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The NASP Practice Model



Nondiscriminatory Assessment Options

Individualized Test Data

Records Review
Work Samples
Portfolios
Interviews (parent/teacher)
Observations (classroom)
Progress-Monitoring Data
Curriculum-Based Measurement
Dynamic Assessment
State-mandated Test Scores
Language Proficiency Test Scores

ADVANTAGES
Measures what student has actually been taught
Permits examination of learning and progress
Information is more relevant to instruction/intervention
Relies on a wide and diverse range of data/information
Avoids dealing with test validity issues

DISADVANTAGES
Standard for true peer comparison remains problematic
Not many training programs teach dynamic assessment
Eligibility criteria may be difficult to demonstrate
5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŀǎŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴƻǊƳǎ
Requires significant foundational knowledge of issues 

ADVANTAGES
Measures what student can actually compared to others
Eligibility criteria easier to demonstrate with numbers

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



I. Assess for the purpose of intervention 

II. Assess initially with authentic and alternative procedures

III. Assess and evaluate the learning ecology

IV. Assess and evaluate language proficiency

V. Assess and evaluate opportunity for learning 

VI. Assess and evaluate relevant cultural and linguistic factors

VII. Evaluate, revise, and re-test hypotheses

VIII. Determine the need for and language(s) of formal assessment  

IX. Reduce potential bias in traditional assessment practices 

X. Support conclusions via data convergence and multiple indicators 

Pre-referral procedures (I. - VIII.)
Post -referral procedures (IX. - X.)

Addresses 

concerns 

regarding 

fairness and 

equity in the 

assessment 

process

Addresses 

possible 

bias in use 

of test 

scores

Nondiscriminatory Assessment Framework



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

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

The Provision of School Psychological 
Services to Bilingual Students



Fundamental Requirements for Evaluation

According to the NASP Position Statement:

ñNASP promotes the standards set by the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004) that require the use of reliable 
and validassessment tools and procedures.ò (p. 2; emphasis added).

NASP (2015). Position Statement: The Provision of School Psychological Services to Bilingual Students. 
Retrieved from http://www.nasponline.org/x32086.xml

http://www.nasponline.org/x32086.xml


²ƘŀǘΩǎ the Problem with Tests and Testing with ELs?

Development Varies by Experience ïNot necessarily by race or ethnicity 

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 
Ƴŀȅ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ άƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳέ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƴƻǊ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ŦǊƻƳ  
formal education as native English speakers.

ά¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŘƛǎƻǊŘŜǊ ƛǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

childΩs performance differs significantly from peers with similar experiencesΦέ όǇΦ млрύ 

- Wolfram, Adger& Christian, 1999



ÅTest items  
(content, novelty)

ÅTest structure  
(sequence, order, difficulty)

ÅTest reliability                            
(measurement error/accuracy)

ÅFactor structure                         
(theoretical structure, 
relationship of variables to each 
other)

ÅPredictive Validity
(correlation with academic 
success or achievement)

Å Incorrect Interpretation 
(undermines accuracy of 

evaluative judgments and 

meaning assigned to scores)

NO BIAS POTENTIAL  BIAS

ñAs long as tests do not at least sample in equal degree a state of saturation [assimilation of fundamental 

experiences and activities] that is equal for the ónorm childrenô and the particular bilingual child it cannot be 

assumed that the test is a valid one for the child.ò                                                                    Sanchez, 1934

Å Construct Validity 
(nature and specificity of the 

intended/measured constructs) 

When a test 
measures an 
unintended 
ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΧ

For ELs, the Problem is Test Score Validity



Main Threats to Test Score Validity for ELLs

άaƻǎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΧǊŀǘƘŜǊ 

than ELL and non-9[[ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΧΦ! ƳŀƧƻǊ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ 

these studies is that the category Hispanic includes students from diverse cultural 

backgrounds with markedly different English-ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΧΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 

ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 9[[ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻƴ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦέ

Lohman, Korb & Lakin, 2008

Developmental Language Proficiency ïNot Language Dominance

Acculturative Knowledge Acquisition ïNot Race or Ethnicity 

ά²ƘŜƴ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƻƴ 

whom a test was standardized, then the use of the norms of that test as an index for 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛƴƎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜǎ 

Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦέ

Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1991



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?

ÅModified Methods of Evaluation

ÅModified and altered assessment

ÅNonverbal Methods of Evaluation

ÅLanguage reduced assessment

ÅDominant Language Evaluation: L1

ÅNative language assessment

ÅDominant Language Evaluation: L2

ÅEnglish language assessment

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity



ISSUES IN MODIFIED METHODS OF EVALUATION

Modified and Altered Assessment:

Åuse 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

Åin efforts to help the examinee perform to the best of his/her ability, any process involving ñtesting the 
limitsò where there is alteration or modification of test items or content, mediation of task concepts 
prior to administration, repetition of instructions, acceptance of responses in either languages, or 
elimination/modification of time constraints, etc., violates standardization even when ñpermittedò by the 
test publisher except in cases where separate norms for such altered administration are provided

Åany 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

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

Åa 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 

Åbecause the violation of the standardized test protocol introduces error into the testing process, it cannot 
be determined to what extent the procedures aided or hindered performance and thus the results 
cannot be defended as valid

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity



ISSUES IN NONVERBAL METHODS OF EVALUATION

Language Reduced Assessment:

Åñnonverbal testing:ò use of language-reduced ( or ónonverbalô) tests are helpful in overcoming the 
language obstacle, however:

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

Åsome tests remain very culturally embeddedðthey do not become culture-free simply because language is 
not required for responding

Åconstruct underrepresentation is common, especially on tests that measure fluid reasoning (Gf), and when 
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 and Gc) and mathematics (Gq)

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

Å language reduced tests are helpful in evaluation of diverse individuals and may provide better estimates of 
true functioning in certain areas, but 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 and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity



ISSUES IN DOMINANT LANGUAGE EVALUATION: Native language

Native Language Assessment (L1):

Ågenerally refers to the assessment of bilinguals by a bilingual psychologist who has determined that the 
examinee is more proficient (ñdominantò) in their native language than in English

Åbeing ñdominantò in the native language does not imply age-appropriate development in that  language 
or that formal instruction has been in the native language or that both the development and formal 
instruction have remained uninterrupted in that language

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

Ånative 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

Åwhether a test evaluates only in the native language or some combination of the native language and 
English (i.e., presumably ñbilingualò), the norm samples may not provide adequate representation or any 
at all on the critical variables (language proficiency and acculturative experiences)ðbilinguals in the 
U.S. are not the same as monolinguals elsewhere

Åwithout a research base, there is no way to evaluate the validity of the obtained test results and any 
subsequent interpretations would be specious and amount to no more than a guess 

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity



ISSUES IN DOMINANT LANGUAGE EVALUATION: English

English Language Assessment (L2):

Ågenerally refers to the assessment of bilinguals by a monolingual psychologist who had determined that the 
examinee is more proficient (ñdominantò) in English than in their native language or without regard to the 
native language at all

Åbeing ñdominantò in the native language does not imply age-appropriate development in that  language or 
that formal instruction has been in the native language or that both the development and formal instruction 
have remained uninterrupted in that language

Ådoes 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

Åevaluation 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

Åthe 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 experiences)ð
dominant English speaking ELLs in the U.S. are not the same as monolingual English speakers in the U.S.

Åwith an extensive research base, the validity of the obtained test results may be evaluated (e.g., via use of the 
Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix) and would permit defensible interpretation and assignment of meaning 
to the results 

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity



Evaluation 
Issuesand 
Methods

Norm sample 
representative

of bilingual 
development

Measures a 
wider rangeof 
school-related 

abilities 

Does not 
require the 
evaluator to 
be bilingual

Adheres to 
ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΩǎ 

standardized
protocol

Substantial 
researchbase 
on bilingual 
performance

Sufficient to 
identify or 
diagnosis 
disability

Accounts for 
variation in 

bilingual 
development

Most likely to 
yield reliable 
and valid data 

and 
information

Provides
extensive data 

regarding 
development 

Modifiedor 
Altered 
Assessment U V V U U U U U U

Language
Reduced
Assessment U U V V U U U U U

Dominant 
Language 
Assessment in 
L1: native only

U V U V U U U U U

Dominant 
Language 
Assessmentin 
L2: English only

U V V V V U U U U

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 school-based learning and development. 

Current Approaches Fail to Establish Test Score Validity



άLǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ-grade English learner at the early intermediate 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 the language development differences between the two 

ƎƛǊƭǎΦ  ! ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ 

ƛǎ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘΦέ όǇΦ плύ

- Fisher & Fry, 2012

Test Score Validity and Defensible   
Interpretation Requires ά¢ǊǳŜ tŜŜǊέ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ

Development Varies by Exposure to English ïNot dominance 

For native English speakers, growth of language-related abilities are tied closely to 
age because the process of learning a language begins at birth and is fostered by 
formal schooling. 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 may begin learning English at various points after birth 
and who may receive vastly different types of formal education from each other.



-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD
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Compared to this group, 
Chaseitoôs score is at the 
9th percentile rank.

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 
requires an unbiased standard for comparison.

RED LINE = Distribution of scores for 
native English student performance

Compared to this group, 
Panchitoôs score is at the 
1st percentile rank.



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

Compared to this group, Chaseitoôs 
score is still likely to be low even if 
he is receiving L1 instruction

GREEN LINE = Distribution of scores for 
native Spanish student performance

84
16

2

<1

98

>99

50

Compared to this group, 
Panchitoôs score is still 
likely to be low even if he is 
receiving L1 instruction

Use of a native-language 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 
requires an unbiased standard for comparison.



PURPLE = Distribution of scores for 
native English or native Spanish 
student performance

BLUE = Distribution of scores for 
ELL student performance
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-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

50

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

16
84

98

>99

2

<1

Chaseitoôsscore

Panchitoôsscore

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

¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ άǘǊǳŜ ǇŜŜǊέ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ƴƻƴ-discriminatory comparison and suggests that 
/ƘŀǎŜƛǘƻΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ tŀƴŎƘƛǘƻ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ 

Compared to a true peer 
group, his score is at the 
46th percentile rank

Compared to a true 
peer group, his 
score is at the 9th

percentile rank



Whatever method or approach may be employed in evaluation of ELLôs, the 

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:

ñDIFFERENCE vs. DISORDER?ò

Simply absolving oneself from responsibility of establishing test score validity, 

for example via wording such as, ñall scores should be interpreted with 

extreme cautionò does not in any way provide a defensible argument 

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 defensible diagnostic inferences with ELLôs 

is to use a comparison standard that represents ñtrue peers.ò

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



According to the APA Task Force on Evidence-based practice in 

psychology (EBPP), evidence-based practice is defined as:

Evidence-Based Assessment

ñthe integration of the best available research with clinical expertise in 

the context of patient characteristics, culture, and preferences (p. 273)

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

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. 



Summary of Research on the Test Performance                         
of English Language Learners

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).

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:

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.



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.

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:

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation



Tests requiring higher levels of 
age/grade related acquisition 
of culture and language result 
in lower mean scores

Cultural Loading and Linguistic Demand

Low Moderate High

Tests requiring lower levels of 
age/grade related acquisition 
of culture and language result 
in higher mean scores

SS = 100                               95                                 90                                85                    80

Subtests can be arranged from high to low in accordance with the mean values reported by empirical studies for ELLs

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation
ELL test performance is a linear, continuous pattern, not a dichotomy.
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S&W 2013 non-EL Standardization
Sample

S&W 2014 non-EL Referred not eligible S&W 2013 EL (with disability) S&W 2014 EL (with disability)

Mean WISC-IV Subtest Scores for Non-EL and EL Group Samples

pcn mr ss bd cd co ln si ds vo

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

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for ChildrenðFourth Edition Among Referred 
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Hispanic Group           Hispanic Group             ESL Group                 Bilingual Group

(Mercer)           (Vukovich & Figueroa)       (Cummins)                  (Nieves-Brull)

(1972)                          (1982)                          (1982)    (2006)

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

Subtest Name Mean SS Mean SS Mean SS Mean SS

Information 7.5 7.8 5.1 7.2
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
PictureArrangement 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 9.7 9.9 8.7 9.5
Coding 9.6 10.9 8.9 9.6

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

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation
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Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

(n=328)

(n=66) (avg. n=222)

(n=690)

(n=86) (n=69)



*Source: Cormier, D.C., McGrew, K.S. & Ysseldyke, J. E. (2014). The  Influences of Linguistic Demand and Cultural Loading on Cognitive Test Scores. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 32(7), 610-623.

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

Highest
Language 
Demands

Lowest 
Language 
Demands

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

Tier 5

Tier 4

Tier 2

Tier 1

Tier 3



Domain specific scores across the seven WJ III subtests according to language proficiency level on the NYSESLAT

Source: Sotelo-Dynega, M., Ortiz, S.O., Flanagan, D.P., Chaplin, W. (2013). English Language Proficiency and Test Performance: Evaluation of bilinguals with the Woodcock-
Johnson III Tests of Cognitive Ability. Psychology in the Schools, Vol 50(8), pp. 781-797.
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Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

The more linguistically 

ñdifferentò the individual is, as 

compared to monolingual native 

English speakers, the more test 

performance drops as a function 

of the linguistic demands of the 

tests administered. 



Source: Dynda, A.M., Flanagan, D.P., Chaplin, W., & Pope, A. (2008), unpublished data.. 

Mean subtest scores across the four WASI subtests and four WMLS-R subtests according to language proficiency level
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Principle 3: ELL performance is moderated by linguistic/acculturative variables

Research Foundations for ELL Evaluation

The more linguistically 

ñdifferentò the individual is, as 

compared to monolingual native 

English speakers, the more test 

performance drops as a function 

of the linguistic demands of the 

tests administered. 



Summary of the Foundational Research Principles 
of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix
Principle 1: EL and non-9[Ωǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻƴ ǘŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ

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 the C-LIM are well supported, it means that 
use of the C-LIM is valid and renders it an example of evidence-based practice. 

ÅThis does not mean, however, that it cannot be improved. Productive research on EL test performance can 
ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƛƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ άŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀǎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /-LIM. 

ÅLikewise, 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. 

ÅUltimately, 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. 


