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__One'sIO\:v‘n language is one'slllétreﬁgth-. o We will never Iose our Ianguage because we

respect and use it.
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'+ WHITE MQUNTAIN APACHE LT

: L - '
v Dzi} Ligai Si’di biyati’i beyashti’hii bighg beda’oshdlii. *
. ® . Dii Yati’ dénzhénéhiy dawa jii shit’eke’ ta’ii shik’ii bit
- - YichY y4dahitti’. Dadii yati'ii zha’ nit’éégo dii Dzt
e - Lxgal .Si’dfyd nohwini’ dénzhénéhii benagoch idi”, . &
v Dii yati’ dénzhdénéhii atdo’ behach’ido’aat , Na’ii eesyu .
' " ndih. La’ii nolﬁmm’ﬁu dagodnls;hgo yee dado’ aal ' \,

| am proud that | can speak the White Mountain Apache .
language. It is a beautiful Ihnguage that | use daily to " . .
communicate with my friends and relatives. It is the >
only appropriate language that you can use to describe « )
‘the beauty of our land here in the White Mountains. . .
. This lovely language’ can also be used in singing, as in, .o
the Sunrise Dance. Many songs showxgséect to our land. ’

v

.™¢  HUALAPAI = i, | NAVAIO
Hwalbaych yujim nyi yujik Hwall;ay gwe ga Dmé bizaad'éi nitsdhdkees, nahat’ah iind, -
nyu wij nyach Hwalbay nya gwawijim d66 siihasin 6hoo’aah 4t’ éh.
vilwikyu du gud hal yuwk Hwilbay gwawch ~'
‘ba nyi e:jim nyu yum goyuja yivch yu * - N . :
‘Hwalbay gwe nyi yujiya nya gwawch vach gwe . Learning the basic processes of the Navajo

- nya yujiva bay gijnajk gana‘vkx dmyud ak language Involves thinking, planning,
haygu gwawk haygu gwe wijiya spo:j yld gak . ) reasoning, and setting goals for the’essence
nya gw_awch va wanyaja yivch yiih dopkyu. ' of life within the individual. ' . :
The Hualapai Ian‘guaée is a vital part of the’ L E - '
people’s lives: the language is an inseparable | ' "t

part of our traditional and contemporary life.
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1. Kaibab—Paiute’ = - =~ )0 12. Fort Apache—Apache o '
2. Navajo—Navajo . ’ ' 13. Salt River—Pima, Maricopa T
3. Hualapai—Hualapai 0 714, San Carlos—Apache .
"4, Havasupau—Havasupau + J5. Fort Yuma—Quechan
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*Distinct spelling for reservations
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N ., ' - PREFACE . :
L SR .
. The twentleth century American Indian’ people, no. matter how small or how
large* the _linguistic group, ‘seek to preserve or revive their native -
languages. With this realrzatlon, the Arxzona Department of Education,
Bilingyal Education Unit, and the other partu:lpatlng orgamzatlcy\s whose
conc@rn and priority hes in the best intereSt of this effort, is’ providing the

American Indian Languaggi’roﬁcxency Assessments: Conslderatlons and

Ré"' ources. It is the hope and understandlng of the contrlbutors to th1s
documeént that Amerlcan Indlan people will utlhze this material as a means
of constructlng, modifying . and/or 1mplementmg an oral langua
prc;ﬁciency assessment instrument for their own' particular native i

""'language. ‘ j - o | I “.

. .

Appropriate language proficiency assessment instruments should be useful |
in assessing abilities of speakers of traditional Amerlcan Indian’ languages.

This would also extend to those language groups who are in\the process of
developmg their writing systems with the goal to increase literacy capabll- , ,
ities in the natlve language, of their respectlve tribal communities. It is -

stressed that an oral language assessmént lnstrument should be deslgned to -
measure competencies of individuals with first language ablhty ‘in- an / i
Amerlcan Indian language. ‘ L

It_is imperative‘ that the nature of language use be do(’.umented and,
assessed so that tribal members, especially the youth, can be assessed to ‘
ascertalri\yhether they possess the native language skills conslstent w1th‘
~ the body of knowledge that the tribal communities wish to pass to the
future'genera%\s of tribal members. o '
The Arizona{lepartment of Education and the other contrlbu'tors to th1$
document realize and assure all American Indlan people that ‘the .mfor-,‘j
mation in this document represents a beglnnmg process and that the bodyg
of know ledge in this field will continue to increase through addltlonal study‘ '-
and research. With this acknowledgment, comments and suggestlons on the ‘

contents of this document are mdst welcome. .




INTRODUCTION
_ . LT L . (',’/.' | ' .,
'Amierican Indian sodleties reach into antiquity'—-before the rise of this nation. Throughout |
‘the course of hxstory, American Indian tribes faced trqnendous obstacles yet today, 1n
our modern. soczety, the . var)lots tribal natgons maintain thexr ancestral languages and
traditions. In recognrtlon of tl';xr status as soverelgn natxons, Amer’xcan Indlan tribes ire x
-developxng greater skills and resources to'meet their spec1f1c needs.
: : ) ' 2 ) “ |
Accordlng to the 1980.. United. States Census Rpport, the -est1mated populatxon of
., American Indians is- approxxmately 1, 418 225. There are some 300 tnba}/éroups within
this estimated populatlon,.each with 1ts own language’ and her1tage.. Approximately 200 -

Lal

languages are being used in varying degrees by the tribes throughout the country.

7 The State of Arizona has the th1rd~ largest American Indxan popul txon, estimated’ at
152,857. California is ranked first with an estimated population of 201,311 and Oklahoma
1s second in the nation with an éstimated Amerxcan Indian populatlon of 169,464,

« . s s |

In Anzona there are 17 diverse American Indlan languages bexng spoken by the various
'trxhal groups. The: ‘majority of the tribes have retained their language and culture. The .
1981-82 Annual Report of the Super1ntendent of Public Instruction from the Arlzona
Department of Education indicates that approximately 34,966 Indian students attend‘
public schools. Statistics further show from the Arizona Department of Education's | 981-
82 Primary Language Census Report that of the 34,966 Indian students, 21,660 indicate a -
pr1mary language’ other than Enghsh. This does not include the approxxmately 13,600
other Indlan-students who de'not a tend Arizona public schools. The alterngte educat;onal ‘
institutions serving.these Indian (students are\the Bureau of -Indian_ Affairs boarding and
day schools, church-related m1ssxon schools and Indlan-controlled schools with suppert,
from P.L. 93-638 Indian Self- Deterrmnatxon Act, Johnson O'Malley; P.L. "92-318 T1tle Iv-
A, Indian Educatxon Act; P.L. 95-561 ‘I'1tle VII Bilingual Educatxon Act; P.L..81-874 Impact'
Axd- and additional federal and pr1vate sources. ,
A pr1mary concern affectlng American Indian tr1bes and their educational institutions is

‘ thes promotxon, maintenance, and’ preservation of the1r native languages.. Bllxngual,'_.
education programs are expandlng in the areas’ of curriculum development, parental
1nvolvement and language polxcy development. These programs are also addressxng‘the _

vi 10



& . - . | . . - 4- . .
need to develop aﬁproprxate language proﬁcxency assessment 1nstruments for native
_speakers. . - : s ' ’

Wlth'tnbal interest 1ncreasxng in language renewal and _axntenance, it is 1mperat1ve that’
individuals worklng in the fields of education, llngulstl chology be cognjzant- of -
« the various areas of 1nvolvement. One- 1;nportant ared | is the assessinent of proilcxency in .
the trlbal language. ‘An American Indlan language must~- have some 1nstrument or

- .

procedUre toraccompllsh thls. . o .. LT
. N ,
Many language assessment mstruments are currently avallable and cons1dered reasonably. _
.. valid, However, there are a minimal number of instruments that are desxgned to measure :
languages based on different ways of orgamzxng the world. For example, Indian languages'
have sound systems : and grammatical forms that are dxstxnct 'from_those of the Indo-
E@eaﬂ language tradition. ‘I'De cultural and" llnguxstxc dlfferences of North Amencan :
Indian groups are: founded in. ancient forms of communication unique to this land. The
—’“Ia’—’ew of American Indlan llng(ustxc families contrasts with that of Indo-European :
llngulstxc famllles. Current efforts in lmgulstxc analysis and language development. of
American Indian languages by varlous _tribal linguistic grou}s reveal unique structure and
depth in forms.of communication. A number of American Indian language 1nst1tutes and
-..conferences have been, helpful in these efforts as Indian people have worked with llnguxsts
h’to expand their understanding of the structure of their ancestr;al, oral language tradmons, )
~as well as to develop their wrmng Systems based on thelr original trlbal languages. '

- L e

- . . -

. As‘tribal lan.guages become systematized through a.standar'd or tribally-adopted ‘writing ;
system, then oracy. literacy and first-language ‘proficiency assessment can becone a
-greater possibilizy? the obtainmeént and analysis of data to measure Student ach1evement ‘
can be realized; and greater gains can occur in educational development.

“In devegping useful instruments for American Indian 'langua'ge groups, one' should consider -
" a numb&r of factors.’ 'American Indian languages are in varying levels of use within each .
lxngulstxc community and in varying stages of development from the spoken ancestral-
tradltlé(n toward a wrf@én language. - Few -American Indian languages have been

documented with regard to a developmental sequence of language acquxsltlon among

chlldren. - : S ’ S
- - ‘ ot . . . ' S
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Another conslderatlon is that the’ wealth of 1nformatlon, which is the r1chness of oral
‘literature and tradltxon, .1s to be found within the' elders’ "of the commumty. , Thxs
information can provxde a body of knowledge of the language ﬁself as Well as the reVered
trxbal traditions wh1ch are prxmanly in oral form. NI )

V'

‘In addition to the above conslderatlons, one must consxder the relat1vely short hlstory ‘/of
American . Indian languages bei ing 1ncorporated .lnto the formal educatxon (schoolmg)
process, and that these languages have not been analyzad accordmg to the developmental
stages of language acquxsxtxon. Although educators who are themselves native speakers
may be able to 1ntu1t1vely reCOgmze what constxtutes proﬁcxency in a speaker of;a g1ven '
age, they may be llmlted 1n the. structural knowledgefof thexr own language. Ly o
\ There is a need for knowledge of a student's actual natlve language profxcxency. Tms
1nformat10n 1s xmportant for: '

2

- -

A I
K .

1) Improving pno'graz ,planning, ‘plai:'ement-"and teaching'strategies; and " R

_ 2). Meetmg the growmg 1nterest among students and parents in malntalmng,
relearmng and developxng the natlve language. P ) '

P

w

...‘
v RIS

Many Amerlcan Ind1an language groups have already begun deve'lopmg language .'

profxcxency xnstruments. Thxs document xs deslgned to. help these groups ref1ne thexr

- existing instruments and g1ve dlrectxon to those who are beglnmng the process- of
' developlng new and approprlate 1nstruments for assessmg oral language profxclencyr

lllll
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LT ‘ J
LANGUAGE ACQUISITION IN CHILDREN

<

For'centuries parents, scholars, nd teachers have been fascmated and amazed by the
phenomenon of language acquisition in chlldren. V1rtually every child, without special

training, builds for himself or herself in a short period of time a deep-level, abstract .

‘and highly complex system of linguistic structure. In addition to acquiring the
‘structure of the language of his/her community, the child acquires the complex
“underlying rule system governing its use_: how and when to say what_/,.to whom
(Lindsfor, 1980). ’ '

\ ]
To learn a language is to discover its system or structure. Precisely how infants

discover the structure of their natlve language is not known. But the structure can be

def1ned, for all languages partake of the same def1n1ng characterts‘txcs, though a wide
: '_ : var1atlon of the characteristics exists among languages. '
o ) \
'."l'he chlldren who are the subject of th1s document may have acquired the nativ
language of their communty as a first language and English as a second language upon
entering the school system. They may have been exposed to both the native language
gand English since infancy, with each language being used for different purposes," They
may have been exposed to a linguistic system' which draws elements from both English
and the native language. The language of the local commun1ty may be used .in a
limitless number of variations. S o o

For these reasons, it is es§»ent1'al,"prlor.to establishing criteria for proﬁciency in the
native language, to carefully document the use of the language among commun1ty
- members. The general sequence of chxld language acquisition ‘within the part1cular
linguistic community must also be ascerta1ned. Suggestions for these efforts are
included on pages 18-19, Establishing a Language Data Base. > '

13




COMPONENTS OF LANGUAGE

B
1 4

The essential characteristics of all languages can be listed easily enough. Al spoken
' -languages possess a phonemic cha:'acter, which means simply that in eVeﬁLlanguage a - .
number of sounds (phonemes) are contrasted. Young children discover or sort out the
sounds of thexr native language. [Each languagahas a different set of _phonemes or’
sounds conveying meaning, and each language arranges the phonemes in"different units
of meaning called mérphemes, and children discover these as well. The native
English- speaking child, for exampie, sorts out on some intuitive level, that Mwalks", '
. while a single word, consists of two un1ts, walk and s. In doing so, the young child
discovers the morphological structure of ms/her language. The Chlld also learns the
phonological rules ‘which' apply to - mod;fy the * basic -forms of morphemes in
combinatien. For example, the Englxsh-speakxng child learns that the plural ending .is
~ pronounced (s) following a voicefess consonant and (z) followmg a voiced phoneme, ‘
thus, (s) in cats but (2) in harids. |
f
A third area of language which children discover is the syntactic system, or the
grammar features, and the arrangement of morphemes. ‘All languages have a form for
1nd1cat1ng the nouns and the verbs, the ac‘:\(:r and the acted upon, the attributes of an
. object, the number of objects, actors, the possessor and the possession, the adjective
and the noun. , All languages vary in how morphemes are arranged to convey tlz
meanings. Each language has its syntactical rules. - Children appear ro learn the rules
of their langyage by interaction with other speakers. They attempt to make meaning.
Much study has-been done on this aspect of language acquisition, and it is recognized
that grasping the syntax of one's native language involves generalizing rules. Often '
the child overgeneralizes, but, beforezdoing this, the child simplifies the -rules _'
(Macaulay, 1980). In English, for example, a child says "Mommy working" long before
he/she uses the auxiliary ~verb, "Mommy is working." ~An example of over-
generalization inn English often quoted, because often heard is "I goed." The young
chxld using "I goed“ has internalized a set of rules which utilize the ed morpheme to
1nd1cate the ‘past. tense. "I flnlshed the plcture. I goed out," the child says with perfect -
' logxc. . - ' P o
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.Anothe; aspect of language structure which all language\ystems share is often called
-semantlts ‘the megung of selected words. It is an aspect that has, for centuries,
commanded the attention of philosophers. It appears that meaning is, subjectxve and
tied to expenen/e and growth. And in the dlscxphne of child development, it is quite
safe to say that words, in any language, often do not mean the same-to a child as they |
do to an adult. This is so because the young chxld's means of cate&onzatxon and
- generalization are limited, developmg through experience. Macaulay (1980) speculated
| that, i in English, the reason why chxldren often say ﬁnger for thumb at a relatively late
" . age is that thumb is a harder sound to master, and 50 many children simply-will not*
make the distinctions. That meimng i$' not always quickly mastered, even on 51mplest
levels, is evidenced by the stagés ;nany children go through in confusxng "before" and
nafter" and "ask" and "tell" acaulay, 1980). L |
, g‘i -

Even older children who might be expected to come closer to the distinctions in

. meaning which adults make, . reveal semantic dxfferences regarding everyday words.

Again, Macaulay (1980) notes some examples- A : %
Adult: What isa brother?_,

¢
b

Child: A brother is a boy.
Adult: (seeking to aid) What do you have to have to be a brother?

Child: . Pants with pockéts. .
Meaning is often tied to Syntax,‘.and studies have shown that certain grammatical
‘constructions cannot be understood by young children. When a doll was shown with a

~ blindfold over its eyes, the children were asked, "Is the doll easy to see?" The five-and
six—year-olda consistently answér,ed "no", and it was further noticed that many seven-
and eight-year-olds also answered "no" (Chomsky, 1969). It is evident that children -

sometimes operate on different syntactic-semantic assumptions than adults.

What we do know is that chilcfi‘en sort out their native language and grow into all its
features - the phonological system, the syntactic system and the semantic system.

, For most children the phonologxcal system is the earliest mastered. The syntactical,
tied as it is to semantxcs, anq both to cogmtxve development, is second. The semantic

- is a lifelong process, but, on its snmplest levels, may be sa1d to be mastered at the
beginning of what anget ,<;alls formal thought. Language and thought then are
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- intertwined. l.anguage is telated to human growth. The features of a lAguage are’
inseparable from the human beings who learn and live and grow through that language.

‘Llngmsts have developed many models which explaln and interrelate varlous elements
of language._ While most of these models have some common features, they also vary
- in one or more key ways. There is no umversally accepted model of the elements of
language. Models present ways to analyze language in psycholmguxstxc and Socjolin-
guistic parameters. If you work’ with lmguxsts or other language experts, they may .
' subscribe to one or more models. 'l'he 1mportant thing is that models are presented to
= 'prowde a working famxlxarlty with theorles of the elements af language. They should
- provide background knowledge needed to work with language experts to develop a.
. comprehenswe ogal -language proﬁc'&ncy ‘assessment instrument. - ‘An example of such
a model i§ shown below.' . ' ’ . B
< R : "FIGURE“- Lo o
INTERRELATIONSHIP OF THE LANGUAGE AnﬁAs ' " '
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Note. From "Considerations for Developing Language Assessment Procedures", by
Charlene Rivera and Maria Lombardo, Bilingual Education Teacher Handbook, 1982, p.
42. Reprinted by permission. . -
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nen@ous OF PROFICIENCY -

"*\)? B ‘ . . .

Proficiency may be defined in terms of an individual's linguistic and sociolinguistic'y |
.competence and performance. This includes the degree of acquisition of particularJ
bstructures and rules Wifhm the phonological, morphological, syntactic, lexical, and
semantic components, and the demonstration of this competence within particular
settmgs. The speaker's internalized grammar 'is said to constitute: the deep structure .
of the grammar or the speakers competence and is distinguished from performance
(speech production) Since proficiency can be quantified in terms of rule acquisition,
_it can be expressed in terms of a hnguistic continuum. Es, the acquisition of only a

- ‘few rules of the grammar of language X would consti e minimal proficiency. A

~ limited X-language speaker has a minimal proficiency in a language. A fluent speaker

has a high proficiency in the language; that -is, he or she has ‘acquired all the
structures, has a broad range of forms, expr'ession‘s and lexical iteqs, and can use the
_language in diverse contexts. A fluent speaker is often described as proficjent. |

Proficiency can be measured in terms of four modalities: listening comprehension,
speaking, reading, and writing. This document focuses on oral proficiency. An .
illiterate person may be highly proficient in speaking and hstening skills but lack
literacy. A receptive bilingual, on the other hand, has developed only listening
comprehensxon skills but has no oral or written production in the language. The -
proficiency of a student must be measured in relation to that of-his peers of grade and
age level. A student may also demonstrate: grammatical competence but be limited in
 terms of language use, for his or her proficiency- may not be that of an adult'.
Proficiency also encompasses the ability to use the language in a variety of contexts.
In the chart below is an example of a proficiency scale. It was adapted from the
Foreign Service Institute by the Window Rock Unified District No. 8 in Ft. Defiance, )
- Arizona, and has been used with Navajo students.l

Proficiency Scale: ' ' ~N.

-

| No Proficiency _
A ra,ting of ! indicates that the speaker cannot use the language in
any practical way. The child may know,a few words or phrases such
as polite ressions, but is incapable o\:\og‘nversmg meaningfully. "

R e
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’ \
2 - Minimal Proficiency :
: A rating of 2 is characteristic of speakers who know enough of the
. language to participate in routine interactions with teachers, rela-:
tions,and peers. "Routine interactions" means expressing basicheeds
and following simple directions. The child has a very limited
vocabilary and makes many mistakes in grammar. Utterances
consxst of single words, phrases or rudimentary sentences; rarely
extended discourse. It may be difficult for others to understand
unless they are well acquainted with the child. When-conversing with
this child it is necessary tp‘use e mentary 'vocabulary and simple
sentences; one must speak slowly, repeatmg or rephrasxng often.
v
-3 - Limited Proficiency - . ’
' A child with a rating of 3 can be expected to converse thh hmxted .
~ facility about concrete matters such as’ famxly, personal history, ,, -
4travel, recreation, . and school experxence. ‘There is'an elementary
- grasp of grammar, but frequent errors may interfere with under-
v standing. Utterances" typxcally consist , of extended discourse, _
- although detail or elaboration is normally fackmg, complicated sen-
tence structures are only.rarely employed. Vocabulary is adequate
for nonspecxahzecl topics, but the child often hesitates and searches
o for words. Pronunciation is. usually intelligible. It is sometimes
: ' necessary to speak to this child slowly and repeat or rephrase
/ ‘ dxfﬁcult points. . ‘ A o -
4 - Basic Proﬁcxency ‘
- Ratings of 4 characterize speakers who can converse in socxal and
“classroom contexts with some degree of confidence. Basic grammar
is well in hand, but errors occur when complicated structures are
employed,@‘and these errors sometimes interfere with comprehension.
Utterances consist of extended discourse relating detallygr elabora- .
. tion. The range of vocabulary is wide enough to ensure fair ﬂuency
in most insgances. - Conversing -with this child does not requxre
inordinately slow, sxmphﬁed speech or repetmog. N

)

Ly
‘x

5 - Full Proficiency
As the term "full proficiency" suggests, speakers thh a ratmg of 5 -
are able to use the language with sufficient fluency and agcuracy to
meet all social and academic needs appropriate to tmsagge group.
Their powers of narration, description and persuasion may. even
indicate advanced development. Efrors in grammar occur only in
association with complicated structures and never interfere with
comprehension. Such children are likely to have an elementary grasp
of idioms and stylistics for that age level. For instance, play on
words may be a staple of the1r humor.

18




The four linguistic skill modalities can be assessed in terms of this rating scale.
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EDUCATIONAL APE_'LICATIONS OF BIL_INGL}AL MEASUR_EMENT
. ) , o ; X .

. .
- .
N . - . . -~

The 1dent1f1catxon and diagnosis of bilingual students' linguistic background, perfor-
mance, and environment .aré tasks that face countless school personnel., Dxmensmns of
bilingual measurement would include:. (1) language-profxcfency assessment, (2)
language dormnan assessment, (3) home language identification, and (4) primary <
langUage assessment (Burt and Dulay, 1978). The apphcatxonng these d1mensxpns of
~bxhnguat measurement is shown in T&ble 1 below. A ) - |

*
TABLE 1 -

Educational Applications of Bilingual Maasurernant .
o = = = " 4! :
Ll.NGUISTIC
- DIMENSION

MEASURED . ' . “APPLICATION

LANGUAGE 1. Bilingual program blanmng, nncldding student and faculty assignment..
DOMINANCE 2. Placement in non-English or Engllsh medium raadlng and subject matter classes. _
' 3 Initial diagnosis to determine - Ianguage in which further testing is' to ba conducted
R S Progfamevaluatlon and needs assessment for funding,
. 5. Census reporting to-the Office for Civil Rights, State’ Departments of Education, and

= o other agencies.
ENG LISH:. 1. PIacarne‘nt in appropriate English instruction group. ' )
PROFICIENCY ' 2. Determination of readiness to begin English reading instruction.
: 3. Program gvaluation and needs assessment for funding. : ‘.

4. Census raportlng to the Office for Civil Rights and bther government agencies.

NATIVE 1. Placement in appropriate natnva language mstructlonal group.
LANGUAGE 2. Determination of readiness to begin reading instruction in the native Ianguaga
PROFICIENCY 3. Program evaluation and needs assessment. .

"HOME B B Educatnonal planmng, including choice of bilingual program model and datermmatnon
LANGUAGE of parental participation and assistance. .
USE , 2..Determination of need to notify parents ‘of school. actsvmas in non-Engllsh languages.
' . 3. Census reporting to the Office for Civil Rights, State Dapartments of‘ Educatnon and
qther govamment agencies. , o '
\
PRIMARY 1. Census raportung to the Office for Civil Rights, State Departn\\ants of Education, and

LANGUAGE other governmaent agencies.

Note: From "Some Guudaluns for the Assessment of Oral Language Proficiency and Dominance
- by M. Burt and H. Dulay, TESOL Quarterly 1978 12, p. 181. Copya]ght 1978 by TESOL
Quarterly. Reprinted by permission. :
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SELECTING, REVISING OR DEVELOPJNG ASSESSMENT |NSTRUMENTS » A

The lollowlng flow chart outlines the procedure for selecting, Tevising, or devetoplng ) native ‘language proficiency assessment lnstrumtent These tasks should be
performed by a committee, whose composltion is described in step A, Basically, thereare three ways of arrlving at a suitable'instrument, In the first case, the school Is
already using qn- instrument which can be modified or‘continue to be used as i, A second possibility Is the adoption, with or withhout moclllrcatlon ol in existing

instrument frofh anotfer source, e.g. another schoot Thellnal optlon”ls to developecompletely new lnstrument

-~ Inthe fiow chart, procedures are represented by rectangles and declslon polnts lsy cllamoncls. L, refers to primary or first language

e

. Roview Instru-

'

ments avallsble |

'

LA\
instruments

usful?

potentiaily

A, Form and orient

* committes on
language assessment

B, Are Ll
proficlency
" amment.
. Instruments -
used In the

C.Evaiuato the- [

‘Inetr_ur’nent

E Modify the . d¢'

Instrument .

Instrument
meet the

: \standard? u

F. Plot et Yo
w1 ' \

N | K.Daveiop naw |/ G, Review and L. Administer
b . Instrument |- win ~ Instrument
& T
- .
b R T ”";é{
<< g ' o
> f N -
=
hﬂ»
cy
M~ o
FERIC 21 T

. E. Modify the lnstrument to mest the standards outllnecl in Testlng

F, Prlot teet the revlsed Instrument

4 . vy

]

DESCRIPTORS ;
" A Form and onenl commrltee f0 revIew the status of native language assessment °
 within the school. The committée should Includa at minjmum a Hinguist, an
administrator, a test development expert, a teacher, an alde and-a parent,

Insofar a5 possible, committee members should be proflclent in the native

‘ lenguage ., « _ .
) : & - ] : )
B. Decrde Are rlatlve Ianguage (LI) prollclency assesqnen} instruments belng

' used in the school? I£.yes, continue with C. If no, procéed to S

C. Evaluate the quality and sultabllltp of the instrument, The lnlormatlon gon-’
tained on pages 10:15, Testing Conslderallons should be helplul

- ‘, D." Decide: Does the Instrument meet the standardsoutllned in Testlng Consldere

tions? Hf.yes, continue administaring the lnsttument 25 before, ll nq, continue
*lostepE. - g o

L]

"Conslderetlons - X
.‘ . ' B .
\

G, Review and reulee uslng lnlormatlon obtalned in F ,.-1 .

H, ‘Field test the revrsecl Instrument The Inlormatlon contelhed on pages )0 35
_ Pilot Testing, Field Testing and Norming the Instrument, should 5 helpful.
When 2 satlslaptory Instrument is completed, administer it within the\sehool,

l., Review native language prollclency assessment lnstruments avallable elsewhere

J. Decide: Are any of the evallable lnslruments potentlelly uselult If yes, retum
to step C and review each Instrument which seems potentlally usaful, I£:no,
 continue to K, . o

0 Deuelop new [nstrument, The information ‘on pages 1617, Guldelipes for

Developing New 'Instruments, should be helpful if you choose to construct a
new: lnstrument After the Instrument is developed proceed to F, G and H.

L. Administer the lnstrument. This means admInlsterlng the language proflclency
assessment instrument ‘wlth thé" appropriate American Indian population,

-



; . TESTING CONSIDERATIONS -

FACTORS'IN DETERMINING 'I'HE APPROPRIATENESS OF TESTING INSTRUME \FS

A. CULTURAL APPROPRIATENESS
- An understandlng of the cultural base of the child and hls/her family 1s

important in prannlng an_ educatlonal program and in the assessn’lent of
students who enter the progr(ah ‘l'he items should reflect the child's
—/ cultural base and represent the. major categories of experlence children
.encounter m growmg up. Some examples of cultural conslderatlons include

’ .
-~

Chlld rearing, “parental roles, rellglon, healing, treagent of anlmals,'

tween what thé\,\
school views as approprlate soc1al behav1or ahd what tradltlonal members

plantlng customs, etc. Less obvious are differences

of the community view as soclally approprlate.- Thls may 1nclude different
3 approaches to modesty, respect, asking for help, offerlng help, and what

topics are appropriate for conversation. For these reasons, the dlre'ct

translation of test items is often inappropriate. '

Local people can be's.t determlne whether test ltems approprlately reflect'
the social’ norms of the traditional ‘culture. 'Items deslgned to test
linguistic proﬁclency ~.should represent experlences "which are common to °
most children w1thin th_e "cultural group. Other spec1f1c attrlbutes to
consider are: ER o o )

L. " Appropriate c{l_'.ltural pictures which include background. ,characteris-L' .
tlcs, o
'_ 2 The language termlnology and relevance of topics; and
- 3. Artwork which reﬂects the local environment as lt _exjsts, such as
landscape, tradltlonal and contemporary types of housmg, dress, etc. :
' B, AGE APPROPRIA‘I’ENESS o S

Linguistic Skllls occur in the developlng process, resultlng in differing Sklll .

levels at different chronologlcal ages. Assessment of hngu1stlc skills,
therefore, requires dlfferentlatlng among chronologlcal ages. A flve-year--'
old may be judged to be proficient in his/her native language, whereas a
seven-year-old with identical skills may be judged to be less -proficient.

~
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Assessment’ instruments must 1nclude items whxch are appropriate to the
age levels of the target group. The cr1ter1on for various levels of

proﬁcxency may differ for dxfferent age groups. '
/ v

C. LINGUISTIC APPROPRIATENE.SS

- To be a valid measure of tr1bal hnguxstxc skxlls, a language proﬁcxency'

assessment instrument must measure Ianguage\as it is used in the child's
hnguxstxc community. Very often this will mean that comparing the ch1ld' '
language use with some presu[ned "standard" may be 1nappropr1ate. Many
American Indian languages do not have documented language development
) sequences. Therefore, intyitive knowledge. of local speakers concernmg-
' Jocal language-usage should be tapped to develop 1tems which represent the
way language is used in the 'lo’cal community. -, )~ .

3

. e ' . -
| )(g  TECHNICAL APPROPRIATENESS ~ . -« = 1
. There are several criteria which should be ‘considered when judging the
) ‘technical appropriateness of a native language assessrrient instrument.
g While no instrument c'&‘n reasonably be expected to be perfect in all
respects, gross inadequacies should r;ot be, 1gnored or glossed over. Serious
- problems rcquxre mod1f1cat1on of the instrument or selection of a different |
one. The followmg criteria apply when rewewmg an instrument currently
in use or when selecting a language assessment mstrumer_\t for the first

timeo - .

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING TECHNICAL APPROPRIATENESS

Three questions that‘should be addressed when reviewing an assessment instrument.

are: . e, . |
L. Is thef purpose clearly identified? Is it appropriate for the way the

instrument will-be used? 2
2 ks information provided .about Yhe technical characteristics of the instru-
" ment? Are th{te(:hni’cal characteristics acceptable for the proposed’- use?
[ ' J ’
" 3.°, ' Is there adequate mformatxon about how the norms were. establxshed" Are
the norms suxtable for use with your students" e T




These three questions are discussed further.

l.

Is the purpose clearly 1dent1f1ed'7 Is it appropriate for the waLthe 1nstrument

willbeused? -~~~ . ¥

-

Simply be1ng labeled a language proflclency assessment 1nstrument does not

must be compared to tge lntended use. Some instruments are designed to
determine "the 1nd1v1duals dominant language. 'Other"s attempt to n'ieasuré

' make an instrument- su1table for all uses. The stated function of the instrument .

proﬁclency in thé nat1ve language or Enghsh or both.- These include instruments B

. whleh attempt to lace the student in one of the hve categorles of proflclency

.1.e., 1nformatlon Wthh can be used in deslgnmg the mstructlonal program,

plannlng currlculum, maklng student placements or determlnlng mstructlonal

grauping. ' o

3

If the stated purpose matches the 1ntended use, then the instrument should ‘be-

examlned to see if it actually measures what it is supposed to measure. Slnce

\
not all 1nstruments meet the Ql\alms made for them in the technlcal manuals, the‘
actual 1nstruments must be examined to see what ~aspects of language are
a.ssessed, hich domalns are surveyed and what 1nformatlon is actually prov1ded ‘

in the ported resul;ts.

-described. on pages -6. Finally, others are deslgned to prov1de prescrlptlve data,

Is information provided about the technical characteristics of the .instrument?

Are the technical characteristics acceptable for the proposed'use,?' '

)
1

Technical characteristics include the reliab_ility,and validity of -the instrum_ent, _

as well as’ information‘ about how the instrument was developed and field tested

and how cut-off points between classlflcatlons were derived. “m’é ériteria for -

acceptablhty in these areas’ are “not clear-cut._ Rather, judgments volvev:
, carefully revxewxng the 1nformatlon avallable, comparing -it to the way the

1mportant fo ‘note that an mstrument may be vahd for a partlcular use m one

_ situation ‘or thh ‘one. group of 1nd1vxduals but - may lack vahdlty .thh other .
populatxons. The followmg wxll assist 1n the review of the technlcal characterls- N

‘1nstrument ‘will be used and makmg global est1mates of a,cceptablhty. It is -



a‘.' _ What 1nformatlon is provxdéd a’bout the development and fleld testlng of

' the mstrument" Was it /g)felopéd for use thh 1nd1v~1duals slmllar to the
students with whom it will be used" Was- 1t fleld tested on an apﬁroprlaté
groupof students" o o R S N K

. Lt . . o e L St . S
- : ' oo ' o (L. U o h
~

What .'\formatlon is provlded about pow cut-off polnts for placlng students ‘
in" different categories or levels were determmed" Do they seem reason- )
. able and reallstlc" Does an. 1ncorrect ahswer on one. or twd 1tems make a

, slgnlflcant dlfferenCe in an 1nd1vxdual's placement" _ _ E

fs R o o o e D o : ~"“°‘"\".“—.ij'
o 'c. 'What mformatlon 1s provxded about the rellablhty of the 1nstrument? Is -
o the rellablhty adequate for ‘the 1ntended use" Rehablhty descrlbes how
"cons1stent the . instrument is, l.e., does it provxde essentlally the same
'result ead)ltxme it is used?’ There are several types of rellablhty relevant

to language assessment 1nstruments. D

-~ o
”

W Test-rges - If a studept were retested within a brlef tlmeframe X
' ' o usmg the same mstrument, would the result be approxlmat?ly tho.

.

- PN o . . ]

2) Alternate form (only apphes 1f there are two forms) - Ifa: student

- were tested with both forms, would the. result be approxxmately the
. . same? ' o oL
+3) Inter —rater - If a student were rated by two 1ndependent ]udges uslng
/ L _ '. the same form or method, would they both provxde approxxmately the;

s e same result?
) ) .Intra-rater - If the same rater made two separate ratmgs, would the T
‘ results be approxunately the same" '

d. - What information is provided to assist in assessing the validity of the test?
Is the test - vahd for the intended use"_ Valldlty examlnes whether the-
s J/mstrument actually does what 1t is: mtended to do, 1.e., does it measureff"

what it 1s supposed to measure and does 1t provxde accurate, useful ';'?f;
mformatlon.._._ o s ‘ '
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‘-l'he_-t_'ypes of validity'relevant to languageiproﬁciency assessment: instruments are:

‘.

l=) Face. valldlty - Does the Jinstrument. appear to measure language
o .-'-ablllty"" This ls lmportant because many people may not accept the
‘_',results if the test appears to be measurmg some other trait or ablllty.

R

2) _Content - Do the items on the test or observatlon form measure the
o »'knowledge or abllltles that are truly important for assessing language
TV ability? -Does. 1tezer all (or at least most) of the important areas as

1dent1fled by T ch-and” experlence‘? What types of ltems or_'

questlons are used" What domalns are covered?

. PR
o T

3)  Criterion- related .‘- How do the results compare to those obtained
‘ _ - -,.,.‘from other measures of language ablllty, e.g., parent or ‘teacher
SRR e ratmgs" ‘l'he mstrument should provrde results similar to those
) A ";'_obtalned from dlfferent measures of the same ablllty. Criterion-
‘ o related valldlty, is often reported as the correlatlon bet\(een the

results on two dl.fferent measures: -
_ Cow) Cocls'truct' '-'What'is'it that th‘e -test actually measures? Does it
/ ;-_,really measure ‘language ability. as-we understand it or do scores

' _,;'__vrepresent some related- but dlfferent ablllty or tralt" ¢

o . . N
O Lot
,v@

3 Is there adequate lnformatlon about how the norms were establlshed? Are the

Iz . b - e .
norms sultable for use thh 'our students" o

L g

a Norms are statlstlcal lnfqrmatron whxch descrlbe the dlstrlbutlon of scores of a
" - well-defined populatlon of lndlvrduals ona partlcular instrument. They provxde'
":-""..f‘f',lntormatlon about the level of performance of a partlcular individual or group of |
, s 3:', mdxvrduals relatlve to the defmed norm group, i.e., by comparing an individual's

' ._""_'r."’SCore to" the" norms ‘you: know: how : well he or she performed relative to that

fpartlcular group. -With local norms, the norm group could be the students in a

partlcular grade; school or school district. By establlshlng local norms, one can
: determme how well the 1ndIV1dual performed when compared to the peer group.

-#"
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~

Norms can take many forms,' e.g., an average score for each grade or school.
However, the most frequently used procedure is to convert the raw scores into
~ percentile ranks. A percentile rank tells how well the student performed
| relative to the other students\m the norm group. For example, if a student has
a percentue rank of 80 on a test, it means he or she scored as well as or better
than 80 percent of the individuals who comprxsed the norm group.
_~ Norms are important because they allow you to interpret a score and make
decisions based on the restlt. Often cutoff points are established; an individual
who scores above that point enters gne program while those scoring below it go
into a different program. As much as pos?ible, these cutoff points should be tied-
~to the:apilities or knowledge needed to perform in the program in question. In
- addition, it is important to remember that tests and instruments aré not .
infallible. Placement should not be made on the basis of one score. .The
stddent's overall school performance and the information provided by parénts and '
tgéchers should always play a.n.importa.nt part in placemént deci;c;ns.
A‘deta'iled description of how to establish local norms is beyond the sédpe of this
"document. However, there are three factors to consider when examining a set of
“established norms or when constr'nc_ting local norms: - | ' |

a. Definition and relevance of norm population - Is it clear exactly who is
| included in the norm group? Is this the group to wa'n you want to
compare your, students" ' :
b. Procedures used to construct norms - Is the procedure for, dériving the
(. norms from the raw scores clearly outlined? Does the information
provided allow you to compare your students' scores to the norms?
c. Usabxhty of norms - Are they easy to read and 1nterpret'7 Do they provide
the mformatxon you need to make decxsxons” '

i
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d ‘ C .
 GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING NEW INSTRUMENTS
"A school may cht;dse to develop a test locally because of various reasons. This task.
should be undertaken only after considerable discussion has taken place regarding
| existing tests and the school's resources for test development such as adequate time,

commitment of money, support, and technical expertise. : ‘

Test constructxon on a local ylevel should only be undertaken when 1t is clearly
understood that this will be significantly better than existing tests.

A

A general set of procedures for language test development are given for management

purposes iny. P

Instrument Development !'-’rccedures2
A. Pl'“'a_n‘ the instrument.

1. Begin tasks on pages 18 and 19 to establish the data base for the native
: language. The more of this information gathered before the language
assessment consultant arr1ves, the further ahead the process will be.

2. Make arrangements to bnng in a test development expert and hnguxst, both
- of whom should have a knowledge of the tribal language and construction

of language assessment techniques.

.t

3. Select testing approach(es) as listed on pages 20-21 and. techmques for
R assessing language profxcxency as listed on pages 22-27. .

4. Establish probable length of time for assessxng each pupil and determme
the number of items in each area. 8

5. Assngn responslbxhty for writing items. ”

6. ~ Determine desire8 test-scormg 'Brocedures (hand or machine) and the type
. of format of information requxred from the 1nstrument.

B. Write items.:

Draft overall format including directions, user manual and scorir'\g procedures.

. D , Sub@jte ms and manual for review to:

N \r‘"

»

1.  Persons knowledgeable in the natxve language and culture. e

2.© Teachers of the grade ldvel for whxcH“ instrument was desxgned 't'o deter-
.mine appropriateness for that grade level.

23
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E. Pilot tést the items in draft form..

1. Select tryout populations.

2.  Agdminister a draft of the test to the tryout population.
F. -Analx. ze the pilot test data. )

1. Perform item analysis; delete inappropriate items.

2, Determine how many items should constitute the final test, see pages 31-
35.

W

3. - Determine appropriate time frames for test administration. .
4. Modify user manual, test directions, directions to'student(s) as necessary.

C}. Revise and assemble final forms. Determine the final format for test directions,
test forms and booklets, user manual, scoring procedures, answer keys, sample
items, user training materxals. - Reprodéice tests. .

>

H. Field-test the instrument. e

=

1. . Document and analyze field-test data.

l. .~ Determine the reliability of the instrument.

S . g
2. Determine the validity of the instrument.

a . E.si:ablish local norrhs.

J.  Continue revision and field-test cycle as needed.

-

A
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ESTABLISHING A LANQUAGE DATA BASE

The followxng list provides examples of- tasks which may te’ addressed by the
committee to prepare for the development of the 1nstrument.3 It should be stressed

that commlttees may utilize the majority of these procedures prior to working with .

linguists Ln the development of language assessmenx instruments. The tasks lead to

the establishment of a general developmental sequence for the native language. The

majority of these tasks must be conducted by speakers of the language.

I.

2.

3.

5.
5.
6.
7.

9.

-

Observe and record oral language use within the community.

Determine whether the native language has an orthography. If so, what
documents and materlals can be reviewed? _ .

Determine whether the native language is used for off1c1al and commumty
purposes. Is it written and/or spoken? |
Determine who reads and writes the native language.
Determine whether an official tribal language policy exists.

" Gather existing information on grammar and vocabulary of the native language.

Gather language samples on all age groups, utilizing video and/or audiotapes.

(Be sure to label tapes immediately by age/name/date as this has a bearing on

the developmental s{ages of language. Refer to Language Sampling on page .27.) :

Survey homes for primary language. The State of Arizona uses the following

crlterla to categorize a student as having a primary language other than English.

a. ~The language most often spoken in the student's home i is other than Engllsh
regardless of the language spoken by the student. -

b.  The language most often spoken by the student is other than English.

c.  The student’s first-acquired language is other than English.

Develop teacher/teacher aide observation forms. - I

a. What language(s) is/are used in the school? '

b. - How is the native language used in the school?

c. "L *."How many teachers/teacher aides speak the natlve language?

d. ’ How many teachers/teacher aides read and write the language;? K

e.. How is the second language being taught?

f.”  How and when do ‘students use the native language at school"

31 :
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lo.

11

12,

13.

14.

Identify resource people within the community who are fluent speakers of the
native language. ®
Conduct discussion groups to "determine how language differs throughout ‘the
community. e

‘a. Usage (xnformah’natural usage as compared with academic or formal usage)

' b. Differing orthographxes which may reflect that an official orthography has

not been adopted by the tribal council

- Varxatxons in language’ usage across age groups from the younger \to the

N older members of the tribe - .

- d.* Variations' in vocabulary or 'pr:onunciation within the linguistic group

“~ ... according to geographic area

LN

Ask chxk{ren fo think of all the words they know on a topic. This would generate
the frequency of vocabulary terms. -Record or write this information for possible
use as test items which may ‘help determine the’ developmental stages of
language. ' | ' L '
Show students of various age groups dxfferent types of pxctures. Ask students to
comment on the pictures and record their comments.
a. Action stimulus pictures -.yield verb structure
b. Position pictures - yielc_i spatial relationships
c. - Description of a person - yield adjectives, o AN
d. Pictures of objects of various sizes and shapes - yield size relationships

~e. -Name anything and everything from the picture - yield noun count
Show students. objects of various shapes and sizes. Ask students questions to
determine their knowledge of ‘relationships, (e.g. small, medium, large)' and

numbers. -

\
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LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT APPROACHES AND TECHNIQUES -

v .
i

The dilemma facing developers o.f“ language proficiency assessment instruments
designed for use thh children 1s how to get the Chlld to say what he/she has the ability
to say in the assessnfnent situation. ‘ » ' .

A number of approaches and technlques have been employed whxch make use of studles :‘
that look at varlous uses of language components.
: : I ‘ .T N
APPROACHES <. f ‘ : )

Flve of the most common testlng approaches and thelr advantages and disadvantages

“are dlscussed below. The five are:
. , . -

Discrete point testing
- ' . ..
Discrete point tests select and measure particula; items assumed to be rep'resen-
tative of a- specific area .of competence. For example, a student's ability to
correctly produce the past tense forms of the verbs walk, play, and want may be -
assumed to indicate that the student has internalized the rulé for regular past"
tense formation. A multiple-choice test could be constructed to assess the
student's ablhty to select the proper tense at the sentence level, and a longer
passage requiring the student to fill in the blanks could be used to assess the
student's ability to avoid tense-switching within a paragraph. .
Common examples of discre:te point testing are multiple-choice and fill in the
blank items; the former can be machine scored, but the latter provide more
diagnostic information about the kinds of errors likely to be produced by a
learner or a group oflearners. These formats are' more useful for assessing -
| ritten than oral language. Discrete point tests are widely used in both .
mmercial and teacher-made instruments because they are easy to prepare,
administer and score. However, since knowledge of a language is more complex
than any sum of dlscrete ntems, discrete - poxnt tests do not measure overall
competence in a language. )




Integrated testing . _' . : : . ‘/)

Inteérated tests attempt a more global assessment by giving students the
opportunity to produce original language samples in response to given' stimuli;
they are useful for assessxng comprehensxon as well as production of oral
language. Examples of integrated tests are answeﬂgg, questions, telhng and
tetelling stories and writing compositions; they are more. time-consuming than -
dtscrete point tests and more difficult to score and interpret, but furnish a
broader base of jnformation. '

L

Direct-rating _ . . | ‘ : .

< ot | |
Direct rating instruments consist of a simulation of a realistic context f’ord
language use such as an interview or role playing. “They are time-é‘&nsuming,
require’ specialized training, and are difﬁcult to score. HoweVer;- th'eq}arovide
information about an individual's tommand of the language and the general
ability to communicate within a given context.

Self-rating . .
Self-rating questionnaires provide data on the users' perceptions of their ability
-to function in a given language; they are easy to admxmster and score. - Their
- usefulness 1s limited. The value of self-ratmg ‘is minimal with young chlldren. :

. L
Observation
. ’

°
-

Direct observation of language use in natural coritexts such as the playground or
the classroom provides important information about the language skills available
to a student in a gven situation. This rapproao::h requxres a trained tester and a
well-desxgned codmg system, and is tlme-consummg and difficult to score.
Language assess';nent planners need to be aware of - the value as well as the limitations’
of each of the approaches. Provisions must be made to supplement the mformatlon

. . o
obtained from the language proficiency assessment admxmstered. : ~

LRI
2
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TECHNIQUES

There are many techniques for testing the oral proﬁcxency of young children. Recent |
stud1es show that there are a variety of approaches and technlques to determme or
measure language performance. Burt and Dulay (1980) affirm- that of the four
language skxlls, i.e., comprehension (listening), productjén (speakxng), readmg and
wrmng, productxon is the more commonly used mode for determ1n1ng the/ linguistig
dominance and proﬁcxency of bilingual students.

Most tasks used to elicit .spe’ech samples or veroal responses may be groupedas
(4) natural communication tasks or (2) lmg ulstic manipulation tasks accordirig to the |
presence or absence of a communicative focus (Burt and Pulay, l98‘0)‘. Tables 2 and 3

explain these tasks on the foMowing page. - S . . .

22 » : ' ) ~ .




. » - TABLE2.

Compamon of Two Major Types of Oral Language Ellcutatlon Tasks: | ’ e
Natural Commumcatlon and ngunstlc Manipulation

NATURAL
COMMUNICATION

. LINGUISTIC
. MANIPULATION

‘DEFINITION *

A

1. Taps student’s unconscious use of gram-
matical rules to produce utterances ina
conversation.

2. Uses natural’ spesch where student’s

focus is on communicating something.

1. Taps student’s conscious application of
linguistic rules to. perform a non-
communicative task.

2. Uses artificial "'sppech’” where student’s
focus is on a given rule. .

SOME TYPES

Structured com unieation, Non-structured
communication, etc. (See Table 3)

Ipitation, Translation, Completion, Trans-
formatioh, Substitution, etc.

ADVANTAGES

1. The language sample obtained represents
natural communication, the skl that is

. ultimately being assessed.

2. The task is virtually free of confoundrng
task bieses

1. Target structures seem to be readrly
g obtamed : .

D:SADVAN'T'AGES

-

Certain structures are_extremely diffi cult to
elicit ‘naturally, e.g., perfect tenses (hed

© seen).

T e

4 -
" Confourids conscious kno
- of grammar rules with abil
“language for communication; results in

ge and use
to use ‘the

quahtatively different.. Ianguage than com-

munication tasks.

{

TABLE 3

Companson of Structured and Non-Structured Natural Commumcatlon Tah(s '

s‘l' RUCTURED\
COMMUNICATION

h )

NON-STRUCTURED
COMMUNICATION

" BEFINITION

" Natural conversetron between student and
A where examiner - asks student .
speclfic, questlpns designed to elicit target

exammer

structares naturally and systemetrcally

* Natural 'conversetion between student and

examiner or other person where there is no -

_in'tent to elicit specific structures.

R

ADVANTAGES

Target structures may be elrcrted sélectively
and quickly; more efficient than non-
s;ructured commumcatlon

‘jects spon

Structures that are difficult to elicit with :
specific qmn_s may be offered by sub-
usly. . .

 DISADVANTAGES

Not all structures are easily elrcited\‘, eg.,

yes-no questions.

1. A great deal of speech must Usually be
collected before a sufficient range of
- structures is used by the student to per- .
mit assessment of linguistic proficiency.

2. One cannot make any statements about
the student’s control over structures not
offered during the collection periods

_.(since one cannot be certam why a

- structure was not- offered, ie whether
the situation did not require it.of whether
the child did not know it).

.NOTE. From “Sorrte Guidelines for the Assesément of Oral Language Proflclency' and Dom.mance '
by M. Burt and H. Dulay, TESOL Quarterly, 1978, 12, pp. 186 187. Copyrlght 1978 by TESOL
Quarterly Reprmted by permission.
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The following are techniques for eliciting language through either natural communica-

. tion~or hnguxst,[c mampulat;on. In assessmg young children, care must be taken to

select items which assess language ability rather than conceptual development.

2

| \
Receptive Skills ' - C Q l
L. Vocabulary L L
The chxld wxll be shown a set of four p1ctures of ob)ects and asked to pomt to the
_one named by the tester. The items, 1nc1ud1ng the dxstractors, should be chosen i
among those likely to be familiar to the child. =~ - =~ = * :
Identification of items by attributes . - e .

‘3.

. ) place an item on top of or next to another 1tem.

a.-  The child will be shqwn a set of fodr pictures of familiar objects and asked
to 1dent1fy the one that serves a spec1f1c fun;:txon, e. g., the one you can

<. eat, the one ‘that fhes, or has a ‘'specific characterzstxc, e. g., the broken
one, the round one, the smallest one. ‘

b.  Identification of items having spat1al relauon to each other. The chxld wxll
be shown a set of four p1ctures and asked to 1dent1fy -the one havmg a
spat1al relatxon to another, e.ge the cup next to the book. :

-

e Identmcatxon of- persons or ammals engaged in a part1cular action. " The

child will be shown a set of four pictures and asked to identify the one
showing someone performing a certa1n actxon, e.8ey the gir! sitting down,
while the dxstractors consist of a gu’l standmg up, a boy sitting down, a dog

e

sitting down., - o v W

' _ . TS AT T o
Performing a command ora brief chain of commands - -

The child will be asked to touch a part of his/her face, body or. clothxng, to raxse
his/her rrght or left hand or foot, to pxck up. an item and ngext to the tester, or

2

~ .

CPRE
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" Productive Skills ¢ -

I.

A the kmds of coping strategies used.

Vocabulary fluency - - : R

The child will be asked to name as many itéms as he/she can think of that belong _
ina specmc domain, €.8+ things to wear or thlngs seen in the k1tchen. A time
limit should be set for each question. } e -

Sentence Repetltloa . o ' R -

In sentence repetition tasks the child- is 1nstructed to t-.peat exactly what xs- )
.-stated by the examiner. Once .the chud understands th

nature .of the task

' he/she repeats a number of sentences, usually varylng in length and grammatlcal .

{ . .

complexxty. -

. The technlque of sentence repetition is- based on the theory thata Chlld does not

) merely mimic sentences in whatever form they are modeled but rather repeats

-3

'compared to language used by the cmld's peers. - Utterances may 'al. be

w"ﬁw‘

Wi

'The most accurate scormg of such a test is obtained by taping the response‘
.'The playbaclg wxll furnish 1nformat10nuon phonologlcal, grammatlcal and vocabu g
lary proflclency. A response ‘in whlch the child‘ gives the gist of fhe test item, ¥

them using his/her own llnguxstlc rules. For example, if the modél sentence is
"He. is going home, a chxld ml_ght say "Hlm going home" or “Hlm go. home."'

‘I'he analysxs of sentence. r'epetltlon tasks usually ‘concerns: syntactlcal develop—
ment often as compared toa standard- or dlalectlcal varlety of a language or as

1nclude topxcs from a varlety of domalns. o ‘

but makes some. acceptable changes, provxdes evidence Jf language- processxng"':_,

-"'ablhty apd sh&d ot be considered- wrong. sA skilled tester will be able to. make"'f:\'

, useful mferences ahout the child's stage of lmguxstxc development on the basls ot ;

(J




3

4.

6. .

- the boy put on his . ..

T . ' RRICER Y
Answerxng Questlons S L e E
The Chlld will be asked appropnate questlons about hlmself or herself and hls/her
exper;ences. The answers should be evaluated not only in terms of. grammatlcal'
correctness but in terms of fluency and approprlateness. Another posmblllty -

consists of using plctures or objects and askifig questions about them.

.

“

Closure

The Chlld will be asked to flnlsh an mcomplete sentence such as "lt was cold and" s

’ PO
Completlng an, unfimshed story S ’ B e
Thq child w&‘r{kbe shown a series of three sequenCed plctures representln*nv.’ -

un’ﬁmshed event, ‘and askedto tell what happened nex‘t I
SFCT

~ G

Retelling a story - .' " o -J"; T -
The child will be'told a story and asked to retell it to the tester, or, preferably,
, to anothé' person who was not there during the tellmg by the tester. c b

. Tellingastory, . "'%‘-";?“ RN o wop
The child wxll Be shown a series of plctures representlngfa successxon of events '
\and asked to tell what happened. I A o &

iy,
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Lanua e Samplin - ' o o

Language sampllng is the collectlon of a vanety of utterances from a Chlld, Wthh may
be obtained i in a more or less structured manner. The chlld@ uxterances are often tape

_recorded for ‘later analysls. A basic assurnpnon of thls technlque,g fis ‘that’ a

representatlve sample of the child's language skills is observed leferent settlngs

have an effect on,chlldren!s lmgulstxc behaviors. A representatlve sample of-a chlld's -

total commumcatlon abllmes may require a sampling from more than one settlng. lt a
varlety of settlngs can be sampled, the child is permltted to produce and respond to
language -xn dlfferent domalns. i Obtauung a sample from a large number of children in
a specmed manner would allow Comparlsons of language used in .that’ particular
' "A g It would not necessanly provxde mformatlon on language usage in other.

v

a

"

‘l'he methods of collecting’ samples are varied- and may 1nclude one or, more of the
fqllowmg o o S . 's. '

. L]
i :
L

) 1. Observation - of the child in one or more don'lﬁlns, e, g., classroom, play-
. ground, home ;. . Tt o

2, Peer 1nteractlon Wthh may be spontaneous or orgamzed by the observer 1n
some way . _ v .

TR
o, B .

<

3. . Teacher-chlld interaction’ occurnng ina play sxtuatlon

‘1.
J ‘!

4., Teacher’-chlld rnteractlon usmg stxmull such as books or plctures '

¥

L]

5., Story telllng using wordless books

&

- .6.  Story retelhng whqre the chlld hstens to a story and retells it

Once a language sample has been collected it is possxble to analyze itina varlety of
ways. Oﬁ;en the language samples are compared to a predetermlned standard. The
.standard may be adult speech forms Qf the "standard" language or adult speech forms

of.a particular dlalect. It may: also 1nclude speech forms typxdally used by peers of the
same chronologlcal age. . : _ " o '

»
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Ebmrs_mﬁou O.F’INSTRUMENTS_ S

A mmlstratlon procedures are dependent on the type of 1nstrument used and should be J
determ1ned as part of 1nstrument deVelopment. Ao make valid assumptlons concernlng
an mdlvxdual's language usage and to make comparlsons between children, standardlza-ﬂ
“tion must be' mamtalned in test adm1n1stratlon and in scoring. Therefore, those

1nvolved in the admlmstratxon, -scoring, andinterpretation- of . language profxcxency
assessment 1nstruments should recelve thorough training in these areas. The examiner
should be a native speaker of the language and, if ‘possible, a member of the child's

Above all, neither the teacher nor: the student should consider the language profxcxency'
assessment as a test, but rather as a vehlcle for obtammg 1mportant information about

N
-

the student and hlS or her language needs.

= —

For 1nstruments testlng receptlve language skllls the followmg consxderatxons are
necessary- . . . » i . " . P C o . ;‘t 3 '.:,
a. - - e e . . . . }“\

. . . b .

e

l. . In what language wxll the d1rectlons be g1ven"

T2 . How will praqtrce items be used? Can they be explamed and repeated if
: the child answers 1ncorrectly or does not-answer at all?

3. How will the examiner respond to or score rggor;ses from the child?

e 4. How will questions . from the chxld, mcludxng requestmg refetition, be
g .,,handled I '
. How will responses be Scored so that the Chlld will be unaware of incorrect
responses? 5 : o o 4 Rk

6.  Under what physlcal condmons will the testxng occ;ur"

L4 T
.For 1nstruments including a child's ability to follow a series of commands the followmg
conslderanons are necessary"l RRL
I. lel practice - 1tems be provxded and xf‘ so can they be repeated or
explalned" SR :

n".

2» « -Does the'0rder in whxch the command is performed matter in scorxng?

! ?2 -5 . v

' ~,
Y

- 3. May the examiner repeatﬁthe command? "

W .




For 1nstruments testmg productxve language skills the followmg consxderatxons are

necessary: 20 .
y 1. What techmqu s will be used" ? | . o
2. . How wxll the 1muh be presented" S

3. How wul the child's responses be documented" lel a tape recardxng be
necessary? : ;

_.-y\

5w

. 4. How will the exammer respond to the child's questxons"

- 5. May the examme ea any part of the procedures?
6. What aspects offtl‘ie t'est"responses will be scored_?

7. What dialect wxll be acceptable" - »
. 8. ' What should the exammer do if the child responds in E.nghsh rather than in
- “the. Amerxcan Indian language'7 - . .
ok
For observation technlques the followmg consxderatxons are necessary:

1. ln what.envxronmental settmg are the chlldren to be observed?
2, thch linguistic skills areuimportant for scormg purposes?

" 3.  Which scoring techniques will be used? T

4. What consxderatxons wd;! be given to chxldren who exh1b1
- tion? :

v limited verbaliza-

Man’y decisions about assessment lnstruments are probably made on the basis of tthexr
feasibility, e.g., cost, ease of scoring or time requxred for administration. Whgle these
factors are, certamly impdrtant, the suitability of the instrument for the partxcular
purpose,. the rehabxhty and validity and the availability of approprxate norms should be
considered first -and foremost.‘mA bad or irrelevant mstr_ ,ment that 1s easy to
admmxster, score ‘and 1nterpret may do more harm than good. On the other hand, the
best instrument is of h‘ttle vaki “'f it can't be used or used properly due to logxstxcal{s

,.'_proble ms. RGNS ;
Some ¢f these potential factors to be considered are: , -

1. Cost - How much will it cost,.to develop the -instrument and user's manual,
and to administer and score t‘he mstrument" What would it cost to develop

e a b
and norm an instrument specxﬁcally for your students" Remember to
e ‘include the cost-of any trained personnel needed to admmxster, score and
interpret the‘instrument. - ," ,’ . )
. T ‘T'{..‘ 42 ’ '.‘
* . . . . ) .
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o \l'ime - How much time is needed fé coniplet‘é'a valid administratibn" The
‘value of the mformatxon obtamed must be weighed agamst the time

required to obtain it, for both §he student and the school- staff. .
Ease of sconng and interpretation Can 1nd1v;duals who speak and

'understand ‘the 'native language be tramed to admmxster, score and

mterpret the instrument or will it requxre specially tramed 1nd1v1duals"l
\ﬂxustea,chers be able to understand and use the mformatxon provxded by the
instrument? Can it be machine scored or does it have to be done by hand?

-
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PILOT TESTING, FIELD-TESTING AND NORMING THE INSTRUMENT

Although constructing a language proficiency assessment instrument is certainly a“
most important and difficult task, it is only the first step in developing a validated N
_instrument that is ready for use. Test validation is the process of examining the whole '
test, as well as each individual item, to see how well the items assess what they are
intended to assess. Test validation can be divided into two parts, item analysis (pilot
testing) which exammes individual items, and field-testing, which examines the
reliability and validity of the test as a whole.

.

One relatively simple way of judging the items on a test is td examine how s_tudents
with varying levels of abiiity respond to ea'ch of the items. If the students can be '
listed in.order, from those with the highest level of language proficiency to those with
the lowest, this can provide quite a lot_of information about individuai items. 'After
the students have been rank ordered in terms of ability, and which students made
correct or incorrect responses to each item recorded, the patterp of responses can be
examined. On good items, the students’ with higher ability should do as well as or
better than the students with less ability. Any questions where ability does not seem
to be related to _making the correct response should not be included on the test. Of.
course, the results are rarely c}ear-cut generally the patterns. of responses will be
difficult to interpret. There are always some students who respond correctly when
they would not be ‘expected to know the answer and others who miss questions when

~ they,would expected to know the correct _response.’ This may be due to guessing,
temgorary lack of atténtion, carelessness or ”a.ny of several other reasons. Whatever .
the-cause, it increases the difficulty of identifying good and bad items.

The other and perhaps most difficult problem is listing the students in order of ability. .
Sometimes ‘this can be done by, having someone fluent in the native language interview
some of the students who took the test and rank them in order of ability in the native

language. .. ' - ' ‘ e |

FSeveral fairly complex statistical procedures have been deyeloped in ‘response to these
difficulties. Discrciminating power, described in more detail below, is a statistical
procedure which uses the overall score on.the test as the measure of the students'
native language ability. Each individual item is compared to the test as a whole,
instead of ranking the students through some outside means. It is assumed that

students with the best overall r’ating*on the language proficiency instrument have the*

44
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_highest ability and should do better on any given question than students with lower
rat'ings on the instrument. All of the statistical procedures for test validation require
fairly complex”nhmerical analysis and interpretation, thus they will usually require the
 asststance of an individual with.a background in aZ(easurement and testing. Also, since’
, rnost statistical analyses %d/one with comput

"and acce'ss to a compute\ '

s, it may be necessary to have skills

s
d

The information for the item-agalysis is obtained by pilot testing, i.e. administering
the instrument to a sample of the students with whom it will actually be used. _‘I:he
number of students included in the ‘sample will depend upon the size of ‘the‘t‘argef
population and type of instrument. | '

In any case, it is important for the s/arﬁple to include students with wide ranges of ’
a“ity as well as representatives of the grades for’ -which it will ultimately be used. °
Item analysis examines two'characteristics, item difficulty 'énd discriminating power.‘
With mulnple choice .items, the effecnveness of the 1ncorrect responses, ‘called
distractors, is also examined. ' '

Item dlfﬁculty The aim of any instrument is to differentiate among pepple accordmg"

to how much they know or can do. Items which everyone gets nght or anyoﬁe gets
wrong do not provxde any ugormatxon about the differences. m abxlxty among those
taking the test. ‘Therefore, items should be selected which some: 1ndxv1duaLs get right’
and others get wrong. A good test item is one where students /who have: reached
certain levels of skill or knowledge will r,esper{d correctly, while those who lack that
knowledge or skill will not. Statistic:al item difficulty is actyally the percentage of
students who make the correct responses to an item. For. norm- |

eferenced tests, item
ldxfﬁculnes of 30% - 70%’ /Are generally considered satxsfactory.* Usually items which
nearly everyone gets r1ght or everyone gets wrong are ehmxnated from the test since
they contribute little to its ultimate purpose. However, on 1nstruments ‘where you
. need to measure students with wide ranges of ability, such as la.nguage proficiency
;1nstruments, it is necessary to include some items which are very easy and also some
wh1ch are difficult for most of those who will be tested.

*Tﬁe forr}{ula for cal'ﬂ::ulatmg item difficulty (I.D.) iss -

1.D. = number of individuals making correct response
.-total number of individuals who took the test

Often this number is multiplied by 100 and reported as a number between 0 and 100.




In some cases, it may be desirable to include several easy items (i.e., those which
nearly.everyone gets correct) at the begxnnxng of the test to help students relax and
build their confidence. o ' ' *

!

Discriminating Power i- Discriminating power looks at who responds Eorrectly to each
item. A good item will discriminate between those who have reached a given? level in
the developmental sequence of language acqmsmon and those who have not. Students _
- who have mastered the partxcular aspect of language ‘being’ assessed should respond E
~ correctly. However, we do not know which students have mastered each aspect of

language (which is. why we are assessing them). Thus, performance on each individu
item is compared to overall performance on the complete 1nstrument. Students wljo
demonstrate a h1gh degree of prof1c1ency on the 1nstrument as a whole should be moge
hkely to respond cotrectly ~to any 1nd1v1dual item. ‘'Only items ‘where students wi h
hxgher overall performance do better than students with ‘lower: overall perform
should be mcluded in’ the instrument. : _ T

‘e i q ‘. ’:‘\ . -
sttra(;tablhg When multxple choice 1tems have a low difficulty or d1scr1m1nat1ng

power, 1t may4 be helpful to examine. the pattern of responses to determine possible
: ~causes of‘ thé problerﬂ T.here ‘are often readlly identifiable reasons for students\
pxckirig a’ certam 1ncorrect response (distractor). Also, if no one selects a given
d1stractor, it should be replaced with a more plausxble choice. If students who are
known to be proﬁment speakers of the native language frequently select a certain
incorrect response, ‘it often means the question is misleading. or .ambxguous or
‘ something about the particular distractor is causing the problem. In.any case, the '
.item should be improved .or discarded. This is -alsotrue,for any item with
| unsatisf'actory item difficulty.or discriminating power. Naturally, if items are-going
to be 'discar'ded due to unsuitability, it is necessary to include more items in the pilot
‘ test than are needed for the final version of the test. - |
After the unsatisfactory items‘have been discarded and the instrument arranged in its
final form,” 1t must be fxeld-tested to estimate the- rehabxhty and validity of the test
for its 1ntended purpose. Reliability measures how consistent the instrument is, i.e.,
would ~students: .be judged approxxmately the same if they were administered the
instrument two or more times. Vahdxty examxnes how well the instrument does what
it is supposed to do, i.e., does it really measure n3tive language proﬁcxency.
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Reliability - Data from one or more field-test admxnxstratxons of the instrument are
used to calculate estxmates -of )relxabxlxty. Rellabilxty ‘is usually reported as a
correlation coefficient, which has a range of 0 to 1. For estimates of relxablllty,
coefﬁcuents of .85 or better are considered to be very good and around .70 generally |
considered to be satxsfactory. Correlatxon coefﬂcxents are est1mates of the degree of .
the relationship or how things "go together" ‘l'he larger the coeff1c1ent, the greater
the relationship between two séts of data. |

For exa.rnple, with test-retestreliability (see page 13 for a deﬁnition), a group of
students is g1ven the same instrument thce within a relat1velywshort perxod of txme,
usually less than two weeks. Since It is assumed that the students’ knowledge ha& not
changed too much between ‘the first and second testing, they should get abou""'the
same score both times if’ the test is reliable. The more rellable the test, the more

B cat

‘similar the student scores will be- on the ‘two administrations. -

It is important to decide .which type of reliabilitj?"""ls most ap.propriatfe and feasible
before conducting the field-testing so that ne@sary:’data can be collected. A more’
detailed description and def1n1txon of dxfferent types of relxabllxty ar en on pages
12-13. :

to compare the results of the fiel 'test with estimates of the native language*ablllty
provided by the student‘s teacher, parents, or someone else who is fluent in tlﬂ '
language. ~ Hopefully, the test and this 1nd1vxdua.l ]udgment will pro%d’e $1

vahdlty are g1ven on pages 13-14.

NORMING

\ ! AN
v

Norms prov1de the 1nformatxon needed to interpret or give meaning to an 1nd1vxduaf’§z -‘,

(3

score. The process of constructing norms involves two steps:

1) Admxhlstermg the final form of the instrument to a representative sample :
of students which includes all ages and ability levels for whom lt will be B
used.

-



2" 'Convertmg the resultmg raw scores to standardized score:) g+, percentile
ranks), using a transformation based on the theory of the ngrmal curve and
the dxstrxbutxon of traits within a population.

An individual's score can be compared. to the scores from this norm group to establish
his or her nanve language ability relative to other students of the same age or grade.
In addmon,, Technical Paper No. 7 by Wood and Tallmadge in the ESEA Title I°
Evaluation and Reporting System, "Local Norms", provxges a more in-depth but simple

presentation on the topic.

S : : o N _ ’ !
lﬁistinguishing features of American Indian languages have belen emphasized related to |
the dxfﬁculty of desxgning tr1bal language proﬁcxency instruments. The development:
of norms for American- Indxan language proﬁcxency assessment instruments is a task
which has been undertaken by few tribal language grm,lps. In Peach Sprmgs, Arizona,
the Hualapax Oral guage Test is currently undergomg standardization of data to
estabhsh thexr loal norms. The reader is referred to’ Appendxx Cc for further

mfor matiaon on thxs 1nstrument.




3 o
~ CONCLUDING REMARKS

In conclusion, American Indian Language Proficiency As?éssment: Considerations and

Resources has presented insights and guidelines for establishihg viable instrumentation _
for assessing the oral language proficiencies of a unique population--American Indian
children. | __ -

_Manj considerations have been ‘analyzed in examinin<g what is imiolv_ed in assessing oral

native language proficiency‘ applicable to tribal groups. It is hoped that school
perg;nnel, parents, and resource people involved will take care in examining the major
aspects outlineci in this 'gﬁlide in designing appropriate in_.;struments for their sthdents.

. \ . l ; . . . \ -
Schools serving Indian students should.bc:'T cognizént of the foll,owing considerations:

P o T
.,

. gsyessment is necessary in' determining accurate
placement and in designing a propriate curricula for Indian bilingual children,
Such a process will enable schools to focus more effectively on the unique needs
of Indian students. ‘o , - o

Native laﬁguage proﬁciencﬁ

In concert with the Indian community, schools should develop ‘a philosophy and .
‘policy statements which promote the improvement of educational programs and
opportunities for Indian children with unique language and cultural backgrounds. *
" A school committee will help this process. e

..., The school commijttee should decide and select approaches whick would best .
%" assess native oral-language proficiency of Indian students. This cominittee must
1. “consider the numerous areas discussed in this document, including: 1) linguistic
. ¢ elements ofsthe particular language group, 2) appropriate testing-standards and
procedures, and 3) educational applications which would best serve the needs and
" backgrounds of Indian students. ' - :

Native oral language proficiency: és.sgss_me_'nt is a trél:endous chéileﬁge,., The intent is
that strategies to meet this challenge-will result in improved education for children
whd deserve, a chance to beneﬁ\t:_;._' from relevant curricula with the assistance of
.appropriate language pr’oﬁcigr;icy,‘_}éé.?éssment. - ' '

It is the hope of thé‘contri_li@été&o this document that American Indian groups will

utilize the American Indidn Lahigiage Proficiency Assessment: Corisiderations and .
Resources - to work in coordination with schools to improve Indian education and to -
_preserve what is inherently traditional. . :i:I%’ o '
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Peach Springs Elementary District No. 8
P.O. Box 138 .
Peach Spr1ngs, AZ 86434

Dr. Akira Yamamoto (Hualapal)
Department of Linguistics
University of Kansas

‘Lawrence, KS 68045
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‘Peach Springs Elementary District No. 8

P.O. Box 138
Peach Springs, AZ 86434
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P.O. Box 138
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Ms. Mamie Harper (Mohave)

Tribal Education = -
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Camarlllo, CA 93010 -

Dr. Pamiela Munro (Mohavé‘)
Department of Linguistics

3
University of California - Los Angeles

Los Angeles, CA 90024 y

<

S

Dr. Leanne Hinton (Havasupai, Hualapal)
Department of Linguistics .

University of California

Berkeley, CA 94720 Vi

Dr. Lynn Gordon (Marxcopa)

'Department of English
" Washington State University

Pullman, WA .99164

| _AthabaScan Languages

38 . ..'
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"’ University of New Mexico
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University of Arxzona Math 203
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Mr. Fernando Escalante (Yaqui)
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Dr. LaVerne M.,Jeanne (Hopl)
Box 279 .
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APPENDIX B (tontxnued) : | )
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Bilingual Education Service Center g
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Tempe, AZ 85281

: ':' Dr. Edward Kennard (Hopl)
785 Akard Drive
Reno, NV 89503

Dr. P, Dav;d Seaman (‘Hopx) e
Committee on Linguistics ... e
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-

The: Anzona Department of Educatxon, Bxhngual Educatgn Unit maxntams a resource hst of

additional people knowledgeable in the various language
‘able ‘to provide some_invaluable service to Amgt
exploring the language in depth with a native cpn
guage in an acage

lang;.pge and/or explorxng the |

mily groups. These people may be
: ’B\dxan,commUm‘txes in areas suc
:,. iy iryEtist who is well-versed the
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e AMER!CAN lNDIAN LANGUA_

ESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

v .’

The followxng Amencan Indxan Language Profxcxency Assessment Instruments have been
developed and are: currently in use. They may be. utxhzed ,as samples for the loca.l
development of language profxcxency assessment 1nstruments.

N

L. Hualapa1 Oral Language Test

Corftact person° G _\Lucﬂle Wataho )gxe : ' L
. .7 Peach Springs Elementary. ‘School sttnct No. 8 o
Cas T L L PUO, Box 138 , S .
\ . .""Peach Springs, AZ 86434 ...
y o -Phone° (602 769-2202

2. Borrégo Pass School Navajo Profxcxency Assessment .

Contact person-"’“ ~ William J. Kniseley: - o |
SRR Borrego Pass School \ “ B

: P.O.Drawer A: R et
~ Crownpoint, NM 87313 S e e
Phone: (505) 786—5237 REE

2 3. The Wmdow Rock Oral Language Test -
IO Nava]o/Enghsh Bxhngual Profxcxency ’

Contact person: Marie Arvxso _ - R
- :,\‘-,.,\“,.,,,Wxndow Rock School D strict No. 8-\: S
C w7 PWOLBox 559 TN
v . .Ft. Defiance, AZ 86504
" .+ Phone: (602) 729-5705
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_ © REFERENCE NOTES.

et ? ° B -

-The Proﬂcxency Scale was taken from the Wxndow Rock Oral ‘!.anguage Test
.which was, also adapted from the Foreign Service Instxtute (FSI). 3

a - °

The Guldehnes for Developxng New Instruments were adapte& from the Language

L ‘Assessment Manual, Resources for Developing a Student Placement System for |

Bilingual ’ Programs, Bouthiwest Regional Laboratory for Educatxonal Research
and Development inLos Alamxtos, CA: 9.0720. . .

Some xnformatton xncluded in Estabhshmg a Language Data Base was excapted
and adapted: from ‘an unpublished manuscript. of the Native Amerxcan Materxals
DeVelopment Center in Albuquerqde,New Mexxco. S
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