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The NASP Practice Model

Model for Services
by School Psychologists

PRACTICES THAT DIRECT AND INDIRECT SERVICES
PERMEATE ALL ASPECTS FOR CHILDREN, FAMILIES, AND SCHOOLS
OF SERVICE DELIVERY

Student-Level Services  Systems-Level Services

Interventions and School-Wide Practices to
Data-Based Decision Making Instructional Support to Promote Learning
and Accountability Develop Academic Skills )
. _ Preventive and
! Responsive Services
Interventions and Mental
Consultation and Collaboration Health Services to Develop Family-School
Social and Life Skills Collaboration Services

FOUNDATIONS OF SERVICE DELIVERY

Diversity in Development
and Learning

Legal, Ethical, and

Research and Program Evaluation Profaasionial Bractica

HELPING STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS ACHIEVE THEIR BEST




Nondiscriminatory ‘Assessment Options

gecords Review \ ADVANTAGES

Work S | Measures what student has actually been taught
or : amples Permits examination of learning and progress
Portfolios Information is more relevant to instruction/intervention
Interviews (parent/teacher) Relies on a wide and diverse range of data/information
Observations (Classroom) Avoids dealing with test validity issues
ProgressVionitoring Data ‘ DISADVANTAGES
CurriculumBased Measurement Standard for true peer comparison remains problematic
Dynamic Assessment Not many training programs teach dynamic assessment
Stat dated Test S Eligibility criteria may be difficult to demonstrate
aleémandated [est SCores SAFTFAOdA G G2 FaOSNIFAY al OSNF 35¢
&anguage Proficiency Test Scorgs Requires significant foundational knowledge of issues
ADVANTAGES
Measures what student can actually compared to others
Eligibility criteria easier to demonstrate with numbers
individualized Test Data | I
DISADVANTAGES

Standard for true peer comparison remains problematic
Requires significant foundational knowledge of issues




Nondiscriminatory ‘Assessment Framework

. . D
|. Assess for the purpose of intervention
ll. Assess initially with authentic and alternative procedures
lll. Assess and evaluate the learning ecology Addresses
.- concemns
V. Assess and evaluate language proficiency fr_egard'”g
airness and
_ _ equity in the
V. Assess and evaluate opportunity for learning assessment
process
VI. Assess and evaluate relevant cultural and linguistic factors
VIl. Evaluate, revise, and re-test hypotheses
VIIl. Determine the need for and language(s) of formal assessment J Addresses
possible
IX. Reduce potential bias in traditional assessment practices = b""(‘; s

scores

X. Support conclusions via data convergence and multiple indicators

Pre-referral procedures (l. - Vi)
Post -referral procedures (IX. - X)




The Rrovision 0f SchookiRsychelogical
Senices iazBilipguialtStudents

This document represents
the very first official position
oy NASP on school
psychology services to
pilingual students was
adopted in 2015.

It serves as official policy of
NASP and ispplicable to
ALL school psychologists
whether or not they are
bilingual themselves.

NASP “¢* ‘
e | Position Statement

The Provision of School Psychological Services to Bilingual' Students

According to the National Center for Edncation Statistics (Ang, Hunssar, Kena, Bianco, Frohlich, Kemp
& Tahan, 2011), 21% of schocl-age children ages 5-17 speak a langnage other than English at home.
Althongh English langnage leamers (ELLz), inclnsive of those that are exposed to two oz moge
langnages, are the fastest growing subgroup of students within onr nation’s public schools (NEA,
2007), typically they do not fare well in the U5, educational system. Samson and Lesanx (2009) found
that bilingual students werze undezrepresented in special education in the prmary grades, but
overrepresented begin 1 thied grade. Furthermore, ELLs are nadecrepresented in gifted education
(King, Artiles, & Kozleski, 2009). Inadequate or inappropriate psychoeducationsl assessment practices,
restricted access to effective instruction, lack of naderstanding about langnage acquisition and prior

academic experiences in one or more langnages and associated impact on academic achievement and
grade level expectations, mnappropriate special edncation referral practices, and limited training all have
been found to contrbute to these phenomena (Sullivan, 2011).

Given the increasing diversity of the nation’s public schools, NASP recognizes the eritical importance
of establishing best practices in the provision of school psychology services when working with English
langmage learness. This inclndes supporting stadents with diverse backgronunds by nsing enltmeally and
Lingnistically appropriate methods, inclnding delivery in the langnage that best meets the students’
needs. Schools are expected to provide effective and comprehensive supports and services to help these

stdents sueceed in all domains: academically, socially, behawiorally, and emotionally. School
psychologists should ensure that prevention, assessment, consultation, intervention, advocacy, and
family—school collaboration services for bilingmal students ace implemented effectively.

THE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

MNASP affirms the critical role that enlturally and linguistically responsive school psychologists play i
helping to close achievement gaps and decrease oversepresentation and nadeccepresentation of ELLs in
zpecial and gifted edneation, respectively. Best practices require training that includes, but is not limited
to, the developmental processes of langnage acquisition and acenltration, their effect on standardized
test pecformance, and the effectiveness of mstmctional steategies and interventions. All school
psychologists are responsible for providing equitable and enltirally responsive services to students and
families.

" Whezeas the terms Englich languape Jearmer (ELL) and biliggual are used interchangeably in this document, and whereas
bilingual often refers to an individual with proficiency in two langnages, our use of the term bifingea/is general and intended
to refer to all individuals with any degree of experience in and exposure to 2 language other than English, incinding children
who enter the T.5. school system (ELLs) and for whom English was not the native or heritage langnage. We recognize that
an individual need not be bilinpual to be an ELL, and conversely, an individual need not be an ELL to be bilinpual.

NASP Positlon Statement: Ellingual Services

2015 National Assocation of School Psychoiogisis, 4340 East West Highway, Stz. 402, Bethesda, MD 20814 | www.nasponline.org | 301-657-0270




FundamentalFfRequirements:fankvaluation

According to the NASP Position Statement:

ANASP promotes the standards set by
Education Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004) that require the use of reliable

andvaidassessment tools and procedures.

NASP (2015). Position Statement: The Provision of School Psychological Services to Bilingual Students.
Retrieved from http://www.nasponline.org/x32086.xml
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2V Kat's th@Rreblemwith Testsandrdesting Wit ElLS?

For native English speakers, growth of cognitive abilities and knowledge acquisition

are tied closely to age and assumes normal educational experiences. Thus, age

based norms effectively control for variation in development and provide an

appropriate basis for comparison. However, this is not true for English learners who

YFe YSAGKSNI tAQGS AYy | GYFAY&aAUGNBIlI YEé OdzZ GdzNB vy
formal education as native English speakers.

Development Varies by Experience i Not necessarily by race or ethnicity
G¢KS ‘Iéé O2yaahi RS NJ GAZ2Y AY Iv?)\éﬂf\yEleAéKf\)fEl C)Sﬁééé)f
child@ performance differs significantipm peers with similar experiencBg 6 LJ® mMnap 0
- Wolfram,Adger& Christian, 1999




For ELs;ithe Rroblem is:T&tore\Validity

NO BIAS POTENTIAL BIAS
A ltems A Construct Validity
(content, novelty) (nature and specificity of the

intended/measured constructs
A Structure )

(sequence, order, difficulty)

A Reliability Even whemthe
(measurement error/accuracy) intended variable is
A Factor structure measured,nferences and
(theoretical structure, relationship off mter_prfetatlon may_r_]Ot_be
variables to each other) valid if comparability in
developmentist I O1 Ay I X

A Predictive Validity

(correlation with academic success pr - .
achievement A Interpretive Invalidity
_ _ o (it can undermine the validity of
A Differential Item Functioning evaluative judgments and

(DIF is nobften found) meaning assigned to scores)
AAs | ong as tests do not at | east sample in equal degree a st:
experiences and activities] that is equal for the o6norm chil dr
assumed that the test i1s a valid one for Sanclez t9B84 | d. o




Test:Score 'Validity andDefensible
Interpretation Requirest ¢ NHzS CtnSSNE [ 2

Example of Potential Construct Invalidity: Example of Potential Interpretive Invalidity:

G! aAy3a GKSasS of201azx | NNI§IFSI SING SLYdzOGiRAIYST) KIS NI tAdYS (0KES?
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A test designed to measure visual A test designed to measure English language
processing (Gv) in ELs must avoid ever ability (Geya @ £ A R TireEMglish[ Qa |
reliance on language ability (Gc) or else but poor performance cannot be ascribed to
measurement of visual processing may a potential disability unless developmental

be confounded with language ability. differences in English have been controlled.




Main Threatsttortest ScoreValhdityferlELLs

Acculturative Knowledge Acquisition i Not Race or Ethnicity
G2 KSy | OKAftRQa 3ISySNIf o6FO13aINRBRdzyR SELISNASYyO
whom a test was standardized, then the use of the norms of that test as an index for
SOl ftdzr GAY3 GKIG OKAftRQA OdzNNBY(d LISNF2NXI yOS
YFe 0SS AYEFLILINPLINRI G§SPé
Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1991

Developmental Language Proficiency i Not Language Dominance
Gaz2adald a0GdzRASa O2YLI NBE GKS LISNF2NXYIyOS 27F adidzF
thanELLandne@ [ [ OKAf RNBY GAGKAY (GK2&aS SUKYyAO 3INERdz
these studies is that the category Hispanic includes students from diverse cultural
backgrounds with markedly different Englisi- y 3dz 3S &1 Af f aXPECKAE& NBAY'
ASLI NFOS GKS AyFtdzSyoSa 2F SUKYyAOAGEe FYyR 9[]
Lohman Korb & Lakin2008




Processes andrBrocedures for Addressing TestsScoréivalidity

IX. REDUCE BIAS IN TRADITIONAL TESTING PRACTICES

Exactly how is evidence-based, nondiscriminatory assessment conducted and to
what extent is there any research to support the use of any of these methods in
being capable of establishing sufficient validity of the obtained results?

AModified Methods of Evaluation
AModified and altered assessment
ANonverbal Methods of Evaluation
ALanguage reduced assessment
ADominant Language Evaluation: L1
ANative language assessment
ADominant Language Evaluation: L2

AEnglish language assessment




Processes andrBrocedures for Addressing TestsScoréivalidity

ISSUES IN MODIFIED METHODS OF EVALUATION

Modified and Altered Assessment:

A use of a translator/interpreter for administration helps overcome the language barrier but is also a
violation of standardization and undermines score validity, even when the interpreter is highly trained
and experienced; tests are not usually normed in this manner

Ain efforts to help the examinee perform to the best of
|l i mitsod where there is alteration or modification of t
prior to administration, repetition of instructions, acceptance of responses in either languages, or

el i mination/ modification of time constraints, etc., Vi

test publisher except in cases where separate norms for such altered administration are provided

A any alteration of the testing process violates standardization and effectively invalidates the scores which
precludes interpretation or the assignment of meaning by undermining the psychometric properties of
the test

A alterations or modifications are perhaps most useful in deriving qualitative inforndatibeerving
behavior, evaluating learning propensity, evaluating developmental capabilities, analyzing errors, etc.

A a recommended procedure would be to administer tests in a standardized manner first, which will
potentially allow for later interpretation, and then consider any modifications or alterations that will
further inform the referral questions

A because the violation of the standardized test protocol introduces error into the testing ptacesst
be determined to what extent the procedures aided or hindered performance and thus the results
cannot be defended aslid




Processes andrBrocedures for Addressing TestsScoréivalidity

ISSUES IN NONVERBAL METHODS OF EVALUATION

Language Reduced Assessment:

Adnonverbal testirreguc edsd wfr lommquwagedal 6) tests are helop
language obstacle, however:

A it is impossible to administer a test without some type of communication occurring between examinee and
examiner, this is the purpose of gestures/pantomime

A some tests remain very culturally embedildtey do not become cultufeee simply because language is
not required for responding

A construct underrepresentation is common, especially on tests that measure fluid reaS§nangdwhen
viewed within the context of CHC theory, some batteries measure a narrower range of broad cognitive
abilities/processes, particularly those related to verbal academic skills such as reading and writing (e.g.,

Ga andGc) and mathematic<30)

A all nonverbal tests are subject to the same problems with norms and cultural content as vefb#hasts
is, they do not control for differences in acculturation and language proficiency which may still affect
performance, albeit less than with verbal tests

A language reduced tests are helpful in evaluation of diverse individuals and may provide better estimates of
true functioning in certain areasut they are not a whole or completely satisfactory solution with respect
to fairness and provide no mechanism for establishing whether the obtained test results are valid or not




Processes andrBrocedures for Addressing TestsScoréivalidity

ISSUES IN DOMINANT LANGUAGE EVALUATION: Native language

Native Language Assessment (L1):

A generally refers to the assessment of bilinguals by a bilingual psychologist who has determined that the
examinee is more proficient (Adominanto) in their nati ve

Abeing Adominanto in the napgrapriate developnegent ia tha ladgoages not @ mpl y
or that formal instruction has been in the native language or that both the development and formal
instruction have remained uninterrupted in that language

A although the bilingual psychologist is able to conduct assessment activities in the native language, this
option is not directly available to the monolingual psychologist

A native language assessment is a relatively new idea and an unexplored research area so there is very little
empirical support to guide appropriate activities or upon which to base standards of practice or
evaluated test performance

A whether a test evaluates only in the native language or some combination of the native language and
English (i.e., presumably dAbilingual ), the norm sampl e:c
at all on the critical variables (language proficiency and acculturative experiedidatiguals in the
U.S. are not the same as monolinguals elsewhere

A without a research base, there is no way to evaluate the validity of the obtained test sy
subsequent interpretations would be specious and amount to no more than a guess




Processes andrBrocedures for Addressing TestsScoréivalidity

ISSUES IN DOMINANT LANGUAGE EVALUATION: English

English Language Assessment (L2):

A generally refers to the assessment of bilinguals by a monolingual psychologist who had determined that the
examinee is more proficient (Adominanto) in English than
native language at all

Abeing Adominant o in the napfrdprate developnent i tha ladgoagesor not i mpl y a
that formal instruction has been in the native language or that both the development and formal instruction
have remained uninterrupted in that language

A does not require that the evaluator speak the language of the child but does require competency, training and
knowledge, in nondiscriminatory assessment including the manner in which cultural and linguistic factors
affect test performance

A evaluation conducted in English is a very old idea and a well explored research area so there is a great deal of
empirical support to guide appropriate activities and upon which to base standards of practice and evaluate
test performance

A the greatest concern when testing in English is that the norm samples of the tests may not provide adequate
representation or any at all on the critical variables (language proficiency and acculturative experdences)
dominant English speaking ELLs in the U.S. are not the same as monolingual English speakers in the U.S.

A with an extensive research basee validity of the obtained test results may be evalugeed., via use of the
Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix) and would permit defensible interpretation and assignment of meaning
to the results




Curnrent Approached=aill to [establishelke ScoreValidity
Ev VUuUuuuuu

Assessment

Language
Reduced
Assessment

ulu v v U U U U U
u/lv v UU U U U
\u/vvvv U U U U

Dominant
Language
Assessment in
L1: native only

L2: English only

All approaches are limited in some manner when addressing test score validity and none are sufficient to diagnosis a
disability, account for variation in bilingual development, represent a form or manner that automatically yields reliable
and valid results, and do not provide extensive data regarding cognitive and dxds®al learning and development.




Test:Score Validity and Defensible
Interpretation Requiresi' ¢ NHzS «tnSSNE [ 2

For native English speakers, growth of languiedated abilities are tied closely to

age because the process of learning a language begins at birth and is fostered by
formal schooling. Thus, agmsed norms effectively control for variation in
development and provide an appropriate basis for comparison. However, this is not
true for English learners who may begin learning English at various points after birth
and who may receive vastly different types of formal education from each other.

Development Varies by Exposure to English T Not dominance

GLG A& dzyf A -prade EnglistKiéainer bt thé @y 2niéitediate phase of

language development is going to have the same achievement profile as the native-English

speaking classmate sitting next to her. The norms established to measure fluency, for

instance, are not able to account for tlmguage development differencbetween the two

JANI &40 I 4SO2yR lylfeara 2F (KS &aGddzRSydQa LINEINS
Ad 61NN YISR®PE O0LID nno

- Fisher & Fry, 2012




The validity -of -an interpretation regarding disability
requiresan unbiased standard for.comparison.

Compared to this group,

) Chaseitobs score is at t he
Compared to this group, oth percentile rank.
Panchitods score I s at t

1st percentile rank. \

h e

RED LINE = Distribution of scores for
native English student performance

98

>99

-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

Using an inappropriate comparison group makes it appear incorrectly
that both Chaseito and Panchito may have some type of disability.




The validity -of -an interpretation regarding disability
requiresan unbiased standard for.comparison.

Compared to this group, Chaseitobs
Compared to this group, score is still likely to be low even if
Panchitods s c o heisrecsiving ltliinstiuction
likely to be low even if he is o
receiving L1 instruction GREEN LINE = Distribution of scores for
\ @ native Spanish student performance
. 516/_\84

98

-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

Use of a nativéanguage group remains an inappropriate comparison and continues to make
it appear incorrectly that both Chaseito and Panchito have some type of disability.




The validity -of -an interpretation regarding disability
requiresan unbiased standard for.comparison.

Ch a s e scor® €ampared to a true peer
group, his score is at the

. R 46'™ percentile rank
Panchscore 0 s

Compared to a true

peer group, his \ @ @

score is at the 9th

' : 84 PURPLE = Distribution of scores for
percentile rank : 16/;- 162 < \ native English or native Spanish

. / student performance

BLUE = Distribution of scores for . .
ELL student performance : 08 98

-1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD
-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD
| 4S 2T | 40 NHzZS LIS Sliscimirathd arnparishhingd Sugdests that y 2 Y
| KFaSAd2Qa LISNF2NXIYyOS Aada @SN 3IS | yR UKI-U 2y f




The validity -of-aninterpretation regarding disability
requiresan unbiased standard for.comparison.

What ever method or approach may be empl oyed
fundamental obstacle to nondiscriminatory interpretation rests on the degree

to which the examiner is able to defend claims of test score construct validity

that is being used to support diagnostic conclusions. This idea is captured by

and commonly referred to as a question of:

NDI FFERENCE vs. DI SORDER?O

Simply absolving oneself from responsibility of establishing test score validity,

forexamplevi a wording such as, dfall scores shoul d
extreme cautiono does not i n any way provide
regarding the validity of obtained test results and does not permit valid

diagnostic inferences or conclusions to be drawn from them.

The only manner in which test score validity can be evaluated or established
to a degree that permits valid and defensi bl
Il s to use a comparison standard that represe




EvidenceBased Assessment

According to the APA Task Force on Evidence-based practice in
psychology (EBPP), evidence-based practice is defined as:

Nt hhe I ntegration of the best availabl e
the context of patient characteristics, culture, and preferences (p. 273)

Evidence-based practice within the context of psychoeducational
evaluation has never gone much beyond an over-reliance on the
validity of standardized tests. But without inherently fair norm
samples, the only recourse for individual practitioners is to apply
research on the use of standardized tests with English learners.
This becomes, in effect, evidence-based assessment.

Source: American Psychological Association (2006). Evidence-Based Practice in Psychology, American Psychologist, pp. 271-285.




Summary-of Research-on the ‘Test-Performance
of English Language Learners

Research conducted over the past 100 years on ELLs who are non-disabled,
of average ability, possess moderate to high proficiency in English, and tested
in English, has resulted in two robust and ubiquitous findings:

1. Native English speakers perform better than English learners at the
broad ability level (e.g., FSIQ) on standardized, norm-referenced tests
of intelligence and general cognitive ability.

2. English learners tend to perform significantly better on nonverbal type
tests than they do on verbal tests (e.g., PIQ vs. VIQ).

So what explains these findings? Early explanations relied on genetic
differences attributed to race even when data strongly indicated that the test
performance of ELLs was moderated by the degree to which a given test relied
on or required age- or grade-expected development in English and the
acquisition of incidental acculturative knowledge.




Research Foundations for ELL: Evaluation

Historical and contemporary research has tended to ignore the fact that
ELLs do not perform at the same level on ALL nonverbal tests any more
than they perform at the same level on ALL verbal tests.

Instead, it appears that test performance of ELLs is not a dichotomy but
rather a continuum formed by a linear, not dichotomous, attenuation of
performance.

This means, a third principle is evident in the body of research on ELLs
but has not been well understood or utilized in understanding test
performance:

3. Test performance of ELLs is moderated by the degree to which a
given test relies on or requires age- or grade-expected English
language development and the acquisition of incidental
acculturative knowledge.




Research Foundations for ELL: Evaluation

EL test performance is a linear, continuous pattern, not a dichotomy.

Developmental Linguistic and Knowledge Requirements of a Test

I I I »
I I ;

Moderate High

a
—

Low

The more a test requires agmsed developmental language proficiency and acculturative knowledge, the more the effect oprfesiance.

SS =100 95 90 85 80

For ELs, tests that require
little or no levelof agebased
acquisition ofanguage and

cultural knowledge yield For ELs, tests that require full
scores _at or close to the or highlevels ofagebased
normative mean. acquisitionof language and

cultural knowledge vyield
scores much lower than the
normative mean.




Research Foundations for ELL: Evaluation

Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Mean WISEV SubtestScores for NoiEL and EL Group Samples
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S&W 2013 non-EL Standardization S&W 2014 non-EL Referred not eligible  S&W 2013 EL (with disability) S&W 2014 EL (with disability)
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Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Childrend Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.




Research Foundations for ELL: Evaluation

Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Hispanic Group Hispanic Group ESL Group Bilingual Group
(Mercer) (Vukovich & Figueroa) (Cummins) (Nieves-Brull)
(1972) (1982) (1982) (2006)
_____

Information

Vocabulary 8.0 8.3 6.1 7.5
Similarities 7.6 8.8 6.4 8.2
Comprehension 7.8 9.0 6.7 8.0

Digit Span 8.3 8.5 7.3 *
Arithmetic 8.7 9.4 7.4 7.8
Picture Arrangement 9.0 10.3 8.0 9.2
Block Design 9.5 10.8 8.0 9.4
Object Assembly 9.6 10.7 8.4 9.3
Picture Completion 97 0.9 8.7 9.5
Coding 9.6 10.9 8.9 9.6

*Data for this subtest were not reported in the study.




Research Foundations for ELL: Evaluation

Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

2006 Nieves-Brull (N=66) 1984 Cummins (avg. n=222)
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a8

a6 R

' . {
- q . ~
—~—-
94 l ag 4 ~ .
92 1
-
oa 4 g5 4
88 ~ ~
~ ag | . .
| I s
84 . . . . . . . 75 4 . . . . . . . . -~
pC od oa bd pa sl [ ar Wi in ] ] Vi in

cd [+1d oa b pa ar ds

2013 Styck & Watkins (n=86) 2014 Styck & Watkins (N=69)
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Research Foundations f&LEvaluation

Principle 3: EL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Table 3. Variance Explained by Exogenous Variables (Individual Test Performance) by Age Group.

Variance explained

) Individual test 7-10 I1-14 15-18
Highest

Language Tier 5 Verbal Comprehension JI .86¢ 8l
Demands General Information TEE .85¢ 86°¢
Concept Formation 67¢ W &7F

Tier 4 Visual-Auditory Learning 400 375 A4lb

Delayed Recall Visual-Auditory Learning 3% .32b 37°

Analysis Synthesis 29> 44b A7b

Sound Blending 255 320 355

Auditory Working Memory 22> 44b 32b

Retrieval Fluency 22b 225 .28b

Tier 3 Memory for Words .18b 328 23

Numbers Reversed A7P 26P 300

Pair Cancelation B 9 il 1P

Rapid Picture Naming 16> 072 16>

Incomplete Words A3 315 23k

Tier 2 Visual Matching .13b 150 J16P

Decision Speed .I2b 15b A9k

| Auditory Attention 100 200 5P
Lowest Spatial Relations .08 .léb .16b
Language Tier 1 Planning .072 J28 dle
Demands Picture Recall 02 \ 06° A 2T

*Source: Cormier, D.C., McGrew, K.S. ¥sseldykel. E. (2014). The Influences of Linguistic Demand and Cultural Loading on Cognitive Test Scores. Journal of Psycimaéducatio
Assessment, 32(7), 6623.




Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Domain specific scores across the seven WJ Ill subtests according to language proficiency level on the NYSESLAT
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The less developmental proficiency
compared to monolingual native English
speakers, the more test performance
drops as a function of the linguistic
demands of the tests administered.
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Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Mean subtest scores across the four WASI subtests and four WMLS-R subtests according to language proficiency level
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The less developmental proficiency compared to )
monolingual native English speakers, the more
test performance drops as a function of the
linguistic demands of the tests administered.
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Principle 1: ELand nén[ Qa LISNF2N)XY RAFFSNBydate 4 GKS oNRIR

Principle 2: ELs perform better on nonverbal tests than they do on verbal tests.

Principle 3: EL performance on both verbal and nonverbal tests is moderated by linguistic and
acculturative variables.

Because the basic research principles underlying théMCare well supported, it means that
use of the €.IM is valid and renders it an example of evidehased practice.

A This does not mean, however, that it cannot be improved. Productive research on EL test performance can
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A Likewise, as new tests come out, new research is needed to determine the relative level of EL
performance as compared to other tests with established values of expected average performance.

A Ultimately, only research that focuses on stratifying samples by relevant variables such as language
proficiency, length and type of English and native language instruction, and developmental issues related
to age and grade of first exposure to English, will serve useful in furthering knowledge in this area and
assist in establishing appropriate expectations of test performance for specific populations of ELs.
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