing
experiences and
impressions.

detailed text on a

wide range of subjects
related to my interests.

| can write an essay

or report, passing on
information or giving
reasons in support of
or against a particular
point of view. | can write
letters highlighting the
personal significance of
events and experiences.

clear, well-structured
text, expressing points
of view at some length.
| can write about
complex subjects in
aletter, an essay or a
report, underlining
what | consider to be
the salient issues. | can
select style appropriate
to the reader in mind.

smoothly-flowing text
in an appropriate style.
I can write complex
letters, reports or
articles which present
a case with an effective
logical structure which
helps the recipient to
notice and remember
significant points. | can
write summaries and

reviews of professional
} or literary works.

© Council of Europe/Conseil de 'Europe
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Glossary

academic language proficiency (ALP): the language skills necessary to
succeed in academic or school contexts. It is differentiated from social
language skills.

accommodations: adjustments made to a test administration procedure
to facilitate students’ access to test materials without changing the test
construct.

acculturation: the process of adapting or modifying one’s culture over time as
a result of contact with another culture or society.

alternative assessments: performance assessiments, as an alternative to
traditional tests, that allow students to demonstrate what they can do in
authentic situations.

assessment as learning: {ocuses on fostering students’ ability to monitor and
reflect on their own progress and learning to achieve goals through peer-
and self-assessment.

assessment for learning: identifies a broad category of contemporary
assessments practices, including formative, diagnostic, and dynamic
assessments used for guiding instruction and enhancing students’ learning.

basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS): language skills necessary
for interactions with others in social situations.

cloze test: a test in which students have to supply words that have been
removed {rom a text either regularly (every nth word) or selectively
(content words only) to measure students’ reading comprehension and
vocabulary.

cohesive device: linking words or phrases that connect ideas and sentences
to increase coherence in a piece of writing. Examples include: however, in
conclusion, additionally, moreover.

collocation: a common grouping of words in a sentence, often in a specific
order. The meaning of the combination is determined by their association
(for example, once upon a time).
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Common European Framework of Reference for languages (CEFR): the
European language standards (developed by the Council of Europe) for
describing foreign language learners’ language proficiency. The CEFR
describes language proficiency in terms of six reference levels (A1, A2, Bl,
B2, C1, C2), which serve as the basis for teaching, learning and assessment.

construct: a latent trait (such as motivation, intelligence, or language ability)
that cannot be directly observed. In order to observe and measure it, the
construct has to be defined, theorized, and operationalized.

constructed-response test: a test that require students to produce an answer
(for example, short answer items or an essay question) as opposed to
choosing an answer from a list.

content standards: a set of descriptions of knowledge that students should
know and skills they can perform in a specific subject area.

correlation: a statistical measure of the degree of relationship between two
variables. The variables may be either positively or negatively correlated.
A positive correlation indicates that as the value of one variable increases,
then so does the value of the other variable. In contract, a negative
corrclation is observed il the value of one variable decreases as the
other increases.

criterion-referenced tests (CRT): tests used to compare the performance of
individual students to a standard or a set of criteria in order to determine
the mastery ol skills.

diagnostic assessment competence: the ability to diagnose individual
students’ strengths and areas for improvement and plan for remedial
actions lor students.

discourse knowledge: discourse refers to any written or oral language that
is longer than a sentence and is unified through its meaning or purpose.
Discourse knowledge refers to the ability o use and understand discourse
to communicate effectively.

dynamic assessment: a diagnostic assessment that assesses learners’
developmental potential by identifying the gap between their current
ability and their next level of development in Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD).

European Language Portfolio (ELP): a document based on the CEFR for
languages and used by language learners to track, record, and retlect
on their language learning experiences and achicvements. An ELP
comprises three parts: 1a a language passport to document language skills,
qualifications, and experiences; 2 a language biography; and 3 a dossier to
collect representations of learners’ achievements.
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exceptionalities: refers to students’ cognitive, emotional, communication,
behavioral, medical, social, and physically developmental strengths
and needs.

expository texts: a genre of oral or written language whose purpose is to
inform, explain, describe, or provide instruction (for example, a newspaper
article, a YouTube video describing how to change a tire on a car, a
laboratory report).

fairness: a broad range of concerns in language assessment about whether a
test: 1) is biased against a certain group; 2) provides equitable treatment
for everyone being assessed; 3) ensures equality of test outcomes regardless
of age, cultural, disability, etc.; and 4) offers an equal opportunity to learn
the content that is being assessed.

formative assessment: assessment carried out during classroom instruction
g

and used to inform both teaching and learning. Often used interchangeably
with the term ‘assessment for learning’.

general language proficiency: consists of a single global language ability
(based on the unitary competence hypothesis).

genre: a class or category of composition (for example, art, music, literature)
with common characteristics. Examples of writing genres include: poetry,
narratives, and expositions.

home language environment: language(s) that is (are) both heard and spoken
by students at home. The home language environment can also refer to the
genres of printed literature and other textual resources that students are
exposed to at home, and the language in which they are written.

language functions: a range of purposcs for which students use language to
communicate in academic content learning.

L1/first language: native language or mother tongue that someone learns
from birth.

L2 or L3: someone’s second or third language.

language proficiency: the ability to use language to achieve communicative
goals.

mean: the average value of a series of numbers obtained by dividing the sum
of the means by the number of numbers in the series.

metacognitive ability: refers to the ability to reflect on own thinking, monitor
cognitive processes, and evaluate learning.

modalities: any channel of language communication, such as reading,
writing, speaking, and listening.
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multi-componential view: the view of language ability as consisting of
multiple competences (for example, grammatical, sociolinguistic, and
strategic competence).

modifications: changes made to a test to remove barriers to student access to
test materials.

multimodal language learning: language learning through instruction that
uses more than one mode of communication (for example, a language
tutorial website that uses videos alongside written text).

narrative: a literary genre that involves storytelling.

No Child Left Behind Act (2001): an American federal policy which requires
all states to develop and administer state-wide tests to all students to
ensure adequate academic achievement progress in particular content
areas.

norm-referenced tests (NRT): tests used to compare the performance of
individual students to a larger norm group of students.

observable language behaviors (OLB): descriptions of unique language
behaviors that teachers can observe and evaluate using a set of proficiency
descriptors.

performance assessments: assessments based on authentic activities that
mirror real-life tasks.

performance standards: a set of benchmarks against which students must
demonstrate proficiency at a specific level on a continuum.

portfolio assessment: a method of assessment in which students present
a collection of their work to demonstrate their learning process and
outcome.

proficiency-level descriptors (PLD): descriptions of knowledge and skills that
students are expected to master at each proficiency level on a continuum,

qualitative research: an inquiry approach used to describe the phenomenon
of interest based on direct contact and prelonged engagement with people
in real-world settings.

raw score: the sum of the points that a student earned on a test. It is an
original score that has not been converted to a standardized score.

reading disability: reading skills difficulties that show in single word reading,
decoding sounds of words, reading sight words, insutficient phonological

processing, and text comprehension.

reliability: the degree to which a test result is consistent and stable over time.
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scaffolding: instructional strategies to support students’ learning by
breaking down complex tasks into multiple steps or smaller chunks, or
demonstrating successful problem-solving strategies.

scaled score: a score on a common scale that is created through the
transformation of a raw score.

selected-response test: a test in which students choose a correct answer from
a list of provided options (for example, matching items or multiple choice
and true/false questions).

semantic cues: the hints or prompts that help learners understand the
meaning of words.

stakeholders: the people who are interested in any aspect of an assessment,
including those who are involved in test operations, are served by the test,
and use the test results.

standard deviation: the amount of the dispersion of scores from the mean.
The more spread apart the scores, the higher the standard deviation.

standards-based assessment: assessment aligned with pre-established
standards and used to evaluate level of achievement against the standards.
Content standards specify the knowledge and skills that students should
know and can do; performance standards determine which level of
proficiency students demonstrate.

standardized tests: the tests that have the same questions, format,
instructions, scoring, and reporting procedures for all test takers.

Steps to English Proficiency (STEP): a descriptor-based language assessment
framework developed by the Ontario Ministry of Education to allow
teachers to assess and track the English language development of English
language learners in'Ontario schools.

strategic competence: one aspect of communication competence that
language users use to compensate for their lack of language (for example,
grammar or vocabulary) by using other verbal- and non-verbal forms ol
language in order to communicate effectively.

summative assessment: an assessment designed to summarize students’
overall achievement levels at a particular time.

syntactic cues: the use of sentence structure to help one understand the
meaning of words.

systematic errors of measurement: the amount of error caused by non-
random predictable events.
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teacher moderation: collaborative assessment of samples of students’ work
among a group of teachers in order to gain a shared understanding of
evaluation criteria and evidence for justifying teachers’ judgments in
assessment.

test bias: a systematic difference in scores between subgroups of students
from different backgrounds, caused by linguistic or cultural factors that
favor one group over another.

think-aloud: a teaching and research method whereby students verbalize their
thoughts while completing a task or soon after completing the task.

trait: a distinguishing characteristic of one’s personal nature.

unitary view (of language ability): the belief that language ability consists of
a single global (general) trait.

validity evidence: evidence for justifying the claim about the extent to which
a test provides appropriate and useful information about what a student
can do. Different types of validity evidence include construct, content, and
criterion validity (consisting of concurrent and predictive validity), and
consequential validity.

validity: value-laden arguments about the extent to which interpretations and
use of test scores are theoretically and empirically justifiable.

vertical scale: the scale used to track growth in achievement across grades.

washback: the positive and negative effects of testing on teaching and
learning in the classroom.



References

Abedi, J. (2004). The No Child Left Behind Act and English language learners:
Assessment and accountability issues. Educational Researcher, 33, 4-14.

Abedji, J. (2008). Measuring students’ level of English proficiency: Educational
significance and assessment requirements. Educational Assessment, 13, 193-214.

Abedi, J., C. H. Hofstetter, & C. Lord. (2004). Assessment accommodations for
English language learners: Implications for policy-based empirical research. Review
of Educational Research, 74(1), 1-28.

Alderson, J. C., C. Clapham, & D. Wall, (1995). Language test construction and
evaluation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Alderson, J. C., & D. Wall, (1993). Does washback exist? Applied Linguistics, 14(2),
115-29.

American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, &
National Council on Measurement in Education. (1999). Standards for educational
and psychological testing. Washington, DC: American Educational Research
Association.

American Federation of Teachers (1999). Making standards matter. Washington, DC:
American Federation of Teachers.

Andrews, S. (1994). The washback effect of examinations: Its impact upon curriculum
innovation in English language teaching. Curriculum Forum, 4(1), 44-58.

Andrews, S. (2004). Washback and curriculum innovation. In L. Cheng, Y. Watanabe,
& A. Curtis (Eds.), Context and method in washback research: The influence of
language testing on teaching and learning (pp. 37-50). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Anglin, J. M. (1993). Vocabulary development: A morphological analysis. Monographs
of the Society for Research in Child Development, 58(10), Serial No. 238, 1-165.

Anstrom, K. (1997). Academic achievement for secondury language minority students:
Standards, measures and promising practices. Retrieved from http//www.ncela.gwu.
edw/files/rcd/BE021079/Academic_Achievement.pdf

Arter, J. A, & V. Spandel. (1992). Using portfolios of student work in instruction and
assessment. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 11(1), 36—44.

Assessment Reform Group (2002). Assessment for learning: 10 principles. Retrieved
from: http://www.assessment-reform-group.org/CIE3.PDF

August, D. A, M., Calderon, & M. Carlo. (2002). Transter of skills from Spanish to
English: A study of young learners. Report for practitioners, parents and policy
makers. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

August, D., & T. Shanahan. (Eds.). (2006). Developing reading and writing in second
language learners. Report of the national literacy panel on language-minority
children and youth. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.



References 179

Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Bachman, L. F. (2005). Building and supporting a case for test use. Language
Assessment Quarterly, 2(1), 1-34.

Bachman, L. F., & A. S. Palmer. (1996). Language testing in practice. Oxtord: Oxford
University Press.

Bachman, L. F., & A. S. Palmer. (2010). Language assessment in practice: Developing
language assessments and justifying their use in the real world. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Bailey, A. L. (2005). Cambridge Young Learners English (YLE) Tests. Language Testing,
22(2), 242-52.

Bailey, A. L. (Ed.). (2007). The language demands of school: Putting academic English to
the test. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Bailey, A. L., & F. A. Butler. (2003). An evidentiary framework for operationalizing
academic language for broad application to K=12 education: A design document (CSE
Tech. Rep. No. 611). Los Angeles: University of California, National Center for
Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST).

Bailey, A. L., , F. A, Butler, C. LaFramenta, & C. Ong. (2001). Towards the
characterization of academic language in upper elementary classrooms (Final
Deliverable to ERIJOBEMIA, Contract No. R305B960002). Los Angeles: University
of California, National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student
Testing (CRESST).

Bailey, K. M. (1998). Learning about language assessment: Dilemmas, decisions, and
directions. Pacific Grove, CA: Heinle & Heinle Publishers.

Bailey, K. M. (1999). Washback in language testing. TOEFL Monograph Series, Ms. 15.
Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

Barootchi, N., & M. H. Keshavarz. (2002). Assessment of achievement through
porttolios and teacher-made tests. Educational Research, 44(3), 279-88.

Barringer, C., & B. Gholson. (1979). Effects of type and combination of feedhack
upon conceptual learning by children: Implications for research in academic
learning. Review of Lducational Research, 49(3), 459-78.

Beck, 1. L., & M. G. McKeown. (2001). Text talk: Capturing the henefits of read-aloud
experiences for young children. The Reading Teacher, 55(1), 10-20.

Bennett, R. (2011). Formative assessment: a critical review. Assessment in Education,
18(1), 5- 25.

Berry, J. W., U., Kim, T. Minde, & D. Mok. (1987). Comparative studies of
acculturative stress. International Migration Review, 21, 491-511.

Bialystok, E. (2001). Bilingualism in development: Language, literacy and cognition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bialystok, E. (2002). Acquisition of literacy in bilingual children: A framework [or
research. Language Learning, 52(1), 159-99.

Bialystok, E., G. Luk, & E. Kwan. (2005). Bilingualism, biliteracy, and learning
to read: Interactions among languages and writing systems. Scientific Studies of
Reading, 9, 43-61.

Black-Allen, J. (2011). Validity and fairness in accommodations, special provisions, and
participation decisions on the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test. Unpublished
Master’s thesis. University of Toronto, Toronto, ON, CA.



180 References

Black, P., C. Harrison, C. Lee, B. Marshall, & D. Wiliam. (2003). Assessment for
learning: Putting it into practice. Buckingham: Open University Press.

Blanche, P., & B. Merino. (1989). Self-assessment of foreign language skills:
implications for teachers and researchers. Language Learning, 39, 313-40.

Black, P., & D. Wiliam. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in
Education, 5, 7-74.

Bloom, B. S. (1969). Some theoretical issues relating to educational evaluation. In R.
W. Tyler (Ed.), Educational evaluation: new roles, new means: the 63rd yearbook of the
National Society for the Study of Education (part II) (Vol. 69(2), pp. 26-50). Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Bonk, W. J., & G. J. Ockey. (2003). A Many-Facet Rasch analysis of the second
language group oral discussion task. Language Testing 20(1), 89-110.

Brennan, R. L. (2001). An essay on the history and future of reliabitity from the
perspective of replications. Educational Measurement, 38, 295-317.

Brindley, G. (1998). Describing language development? Rating scales and second
language acquisition. In L. FE Bachman & A. D. Cohen (Eds.), Interfaces between SLA
and language testing research (pp. 112-14). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brindley, G. (2001). Outcomes-based assessment in practice: some examples and
emerging insights. Language lesting, 18(4), 393-407.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1992). Ecological systems theory. In V. Ross (Ed.), Six theories of
child development: Revised formulations and current issues (pp. 187-249). London:
Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

Brown, J. D., & T. Hudson. (1998). The alternatives in language assessment. TESOL
Quarterly 32, 653-75.

Bunch, G. (2011). Testing English language learners under No Child Left Behind.
Language Testing, 28(3), 323-341.

Butler, Y. G., & J. Lee. (2000). On-task versus off-task self-assessment among Korean
elementary school students studying English. The Modern Language Journal 90(4),
506-18.

Butler, Y. G., & J. Lee. (2010). The effects of self-assessment among young learners ot
English. Language Testing, 27(1), 5-32.

Butler, F. A., & R. Stevens. (1997). Accommodation strategies for English language
learners on large-scale assessments: Student characteristics and other considerations
(CSE Tech. Rep. No. 448). Los Angeles: University of California, National Center
for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing.

Butler, F. A., & R. Stevens. (2001). Standardized assessment of the content knowledge
of English language learners K—12: current trends and old dilemmas. Language
Testing, 18(4), 409-27.

Byrnes, H. (2002). Toward academic-level toreign language abilities: Reconsidering
foundational assumptions, exploring pedagogical options. In B. L. Leaver & B.
Shekhtman (Eds.), Developing professional-level language proficiency (pp. 34-58).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cameron, L. (2001). Teaching languages to young learners. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Cameron, L. (2002). Measuring vocabulary size in English as an additional language.
Language Teaching Research, 6(2), 145-73.



References 181

Canale, M., & M. Swain. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to
second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 1-47.

Case, R., & K. M. Obenchain. (2006). How to assess language in the social studies
classroom. Social Studies, 97(1), 41-8.

Cazden, C. B. (2nd. Ed). (2001). Classroom discourse: The language of teaching and
learning. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Centre for Information on Language Teaching and Research, Council of Europe
(2001). My languages portfolio. CILT.

Chalhoub-Deville, M. (2003). Second language interaction: Current perspectives and
future trends. Language Testing, 20(4), 369-83.

Chall, J. S., V. A. Jacobs, & L. Baldwin. (1990). The reading crisis: Why poor children
fall behind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Chapelle, C. A. (2008). Utilizing technology in language assessment. In E. Shohamy
(Ed.), Encyclopedia of language education (2nd Ed., pp. 123-34). Heidelberg,
Germany: Springer.

Chen, C., & D. H. Uttal. (1988). Cultural values, parents’ beliefs, and children’s
achievement in the United States and China. Human Development, 31, 351-58.
Cheng, L., D. Klinger, & Y. Zheng. (2009). Examining students alter-school literacy
activities and their literacy performance on the Ontario Secondary School Literacy

Test. Canadian Journal of Education, 32(1), 118-48.

Cheng, L., & L. Qi. (2006). Description and examination of the National Matriculation
English Test. Language Assessment Quarterly, 3(1), 53-70.

Cheng, L., S., Andrews, & Y. Yu. (2010). Impact and consequences of school-hased
assessment (SBA): Students and parents’ views of SBA in Hong Kong. Language
Testing, 28(2), 221-49.

Cheng, 1., Y. Watanabe, & A. Curtis. (Eds.). (2004). Washback in language testing:
Research contexts and methods. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Publishers.

Chik, A., & S. Besser, (2011). International language test taking among young
learners: A Hong Kong case study. Language Assessment Quarterly, 8, 73-91.

Christie, F. (2012). Language education throughout the school years: A functional
perspective. West Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell.

Chun, C., & E. E. Jang. (2012). Dialogic encounters with carly readers through
mediated think-alouds. Language and Literacy, 14(3), 63-82.

Clarke, M., L. Abrams, & G. Madaus. (2001). The effects of and implications of
high-stakes achievement tests for adolescence. In T. C. Urdan & F Pajares (Eds.),
Adolescence and education: General issues in the education of adolescents (pp. 201-29).
Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Clarke, S. (1998). Targeting assessment in the primary classroom. Bristol: Hodder &
Stoughton.

Coelho, E. (2003). Adding English: A guide to teaching in multilingual classrooms.
Toronto: Pippin.

Cohen, E. G. (1994). Restructuring the classroom: Conditions for productive small
groups. Review of Educational Research, 64, 1-35.

Collier, V. P. (1987). Age and rate of acquisition of second language for academic
purposes. TESOL Quarterly, 21, 617-41.



182 References

Coniam, D. (1995). Towards a common ability scale for Hong Kong English
secondary-school forms. Language Testing, 12(2), 184-95.

Council of Europe. (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, teaching, assessment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Coxhead, A. (2006). Essentials of teaching academic vocabulary. Boston: Houghton
Mifflin.

Cronbach, L. J. (1988). Five perspectives on validity argument. In H. Wainer & H.
Braun (Eds.), Test validity (pp. 3—17). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cumming, A. (2009). Language assessment in education: Tests, curricula, and
teaching. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 29, 90-100.

Cummins, J. (1979). Cognitive/academic language proficiency, linguistic
interdependence, the optimum age question and some other matters. Working
Papers on Bilingualism, 19, 121-9.

Cummins, J. (1981). Age on arrival and immigrant second language learning in
Canada. A reassessment. Applied Linguistics, 2, 132-49.

Cummins, J. (1983). Language proficiency and academic achievement. In J.W. Oller
(Ed), Issues in language testing research (pp. 108-30). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Cummins, J. (1984). Bilingualism and special education: Issues in assessment and
pedagogy. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Cummins, J. (1996). Negotiating identities: Education for empowerment in a diverse
society. Ontario, CA: California Association for Bilingual Education.

Cummins, J. (2001). Negotiating identities: Education for empowerment in a diverse
society (2nd ed.). Los Angeles: California Association for Bilingual Education.

Cummins, J., & E. Yee-Fun Man. (2007). Academic language: What is it and how do
we acquire it? In J. Cammins & C. Davison (Eds.), International handbook of English
language teaching (Vol. 2, pp. 797-810). New York: Springer.

Cummins, J., E. E. Jang, S. Stille, M., Wagner, J. Byrd Clark, & M. Trahey. (2009).
Steps to English Proficiency (STEP): Validation study. Final research report presented
to the Ministry of Education. Modern Language Centre, OISE, Toronto, ON.

Cummins, J. & M. Swain. (1986). Bilingualism in education: Aspects of theory, research
and practice. London: Longman.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1994). Performance-based assessment and educational equity.
Harvard Educational Review, 64, 5-30.

Dann, R. (2002). Promoting assessment as learning: Improving the learning process.
London: Routledge Falmer.

Danzak, R. L. (2011). Defining identities through multiliteracies: ELL teens narrate
their immigration experiences as graphic stories. Journal of Adolescent and Adult
Literacy, 55, 187-96.

Davidson, F., & B. Lynch. (2002). Testcraft: A teacher’s guide to writing and using
language test specifications. New Haven, CT. Yale University Press.

Davison, C. (2004). The contradictory culture of classroom-based assessment: Teacher
assessment practices in senior secondary English. Language Testing, 21(3), 305-34.

Dulff, P. (2001). Language, literacy, content, and (pop) culture: Challenges for ESL
students in mainstream courses. Canadian Modern Language Review, 59, 103-32.

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American Psychologist,
41, 1040-8.



References 183

Dweck, C. S., & E. L. Leggett. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and
personality. Psychological Review, 95(2), 256-73.

East, M., & A. Scott. (2011). Assessing the foreign language proficiency of high
school students in New Zealand: From the traditional to the innovative. Language
Assessment Quarterly, 8, 179-89.

Earl, L., & S. Katz. (2006). Rethinking classroom assessment with purpose in mind.
Western Northern Canadian Protocol.

Eccles, J. S. (1993). School and family effects on the ontogeny of children’s interests,
self-perceptions, and activity choices. In R. Dienstbier, & J. E. Jacobs (Eds.),
Developmental perspectives on motivation (Vol. 40, pp. 145-208). Lincoln: University
of Nebraska Press.

Edelenbos, P. & A. Kubanek-German. (2004). Teacher assessment: the concept of
“diagnostic competence.” Language Testing, 21, 259-83.

Elmore, R. E (2002). Bridging the gap between standards and achievement: The
imperative for professional development in education. Washington, DC: Albert Shanker
Institute.

Ericsson, K. A., & H. A. Simon. (1993). Protocol analysis. Cambridge, MA: The MIT
Press.

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Tmplications for second language
students. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Field, J. (2011). Cognitive validity. In L. Taylor (Ed.), Examining speaking. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Fairbairn, S. B., & J. Fox. (2009). Inclusive achievement testing for linguistically
and culturally diverse test takers: Essential considerations for test developers and
decision makers. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 28(1), 10-24.

Fox, J., & L. Cheng. (2007). Did we take the same test? Differing accounts of the
Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test by {irst and second language test takers,
Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 14(1), 9-26.

Frederiksen, J., & A. Collins. (1989). A systems approach to educational testing.
Educational Researcher, 18(9), 27-32.

Fulcher, G. (1996). Does thick description lead to smart tests? A data-based approach
to rating scale construction. Language Testing, 13(2), 208-38.

Fulcher, G., & F. Davidson. (2010). Test architecture, test retroit. Language Testing,
26(1), 123-44.

Gan, Z. (2010). Interaction in group oral assessment: A case of higher- and lower-
scoring students. Language Testing, 27(4), 585-602.

Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind. New York: Basic Book Inc.

Gardner, H., & T. Hatch. (1989). Multiple intelligences go to school: Educational
implications of the theory of multiple intelligences. Educational Researcher, 18(8),
4-9.

Gardner, R. C., P. F. Tremblay, & A.-M. Masgoret. (1997). Toward a full model of
second language learning: An empirical investigation. Modern Language Journal, 81
344-62.

Gass, S. M., & A. Mackey. (2000). Stimulated recall methodology in second language
research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

)



184 References

Genesee, F., K. Lindholm-Leary, W. Saunders, & D. Christian. (2005). English
language learners in U.S. schools: An overview of research findings. Journal of
Education for Students Placed at Risk, 10(4), 363-85.

Genesee, F_, J. Paradis, & M. Crago. (Eds.). (2004). Dual language development and
disorders: A handbook on bilingualism and second language learning. Baltimore,
Maryland: Brookes Publishing.

Genesee, F. & J. A. Upshur. (1996). Classroom-based evaluation in second language
education. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Geva, E. (2000). Issues in the assessment of reading disabilities in L2 children:
and research evidence. Dyslexia, 6, 13-28.

Geva, E. (2006). Learning to read in a second language: Research, implications, and
recommendations for services. In R. E. Tremblay, R. G. Barr, & R. D. Peters (Eds.),
Encyclopedia on early childhood development (pp. 1-12). Montreal, Quebec: Center
of Excellence for Early childhood Development. Retrieved 10 July 2-13 from http://
www.child-encyclopedia.com/documents/GevaANGxp pdf

Gibbons, P. (1998). Classroom talk and the learning of new registers in a second
language. Language and Education, 12(2), 99-118.

Gibbons, P. (2006). Bridging discourses in the ESL classroom. New York, NY:
Continuum.

Glaser R. (1991). The maturing of the relationship between the science of learning and
cognition and educational practice. Learning and Instruction, 1, 129-44.

Goodwin, A., A. C. Huggins, M. C. Carlo, et al. (2012). Development and validation
of extract the base: an English derivational morphology test for third through
fifth grade monolingual students and Spanish speaking English language learners.
Language Testing Journal, 29(2), 261-85.

Gottardo, A. (2002). Language and reading skills in bilingual Spanish-English
speakers. Topics in Language Disorders, 23, 42-66.

Graham, S., & D. Perin. (2007). Writing next: Effective strategies to improve writing of
adolescents in middle and high school. A Report to the Carnegie Corporation of New
York.

Green, C., L. Hamnett, & S. Green. (2010). Ontario Ministry of Education. Growing
success: Assessment, evaluation, and reporting in Ontario schools. Retrieved 26
August 2011 from http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/growsuccess. pdt

Grosjean, F. (2001). The bilingual’s language modes. In J. Nicol (Ed.), One mind, two
languages: Bilingual language processing (pp. 1-22). Oxford: Blackwell.

Guilford, J. P. (1946). New standards for test evaluation. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 6, 427-39.

Gunderson, L. (2007). Where have all the immigrants gone? Contact, 33(2), 118-128.
Retrieved February 7, 2012, from http://www.teslontario.org/uploads/publications/
researchsymposiuny/ResearchSymposium2007.pdf

Guthrie, J. T. (2001, March). Contexts for engagement and motivation in reading.
Reading Online. http://www.readingonline.org/articlesthandbook/guthrie/index. html

Haertel, E. H. (1999). Validity arguments for high-stakes testing: In search of the
evidence. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 18(4), 5-9.

Hamp-Lyons, L. (1991). Scoring procedures for ESL contexts. In Hamp-Lyons, L.
(Ed.). Assessing second language writing in academic contexts (pp. 241-76). Norwood
NJ: Ablex.

beliefs




References 185

Hamp-Lyons, L. (2007). The impact of testing practices on teaching: Ideologies and
alternatives. In J. Cummins & C. Davison (Eds.), International handbook of English
language teaching (pp. 487-504). New York: Springer.

Hamp-Lyons, L., & W. Condon. (2000). Assessing the portfolio: Issues for research,
theory and practice. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press.

Hargreaves, A. (1997). Rethinking educational change: Going deeper and wider in the
quest for success. In A. Hargreaves, (Ed.), Rethinking educational change with heart
and mind: 1997 ASCD Yearbook (pp. 1-26). Alexandria, Virginia: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Hasselgreen, A. (2003). Bergen ‘Can Do’ project. Strasbourg: Council of Europe.
Retrieved from: http:/blog.educastur.es/portfolio/files/2008/04/bergen-can-do-
project.pdf

Hasselgreen, A. (2005). Assessing the language of young learners. Language Testing,
22(3), 337-354.

Hattie, J., & H. Timperley. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational
Research, 77(1), 81-112.

He, L. & Y. Dai. (2006). A corpus-based investigation into the validity of the CET-SET
group discussion. Language Testing, 23(3), 370-401.

Heilmann, J., J. Miller, & A. Nockerts. (2010). Sensitivity of narrative organization
measures using narrative retells produced by young school-age children. Language
Testing, 27(4), 603-626.

Hoska, D. M. (1993). Motivating learners through CBI feedback: Developing a positive
learner perspective. In Dempsey, V., & G. C. Sales (Eds.), Interactive instruction and
Jeedback (pp. 105-32). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Educational Technology Publications.

Hudson, T., & B. Lynch. (1984). A criterion-referenced measurement approach to ESL
achicvement testing. Language Testing, 1(2), 171-210.

Hume, K. (2008). Start where they are: Differentiating for success with the young
adolescent. Toronto: Pearson.

James, M. (2000). Measured lives: The rise of assessment as the engine of change in
English schools. The Curriculum Journal, 11(3), 343-64.

Jang, E. E. (2002). In search of folk fairness in language testing. Unpublished Masters
thesis, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign.

Jang, E. E. (2004). Voices from teachers at a failing school. Panel presentation to
session on “Engaging with accountability.” American Evaluation Association
Conlference, Atlanta, GA.

Jang, E_E. (2005). A validity narrative: Effects of reading skills diagnosis on teaching
and learning in the context of NG-TOFEFL. Unpublished PhD dissertation, Urbana:
University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign.

Jang, E. E. (2009). Using think-aloud protocols to understand elementary school
students’ cognitive strategy use in literacy and numeracy tasks. In C. Rolheiser
(Ed.), Partnerships for professional learning: Literacy and numerdcy initiatives (pp.
34-42). Toronto, ON: OISE Initial Teacher Education Program.

Jang, E. E. (2010a). Implications of assessing school-aged L2 students in Ontario.
Paper presented at Canadian Association of Language Assessment Symposium,
Montreal, Ontario.

Jang, E. E. (2010b). Thinking on think-alouds. American Educational Research
Association Division D Newsletter, 19(2), 9.



186 References

Jang, E. E., J. Cummins, M. Wagner, S. Stille, M. Dunlop, & J. Starkey. (2011). 2011
Field Rescarch on Steps to English Proficiency. Final research report presented to the
Ministry of Education. Modern Language Centre, OISE, Toronto, ON: Authors.

Jang, E. E., M. Dunlop, G. Park, & E. Vander Boom. (2013). Centrality of cognitively
diagnostic feedback in language learning classrooms. Paper presented at the Centre
for Educational Research on Languages and Literacies Colloquium, University of
Toronto, Canada.

Jang, E. E., M. Dunlop, M. Wagner, Y. Kim, & Z. Gu. (2013). Elementary school
ELLs’ reading skill profiles using cognitive diagnosis modeling: Roles of length of
residence and home language environment. Language Learning, 63(3), 400-36.

Jang, E. E., & K. Ryan. (2003). Bridging gaps among curriculum, teaching and
learning, and assessment [Review of the book Large-scale assessment: Dimensions,
dilemmas, and policy|. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 35(4), 499-512.

Jessner, U. (2008). Multi-competence approaches to second-language proficiency
development in multilingual education. In J. Cummins & N. H. Hornberger (Eds.),
Encyclopedia of language and education (2nd ed.), Vol. 5: Bilingual Education,
(pp.1-13). Springer.

Jiménez, R. M., & M. Terrazas Gallego. (2008). The receptive vocabulary of English
foreign language young learners. Journal of English Studies, 5, 173-91.

Kariya, T. (2002). Kyouiku kaikaku no gensou [Disillusion of educational reforms].
Tokyo: Chikumashobou.

Kenyon, D. M., D. MacGregor, D. Li, & H. G. Cook. (2011). Issues in vertical scaling
of a K~12 English language proficiency test. Language Testing, 28(3), 383-400.

Kiely, R., & P. Rea-Dickens. (2005). Program evaluation in language education. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kim, Y.-H., & E. E. Jang. (2009). Differential functioning of reading subskills on the
OSSLT for L1 and ELL students: A multidimensionality model-based DBF/DIF
approach. Language Learning, 59(4), 825-65.

Kletzien, S., & M. Bednar. (1990). Dynamic assessment for at-risk readers. Journal of
Reading, 33(7), 528-33.

Kunnan, A. J. (2005). Language assessment from a wider context. In E. Hinkel (Ed.),
Handbook of research in second language learning (pp. 779-94). Mahwah, NJ: LEA.

Lam, C-C., E. S. C. Ho, & N.-Y. Wong. (2002). Parents’ beliefs and practices in
education in Confucian heritage cultures: The Hong Kong case. Journal of Southeast
Asian Education, 3(1), 99-114.

Lantolf, J. P., & M. E. Poehner. (2004). Dynamic assessment: Bringing the past into
the future. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1, 49-74.

Lazaraton, A. (2002). A qualitative approach to the validation of oral language tests.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Leung, C. (2009). Book review: Penny McKay (2006) Assessing young language
learners. Language Testing, 26(1), 145-49.

Leung, C., & J. Lewkowicz. (2008). Assessing second/additional language of diverse
populations. In E Shohamy & N. H. Hornberger (Eds.), Encyclopedia of language
and education (pp. 301-17, 2nd ed.), Vol. 7: Language testing and assessment. New
York: Springer Science/Business Media.

Linn, R. (2000). Assessments and accountability. Educational Researcher, 29(2), 4-16.



References 187

Linn, R. L., E. L. Baker, & S. B. Dunbar. (1991). Complex performance-based
assessment: Expectations and validation criteria. Fducational Researcher, 20(8),
15-21.

Liski, E., & S. Puntanen. (1983). A study of statistical foundations of group
conversation tests in spoken English. Language Learning, 33, 225-46.

Little, D. (2002). The European Language Portfolio: structure, origins, implementation
and challenges. Language Teaching, 35, 182-89.

Little, D. (2005). The Common European Framework of Reference and the English
Language Portfolio: Involving learners and their judgements in the assessment
process. Language Testing, 22(3), 321-36.

Lipka, O., L. S. Siegel, & R. Vukovic. (2005). The literacy skills of English language
learners in Canada. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 20(1), 39-49.

Llosa, L. (2001).The impact of high-stakes testing on minority students, ln M,
Kornhaber & G. Orfield (Eds.), Raising standards or raising barriers: Inequality and
high-stakes testing in public education (pp. 85-106). New York: Century Foundation.

Llosa, L. (2008). Building and supporting a validity argument for a standards-
based classroom assessment of English proficiency based on teacher judgments.
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 27(3), 32-42.

Llosa, L. (2007). Validating a standards-based classroom assessment of English
proficiency: A multitrait-multimethod approach. Language Testing, 24(4), 489-515.

Llosa, L. (2011). Standards-based classroom assessments of English proficiency: A
review ol issues, current developments, and {uture directions for research. Language
Testing, 28(3), 367-82.

Lynch, B., & P. Shaw. (2005). Portfolios, power, and ethics. TESOL Quarterly, 39(2),
263-97.

Madaus, G. F. (1994). A technological and historical consideration of equity issues
associated with proposals to change the nation’s testing policy. Harvard Educdational
Review, 64(1), 76-95.

Madaus, G., & M. Clarke. (2001). The impact of high-stakes testing on minority
students. In M. Kornhaber & G. Orfield (Eds.), Raising standards or raising barriers:
Inequality and high stakes testing in public education (pp. 85-106). New York:
Century Foundation.

Markstrom-Adams, C. (1992). A consideration of intervening factors in adolescent
identity formation. In G.R. Adams, R. Montemayor, & T. Gullotta (Eds.), Advances
in adolescent development: Vol. 4. Adolescent identity formation (pp. 173-92).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

McGloin, M. (2011). An achievement gap revealed: A mixed method research investigation
of Canadian-born English language learners. Master’s dissertation. University of
Toronto theses database at http://hdLhandle. nev/1807/30098, ON.

McKay, P. (2006). Assessing young language learners. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

McKay, P. (2000). On ESL standards for school-age learners, Language Testing, 17,
185-214.

McKay, P., & G. Brindley. (2007). Educational reform and ESL assessment in
Australia: New roles and new tensions. Language Assessment Quarterly, 4(1), 69-84.



188 References

McKay, P., C. Hudson, & M. Sapuppo. (1994). The NLLA ESL Bandscales. ESL
development: Language and literacy in schools: Vol 2. Canberra: National Languages
and Literacy Institute of Australia.

McKay, P., & A. Scarino. (1991). The ESL framework of stages. Melbourne:
Curriculum Corporation.

McKenna, M. C., & D. J. Kear. (1990). Measuring attitude towards reading: A new
tool for teachers. The Reading Teacher, 43, 626-39.

McNamara, T. & C. Roever. (2006). Language testing: The social dimension. Malden,
MA & Oxford: Blackwell.

Meltzer, J., & E. T. Hamann. (2005). Meeting the literacy development needs of
adolescent English language learners through content-area learning, Part two: Focus on
classroom teaching and learning strategies. The Education Alliance.

Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational Measurement (3rd ed., pp.
13-104). New York: Macmillan.

Messick, S. (1994). The interplay of evidence and consequences washback in the
validation of performance assessments. Fducational Researcher, 23(2), 13-23.

Messick, S. (1996). Validity and washback in language testing. Language Testing, 13,
241-256.

Messick, S. (1998). Consequences of test interpretation and use: The fusion of validity and
values in psychological assessment. ETS Research Report-98-48. Educational Testing
Service.

Miller, G. A. (1999). On knowing a word. Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 1-19.

Moss, P. A. (1994). Can there be validity without reliability? Educational Researcher,
23(2), 5-12.

Moss, P. A. (2004). The meaning and consequences of ‘reliability’. Journal of
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 29(2), 245-49.

Nagy, W., & R. Anderson. (1984). The number of words in printed school English.
Reading Research Quarterly, 19, 304-30.

Nation, 1. S. P. (1993). Measuring readiness for simplified material: A test of the first
1,000 words of English. ITn M. L. Tickoo (Ed.), Simplification: Theory and application.
RELC Anthology Series 31, 193-203.

Nation, 1. S. P. (2001). Learning vocabulary in another language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). Report of the
National Reading Panel. Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment
of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for reading
instruction: Reports of the subgroups (NTH Publication No. 00-4754). Washington,
DC: US Government Printing Office.

National Research Council (2001). Knowing what students know: The science and design
of educational assessment. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Neugebauer, S. R. (2008). Editor’s review of double the work and the language
demands of school. Harvard Education Review, 78(1), 252—-64.

Nichols, P. D., J. L. Meyers, & K. S. Burling. (2009). A framework for evaluating
and planning assessments intended to improve student achievement. Educational
Measurement: Issues and Practice, 28(3), 14-23.



References 189

Nicholls, J. (1984). Conceptions of ability and achievement motivation. In R. Ames &
C. Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation in education: Student motivation (Vol. 1, pp.
39-73). New York: Academic Press.

Norton, B., & P. Stein. (1995). Why the “Monkeys Passage” bombed: Tests, genres,
and teaching. Harvard Educational Review, 65(1), 50-65.

Nurss, J. R., & R. A. Hough. (1992). Reading and the ESL student. In S. J. Samuels &
AE. Farstrup (Eds.), What research has to say about reading instruction (pp. 277-
313). Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

Ockey, G.]. (2009). The eftects of group members’ personalities on a test taker’s L2
group oral discussion test scores. Language Testing, 26(2), 161-86.

Oller, J. W. (1976). Evidence for a general language proficiency factor. Die Neueren
Sprachen, 76, 165-74.

O’Loughlin, K. (2001) The equivalence of direct and semi-direct speaking tests,
Studies in Language Testing Volume 13. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

O'Malley, J. M., & L. Valdez Pierce. (1996). Authentic assessment for English language
learners: Practical approaches for teachers. New York: Addison-Wesley.

Ortiz, A. A, & S. B. Garcia. (1989). Profile of Language Dominance and Proficiency:.
Retrieved from htp://www.k12.wa.us/SPECIALED/pubdocs/culturally
linguistically_diverse/profile_language_dominance_proficiency.pdf

Ortiz, A. A. & J. R. Yates. (2001). A framework for serving Fnglish language learners
with disabilities. Journal of Special Education Leadership 14(2), 72-80.

Oscarson, M. (1989). Self-assessment of language proficiency: Rationale and
applications. Language Testing, 6(1), 1-13.

O’Sullivan, B. (2011). Language Testing. In J. Simpson (Ed). Routledge Handbook of
Applied Linguistics. Oxford: Routledge.

Paradis, J., E. Nicoladis, M. Crago, & F. Genesee. (2011). Bilingual children’s
acquisition of past tense: A usage-based approach. Journal of Child Language, 38,
554-578.

Paris, S. G, & R. S. Newman. (1990). Developmental aspects of sell-regulated
learning. Educational Psychologist, 25, 87-102.

Paris. S. G. & A. Paris. (2001) Classroom applications of research on self-regulated
learning. Educational Psychologist, 36(2), 89-101.

Pennock-Roman, M. & C. Rivera. (2011). Mean effects of test accommodations
for ElLs and non ELLs: A meta-analysis of experimental studies. Fducational
Measurement: Issues and Practice, 30(3), 10-28.

Perclova, R. (2006). The implementation of European Language Portfolio pedagogy in
Czech primary and lower-secondary schools: beliefs and attitudes of pilot teachers and
learners. Unpublished dissertation. University of Joensuu.

Pinter, A. (2000). Teaching young language learners. Oxtord: Oxford University Press.

Popham, J. W. (1999). Where large-scale assessment is heading and why it shouldn't.
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 18(3), 13-17.

Phillips, E. M. (1999). The elfects of language anxiety on students’ oral test
performance and attitudes. The Modern Language Journal, 76(1), 14-26.

Qi, L. (2003). The intended washback of the National Matriculation English Test in
China: Intentions and reality. Unpublished PhD dissertation. Hong Kong: The City
University of Hong Kong,



190 References

RAND Reading Study Group (2002). Reading for understanding: Toward an R &D
program in reading comprehension. Report prepared for the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement. Santa Monica: RAND,

Rea-Dickens, P. (2004). Understanding teachers as agents of assessment. Language
Testing, 21, 249-58.

Read, J. (2004). Research in teaching vocabulary. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics,
24, 146-061.

Ross, S. J. (1998). Self-assessment in second language testing: A meta-analysis and
experiment with analysis of experiential factors. Language Testing, 15(1), 1-20.

Rowe, M. B. (1974). Wait time and rewards as instructional variables, their influence
on language, logic and fate control: Parts I and II. Journal of Research in Science
Teaching, 11, 81-94, 291-308.

Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems.
Instructional Science, 18(2), 119-44.

Sasaki, M. (2008). The 150-year history of English language assessment in Japanese
education. Language Testing, 25(1), 63-83.

Saunders, W. M., & C. Goldenberg. (2010). Research to guide English Language
Development instruction. In D. Dolson, & L. Burnham-Massey (Eds.), Improving
education for English Learners: Research-based approaches (pp. 21-81). Sacramento,
CA: CDE Press.

Scarcella, R. (2003). Academic English: A conceptudl framework. The University of
California Linguistic Minority Research Institute.

Schleppegrell, M., & C. O'Hallaron. (2011). Teaching academic language in 1.2
secondary settings. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 31, 3-18.

Schmitt, N., D. Schmitt, & C. Clapham (2001). Developing and exploring the
behaviour ot two new versions of the vocabulary level test. Language Testing, 18(1),
55-88.

Schoonen, R., A. van Gelderen, R. Stoel, J. Hulstijn, K. De Glopper. (2011). Modeling
the development of L1 and EFL writing proficiency of secondary-school students.
Language Learning, 61, 31-79.

Schoonen, R., & M. Verhallen. (2008). The assessment of deep word knowledge in
young first and second language learners. Language Testing, 25(2), 211-36.

Scott, C. (2007). Stakeholder perceptions of test impact. Assessment in Education,
14(1), 27-49.

Scriven, M. (1967). The methodology of evaluation. Washington, DC: American
Educational Research Association.

Shanahan, T. (2004). Improving reading achievement in high school and middle
school: Structures and reforms. In D. Alvermann, & D. S. Strickland (Eds.), Bridging
the achievement gap: Improving literacy for pre-adolescent & adolescent learners grades
4-12 (pp. 43-55). New York: Teachers College Press.

Shepard, L. A. (2000). The role of assessment in a learning culture. Educational
Researcher, 29(7), 4-14.

Shewbridge, C., E. E. Jang, P. Matthews, & P. Santiago. (2011). OECD reviews on
evaluation and assessment in education: Denmark. OECD Publishing.



References 191

Shohamy, E. (1996). Language testing: Matching assessment procedures with language
knowledge. In M. Birenbaum & E J. R. C. Dochy (Eds.), Alternatives in assessment
of achievements, learning processes, and prior knowledge (pp. 143—60). Dordrecht,
Netherlands: Kluwer Academic.

Shohamy, E. (2001). The power of tests: A critical perspective of the uses of language
tests. Harlow, UK: Longman.

Shohamy, E., O. Inbar-Lourie, & M. E. Poehner. (2008). Investigating assessment
perceptions and practices in the advanced foreign language classroom (Report No.
1108). University Park, PA: Center for Advanced Language Proficiency Education
and Research.

Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research,
78(1), 153-189.

Sireci, S. G., S. Li, & S. Scarpati. (2003). The effects of test accommodation on
test performance: A review of the literature (Center for Educational Assessment
Research Rep. No. 485). Amherst: University of Massachusetts.

Smith, M., & J. Wilhelm. (2002). Reading don’t fix no Chevys: Literacy in the lives of
young men. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Snow, C. E., H. Cancino, P. Gonzalez, & E. Shriberg. (1987). Second language
learners’ formal definitions: An oral language correlate ol school literacy (Technical
Report No. 5). Los Angeles: University of California, Center for Language Education
and Research.

Solano-Flores, G. (2008). Who is given tests in what language by whom, when,
and where? The need for probabilistic views of language in the testing of English
language learners. Educational Researcher, 37(4), 189-199.

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual
differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 360-407.

Stevens, R. A, F. A. Butler, & M. Castellon-Wellington,.(2000). Academic language
and content assessment: Measuring the progress of ELLs (CSE Tech. Rep. No. 552).
Los Angeles: University of Calitornia, National Center for Research on Tivaluation,
Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST).

Stiggins, R. J. (1995). Assessment literacy for the 21st century. The Phi Delta Kappan,
77(3), 238-45.

Swain, M., & S. Lapkin. (1998). Interaction and second language learning: Two
adolescent French immersion students working together. Modern Language Journal,
83, 320-37.

Tabors, P., & C. Snow. (1994). Iinglish as a second language in preschools. In T
Genesee (Ed.), Educating second language children: The whole child, the whole
curriculum, the whole community (pp.103-25). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Taylor, L., & N. Saville. (2002). Developing English language tests for young learners.
Research Notes, 7, 2-5. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), Inc. (1997). ESL
standards for pre-K—12 students. Alexandria, VA: Author.

Torrance, H., & J. Pryor. (1998). Investigating formative assessment: Teaching, learning
and assessment in the classroom. Buckingham, UK: Open University Press.



192 References

United States Department of Education (2001). The No Child Left Behind Act of
2001. Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html

van Wyk, A. L., & W. Greyling. (2008). Developing reading in a first year academic
literacy course. Stellenbosch Papers in Linguistics, 38, 205-19.

Vasiljevic, Z., (2010). Dictogloss as an interactive method of teaching listening
comprehension to L2 learners. English Language Teaching, 3(1), 41-52.

Vygotsky, L. (1986). Thought and language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Wall, D. (1997). Impact and washback in language testing. In C. Clapham & D.
Corson (Eds.), Encyclopedia of language and education: Vol. 7. Language testing and
assessment (pp. 291-302). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

Wall, D, & J. C. Alderson. (1993). Examining washback: The Sri Lankan impact
study. Language Testing, 10(1), 41-69.

Wajnryb, R. (1990). Grammar dictation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Warschauer, M., & P. Grimes. (2008). Automated writing assessment in the
classroom. Pedagogies: An International Journal, 3, 22-36.

Warschauer, M., & P. Ware. (2006). Electronic feedback and second language writing.
In K. Hyland & E Hyland (Eds.) (pp. 105-22), Feedback and second language
writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wechsler, D. (2009). Wechsler Individual Achievement Test—Third Edition. San Antonio,
TX: NCS Pearson.

Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing assessment in the classroom. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Watt, D., & H. Roessingh. (2001). The dynamics of ESL drop-out: Plus ¢a change...
Canadian Modern Language Review, 58(2), 203-23.

Weir, C. (2005). Language testing and validation: an evidence-based approach.
Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.

Woodcock, R. W., K. S. McGrew, & N. Mather. (2001). Woodcock-Johnson IT. Ttasca,
IL: Riverside Publishing.

World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA). (2012). ACCESS for
ELLs®. Retrieved from http://www.wida.us/assessment/access/

Wu, J. (2012). GEPT and English language teaching and testing in Taiwan. Language
Assessment Quarterly, 9, 11-25.

Xi, X. (2010). Automated scoring and leedback systems: Where are we and where are
we heading? Language Testing, 27(3), 291-300.

York District School Board (2012). Board improvement work plan for student
achievement and well-being. Retrieved from http:/www.yrdsb.edu.on.ca/pdis/w/
BoardImprovementPlan.pdf

Zainal, A.J. (2012). Validation of an ESL writing test in a Malaysian secondary school
context. Assessing Writing, 17, 1-17.

Zimmerman, B. J. (1990). Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: An
overview. Educational Psychologist, 25, 3-17.

Zwiers, J. (2007). Teacher practices and perspectives for developing academic
language. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 17(1), 93-116.



Index

Page numbers annotated with ‘g’ refer to glossary entries. Those annotated with ‘¢ or ‘f refer to tables

or figures respectively.

ability
entity view 128
incremental view 128
see also language ability
Aboriginal languages 6
abstract thinking 60, 113, 155
academic language proficiency (ALP) 1, 166,
171g
assessing in classrooms 41, 52-8
Assessment Iramework 52-3, 54-51
defined 46-7
key components 46-52
and oral fluency 1545
in other subject arcas 51-2, 1634
and socio-cconomic hackground 106-7
time needed to acquire 61-7
ACCUSS for TLLs 32
accommodations 109-11, 163-4, 171g
accountability 16,31, 77,110, 133-4, 141,
161-2
acculturation 68,69, [15,171g
achievement tests 13
adolescent learners (aged 10 10 13) 2, 59-60
adolescent learners (aged 14 10 18) 2, 140
assessing ALP in 59-01
feedback for 159
identity development 113, 140
perceptions of goal oricntations 128-34
pereeptions of L2 learning 69-70
principles for assessment 113-51
sell-assessment 156
writing skills 65-7
ALP, sec academic language proficiency
alternative assessments 115, 171g
anxiety 91,93, 144, 158
APA/AERA/NCME Standards 108
assertiveness 124

assessient
changing culture 103-4, 115-16, 156
choosing a method 73-8, 112
culturally responsive 140-5

ecological systems of 113-16(, 133, 150-1,

151f

experiences 78, 91-6, 103-7, 133, 158
fairness 140-5, 173¢

in identifying learning difficulties 67-71, 109
mapping out 74-8, 75f, 112f

objectivity of 108

“ownership” of 156

practices in classrooms 1, 16-23
preparing for 14-16

principles for adolescent learners 11351
principles for young learncrs 73-112
purposes 1,9, L1=14, 71, 74-5, 160-1
research conclusions 153-66
subjectivity of 90-8, 157

technology use in 14650

uses, 1, 5-37, 136-=7(, 160-1

assessment tor learning 7, 104, 171
assessment as learning 7, 103-107, 171g

see also sclf-assessment

attention span 539, 78, 92
Australia

NLLIA TSL Bandscales in 267,30
standards-based assessment 24
teachers heliefs about assessment 137-8

basic interpersonal communication skills
(BICS) 40-7,171g

bilingual children
double-deficit view of 701
language-dominance 14, 67
metalinguistic awareness in. 59-60
with positive and negative views of
bilingualism 70

California English Language Development Test
(CELDT) 102-3

Cambridge Young Learners Fnglish (YLE)
Tests 30,31, 76,93-6, 112

Canada
standards-hased assessment 24
Steps to English Proficiency in 27-30, 176g
see also Ontario

CEFPR, see Common European Framework of
Relerence [or languages



194 Index

CELDT, see California English Language
Development Test

CELLA, see Comprehensive English Language
Learner Assessment

China, National Matriculation English Test
(NMET) 34, 162

classroom-based teacher assessments 52-8,
161-2

classrooms
assessing ALP in 52-8
teacher role in creating culture of 121

cloze test 89,171g

cognitive maturity 22,113, 159

cognitively rich assessment 78-86

cohesive device 50, 171g

collaborative approaches 68-9, 116, 121-2,
163

collocation 49, 172g

Common European Framework of Reference
for languages (CEFR) 119, 172g

Comprehensive English Language Learner
Assessment (CELLA) 32

computer-based language assessment 146-50

consequential validity 15, 95-6, 143

construct 14, 86, 110, 143, 144-5, 164, 172¢g

construct validity 14,127, 154

constructed-response test 172g

content standards 23, 161, 172g

content validity 14

core language skills, measurement of
essential 79, 87-9 125

correlation 14, 106, 118, 148, 154, 172¢g

Council of Europe
CEFR 30-1, 119
ELP 118-22
self-assessment grid 170-1

Criterion (ETS) 147, 148-9

criterion validity 14

criterion-referenced tests (CRT) 76-8, 137-8,
172¢

cultural knowledge 41-2, 50, 57, 61, 140-5

curriculum innovation, impact of testing
on 35,162

Czech Republic, ELP study 119-20

Denmark, Evaluation Portal 146

diagnostic assessment competence 1314, 86,
135-6, 140, 163, 172g

dictation tests 87,146

dictogloss 87,112

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) 145

discourse knowledge 47, 50-1, 54t, 57, 172g

distractions 92,96

dynamic assessment 14, 86, 173g

dynamic peer interactions, 58, 122-7

e-rater software 147

EAL, see English as an additional language

ecological systems of language assessment
113-16, 1144, 133, 150-1, 151f

educational reform policies 7, 35-6, 121,
133-4, 162

Educational Testing Service (ETS),
Criterion 147

effort 128

EFL, see English as a foreign language

ELD, see English language development;
English literacy development

ELDA, sec English Language Development
Assessment

ELLs, see English language learners

ELP, see European Language Portlolio

English, negative attitudes to learning 70

English as an additional language (EAL) 7

English as a foreign language (EFL), high-
stakes testing 34-6, 109, 162

English as a foreign language (EFL) learners,
see English language learners (ELLs)

English Language Development Assessment
(ELDA) 32

English language development (ELD)
Classroom Assessment 76, 102, 112
standards 32

English language learners (ELLs) 3,7
ALP development in 58-61, 65
different cultural backgrounds 127, 140-5
dropout rates 141
with special needs 68-9, 109-11

English literacy development (ELD) 7

English as a second language (ESL), Framework
of Stages 26-7

Coglish as a second language (ESL) learners, see
English language learners (ELLs)

equality, and equity 108-9, 140-5, 163—4

errors in assessment 96-103, 164-5
random 96, 164
systematic 96, 164-5, 176g

ESL., see English as a sccond language

ESL Standards for Pre-K-12 students 24-5

essay scoring, online automated 146-50

ETS, see Educational Testing Service

European Language Portfolio (ELP) 30,
118-22,173¢g

Evaluation Portal, Denmark 146

exceptionalities 67-71, 110-1, 1634, 173¢

expository texts 49, 173g

face validity 14

fairness 14, 15, 34, 107-11, 140-5, 173g
accommodations and 109-11, 163-4
characteristics of test 108



feedback 12, 159
cognitive 22
descriptive 21, 149, 156, 158-9
diagnostic 159
effects 19-23
evaluative 21, 159
indirect 20
oral 17-18, 20-1, 159
procedural 22
research 19-20
symbolic 20-1
tangible 21
for teachers 22-3
types 21-2¢
written 19
feedback loop 16-17
first language, see 1.1
foreign language learning 6
see also Unglish as a foreign language
lormative assessment 9,12, 16,117, 136, 149,
156, 173g
compzlrccl with summative assessment 12,
74-5,107, 160-1
‘fourth grade slump’ 59, 106, 156
general language proficiency 12, 173g
genre 49, 60, 78, 173g
goal orientation
and language achicverent 1324
mastery and performance views 128
parents’ 131t
students’ pereeptions of 12832
grammar knowledge 48-9, 541, 57, 63, 145
group work 58, 122-7

high-stakes testing 34-6, 93, 109, 133-4, 141,
158
cultural sensitivity 141-5
use of technology in 147-9
home language environment 61, 62, 64, 173g
Hong Kong
Cambridge Young Learner (YLL) tests 31,
93-6
Certilicate ol Education Examinations
(HKCEL) 133-4
teachers’ beliels about assessment 137-8
use of online test item bank 146
immigrant students 6, 61-7, 115, 132, 155
Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE) 159
intelligence, unitary or multi-
componential 45-6
Intellimetric 147
inter-rater reliability 97
interactive mode 53, 54-5t
interviews, direct and indirect 1234
intra-rater reliability 97-8

Index 195

Iran, EFL portfolio assessment 118
IRE, see Initiation-Response-Evaluation

Japan, use of English language 35

11 (first language) 7, 174g
and L2 development 67-71
and L2 writing skills 65-7
L2 (second language) 6, 174g
L3 (third language) 174g
language ability
different interpretations of 102-3
multicomponential view 45-6, 154, 174g
unitary view 12,453,154, 176¢g
language assessment, see assessment
language development
academic language proficiency 46-52
differentiating from exceptionalitics 67-71
diversity of 45-6
individual 67-71
theories of 39-72
within mainstream curriculum 26
language dominance tests 14
language functions 51-2, 55t, 58, 174g
language of instruction 1
foreign language 6
limited literacy proficiency in 6, 166
language learncrs 2
background profiles 424, 68,71, 106, 154
characteristics 5-7
deficit view 24
language demands in classrooms 39-40,
70-1
language learning
benefits of early 6
continuum 6l
language placement tests 12-13
language proliciency 5, 174g
across the curriculum 51-2, 163
development of 42-6
1.2 39-406
level and language skill 25-61
reliable and consistent information on
96-103
standardized tests of 12-13
see also academic language proficiency;
general language proficiency; limited English
proficiency (LEP); oral proficicncy; social
language proficiency
learner autonomy 113, 156
and portfolio assessment 116-22
learning difficulties
accommodations for 110
children with 67-8, 70
use of assessment in identilying 67-71, 109
limited English proficiency (LEP) 6



196 Index

listening comprehension tests 87, 146
low-ability learners 17

Malaysia, ELLs’ test difficulties 144
marking
self-assessment 107
versus feedback 159
writing 147-50
mean 76, 137, 174¢g
medium of education, see language of
instruction
metacognitive ability 57, 78, 104, 106, 174g
metalinguistic ability 59-60, 64, 113
minimum competence tests 33
modalities 39, 174g
modifications 110-11, 164, 174g
morphology 48-9, 87
mother tongue, see L1 (first language)
motivation 16-17, 35,93, 156, 158-9
Mountain West Assessment (MWA) 32
multi-componential view 45-6, 154, 174g
multimodal language learning 49, 174¢
multiple-choice test questions 78, 93, 96, 103,
157
MWA, see Mountain West Assessment
My Access, Vantage Learning 147, 148
My Editor 147
My Language Portfolio 30-1
narrative 49, 53, 174g
Narrative Scoring Scheme 53-7t
National Languages and Literacy Institute of
Australia, sec NLLIA
National Reading Panel 58, 67
native language, see L1 (first language)
Natural Language Processing (NL.P) 147
NCLB, see No Child Left Behind Act (2001)
New Zealand, standards-based assessment 24
NLLIA ESL Bandscales, Australia 26-7, 30
NLF, sce Natural Language Processing
No Child Left Behind Act (2001) 31-4, 65,
161, 174g
language testing in 31-4, 110
norm-referenced tests (NRT) 76-8, 174g
objectivity 108, 165
observable language behaviors (OLB) 27, 434,
86, 174g
official language 6
OLB, see¢ observable language behaviors
online test item bank 146
Ontario
EQAO 110, 112
home language environment 61-5
Secondary School Literacy Test (OSSLT) 33,
143-5
York Region District School Board, ELLs with
special needs 68-9, 77-8

oral proficiency 45-6, 53-7, 134
and academic language proficiency 57-8,
154-5
in different subject areas 40-2
and dynamic peer interactions 58, 122-7
group assessments 124-7, 127t
young learners 58, 61, 87-91

OSSLT, see Ontario Secondary School Literacy
Test

outcome-based learning 149

parents
different cultural values 132-3
goal orientations 131t
influence of beliefs about assessment 127-34
support for learning 61, 161
peers
assessment by 116, 156
dynamic interactions 38, 122-7
performance assessments 3, 77,97, 115, 165,
174g
performance standards 23, 161, 175g
phonological awareness 59, 67, 87
placement tests 12
PLDs, sce proficiency-level descriptors
portfolio assessment 7, 75-6, 175g
and learner autonomy 116-22
and self-assessment 116, 118-21
positive learning 91-6
predictive validity 14
primary pupils, sec young learners
proficiency-level descriptors (PLDs) 23, 31,
175
psycho-educational tests, referral o 71
qualitative research 153-66, 175g
questions 17-18, 41, 93

raw score 76, 175g

reading aloud 80

reading comprehension tests 92-3, 105, 145

reading disability 67, 175g

reading skills 53, 54-5t
and goal orientations 132
immigrant children in Ontario 62t
learning to read and reading to learn 59, 106,
156
mastery patterns 62-5, 631
underachievement in 65

‘reculturing initiatives’ 7

register 60

reliability 14, 15, 96-103, 164-5, 175g
inter-rater 97, 101
intra-rater 97-8
and validity 97-8, 165

research 153-66, 175g



SBA, see school-based assessment
scaffolding 17, 22, 86, 140, 159, 175¢g
scaled score 76, 175¢g
school-based assessment (SBA) 133-4
science, dominant language functions in 58
scoring
analytic method 98, 100t, 101
artificial intelligence engine 147
bell curve 77
choice of method 98-103
correlation of human and computer-
generated 148
holistic method 98-9, 99t, 101, 149
inconsistency in human 165
online automated essay program 146-50
percentile 76-7
reporting process 133
rubrics 98-103
sccondary pupils, see adolescent learners
sclected-response test 3, 77, 97, 165, 175g
self-assessment 30-1, 103-7, 112, 155-6
marking 107
in portfolio assessment 116, 118-21
and teacher evaluation 121, 155-6
see dlso assessment as learning
semantic cues 48, 175g
social language proficiency 1, 46-7, 58, 61
socio-cconomic background 59, 106-7, 140
special education 68
tests for relerral 77-8
special needs, see learning difficulties
spelling tests 75, 112
Sri Lanka 35-6
stakcholders 5, 133, 161, 166, 175g
accountability to 16, 31
standard deviation 76, 137, 175g
standardization 12, 74,76, 117-18
standardized tests 20, 33, 74, 107, 145, 161,
170y
automated essay-scoring programs 146-50
computer-based language assessments
146-50
limitations ol 33, 70, 77-8
standards-based assessment 13, 23-34, 75-6,
102-3, 161, 176
and curricular goals 161-2
and teachers” assessment competence 13440
Steps to English Proficiency (STEP) Canada
27-30, 176g
individual development 28-30
OLB 43—
skill profiles 441
strategic competence 134-40,170g

Index 197

subject areas
content knowledge 109
language skills in different 26, 51-2, 58, 163
vocabulary for different 40-1, 60
subjectivity 96-8, 157
summative assessment 7, 12, 107,117, 139,
159, 176¢
compared with formative assessment 12,
745, 107, 160-1
and self-assessment 156
support for learning 61, 107-11, 161, 163—4
direct 109-11
indirect 109-11
syntactic cues 48, 176g
systematic errors ol measurement 96, 176g
Taiwan, General English Proficiency Test
(GEPT) 35
tcacher mediation 14, 86
teacher moderation 26, 101-3, 118, 162, 165,
176g
teacher training, in assessment 9
teachers
assessing ALP in classrooms 52-8
beliefs and attitudes 9-10, 103, 1391, 149-50
challenges for ESL 8
collaboration in cases ol learing
difficulties 68-9
from dilferent cultural backgrounds 137-9
indirect feedback 20
judgments 97-103, 162, 165
opinions on assessment 10, 154-60
oral fecdback 17-18
professional development 1,9, 13,157, 163,
165
reflections on the uses ol assessment 13671
reporting practices 115, 139
roles in assessment 1, 7—10
and theories of language development 39-72
teachers™ assessment competence 134-40, 157,
163, 166
see dlso diagnostic assessment competence
technology, uses in assessment 23, 14650
TeleNex 146
lest bias 15, 96-8, 108-9 170g
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)
Internet-based (iBT) 76, 146
Junior Tests 76
testing
as an end in itsell 5, 34-5
and the concept of validity 15
and curriculum change 162
frecquent as motivating 158
national policies 163
washback effect 16,35-6,177¢g
sce also high-stakes testing



198 Index

test/s
difficulties with instructions 144
direct and indirect 165

external language vs. teacher-designed 74-8,

107, 160-2
international language 76, 93-6
machine-scorable methods 165
‘teaching to the’ 149
use of term 3
see also accommodations; fairness;
modifications; reliability; validity
think-aloud 79-86, 81-2t, 84-5t, 103, 176g
third language, see 1.3
‘Thumbs up, thumbs down’ 22-3
TOEFL, see Test of English as a Foreign
Language
topic familiarity 93, 144-5
‘Traffic lights' 22-3
traits 45, 124, 127, 176g
translation method 110
unitary view 12, 45-6, 154, 176g
United Kingdom
National Reading test 112
standards-based assessment 24
United States
languages other than English 6
Mexican adolescents’ perceptions of 1.2
learning 69-70
No Child Left Behind Act (2001) 31-4, 65,
110, 161, 174g
standards-based assessment 24, 31—4
use-focused approach 1,5-37, 153-66
validity 14-15, 79, 93, 165-6, 177g
cognitive 79
consequential 15, 95-6, 143
construct 14, 127,154, 165-6
content 14
criterion 14
face 14
of group oral assessment 124

predictive 14
and reliability 97-8, 102, 165
of self-assessment 104—-6
validity evidence 79, 177g
vertical scale 63, 177g
vocabulary knowledge 39, 47-8, 541, 57
adolescents 60, 144-5
early adolescents 59-60
young learners 59, 63, 79, 87-91
Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) 88, 112
vocabulary tests 75, 87-91, 96

wait time 19, 159
washback 35-6, 124, 133, 149, 162, 177¢
WAT, see Word Association Test
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test
(WIAT-II) 70
WIDA, see World-Class Instructional Design
and Assessment
Woodcock-Johnson 1T test battery 70
Word Association Test (WAT) 89-91,90(, 112
World-Class Instructional Design and
Assessment (WIDA) 32
writing skills 54-5t, 65-7, 87, 147-50
difficulties in tests 144
online automated essay scoring program
146-50
scoring holistically or analytically 98-103,
101
use of technology 146
YLE, see Cambridge Young [carner tests
young learners 2,91
ALP development in 58-9
feedback from 22-3
oral proficiency 58
positive attitudes to learning and
assessment 104, 159
principles for assessing 73-112
sell-assessment for 1046, 156
silent period in L2 acquisition 69



