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Abstract of Dissertation

Equity for Limited English Proficient Students Redjag Assessment and Effectiveness of
Testing Accommodations: A Study of Third Graders

This study focused on the aspect of the No Chilid Behind Act (NCLB) and
the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) thauee the inclusion of all limited
English proficient (LEP) students in testing sitoas, simultaneously making an effort to
close the achievement gap. NCLB indicates that etathk is to assess students in a
language and form that facilitates an accurate nstaieding of what LEP students know
and can do. Using a representative sample of ¢nade students from a linguistically
diverse school district in Virginia, this study wasnducted to see if modified-English
translation accommodations assist LEP studententodstrate their mathematics content
knowledge, concurrently eliminating language bastién Virginia, mandatory state
assessments are administered in English and LEIRrggioften encounter testing
difficulties due to a lack of English proficiendyow scores on these assessments result
in LEP students being placed in inappropriate acadé&acks, being retained an
additional school year, and being offered limiteddemic opportunities, all resulting in a
lack of confidence. In some cases, LEP studentsraable to graduate.

This study aimed to use an experimental mixedyaesi determine whether third
grade LEP students perform better on mathemats=saments that are linguistically
modified and translated into Spanish. The findioGhis study suggested modified-
English, translation accommodations improve LEP 2 gtudents mathematics content
knowledge. The modified-English, translation accardation did not significantly

improve LEP 3 & 4 student mathematics test scdres indicated as a student’s English



proficiency improves, the modified-English, trarigla accommodation is not necessary.
This study was intended to provide policy makessght into whether modified-English

translation would be considered a viable accommaadbr the LEP population.
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Chapter 1

Overview

The equity of education for Limited English Pradict (LEP) students is of great
concern to American educators and policymakers. isERe term that is used currently
in the United States to describe language minstitgents receiving language support
services in school while they acquire English. 8ib665, there has been an increase in
immigration to the United States. Schmid (2001) nogred about one in every five
individuals under the age of 18 is either an imamgror has parents who are immigrants.
Just as the school-aged LEP population througheubtnited States has experienced
significant growth, so has the school-aged LEP fadfmn in Virginia. Since 1992, the
number of LEP students in Virginia public schodds Imore than tripled, resulting in
students residing in the state that speak morelh8rdifferent languages and
representing more than 72 countries (Virginia Dapant Of Education, 2004). Concern
for LEP students continues to grow as the numb&E®sT students entering American
schools increases while remaining the lowest aamgepopulation in both reading and
mathematics (Reardon & Galindo, 2009).

School divisions in Virginia have responded to fibderal requirements under the
reauthorization of the Public Law 107-110, the Nol€Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) by including LEP students in testing sitaais and making an effort to close the
achievement gap. Menken (2009) declared high-stastisig is the central focus for
NCLB because the tests are used to hold each sahswict, and state accountable for
student performance, allowing the federal goverrrteebe in control of the U.S.

education system. NCLB mandates a 95% participatitmand calls for all students in



U.S. schools to achieve a level of proficient atestassessments. NCLB also requires
that all LEP students become proficient in Englighile reaching high academic
achievement standards in reading/language artsnatttematics. Furthermore, NCLB
requires that LEP students participate in annuadl@mic assessments in
reading/language arts and mathematics [Public L@xXv1110, Sec. 1111(b)(3)(A)]. A
consequence of NCLB is that students excluded testing previously because of a
physical or psychological disability or becausdimited proficiency in English are now
to be included. One of the major contributing fasto this perceived underperformance
is the linguistic complexity of the assessmentsedipHofstetter, & Lord, 1998, 2004;
LaCelle-Peterson & Rivera, 1994; Menken, 2008; Rebin, 2010; Solano-Flores, 2008;
Wright & Li, 2007). Because LEP students by defomthave not acquired English
proficiency, assessments administered in Englishmoa provide a true indication of
LEP test performance by making the content diffiamd the results invalid (Menken,
2008; Robinson 2010). The linguistic complexitytlid assessment can affect the
student’s test performance in content areas sutdngsage arts, mathematics, and
science (Robinson, 2010).

Menken (2008) suggested that a test given in Engb LEP students is not a
valid measure of academic content knowledge. Thleision of LEP students on
standardized assessments that are intended foertatglish speakers has raised issues
under NCLB. The tests that are administered anmegogsed for purposes beyond what
the creators of the tests had intended. One mdachiving inclusion of LEP students
IS using assessment accommodations. Butler, SteapdCastellon (2007) define

assessment accommodations for LEP students ondagde content assessments as the



support provided for students during a test, eitheyugh modification of the test itself or
through modification of the testing procedure, éphstudents access the content in
English and better demonstrate what they know. Eogbievidence in this research
study included translation of test items (Abedird,o& Hofstetter, 1998; Anderson,
Jenkins, & Miller, 1996; Hofstetter, 2003; Milléddkum, Sinai & Miller, 1999; Robinson
2010)andtesting LEP students with a modified-English assesg (Abedi & Lord,

2001; Abedi et al., 1998; Abedi, Lord, Hofsteti@rBaker, 2000; Brown, 1999;
Lotherington-Woloszyn, 1993; Rivera & Stanfield 02). The current study determined
the effectiveness of translating a mathematicssassent that is modified linguistically
from English to Spanish, the students’ native laggy which is an understudied
accommodation (Abedi et al., 1998; Hofstetter, 20R0@inson 2010). Research on the
effectiveness of translating mathematics is lackimith only two studies found. One
experiment was conducted on eighth grade studer8suthern California, and it
suggested the language of the assessment shoudld thatlanguage of instruction
(Abedi et al., 1998; Hofstetter, 2003). In the setexperiment, conducted with a
nationally representative sample of kindergartesh fast grade students, Spanish-
speaking LEP students performed significantly bettemathematics assessments when
tested in Spanish rather than English (RobinsohQP0t was examined in the current
study whether a translated, modified-English mathiéza assessment can improve test
scores for a representative sample of third grag@eniSh-speaking LEP students in

linguistically diverse suburban school districMA.



Statement of Problem

Assessments in English are constructed for Englieficient students who are
instructed in English. The achievement gap betwdd? students and English proficient
students is larger on tests that are consideregbleantinguistically. The linguistic
complexity of the assessment does not necessagifygune the student’s understanding of
the content of the assessment. This may increaasurement error, affecting the
validity and reliability of the assessment admgriet in English (Abedi, 2004).

NCLB established federal education policy for thated States with a focus on
accountability and high-stakes testing. Therensaadate for LEP students to complete
high-stakes testing and most states implementeN@ieB requirement to measure
academic achievement by administering the sameatdized tests as those being
administered to native English speakers (Menke@820Nith NCLB'’s initiative to
assess students in a “language and form” (Sec.(b(BLC)(ix)(lll)) that facilitates an
accurate understanding of what LEP students knal\can do, LEP students are
provided with assessment accommodations intenddistioguish between the student’s
language proficiency and content knowledge. Themcaodations provided by some of
the states are extended time, test translationistrenuse of bilingual dictionaries
(Menken, 2008). There is variance at the statd letien determining the appropriate
accommodations, if any, that are allowed (River@@lum, 2006).

With the federal mandate in place, the inclusiobeP students on large-scale
assessments is a critical issue nationwide. Maegtipns remain on how to achieve this
goal effectively. Several states have implemented@modation and modification

strategies to assist the LEP students in testingt®ns. However, there is still little



known about the appropriate accommodations andfroations or the validity of the
assessments when accommodations and modificatiensead.

It is of utmost importance for educators and patiakers to take into
consideration the educational planning and edoity.EP students in large-scale
assessment programs. Current federal policy ansldéign emphasizes standards-based
assessment and accountability. The federal pofi¢yG1B lacks specific guidance and
does not address specific accommodations requyédB students. With the student
population growing more diverse, including minommpups with minimal or no English
language capability, policy makers, administratarg] educators need to reevaluate the
way instruction and assessment are conducted \Ehdtudents. This research
investigated the performance of LEP students omthematics assessment that was
developed based on the Virginia Standards of Lagr(bOL). The investigation
included performance of students with and withbetaccommodations of modified-
English and translation on a mathematics assesdméetp determine whether
modified-English and translation can be used act¥fe tools to support inclusion of
LEP students. Although there is evidence for thectiveness of translating a
mathematics assessment from English into a stugleative language (Abedi et al.,
1998; Anderson, Jenkins, & Miller, 1996; Hofstett2003; Miller, Okum, Sinai &
Miller, 1999; Robinson 2010), the accommodatiotraihslation is greatly understudied
(Hofstetter, 2003; Rivera, Collum, Willner, & S2006).

Purpose
This study extended the research of Abedi ett898) and Robinson (2010) by

examining the impact of testing accommodationsgi§pally modified-English and



translated version of the 2001 SOL assessmened &gtthe linguistically diverse

school district mathematics department for thirgldgr LEP students based on the
Virginia SOL. This study examined the extent to evhstudent test scores differ on a
standard released 2001 mathematics assessmenthieovirginia Department of
Education and a modified-English, translated versibthe mathematics assessment that
aligns the mathematics content to the standardoreos the assessment.

Inaccurate reporting of the mathematical skillslf&P students based on
assessment scores has serious consequences YatuatdLEP students and their schools
(Robinson, 2010). The results of such assessmentssad in student promotion to the
next grade level and tracking decisions (Robin20i0; Solorzano, 2007), which means
that these students may repeat content and bedplaeglower track, where there is
slower-paced instruction (Oakes, 2005). Furthermaoeecurate reporting of scores for
LEP students previously resulted in sanctions foeftire school (Abedi, 2004) and now
could result in schools being labeled as focusriaripy schools (Virginia Department of
Education, 2012) because of the continued incraasashool-level accountability under
NCLB.

LEP students need accommodations (Rivera et@g)2hat provide linguistic
support intended to address the source of congtrettvant bias for LEP students; a
mathematics assessment that is translated intstudent’s native language is an example

of such accommodation.



Resear ch Questions

This study was designed to answer the followingstjons concerning modified-
English, translation accommodations provided to IsERlents as measured by student
achievement:

1. Are there differences in math achievement testescamong third grade LEP
students based on a standard mathematics assessrdenmodified-English,
translated mathematics assessment?

It was hypothesized that math achievement tesesamong third grade
LEP students would be greater on a modified-Engtisimslated
mathematics assessment than on a standard matbgesgessment.

2. Are there differences in math achievement testescamong students based
on four levels of language proficiency?

It was hypothesized that there would be differenoenath achievement
test scores among third grade LEP students bas&miptevels of
language proficiency. LEP 3 & 4 students would edagher than LEP 1
& 2 students on both assessments. LEP 1 & 2 stademild score greater
gains than LEP 3 & 4 students when given the medlitnglish,
translation accommodation as opposed to the stdmdathematics
assessment with no accommodations.

Statement of Potential Significance

This study has significance for many reasons. i8sussed, the topic of English

language proficiency assessment is controvers@us® of the lack of research,

differences of opinion on who should be involve@dgsessment, what should be



assessed, what accommodations should be providddylzether the results of the
assessment are valid and reliable. The study asktidbe question of whether the
language acquisition theories that emphasize thetaxity of language and the
accommodations given to those students during sxseas is reflected in the outcome of
the third grade mathematics assessment based dfirgreia SOL.

Assessment has become a challenging and critipad in all of education.
Assessment of LEP students is particularly cruagglause, as these students increase in
numbers, greater attention is being given to teeucational needs and assessment,
which are integral parts of a successful educatipregram. “Understanding the issues
concerning instruction and assessment of ELLs the@litmost importance given the fact
that ELL students are the fastest growing studeptfation in the United States” (Abedi,
2007, p. 3).

The determination of accommodations becomes sogmififor the LEP
population for several reasons. The limitationis¢dl resources is also an issue that can
cause state assessment programs to lack qualityeotld (Toch, 2005). State and district
systems are vulnerable to the same issues th&t telthe academic achievement
assessment programs. These issues include theflaakable assessment personnel at
the state and district levels; politics; and postenggles impacting key decisions for
adjustments in requirements that create systemsitbanore dependent on convoluted
formulas than assessment of real children (Johr&tGostello, 2005; Toch, 2005).

The lack of research and information on accommodsiand assessments that
prove to be valid and reliable is also a signiftdasue. This research addressed questions

that are being debated by policy makers, governmiictals, and educators. The



findings of this research study provide meaningfth on a.) the performance of LEP
students with differing degrees of language preficy on a mathematics assessment
based on the Virginia SOL and b.) the effectiversdgesting accommodations,
specifically modified-English, translation of tetgms for LEP students. It is the intent
that knowledge gained through this study will assiates, counties, and school districts
in making more informed decisions with regard taiculum, instruction, and
assessments for LEP students. It also aims tat @ssiss, counties, and districts in
making more informed decisions with regard to tegaccommodation policies.
Theoretical Framework

This study was based on two related theories afrately determining LEP
student content knowledge by providing LEP studerntis accommodations: translation
(Robinson, 2010) and modified-English (Abedi et #098). The two overlapping
theories of Robinson and Abedi et al. affected hiosvcurrent study was conducted by
providing both the translation and the modified-Estgaccommodation in order to
determine accurately LEP student content knowlebigerder to understand student
assessment with a focus on language minority stadens important to understand the
content that is being assessed. The assessmeshtmdd provide accurate information
on student learning, progress, and achievementn\dbsessing LEP student
understanding of content, LEP student languageisitign should be taken into
consideration to ensure valid and reliable testltesThe development of English
language proficiency assessments required by NGldBallenging because of the
difficulties assessing language. One means of aiciyenclusion of LEP students is

through the use of assessment accommodations.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework

This study was anchored in a three-part concefrtaimework: 1.) the theoretical

framework consisted of two overlapping theorieg #ftected how the current study was

shaped to determine accurately LEP student cokteawledge by providing translation

accommodations (Abedi et al., 1998; Anderson, Jenl& Miller, 1996; Hofstetter,

2003; Miller, Okum, Sinai & Miller, 1999; Robins@®10) and modified-English (Abedi

& Lord, 2001; Abedi, Lord, & Hofstetter, 1998; Akhedlord, Hofstetter, & Baker, 2000;

Brown, 1999; Lotherington-Woloszyn, 1993; Riverés&anfield, 2004); 2.) language

acquisition theory and the sequential order offlizay language and content (Cummins,

1980, 2001; Krashen, 1982); and 3.) national pediaf NCLB and IDEA and the ways

10



in which they impact language policy and assessiioetEP and special educations
students (Menken, 2009).

L EP learning and language acquisition theory.

The second element of the conceptual framewodnguage acquisition theory —
is rooted in the degree of language proficiency éhstudent has obtained and its effect
on the student’s academic achievement. According@tB, all students are required to
participate in state math assessments regardlegsather the student has become fully
proficient in English. Researchers have addredseddntinuum of language proficiency
and the amount of time it takes to reach proficgeinca second language.

Researchers continue to struggle with a validnikin of English language
proficiency that includes language learning thesorgl the needs of individuals, while
educators are making decisions on a daily baswlather students have attained
English proficiency or not. There are many différstandards in states and classrooms
that determine when a student is considered Enphsficient. The second language
acquisition theory according to Cummins and Krashiest LEP students need five to
seven years to comprehend grade-level contentbmagken into consideration when
instructing LEP students and developing assessméhtsP students’ content
knowledge.

Assessment and accommodation policy.

With NCLB, assessment has become a necessaryfgattaol for all school-
aged children. Most states have implemented NClgBirements to measure academic
achievement by administering the same standardigeelssment to LEP students and

native English speakers. An assessment administei®&adglish to LEP students is not a
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valid measure of academic content knowledge. NChB IBEA are federal education
policies that require states to assess studemttaimguage and form that is most likely to
yield accurate assessment results in specific nbateas.

In summary, this three-part conceptual framewaknawledges: a.) the
difficulty of determining the correct testing acammdation for LEP students; b.) the
theories of second language acquisition and theuatad time it takes to learn content
knowledge; and c.) NCLB, IDEA, and the impact omgaage policy. Consequently, this
study examined if there was a difference betweetestt test scores when given testing
accommodations, specifically translation and medHiEnglish for third grade LEP
students to determine if in fact language may bareble in determining student
achievement.
Summary of the M ethodology

To determine which accommodations are suitabléhidiverse needs of LEP
students with regard to standardized assessmbisstuidy investigated LEP student
achievement based on two strands of Virginia SOtheraatic assessments. The
Virginia SOL assessments are the state standardsssbsments that report academic
achievement. The first assessment was administatedho accommodations and a
second modified-English, translated mathematicsssssent developed by the school
districts mathematics department was administéddterences in test scores
demonstrated to what degree, the modified-Englrsinslated version of the assessment
is a predictor of achievement on the standardizedssments. A mixed design statistical
technique was utilized to determine differencesveenh mathematics test scores among

third grade LEP students based on a standard matlesnassessment and a modified-

12



English, translated mathematics assessment andefels of language proficiency. The
mixed design determined if there were two mainaff@nd an interaction between
variables through one analysis.
Delimitations

This study included delimitations. Roberts (208d)ined delimitations as factors
that establish the boundaries of the study andhatee control of the researcher. The
delimitations of this study are minimal and incll&eSpanish-speaking third grade
elementary students from a linguistically diverskaol district, which include LEP
students at levels 1, 2, 3, and 4 of language @eoicy. This study was delimited to three
elementary schools within the suburban schoolidisifhe schools were chosen based
on having a large population of LEP students. Tleentary schools that participated in
the study administered a mathematics assessmesd baghe Virginia SOL with the
following accommodations: a.) standard mathematkesn with no accommodations for
all students; b.) modified-English, translation &birstudents. Elementary schools within
the school district may or may not have a high IdéPulation and within the LEP
population, this study is delimited to only the 8is&-speaking LEP students. Finally,
this study was delimited to the timeframe rangirggr May 2011 to July 2012.
Limitations

This study was limited by the extent to which kP students understood the
content in the 2001 released mathematics assessmigin the two strands of
Computation and Estimation and Number and Numbes&eT he third grade LEP
students were administered the assessments aidid the 2010-2011 school year;

therefore, it was assumed that the students wardida with the math content and that

13



this was not a limitation. However, the numberlofd grade Spanish-speaking LEP
students in the sample was a limitation. The study also limited in that the LEP
student responses in the suburban school distagthrave differed from LEP student
responses in the rest of the United States.

While this study examined the dependent variabituaent achievement based
on the language of the assessment, the use ofafianshas been used only twice in the
past in relation to student achievement (Abedi.etl898; Robinson, 2010). As with
those two studies, the present study included &saarce bias because the mathematics
assessments measured both the mathematics contaviekige as well as the language
of the assessment.

Additionally, achievement of LEP students on stadi&zed mathematics
assessment may or may not be a result of the |gegofahe test. Studies have indicated
that, as the language demands of individual teststdecrease, the performance gap
between the LEP students and the English profigtmient also decreases (Abedi et al.,
2004). Other studies have indicated that assessméehEP students in their native
language do not always result in valid inferenaascerning their academic achievement
(Abedi et al., 1998). Other factors that may infloe LEP student achievement on
assessments, such as additional accommodations;essmnomic status, quality of
teachers, and disabilities, were not consideredigstudy.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the ingliesting accommodations,

specifically a modified-English, translated versadrthe 2001 SOL assessment that was

created by the school district’s mathematics depant, for third grade LEP students

14



based on the Virginia SOL. This study examinedi{a)extent to which student test
scores differ on a standard released 2001 mathesregsessment from the Virginia
Department of Education and a linguistically magtifiEnglish, translated version of the
assessment that aligns the mathematics conteimé tetdndard version of the assessment
and (b) the extent to which test scores differ agnibird grade LEP students based on
four levels of language proficiency. This studymx@ed a modified-English, translated
assessment to determine if these accommodatioreseffective for elementary students.
This study was based on a three-part conceptuakfnenrk: 1.) the theoretical
framework, | used the two overlapping theories #eaturately determine LEP student
content knowledge by providing translation (Robms2010) and modified-English
(Abedi et al., 1998) accommodations; 2.) languaggiaition theory and the sequential
order of learning language and content (Cummin@12Brashen, 1982); and the
national policies of NCLB and IDEA and the waysanhich those policies impact
language policy and assessment for LEP and speshi@lations students (Menken, 2009).
This study is of great importance because sectldid B)(C)(v) of the NCLB Act of
2001 requires that LEP students participate irestahtent assessments. NCLB also
states in Section1111(3)(C)(v)(ix)(Ill) that LERidéents “shall be assessed in a valid and
reliable manner and provided reasonable accomnoydatin assessments” to yield
accurate data on what such students know and canad@demic content areas until
such students have achieved English language [@ofi. Therefore, all LEP students
must participate in the Virginia assessment progiarmnhapter 2, a review of current

literature on the relevant topics of NCLB, IDEA athe way that they impacts language
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policy, language acquisition for LEP students, aocommodations given to the LEP

students and students with disabilities on assessmell be provided.
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Chapter 2

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) intentsclose the reading and
math achievement gap. Parkinson (2009) highlightatd NCLB has become an
important political component of public educatiorddow standardized test scores
measure the value and effectiveness of educatios political economy shapes our
schools, curriculum, and instruction, and leaviée Iroom for differentiation among
school systems. NCLB has developed a political esgnbased on individual needs and
background differentiation through standardizaton skill-based learning. As NCLB
has gained influence over public education, stathded testing and test scores have
become of utmost importance.

Studies exploring accommodations, specifically rfiedtEnglish and translation
into the LEP student’s native language, are retitifew in number. Conducting such
studies is important for multiple reasons. Fiisg LEP student population continues to
grow across the United States (Peregoy & Boyle828@hmid, 2001). Second, all LEP
students are required to be tested and each stgiteen discretion as to which
accommodations, if any, are permitted. Third, altjloliterature suggests that test
accommodations may assist LEP students (Abedi,e2@04) and that administering
assessments in the student’s native languagesasst EP student (Robinson, 2010), no
study examines student performance on a modifigglifinassessment that is translated
into the student’s native language.

This literature review explores LEP student leagnhassessment policy for LEP
students, and assessment accommodations provitedht@.EP students and students

with disabilities. This chapter will discuss wayswhich linguistic modification (Abedi,
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Hofstetter, & Lord, 1998) and test translationhe students’ native language (Robinson,
2010) influence the performance of students witlying levels of English language
proficiency. The chapter will also provide an ovew of LEP student learning and
theories of second language acquisition (Chomsg§61Cummins, 2001; Krashen,
1985). Federal and state testing policies and ssselated to the assessment of LEP
students and students with disabilities will berexeed. The chapter will discuss several
test accommodations, including: modified-Englishnslation, oral administration,
allowing extra time, and providing dictionaries.elthapter will establish the need to
further investigate the impact of various test acowdations of LEP students as a means
to understand their academic achievement in math.

This literature search included sources from 19680112 in which LEP students,
assessment, and accommodations were identifiedyatekms. English language learners
(ELLs), student achievement, native language tediosl, and linguistic modifications
were other search terms utilized. The Academicc®elremier, Education Research
Information Clearinghouse (ERIC), JSTOR, and Pra&Qekectronic databases were
reviewed. Books from the fields of assessment, &itlut, policy, and second language
acquisition also were used. The literature incluhetthis chapter was gathered and
reviewed from January 2009 through April 2012.

Theoretical Framework

In order to understand student assessment wihues fon language minority
students, it is important first to understand tbetent that is being assessed. An
assessment tool or system, whether it is standatdiorm-referenced, criterion-

referenced, alternative, summative, or formativeusth provide accurate information on
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student learning, progress, and achievement. Costt@ndardized assessments
administered to the LEP population are meant tosameaeach student’s understanding of
the content. However, when assessing an LEP stgderderstanding of the content,
language acquisition should be taken into consioter&o ensure valid and reliable test
results.

The development of English language proficienseasments required by NCLB
is challenging because of the difficulties assesknguage. Gottlieb (2006) suggested
that the assessment of LEP students is more cortipdexthe assessment of English
proficient students because the assessment of Ugergs involves measurement of both
language proficiency and academic achievement.

Butler et al. (2007) define assessment accommuuafor LEP students on large-
scale content assessments as the support prowdstliflents during a test, either
through modification of the test itself or througiodification of the testing procedure, to
help students access the content in English artdrlmEmonstrate what they know.
Empirical evidence in the current study will inciutksting students in their native
language, (Abedi et al., 1998; Robinson, 2010)tasting LEP students with a modified-
English assessment (Abedi & Lord, 2001; Abedi et1#198; Abedi et al., 2000).

Native Language Translation

LEP students must be able to process the langdaagsessments and
differentiate cultural meanings within the assessnteor the LEP population, the
assessment becomes a test of language proficierecgegree. The Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing indicates @htast that employs language is, at

least in part, a measure of language skills AmarkEducational Research Association
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(AERA), American Psychological Association (APAndaNational Council on
Measurement in Education (NCME), (1999). Therefememe assessments may not be an
accurate reflection of the student’s content knolgée

NCLB provides guidance for the LEP population irctg® 1111(3) (C) that
requires states to test limited English proficigtotdents with “assessments in the
language and form most likely to yield accurateadat what such students know and can
do in academic content areas, until such studexus achieved English language
proficiency.” The use of assessments in the LEBesttis native language (other than
English) is allowed for a timeframe of three yedrsywever, NCLB allows schools to
extend the time for an additional two years if stiedent’s lack of English proficiency
would result in invalid and unreliable assessmestiits (US Congress, No Child Left
Behind Act, 2001). Therefore, if a student’s Englianguage proficiency is limited and
creates a barrier in assessing his or her contewledge, then the assessment should be
given in the student’s native language.

Anderson, Jenkins, and Miller (1996) analyzed diata the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) specid/s&tudents were instructed to
respond to mathematics items in their preferreduage, Spanish or English. The results
suggested that translated versions of items maianst been parallel to the original
English versions in measurement properties. A lpageentage of Spanish items were
found to have poor item statistics, dissimilaritoge for the English versions. English
learners responded to two-thirds of Spanish itentifferent ways. In addition, as many
as 10% of English learners answered some itemaghidh and some in Spanish, rather

than all items in one language only, as instructed.

20



The translated version of the assessment, whighnoiahave been parallel or
aligned to the original English version of the asseent (Anderson et al., 1996), would
result in invalid test scores. Furthermore, thelshis did not respond to the test items in
only one language as instructed, which also waedd ko misleading assessment results.
Future studies need to be certain that test itenEnglish are aligned to the content of
the test items in the translated version of thesssent.

Abedi et al. (1998) conducted an experimental stfdly;,394 eighth grade
students in Southern California to determine matters performance with
accommodations. The researchers provided threereliff mathematics booklets. The
mathematics booklets included the standard Engkssion of the assessment, the
Spanish translation, and the modified-English wersf the assessment. The test
booklets were assigned randomly to students witleir mathematics classrooms. The
researchers found that Hispanic English learneis iebeived English language
instruction scored higher on the mathematics asssssin English than their peers who
were administered the same test in Spanish. Steigdrd received mathematics
instruction in Spanish performed significantly heglon the assessment with items
translated to Spanish than students with the semesiin English, either modified or
original.

Abedi et al. (1998) used random sampling, whicldgié an unbiased sample.
The unbiased sample, coupled with the large sasipée led to the sound generalization
that the language of instruction should be theuagg of the assessment. The current

study will used a comprehensive sample of partrdgp&om three elementary schools
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within a linguistically diverse school district an effort to make sound generalizations of
the assessment data collected.

Hofstetter (2003) replicated the study of Abedale{1998) by examining the
performance of 849 students on mathematics tessitkerived from NAEP. Eighth grade
LEP and non-LEP students were included, predomiyahHispanic descent. Students
were assigned randomly a modified-English assessmaemriginal Spanish translation,
or no accommodation with original English. Hofs¢e{t2003) found LEP and non-LEP
students who received mathematics instruction igligim and received the modified-
English accommodation had slightly higher test esdhan peers with no
accommodation. Students who received the origipahh accommodation tended to
perform lower than students who received no accodation. For students instructed in
English, the original Spanish accommodation hadgative, but not significant,
influence on their NAEP mathematics test score$? kiidents with the original Spanish
accommodation scored about the same on the NAERematics test as LEP students
with no accommodation. When the language of infitsaavas Spanish, the original
Spanish accommodation aided LEP students but notB® students.

Similar to Abedi et al. (1998), Hofstetter (2003ed random sampling, which
yielded an unbiased sample. The unbiased samplplaezbwith the large sample size in
both studies, led to the generalization that thgirmal Spanish accommodation assisted
LEP students when the language of instruction e Sh. | plan to provide an
assessment that allows the student to read thesassat in English as well as view the

Spanish translation. This assessment strategywilnplemented in an effort to
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eliminate the linguistic barrier and allow the LEfRedents to show the mathematics
content that they have mastered.

Translation of test instructions, rather than tieshs, has also been used as a form
of a test accommodation. Miller et al. (1999) cortedd a study of LEP accommodations
for 601 eleventh grade students in 17 districthiwiilO counties in New Jersey. The
accommodations included translation of instructi@xdra time, a bilingual dictionary,
and both extra time and dictionary. All LEP studeoibtained scores below the minimum
score of 100 for proficiency in reading, math, anding. Students that received
translated instructions scored the lowest mearesdor reading and writing. However,
under the same conditions students received theesignean scores for the math
component. All LEP students scored below the mimmseore of 100 for proficiency in
all subject areas. This finding indicates thatabeommodation of translation of
instructions did not assist LEP students withinheaicthe content areas, but does not
provide conclusive results.

Research findings suggest that testing LEP studilenleir native language will
not in all cases yield more valid inferences alstutient academic achievement in
content areas. The findings suggest that assessimemtanguage other than English
should be administered to students who receiveucisbn in that language or are
familiar with the content terminology in that laregge (Abedi et al., 1998; Hofstetter,
2003).

More recently, Robinson (2010) used the assesstesign of the Early
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Classd888-1999 (ECLS-K), a

longitudinal data set collected by the United St&department of Education. The ECLS-
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K included 21,399 students, a sample that is nalipnepresentative of the United States
Kindergarten population during the 1998-1999 sclyealr. The ECLS-K mathematics
assessments were created by the Educational T&tiwgce (ETS) based on
commercially used assessments such as the Teatlgfathematics Ability, the
Woodcock Johnson lll, and the Peabody Individudti@eement Test. ETS used a
rigorous approach in item translation and validatibhis process involved translating the
original English version items into Spanish, theackstranslating them into English, a
review of items by developmental and Spanish lagguexperts, comparisons of actual
versus predicted item performance, and item-resptreory fit statistics. These methods
revealed no consistent evidence of item-level &fféce., it is unlikely that any effects
observed are caused by poor item translation) laungl the two versions of the
assessment functioned in a similar manner. Robifmamd that Spanish-speaking
students performed significantly better on mathé&satssessments when tested in
Spanish rather than in English in both kindergaaed first grade.

Robinson’s (2010) data set allows researchersnergéze the findings that
translation of test items in a student’s nativeglaage will allow the student to perform
better on assessments. Furthermore, the high-gtedit translation process provides
validity to the findings that a test administeradiistudent’s native language results in
students demonstrating their mathematical skilleave used a similar technique that
assures high-quality test translation. The mathiesassessment was written in English
and includes Spanish translation. The modifiedigaref the assessment was translated
by a Bilingual Family Resource Assistant in ArlingtCounty and reviewed by several

second language specialists who speak Spanish.tiiéittmpirical evidence provided by
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Robinson (2010), the current study is viewed thiotig lens that the quality of
translation will allowSpanish-speaking LEP students to perform signifigdoetter on a
mathematics assessment when assessed in SpatestuioaEEnglish.

Abedi et al. (1998) and Hofstetter (2003) found tHespanic English learners
who received English language instruction scorgtidri on the mathematics assessment
in English than their peers who were administehedsame test in Spanish. Robinson
(2010) also explored language of instruction anohé with his younger population, no
evidence that the language of instruction modertteckffect of the translation in the
spring of kindergarten and first grade. Regardéésshether the students received
instruction in Spanish or English, the effect oingeassessed in English was negative.
With the conflicting evidence that the languagenstruction plays any role in student
achievement, language of instruction was not iredas a variable and views this topic
as viable for future studies.

The impact of testing accommodations was examusegifically, a modified-
English test that is translated and read aloudrépeesentative group of third grade LEP
students within a suburban school district bot&mglish and Spanish in an effort to see
if test scores are improved. Third grade studergshe youngest student population
involved in the mandatory Virginia SOL assessmé&hts LEP population could
potentially suffer due to low test scores earlyhieir academic path. This study was
intended to demonstrate that using a high-quadsy translation in a student’s native
language will result in young LEP students perfergnsignificantly better on a

mathematics assessment when assessed in SpamestdinEEnglish.
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Modified-English

A student cannot demonstrate content knowledge BBehas mastered in areas
such as mathematics, science, or history if hderisunable to interpret the vocabulary
and linguistic structure of the test. Studies hawmpared student scores on the NAEP
test items with parallel-modified items in whicletmathematics task and mathematics
vocabulary are presented on the assessment blaningage has been modified (Abedi et
al., 1998; Abedi & Lord, 2001;). The accommodatudmmodified English involves the
rewording of test items to minimize construct-ienednt linguistic complexity (Abedi et
al., 2004).

Abedi et al. (1998) examined the impact of languagelification on the
mathematics performance of LEP students and Engtsicient students. The
researchers used mathematics items from a 1996 NAdgEfh grade bilingual
mathematics book in order to construct three sépéeat booklets: original English,
modified English, and original Spanish. The tesikets were assigned randomly to a
sample of 1,394 eighth grade students in schodlsmgh enrollments of Spanish
speakers. The study resulted in improved performand9% on items that were
modified linguistically for the students.

With this empirical evidencprovided by Abedi et al. (1998), this study was
intended to show that LEP students will perforrmgigantly better on a mathematics
assessment when given the modified-English accormatiod

In a different study, Abedi and Lord (2001) exandinlee effects of language
modification of test items with 1,031 eighth gragler southern California. The NAEP

mathematics items were modified in an effort toumdcomplex sentence structures and
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to replace unfamiliar vocabulary with words thatynb@ more familiar to the students.
Mathematical vocabulary was not altered. The rebeas assigned the English version
as well as the modified version of the assessnoethiet students randomly. The results
highlighted small, but significant differences tdents placed in the low to average
level mathematics classes. Among the linguisticificadions that contributed to the
significant differences were passive voice verls law-frequency vocabulary. The LEP
students and the low-performing students benefitednost from language modification
of the test items.

A Virginia state assessment was used that assalésleisd grade students and a
modified-English version that has been alignedhtogame content standards by the
Arlington County mathematics department.

Abedi et al. (2000) examined the impact of fost Bccommodations provided to
a sample of 946 eighth grade students and complaee@sults to students with no
accommodations. The four accommodations includedifired English, extra time, the
use of a glossary, and extra time plus a glos3dmgse four accommodations in addition
to the standard assessment were assigned randothly ¢ighth grade students. The
researchers found that only the modified-Englistbaumodation narrowed the score gap
between the LEP students and the English profigtments.

The Abedi et al. (2000) study relates to the thedribedi et al. (1998) that the
modified-English assessment accommodation elimsnlatguistic complexities among
LEP students. The study adds to the accumulatettese that modified-English

accommodation allows LEP students to show what kineyv on content assessments.
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Rivera and Stansfield (2001) compared English prafit students on a standard
science assessment as well as a modified sciesessasent administered to fourth and
sixth grade students in Delaware. Six forms ofasgessment were administered: four
were standard English and two were linguisticalhyified versions of the assessments.
There were 9,000 English proficient students whtigpated, but only a small number
of LEP students who participated (6 to 23 LEP stisiper test form). The researchers
found significant differences in test scores. Ttuelg demonstrated that a modified-
English assessment did not affect the test scdriéaglish proficient students. Thus, a
modified-English assessment could be an appropr@emmodation for LEP students.

Brown (1999) examined the effect of modified-Enighsersus the original
English version of a science and a mathematicsasgnt on 305 students in fifth grade
and 161 students in eighth grade. There were mifisignt differences found for LEP,
special education, or regular education studengsther subject or grade level. Brown
compared the performance of these students onplaitthoice as well as open-ended
guestions. In science, high-performing studentebied from the modified-English
version of the open-ended questions on the sci@steThere was no significant impact
of language modification found on the mathematss items. Some students proved to
do better on the modified-English mathematicsitests, while other students performed
better on the original version.

Brown found little difference in student performartetween the original version
and the modified-English version of the assessnvamth may be a result of the low

sample size. Brown’s study also shows the impogari@asking assessment questions in
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a way that the student understands. The studyedila modified-English version of a
mathematics assessment in order to eliminate lstigtharriers.

Lotherington-Woloszyn (1993) assessed the readngpeehension of original
texts and two simplified versions of the assessrwr86 intermediate-proficiency
learners of English as a second language at tivensitly entrance level. No test version
produced significantly better comprehension thanather. However, participants were
able to identify which texts were simplified andutsbrank the original texts as hardest to
comprehend. Although simplifying the text did néfeat comprehension, it did affect the
LEP students’ attitude toward the test. This stadministered assessments to beginning
and intermediate LEP students. In the study of €atiygon-Woloszyn, the simplified text
did not affect comprehension of the intermediatell€ EP students; however, it may
have affected the comprehension of beginning LEBestts.

In the current study, linguistic simplificationdgfined as a change to both the
language structure as well as the vocabulary oftEss. According to Abedi (2006) this
linguistic accommodation is intended to provide L&&dents with a more accurate
assessment. Abedi (2006) discusses that languag®eiish of construct-irrelevant
variance on assessments for students with limitegli&h proficiency. Abedi (2004) aptly
states, “there is no reason why all students shooidhave content-area assessments that
use clear language and provide sufficient timeahHem to show what they know” (p. 17).

Linguistic simplification is supported by the lingtic theory presented by
Cummins. Cummins (2001b) confirmed through hisrbie@endence Hypothesis that
learning one language gives an individual the ghiti learn content knowledge and to

read in another language. Cummins (2001c) proptieechodel of Common Underlying
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Proficiency that illustrated the transfer of knodde learned in one language to second
language contexts. Students who have not yet aatjhigher levels of English
proficiency, may be limited in their ability to trafer knowledge learned in one language
to another language. Cummins (2001b) describegtiéaomenon as the Linguistic
Threshold Hypothesis, which states that students wintain a certain degree of
proficiency in a second language in order to ach@msademic success in that language.
Linguistic simplification on assessments can al&twdents to demonstrate their
knowledge of the content through a language otiaar the language of the assessment.
Cummins (2001a) acknowledged the importance of tastl advocated for minority
students rather than justifying their academiaifailin his Theoretical Framework for
Minority Empowerment. The implementation of lingigssimplification is one way to
advocate for LEP students and allow them to dematestheir knowledge and
capabilities.

Cummins (2001b) Interdependence Hypothesis proviaggdht into how LEP
students learn the reading process in a seconddgegafter first acquiring literacy in
their native language. However, there is a gapenliterature where LEP students do not
obtain literacy in their native language prior@aining a second language. Many school-
aged LEP students face this dilemma in the UnitateS, which leaves the
Interdependence Hypothesis as a limitation in tiveent study.

The current study provided LEP students with a rirediEnglish version of a
mathematics assessment based on Cummins (200Xh)isfic Threshold Hypothesis.
Several studies showed LEP students successfultpistrate their content knowledge

when given linguistically modified English assessatsg(Abedi & Lord, 2001; Abedi et
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al., 1998; Abedi et al., 2000). Several studies alowed LEP students demonstrate their
content knowledge when given assessment translgtioedi et al., 1998; Robinson,
2010). The accommodations for LEP students aredeess their linguistic needs;
language-based accommodations are permitted kxpseintly than other types of
accommodations. There is a heed to examine langhagp accommodations because
they directly address language deficits (RiveranSfield, Scialdone, & Sharkey, 2000).
This study tested students in their native lang{adedi et al., 1998; Robinson, 2010)
with a modified-English mathematics assessment dAkd_ord, 2001; Abedi et al.,
1998; 2000). The next section of the literatureeewdiscusses LEP student learning,
provides an overview and background of LEP studemis discusses social equity for
LEP students.
Limited English Proficient Student L earning

Because the LEP student population continues o guyoss the United States,
(Olson & Goldsstein, 1996; Peregoy & Boyle, 2008hi&id, 2001), a consideration of
the theories of LEP student learning, second lagg@a&quisition, and the time needed to
acquire the English language in order to learnauritnowledge is warranted. The time
needed to learn a second language and the addlitioesthat it takes LEP students to
learn content knowledge in the second language is\portant factor to consider.
Theories in second language acquisition refledtldaning a second language is a
complex process that develops in stages, withitiad $tage occurring after five to seven
years of exposure to the language. At the fingestaf language acquisition, LEP
students have the capability to comprehend andugsethnguage on grade-level in

academic settings (Cummins, 2001; Krashen, 1982).
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Overview and Background of LEP Students

Students who lack proficiency in English becauss gpeak their native
language are called Limited English Proficient () ERidents or English Language
Learners (ELLS). These students come from a vaoktyltural and language
backgrounds. They include immigrants that have rddoehe United States recently as
well as individuals who have been here for genenatand retained their native
language. The ELL term is used interchangeably WHR. The term ELL is used more
frequently because it is viewed in a positive aspsmpposed to a language deficit. This
study will refer to students who lack English petdncy as LEP students.

Since 1965, there has been an increase in imnogragithe United States. One in
every five individuals under the age of 18 is aithle immigrant or has parents who are
immigrants. This group of children comes primafilym Asia and Latin America. There
are greater numbers of LEP students in our natsehi®ols today than in the past
(Schmid, 2001). Students who speak English as@sgdanguage live in all areas of the
United States (Peregoy & Boyle, 2008). States thiéhhighest number of LEP students
are California, Texas, Florida, New York, and is. Recent data suggest that all states
have seen an increase in the number of LEP studateéang American schools (Olson
& Goldsstein, 1996; Schmid, 2001).This growth ip@sted to continue. In light of recent
data about the increase in the number of LEP staagtering schools, it is important to
have an understanding of language acquisition.nExe section reviews theories related

to second language acquisition.
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Theories of Second Language Acquisition

Theories are essential in the behavior scienasoRs (1938) asserted that
empirical science cannot be developed without egfez to generalized conceptual
schemes known as theories. Researchers can n#lyenvestigate all of the facts
concerning a certain phenomenon, but only thosenddemportant to the researcher.
The accumulated facts are always guided by thedbgiructures of a theoretical
proposal.

The time that it takes LEP students to becomageott in English, as well as to
participate in academic assessments in Englishtirggin student achievement, is based
on the second language acquisition theory. Vanatte Williams (2007) state the
importance of taking each word in second languageiaition as its own construct,
which is critical when developing theories relatedhe terms. The researchers referred
to secondas any language other than one’s first language highlighted thatanguage
is deceptively simple as a construct. TheoriststrdeBne language, specifically speech
production, or the unconscious knowledge systerndatains information about
language (grammar). The theory of second languegsition is defined by Chomsky
(1965), Krashen (1982), and Cummins (2001) in a thay explains language, how
second language acquisition comes to be, and fhr@@amate timeframe necessary to
acquire a second language.

Stephen Krashen developed one of the influertiedties in the field of second
language acquisition in the early 1980’s. This tlgeknown as the Monitor Theory, was
the first theory intended specifically for secoadduage acquisition. The Monitor

Theory explains the relationship between acquisiéind learning as well as defines the
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influence of learning on language acquisition. T@nitoring function is a result of
learned grammar. According to Krashen (1981), tlqgiesition system is speech
initiation, while the learning system performs tbée of monitor. The monitor is the
correcting or editing function when the second leage learner has sufficient time to
speak, focuses on the correctness of speech, arskianguage rules, such as grammar.

Krashen’s Monitor Theory is related to Noam Choy'skheory of language in
that both theories believe second language acquis# naturally learned. Chomsky
(1986) articulated that humans have the uniquétybil acquire language. For example,
children approach the task of language acquisitih a great deal of knowledge, they
just need to produce already learned informatiaténeffort to articulate a second
language.

Learning a second language is a multifaceted geotteat develops in stages that
are predictable. In the first stage, children oft&perience a silent period when they
concentrate solely on comprehension and respoing ansin-verbal means of
communication (Krashen, 1985). After the silentiqearLEP students typically begin to
produce one or two words to respond and use sepetitive phrases. Within a year or
two of exposure to the English language, LEP sttgdengage in basic dialogue and
respond using simple sentences. After two or tiieses of exposure to the English
language, they begin to use statements that are coonplex, can sustain longer
conversations, and state their opinions. At thalfatage of language acquisition, after
five to seven years of exposure to the Englishudagg, most LEP students can
understand grade-level classroom activities, aegeedefend academic points, read

grade-level textbooks, and write organized andfigssays (Krashen, 1982). The five

34



levels of language acquisition that Krashen deedrére a general framework for
understanding how LEP students acquire languageever, language learning is an
ongoing process that varies for every child.

The analysis of development of language proficyeanad the amount of time that
it takes LEP students to acquire proficiency in lisigand participate successfully in
assessment created for native English speakefsentral importance. Through his
research, Jim Cummins addressed this fundamemntaept Cummins (2001c) provided
an analysis of the development of language prafayen bilingual children. He
differentiated between two types of communicatimthie second language acquisition
process: a.) Basic interpersonal communications gEICS); and b.) Cognitive
academic language proficiency (CALP). The theogattiifference between BICS and
CALP provides an understanding of the process ajrs# language acquisition. BICS
can be defined as the interpersonal skills thatyewe acquires in their first language
regardless of 1Q or academic aptitude. BICS isrreteto as the cognitively
undemanding manifestations of language proficienagterpersonal situations, which
take approximately two years to acquire (Cummi@§12). Similar to Cummins
assertion, Chomsky (1965) highlighted that phonicklgsyntactical, and lexical skills
necessary to function in everyday interpersonateods are universal among native
speakers. CALP is the dimension of language pexiicy that relates to literacy skills and
is required to manipulate or reflect upon languiaggcademic situations. CALP is
cognitively demanding for the reason that it regsithe ability to comprehend and
produce language in academic settings. Accordir@uimmins (2001c) it takes

approximately five to seven years to acquire CALP.
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Burt and Dulay (1978) discern the difference betweatural communication
tasks and linguistic manipulation, which differecthe quality of language produced.
Burt and Dulay (1978) define the difference betweatural communication and
linguistic manipulation as:

A natural communication task is one where the farfube student is on

communicating something to someone else — an gd#ae information, or an

opinion in a natural manner. On the other han@hgulistic manipulation task is
one where the focus of the student is on perforrthiegconscious linguistic

manipulation required by the task. (p. 184)

Chomsky (1965) claimed that cognitive developmetiibs to plateau around mid-
adolescence, and basic communication skills plaaeaund the ages of five and six.

The implications of Cummins’ second language asitjan theory may be viewed
in the context of the relationship between LEP stus language proficiency and
academic achievement. Cummins (2001c) believedahgtiage minority students
develop BICS more rapidly and then are assumedye Bufficient English language
proficiency to excel in classrooms instructed irgksh as well as take assessments that
are administered in English. Cummins goes on tdlsayeducators and policymakers are
unaware that the curriculum and assessments aidaninistered in English are
cognitively demanding for the language minorit@ammins (1984), aptly stated, “The
failure of educators to take account of this digton between BICS and CALP is
actively contributing to the academic failure afidg@age minority students. (p. 4.)

Cummins (1980a) provided empirical evidence to suplpis theory that it takes

longer for LEP students to acquire CALP than ietko acquire BICS when he reported
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in a study that more than 400 minority languagdédcain were referred for psychological
assessment. The teacher’s referral forms, coupikdtine psychologist’'s assessment
reports, indicated that the children referred heidieo English communicative skills than
academic language skills. This finding shows tHaPlstudents acquire a high level of
English communicative proficiency in a shorter tipexiod than their cognitive academic
language proficiency. The proposed study intendtetermine LEP students’ academic
language as opposed to their communicative skills the administration of a modified-
English, translated assessment.

In another study, Cummins (1980b) showed that imamigchildren who arrived
in Canada after the age of six needed betweerafideseven years to acquire grade-level
English cognitive academic language proficiencye $tudy of minority children referred
for psychological assessment (Cummins, 1980a) elisaw Cummins’ observation of
immigrant children, shows that a high level of Esigicommunicative proficiency in
interpersonal situations can be obtained in fiveewen years.

Wong Fillmore (1979) conducted a one-year longitatistudy that included five
kindergarten Spanish-speaking students who wereitepEnglish. Wong Fillmore
observed the ways in which the Spanish-speakirigreini sought out the English-
speaking students and the interaction betweenhitdren. Three months into the study,
the most outgoing student, Nora, had learned moghgh than the other children by the
end of the year. Wong Fillmore believed that Noeaddity to learn English was a result
of her interests, skills, temperament, and motoregithat in combination made her
unique personality. The researcher suggestedhbatitferences between the five

children in rate of English communicative skillgjacsition had little to do with
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intellectual or cognitive capacity. Therefore, ibwid be expected that Nora would excel
academically and that she would have greater tites&ills over the other children.

Although, Wong Fillmore highlighted in her studyhbasic interpersonal
communication skills can be developed within a yaat that personality could be an
indication of this development, the study did nodw how the acquisition of basic
interpersonal communication skills does or doeselate to the cognitive academic
language proficiency. The researcher highlighteddifferent rates of language
development within her small sample. The proposedysincludes LEP students that
have acquired four levels of language proficierdl/students will take an academic
assessment to see if there is variation in acadaamievement between students at the
various LEP levels.

CALP is different and can be distinguished from BI@ English proficient
students as well as LEP students (Cummins, 19&&9kt Wong Fillmore, 1979). The
empirical data presented in these earlier studifdate the language acquisition theory
that it takes five to seven years to learn acadeamtent in a second language
(Chomsky, 1965; Cummins, 2001; Krashen, 1982).dnths children are being
mainstreamed to English-only classrooms that asteuoted and assessed in English. The
intention of the proposed study is to determineGP students have acquired CALP
based on their designated LEP level on a contesstsament.

Later studies have shown LEP students strugglmBmalish content
assessments. In the state of California, the hlegbd exit exam has been developed for
English speakers and has denied LEP students@dhpdven when the LEP students

have taken and passed all classes required fougtiad. Rogers, Holme, and Silver
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(2006) found, with the exception of special edwrastudents, LEP students were more
likely to fail the California High School Exit Exa@CAHSEE) than all other subgroups.
The CAHSEEassesses students through 72 multiple-choice gussti English-
language arts, one writing task, and 80 multipleiod questions in mathematics.
Students who get 60% correct on the English tedt4d86 in math by the end of their
senior year receive diplomas. The students whood@ass do not receive a diploma,
even if they have passed all of their classes.obigih approximately 20 states have an
exit exam requirement, most allow students to destmate their proficiency through
other means, such as other standardized assessomnte grades, passing classes,
culminating projects, and portfolios of work if th&il the test. In California, no students
are granted diplomas unless they meet the standatdy the state. California is one of
only eight states that automatically deny diplotmastudents who fail the exam. Gandara
and Baca (2008) argued that the California stalieypmakes worse the high dropout rate
among secondary LEP students. The stakes for gsidenvery high. In 2006, 40% of
LEP students failed both language arts and math€Rcet al., 2006). It is imperative to
determine why these students are failing and peoamtommodations or an alternative
way for these students to pass the CAHSEE in dodexceive their diplomas.

Another study conducted by Wright and Li (200R)e@ed that Cambodian
newcomers were not allowed the opportunity to lepade-level content before they
were given the Texas state assessment. The reseaetalyzed the opportunities that
two students from Cambodia had in order to leasemisal math concepts before taking
the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)h test. Qualitative methods

were used to collect data through classroom obBeng interviews with teachers and
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staff, analysis of school documents as well asestudork, and a comparison between
American and Cambodian math textbooks. The resees¢bund that the students’
teacher was practicing for the assessment withabgtade-level materials. Both students
had acquired basic vocabulary and could decodEnlgésh language, but six months
into their fifth grade year they were just begirgto learn fifth grade mathematics
content. It was also found through classroom oladEmn that the students never learned
some of the math content in Cambodia. The Amerieatibook used in this analysis
seemed to only partially represent the Cambodiathenaatics curriculum. A linguistic
analysis determined that there was a wide discpiarthe level of difficulty and
linguistic complexity of the students’ class workdathe TAKS math test.

Texas offers the math assessment only in EnghdhraSpanish. The two
students were assessed in English, which is notriagve language, and both students
failed. Wright and Li (2007) argued that the langgi®arrier, coupled with mathematics
content instructed at a lower level, rendered thtesassessment beyond reasonable for
the newcomers. The current study will be provide&panish to Spanish speaking
students in an effort to eliminate language asradrdo student achievement.

Empirical evidence highlighted that LEP studentsribt pass standardized tests
that were administered in a language they did ndetstand (Cummins, 1980; Rogers et
al., 2006; Wright & Li, 2007). The Title | sectiai NCLB requires LEP students to be
tested in English for the content areas of readimjlanguage arts. This is the case for
students who have attended school in the Unite@$tar three or more consecutive
school years, except where the local educatiorei@gdetermines, on a case-by-case

basis, that academic assessments in another lamgu&yrm would likely yield more

40



accurate and reliable information on what LEP stisl&enow and can do. The NCLB
does not mention testing student’s content knovdadgnathematics, science, or history,
in English. Several states have allowed studentsstan these subjects in their primary
language. The current study tested Spanish-speakidgnts in their native language on
a mathematics assessment. This alternative appreacihesponse to the failing LEP
students. | understand the severe impact for LEéesits. The stakes are very high:
students who do not receive diplomas are 75% iiiaky to be unemployed and are
estimated to have 30% lower lifetime earnings thtadents with diplomas (Rogers et al.,
2006).

Research supports the idea that there is a nefdtip between language
proficiency and academic achievement. Krashen (188d Chomsky (1986) believed
that second language acquisition is naturally ledas long as the children are able to
produce learned information from their native laage. Cummins (2001c) theorized
BICS is acquired before CALP. Cummins articulateat turriculum and assessment
designed for children that speak English are cogit demanding for LEP students.
Cummins (1984) stated that if educators fail teetado account the difference between
BICS and CALP, they are contributing to the failofehe language minority students.

The question of importance is “how long doeskethEP students to acquire
English as a second language and successfullipatt in an assessment designed for
English speakers?” Krashen (1982) claimed, atitiad $tage of language acquisition,
which is five to seven years of exposure to theliBhdanguage, most LEP students can
understand grade-level content. Cummins (1984)ddbat it takes approximately two

years to acquire BICS and five to seven yearstéagirade-level content in English
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regarding CALP. NCLB requires all students, inchglLEP students, to participate in
statewide assessments even if they have not re&hEd. Researchers discuss the
implications for needed changes to U.S. federatpals well as state policy that takes
into account the linguistic demands on state ass&a#s, and provides students with
ample time and opportunity to learn expected cdrliefore taking high-stakes tests
(Gandara & Baca, 2008; Rogers et al., 2006; Wigght, 2007).

The LEP student population is increasing acrosd/tieed States (Olson &
Goldsstein, 1996; Peregoy & Boyle, 2008; Schmid)1d0Because a high percentage of
LEP students are failing assessments based omtjugstic demands of the assessment,
there is a great need to review policy that reguinese LEP students to be tested in a
language they may not understand. In additionyi@weof studies that discuss
accommodations or alternative assessments that BH® students to demonstrate
content knowledge is needed. The following sectwihinclude accommodations for
LEP students in addition to the accommodationsasfdiation and modified-English
discussed above.

Empirical Studies of Assessment Accommodationsfor L EP Students

Several studies have shown that LEP students whe gween linguistically
modified-English assessments can demonstratedbeient knowledge successfully
(Abedi et al., 1998, 2000; Abedi & Lord, 2001). el studies have shown that
translation also assisted LEP students demongkraitecontent knowledge (Abedi et al.,
1998; Robinson, 2010). These studies suggestedating the impact of language
factors on content-based assessments can imprewalidity and reliability of such

assessments for LEP students.
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Butler et al., (2007) define assessment accommmuafor LEP students on
large-scale content assessments as the suppordguider students during a test, either
through modification of the test itself or througiodification of the testing procedure, to
help students access the content in English artdrlmEmonstrate what they know.
Butler and Stevens (1997) listed the following anowodations as appropriate for LEP
students:

e Assessment in native language

e Text changes in vocabulary

e Modification of linguistic complexity

e Addition of visual supports

e Use of glossaries in the native language
e Use of glossaries in English

e Linguistic modifications of test directions
¢ Additional example items/ tasks

Butler and Stevens (1997) support these accomnuodain an effort to create a
fair and equitable content assessment for the lt&gReats. The following empirical
studies discuss the performance of LEP studerndsntent assessments and
accommodations provided to address the difficulitywhe language of the written text.
The accommodations include allowing extra timeyjatimg a published dictionary or
glossary, and computer testing.

Allowing extra time on an assessment is a commomitied accommaodation.
Abedi et al., (2000) conducted an experimentalystiging eighth grade NAEP items

with several accommodations, including extra time glossary, assigned randomly to
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eighth grade students (N = 946). The results shahetdEnglish learners benefited from
extra time, as did students already proficientmglish. The accommodations in this
study did not eliminate or narrow the performanap getween LEP students and English
proficient students, but perhaps should be takendansideration for all students.

Extra time is not always effective. Miller et al999) conducted a study of
eleventh grade LEP students with three accommatiat(a) extra time, (b) translation of
instructions, and (c) bilingual dictionary. Theukls were inconclusive; the mean scores
on the mathematics assessment were highest fargtidiven standard testing
conditions and lowest for students given extra tirfes study included released Virginia
SOL assessment items. The Virginia Department ockton (VDOE) allows all
students to take as much time needed to complelecemtent assessment.

LEP students may benefit from the use of a dictipioa a glossary that provides
definitions or phrases of unfamiliar or difficultonds. Miller et al. (1999) conducted a
study of eleventh grade students who receivediagoihl dictionary for use during
testing. Students who received the bilingual diwiy scored lowest on the mathematics
assessment, indicating that dictionaries may pevtabulary that is too difficult for
LEP students. If this is the case, then this accodation would not be suitable for the
eleventh grade LEP students. Thurlow, McGrew, Tiintlaompson, Ysseldyke, and
Elliot (2000) conducted a reading assessment faclwtommercially published English
dictionaries were provided to urban middle schoafients in Minnesota. The results
indicated that students with self-reported interiatdEnglish reading proficiency
benefited from using the dictionary, whereas seferted weaker readers did not. Abedi,

Lord, Kim, and Miyoshi (2000) conducted a studystafdents (N = 422) in eighth grade
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using NAEP science items in three test formatsof@inal format (no accommodation);
(b) English glossary and Spanish translationsdtected words in the margins; and (c)
customized English dictionary at the end of theé besklet. The three types of test items
were assigned randomly to the students. Engliginées scored highest with the
customized dictionary accommodation. Although alammodations helped English
learners, there was no significant difference foglish-proficient students between test
formats, suggesting that accommodation strategiesat affect the construct. Abedi,
Courtney, Mirocha, Leon, and Goldberg (2001) exa&dithe effects of using both
English and bilingual published dictionaries assacommodation for 611 students in
fourth and eighth grades in various regions ofilhéed States. Both LEP and English-
proficient students were tested in science. Theareters found that providing published
dictionaries was not an effective accommodationtaedadministration was difficult.
The researchers questioned the validity of usipgldished dictionary. They shared that
English dictionaries often revealed content anthdilal dictionaries gave only direct
translation.

Albus, Bielinski, Thurlow, and Liu (2001) conductadtudy of 133 Hmong LEP
students and 69 English-proficient students inghndan middle schools located in
Minneapolis. The students were given a test thatided four reading passages. Two of
the passages were commercially published, mondingcluded a simplified
dictionary, and the other two were given withoulicionary. The students that were
proficient in English and had intermediate readskijs benefited from using a

dictionary; students that reported they were peaders did not benefit.
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Researchers in the previous five studies examimeét¢commodation of using a
dictionary; however, they chose a sample of LEEestts and did not take their reading
level into account. Their findings lead to the das®n that using a dictionary as an
accommodation will not work for all LEP studentgesifically the poor readers (Abedi
et al., 2000, 2001; Albus et al., 2001; Miller ef 4999; Thurlow et al., 2000;). Students
that were literate in English scored better onsmsents when given a dictionary as an
accommodation (Abedi et al., 2000; Albus et alQ20rhurlow et al., 2000). All five
studies provide insufficient information by not itads into consideration the LEP student
reading ability. Good readers benefit from a dieéiy, poor readers do not.

Abedi et al. (2000) conducted an experimental stiglygg eighth grade NAEP
items with several accommodations, including etitree and a glossary, assigned
randomly to eighth grade students (N = 946). Batglish language learners and
English-proficient students scored significantlgher when extra time and a glossary
were provided. Extra time only or a glossary ordyl hess impact. For English learners,
providing only a glossary resulted in slightly lavgeores. Specific accommodations
were not studied in isolation. Consequently, itldowt be determined whether one
accommodation or a combination of accommodationdenaadifference in removing
linguistic barriers.

Abedi, Courtney, and Leon (2003) compared studerfopmance on NAEP
science items of 607 students in fourth grade 45#dstudents in eighth grade 8 who
were randomly assigned a computer-based glossdrg anstomized dictionary. The
computer-based assessment included extra timeaane with a customized pop-up

glossary as needed. The results indicated thataimputer-based accommodation was
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effective for LEP students and did not alter thikdy of the assessment. Abedi (2009)
compared performance of both LEP and non-LEP stsderourth and eighth grades
with and without accommodations. The accommodatiocisided the computerized
administration of a math test with a pop-up glogsarcustomized dictionary, extra
testing time, and small-group testing. Extra timd amall-group testing included only
fourth grade students. The results indicated tbatputer testing was the most effective
accommodation in providing valid and accessiblessments for LEP students in both
grades. The computer accommodation also had pesthects on student performance.
Although in the previous two studies (Abedi, 2088gdi et al.,) computer testing seems
to benefit LEP students, it is difficult to draveanclusion because computer testing was
not done in isolation. Science items were targatesbedi et al. (2003) and math items
were targeted in Abedi (2009), thus researcherkiamt determine whether the
accommodations have an impact in other subjects.

Several important observations are evident fromatredysis of the 26 empirical
studies included in this review. These observatamesnot conclusive, but can provide
direction for future research and policy developmbtost of the studies examined the
effects of the use of accommodations on test scbresany cases several
accommodations were provided at one time for LEBestts; additional studies are
needed that investigate the effects of accommaaatizat are given in isolation. In
determining what accommodations should be usedE®& students, the effectiveness
and the validity of the accommodation should béenwwed. An effective accommodation
should improve performance by assisting LEP stugdtenovercome linguistic barriers. If

an accommodation for LEP students is considerad ttan it should not improve the
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test scores of all students, because it may chidn@geonstruct that is being measured. An
effective and valid accommodation for a particlWl&P group of students may not be
effective and valid for another group of LEP studeifhis study provided LEP students
with a modified-English, translated assessmentdeioto provide clear language so that
LEP students can show what they know on a matheshasisessment.

Social Equity for LEP Students

Attaining and sustaining a quality and equitablecadion is a dream for many
people. The realization of this dream by differemtial groups should have a similar
range of outcomes. As one recognizes the vastriigigan academic achievement in
American public schools, the push for a more elatanstructional design, by means of
assessing academic achievement, is crucial. Rétaerconforming every student’s
performance to monolithic policies and expectatidastors such as the student’s social
and cultural status, specifically the student’gliistic barriers, need to be seen as
contributing elements to the overall level of stutdechievement. As Paulo Freire (1970)
advocates in hiBedagogy of the Oppressele education system is responsible for
organizing experiences that allow students to leament, social and academic skills,
and an appreciation for democratic living as a ezrchanging society and making it
more equitable.

As the United States continues to become more skveulturally and
linguistically, bilingual students have become ohéhe fastest growing groups in public
schools. In 2006, about 20 percent of children &g&g spoke a language other than
English at home (Planty, 2008). This student papards facing large disparities in

educational outcomes. According to Johnson (2G8&)majority of underperforming
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American schools contain large minority and languagnority populations. In response,
some local educational agencies (LEA), such asfMiheeapolis Public Schools, have
launched bilingual education policies, which ensegeaity in education for students who
speak a language other than English. It is alsmrtapt to consider the impact of the
educator’s attitudes and pedagogy on this acadseeitario. The educator’s decisions
can often trump democratic educational aims whaspgse should ensure equal access
to knowledge and opportunity for all students. @ft&P students are condemned to
“lower class” status and other students are liftetintelligensia” status (Freire, 1970).
Students in low-ability classes, LEP students is tlase, tend to receive inferior
instruction compared to their high-ability peersaf@ran, Nystrand, Berends, and
Lepore, 1995).

Testing LEP students with a standardized assessmenmniglish is likely to
underestimate the ability and content knowledgiefLEP students (Abedi, 2004;
Valdez-Pierce, 2003). One of the major factors iwouating to underperformance of the
LEP students is the linguistic complexity of theessments (Abedi et al., 1998; 2004;
LaCelle-Peterson & Rivera, 1994; Solano-Flores82ais inequitable representation
of student achievement can result from: (a) biasifconstruct-irrelevant variance; (b)
inequity in testing outcomes; and (c) the oppotiutad learn issues, as described in
Standards for Educational Psychological TestingRAEAPA, & NCME, 1999).

NCLB established a federal education policy forthneted States with a focus on
accountability and high-stakes testing. This wasgponse to both national and
international pressure that pointed to the disnedigpmance of American students in

cross-national studies of student achievement.téhts is exemplified by analyses such
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as the Programme for International Student Assass(RESA). The PISA tests 15-year-
old students in math, reading, science, and proklaming within the Organization for
Economic Cooperation Development (OECD) countiias.administered every three
years, includes 40 countries, and looks at thdteesti250,000 students. In 2009, that the
United States was among the five least equitablatoes in terms of differences in
student outcomes (Perry, 2000). Arguably, thisadiglly because the United States has
the highest poverty and income inequality ratesllahe OECD countries. This is in
addition to being the only country that relies oadl funding for its schools, thus varying
resources across the country; however, trackingahildy grouping in the United States
also leads to differentiated instruction, whichutesin the perpetuation of low
achievement scores due to lower-order objectivegeNmportantly, the differentiated
instruction between native English speakers and $tiEftent results in social inequity
that continues through students’ educational egpegs by creating a lag in achievement
that is perpetuated even after students graduate.

Achievement inequality can be reduced by raisimgcdliber of both instructional
context and instructional discourse for native Esigspeakers and LEP students. In
addition, research findings indicate that high-gyahstructional discourse,
characterized by student participation, coherediseussion, and authenticity, can
improve student learning when it occurs in the eghof substantive academic content
(Gamoran et al., 1995). Because authentic discasirseely used in the instruction of
low-ability classes, especially LEP students, imraent in student learning is not
achieved at the same levels as student achievdoramtive English speakers (Gamoran

et al., 1995). In this inequitable model, lowerckt@ducation becomes an act of
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depositing; that is, students are the depositamesthe teacher becomes the depositor.
Instead of communicating, the teacher makes depagitich the students patiently
receive, memorize, and repeat. This “banking sys&nps lower-track students of
creativity, transformation, and knowledge (Frelr®70). This is because the lower-track
students, the LEP students, are not considerectioussbeings, but rather, empty minds
that are passively open to the reception of depasitlike the native English-speaking
students who are engaged in critical thinking aredvéewed by their instructors as
partners in knowledge (Freire, 1970).

In fact, this glaring discrepancy between the eingrgonsensus on the
importance of teaching for higher order thinking éxident in the passage of legislation
which mandates higher state and federal standandsyvhat actually happens in the
classroom exemplifies the notion that not onlytaeehers committing a great disservice
to students (whether consciously or unconscioubly) also that the organizational
structure of schools themselves are used as mechamo dominate individuals who
already have very few choices and opportunitidgan(Morgan, 2006).

As with Freire’s banking concept, bell hooks (2008mne uncapitalized
intentionally) criticized the educational world, wwh aimed at what she refers to as
“traditional educationalist.” She sees societyifgaalternative ways of thinking and
makes the point that what is needed is a politm@ement calling on all citizens to
uphold democracy and the rights of everyone tocheated, to work toward ending
domination in all of its forms. There is a needvark for justice, changing the
educational system so that school is not the dierevstudents are indoctrinated to

support what hooks refers to as the “imperialisit@&bupremacist capitalist patriarchy,”
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or any ideology, but rather where students opein thieds, engage in rigorous
academics, and think critically.

In the education system, it is crucial that ouriestycmaintains hope when we
recognize the reality of inequities in our schoblsoks (1994) argued for a progressive,
holistic education which she refers to as engagelgogy. It is important for educators
to realize that LEP students are marginalized asctichinated against with regard to
instruction and assessment. Educators need aatgbasciousness of this inequity.
Educators need to be aware of themselves as ppaetis and as human beings in order
to teach all students in a non-threatening, anddasdriminatory way. Self-actualization
should be a goal of the educators, policy makerd stiudents (Freire, 1970; Hooks,
1994). This type of pedagogy would be responsivledinguistic needs of the LEP
students. Overall, this type of education woulcetplace not only inside the classroom
but outside the classroom as well.

Morgan (2004) discussed how the traditional donomamodel in schools can be
seen in the treatment of special populations sedtE#® students who are
disenfranchised due to language barriers. Polidyemsa schools, and many mainstream
teachers communicate the importance of doing thimg=ditional ways and give
students power based on “inherited status,” su¢heability to speak English, the
length of time an individual and his family haveehen the U.S., and the amount of
cultural understanding an individual has in terrhAmerican culture. This can be noted
in practices such as the language demands ofratdtetests exceeding the language
capabilities of international students in the \Mright, 2007). These practices

exemplify patriarchal and feudal policies in tHagy characterize second language
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learners as second class citizens who must ad#me toiles of traditional testing. The
results are that students fail state tests degtebest efforts, despite their positive
progression over time. In turn, these studentdoperances result in the failure of their
schools, as labeled by the respective states,tddbpi best efforts of some schools to
provide a range of interventions and strategiegdtiress the needs of the students
(Wright, 2007).This has more alarming implicatiavisen one considers that it is
precisely these performance assessments, meamiasune academic learning and
achievement growth, that are used to place stu@estsding to ability level. This, in
turn, results in lower-level objectives and instioical differentiation. LEP students
acquire a high level of English communicative pr@incy in a shorter time period than
their cognitive academic language proficiency (Chkyn 1965; Cummins, 2001,
Krashen, 1985) and therefore are being referregggchological assessment (Cummins,
1980).

Raudenbush, Rowan, and Chung (1993) indicatesdagstiorrelation between
track and emphasis on higher-order objectives. Atsterms of organizational effects, it
has been found that in math and science classrdbers, is a great gap in the pursuit of
higher-order objectives based on whether the tdsigher or lower tracked. Because
LEP students tend to be lower tracked due to laggbarriers, their achievement is
stunted by instructional differentiation. Teachef® are desperate to attain the standards
outlined in state and federal mandates, ironiaabiynposed as a means of closing the
achievement gap, may, in essence, be perpetuatihgap in some disciplines

(Raudenbush et al., 1993).
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After more than 30 years of the implementationhef Bilingual Education Act
(BEA), LEP students are still facing many obstackestudy conducted by Menken
(2006) examined changes in high schools in New Ytk due to high-stakes testing
requirements for LEP students as mandated by N@LBvealed how well LEP students
performed on the standardized tests when a classlaguage policy was adopted and
when LEP students developed literacy in their fasguage. Schools without such
policies are doing a great disservice to speciplfagions, like LEP students, because
those students are placed in lower tier classesacterized by lower thinking objectives,
in addition to requiring those same students toatestrate their academic worth on tests
written in a second language. The result of thederfl, state, and institutional policies is
that they promote inequities, which result in loweademic achievement and college
completion rates, along with higher high schoolpdoait rates. As indicated earlier in the
review of literature, Rogers et al. (2006) and Wftignd Li (2007) highlighted that a high
percentage of LEP students are failing assessrbasésl on the linguistic demands of the
assessment. There is a great need to review gbltyequires these LEP students to be
tested in a language that they may not undersfidmeifollowing section discusses
assessment and accommodation policies at the ahtiod state level.

Assessment and Accommodation Policy

The use of high-stakes tests becomes a languagy pdien students with
limited language ability are required to pass assests according to the dominant
language in the schools with which the studentsateet proficient (Menken, 2008).
Assessments designed for English-proficient stuglirdt measure content areas may not

be appropriate for LEP students. Menken (2008)llggted that testing done in English
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is a test of English for LEP students. The StarslésdEducational and Psychological
Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) emphasize thatessments to be used in high-
stakes testing and decision making about the LERests must be evaluated
appropriately. Given the literature (Gandara & B&f08; Rogers et al., 2006; Wright &
Li, 2007) that examined testing the LEP students lenguage that they are still
acquiring, in addition to NCLB’s initiative to assestudents in a “language and form”
(Sec. 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix)(lI)) that facilitates anaurate understanding of what LEP
students know and can do, modified assessmentsaattimmodations may be an
alternative to standardized testing. The followsegtion will include the historical
context of NCLB rationale of assessments for LERIents, state test policies, as well as
the differences between federal and state tesbhgigs.
NCL B and the Rationale of Assessments

The rationale for large-scale assessment policgngplex. Rivera and Collum
(2006) identify two primary factors driving the cent testing movement in the United
States: measurement in order to identify gapsudestt achievement and inclusion of all
students in the testing process. The first factentified by Rivera and Collum was
founded on the assumption that changes in instnuetill occur by measuring
achievement gaps among students and reporting gagpse This tends to result in
increased competition. NCLB will report on low parhing schools and recognize high-
performing schools. Kim and Sunderman (2004) desedrthe competition as one of the
major principles of NCLB. The researchers highleghthat competition will result in
“better educational opportunities for the disadeged students and improve the

performance of low-performing schools” (p. 5). Lazg2006) claimed that this kind of
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competition enables student motivation and motratf the educators in the school to
get positive test results:

Standards-based reform includes three major theareomponents. First, high
standards will motivate students to improve therf@rmance if they are challenged by
rigorous academic courses. Second, accurate assassiill be used to measure
improvement and make important decisions aboutestisd Third, this reform will lead to
school system accountability by providing pareptdicy makers, and advocates
information about the performance of local sch@pls).

These assumptions that Lazarin highlighted aevegit to all students, including
the LEP students. Rivera and Collum’s factor teatriving the current testing
movement, inclusion of all students, is a positeasequence of NCLB for LEP students
in several sources (Gottlieb, 2006; Lazarin, 2006ght, 2005). Wright (2005) pointed
out that schools that had neglected LEP studertsipast can no longer do so due to
NCLB. Schools are held accountable for the edunaifall students.

Similar to Wright (2005), Rivera and Vincent (19%9&ferred to the same
inclusive measurement. The researchers claimegwitatthe inclusion of LEP students
in assessment, the assessment data collectedresultin positive reform efforts. The
requirements to include LEP students in assessmastge that the academic needs of
all LEP students are met.

LaCelle-Peterson and Rivera (1994) have cautiagadhst the inclusion of LEP
students. The researchers cautioned that if refierohe not seriously consider the
implications for specific groups of students, irthg LEP students, little change will

occur. Current testing policy fails to acknowledige challenges expressed by LaCelle-
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Peterson and Rivera. There is a need to considarrtigue instructional and assessment
needs of all students. The complications lie withi& measurement of the assessment
tool. Does the assessment tool that works for mogohl English speakers also work for
the LEP students? Unfortunately, NCLB has madedsHear accountability rather than
focus on decisions that would inform educationaksholders’ knowledge of how to
improve instruction and assessment for all stugesisecially LEP students.

Testing policies were reviewed in the literature #mere was a focus on the
rationale of assessment policy from a societaltpaiiview (Gandara & Baca, 2008;
Rogers et al., 2006; Wright & Li, 2007). In all easstudents are the passive recipients of
the well-intentioned NCLB federal policy. The goodentions of those instituting a
policy are often sidetracked when the policy irgets with the actors in a school
(Abernathy, 2007). The opportunity to develop arstiainderstanding and explore
multiple methods of assessment and educationatypislia focus of many researchers. A
rationale for such research is described in thé seotion.

Policy

Current federal and state testing policies dat& babistory of education. There
has been an ongoing debate about the reliabildyvahdity of the standards for more
than a century. In 1912, Joseph Rice, a journadsijested a “scientific system of
pedagogical management that would demand fundaihethta measurement of results
in the light of fixed standards” (Kliebard, 1995,30). Rice debated that educational
reform “revolved around clear articulation of détiengoals and on finding the techniques
to measurement that would reveal whether thosdtsdsave been realized” (Kliebard,

1995, p. 20). This conjecture is the basis of thadards-based reform, which has led to
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increased measurement of student progress regdridjhgicademic content standards.
This ideal suggested by Joseph Rice leads to thentudilemma we have with our
nation’s education system. The education systewes ig to ensure that all children
receive a high-quality education and hold educaoc®untable for this accomplishment.

Researchers have traced the current accountainditiement to the 1983
publication of @A Nation at RisKAnderson, 2004; Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005)
This report illustrated that competitors throughth# world were now overtaking our
once unchallenged industry, science, and technolgg report highlighted mediocrity
in our education system Nation at Riskaunched the Excellence Movement, in which
not much changed in the schools except the stus@rsexpected to do more. In 1989,
it was found that American students were perfornanipw levels of academic
achievement and George Bush, Sr. organized thermstovernors for a summit
meeting on education. It was at this meeting tigittenational education goals (“Goals
2000”") were to be implemented by the year 2000.991, The National Center on
Education and the Economy joined with the Leariegearch and Development Center
at the University of Pittsburgh to design a natlamam system. In 1994, Congress
created the National Education Standards and Ingonewnt Council to review and
endorse state and national standards. There waoadEducation Summit held in 1996,
and the standards movement transferred from thexdétb the state governments. As a
result, development of standards was assignecfegsional organizations and
curriculum specialists.

Goals 2000: Educate America Act in conjunctiorhwihproving America’s

Schools Act (IASA) were two significant forms ofjislation that were relevant to LEP
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students with regard to assessment. Title | secidASA required states to administer
assessments that included the following charatiesiga) designed to assess all
students; (b) are aligned with state performanaedstrds and provide student attainment
of such standards; (c) measure student proficienagademic subjects in which the state
had adopted aligned standards; (d) administergdaibes 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12; (e) provide
reasonable adaptations as well as accommodatiossultents of diverse learning needs;
and (f) allow the disaggregation of results witbach state, district, and school by
gender, race, ethnicity, English proficiency, migratatus, and enable comparisons
between non-disabled and disabled students asaweltonomically disadvantaged
students (United States Department of Educatio@6)l States were permitted to select
the content standards and assessments. The LE#ht&twakre to be assessed to the
extent practicable with the language form thatvedld for accurate data on what students
have learned (United States Department of Educati®®6).

Accountability in education led to a focus on stamls, which led to more
assessments that measured the specific standd@®dLB act was signed into law in
2001 and required that LEP students be includédderacademic assessments. Title |,
Part A, of the Elementary and Secondary EducaticinoA1965 (ESEA), Section
200.6(b) of the current regulations, requires thates assess LEP students in a valid and
reliable manner that includes reasonable accomnuosaénd, to the extent practicable,
assessments in the language and form most likgletd accurate and reliable
information on what those students know and catodtetermine the students' mastery
of skills in subjects other than English. (Sec. (b}(3)(C)(ix)(111)) (United States

Department of Education, 2006).
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States are working to be in compliance with thdefal legislation. They face
numerous challenges when assessing their LEP gapul®ne of the challenges states
face is the administration of standardized assestsne the LEP population in an effort
to measure academic achievement. The reliabilitpadidity of these standardized
assessments are questioned when the purposeadgbgsment is to determine academic
achievement, rather than language acquisitionnleffort to make these standardized
assessments fair for the LEP population, statesacthe nation are implementing
accommodations for LEP students. The specific accodations are grouped into two
categories: Modification of the Testing Conditiqesy., extra time or bilingual
dictionaries) and Modification of the Test (e.gglistic simplification or translation in
the student’s native language). Rivera, Collum f&haVillner, and Sia (2006) provided
a comprehensive list of accommodations that anently used for LEP students. The
researchers highlight that, although these accoratimtw may be used by states, not all
of the accommodations are appropriate. Empiricalesnce supports the claim that
accommodations may prove to be appropriate or mggpiate including, testing students
in their native language or in English with tratisla of test items or directions, (Abedi et
al., 1998; Anderson, Jenkins, & Miller, 1996; Millet al., 1999), and testing LEP
students with a modified-English assessment (Abedl., 1998, 2000; Abedi & Lord,
2001; Brown, 1999; Lotherington, 1993; Rivera &r&feld, 2001). The body of
research on accommodations for LEP students yrelged results, which leads many to
lower their degree of confidence in the best accodations to use for these students.
The mixed results of all of these studies also sti@t/there is no exact way of

determining which accommodation is suitable fordheerse needs of LEP students.
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Federal law does not stipulate a particular apgraa testing, and the current
political trend does not encourage performancdterrative assessments that evaluate
higher-order thinking skills. Rather, the federal’/grnment uses a uniform measure of
student progress in order to meet the requiren@nesting more students, more
frequently, in a cost-efficient manner (Darling-Hawond, Rustique-Forrester, &
Pecheone, 2005).

Because of the requirements of NCLB to close tiexement gap in math and
reading, schools are devoting much of their timm#th and reading and decreasing
exposure to content areas that are not being tdsteddition, student interest,
motivation, and cultural recognition are lost dugew instruction becomes closely tied to
large-scale assessments driven by the test scaogsi¢b, 2006).

Most states have implemented the NCLB requiremi@ntseasure academic
achievement by administering the same standardéeztdo LEP students and native
English speakers. The LEP students are given lthateommodations such as extended
time, breaks, or bilingual dictionaries. Each stitermines which accommodations are
appropriate (Rivera & Collum, 2006). Many statefeiohonlinguistic accommodations
that may help the students feel comfortable, buta@tchelp them linguistically
(Stansfield & Rivera, 2002). In 2005, five of th@ &ates used translation as an
accommodation that may have helped the studentiitigally (Center on Education
Policy, 2005). In the following school year, 200802, a review of state assessment
practices made it known that 12 states offerederibative language state assessments.
The following states offered written translatiomswade adaptations to their state

assessments: Delaware, Kansas, Massachusetts,ddiapBlebraska, New Mexico, New
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York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, and WisgorFurthermore, Texas and New
Mexico offered Spanish language versions of somre stssessments (Bowles &
Stansfield, 2008).

Wright and Choi (2006) conducted a teacher sumnvéyrizona. Teachers reported
that English-only high-stakes testing is drivingtmiction for LEP students, which fails
to take into account students’ current levels oflish proficiency and previous
opportunities to learn grade-level academic confEme results indicated that students
lack proficiency in the language of the test. Tésearchers selected teachers from
schools in Arizona that had 30 or more third greB® students. The teachers were
experienced and certified in working with LEP stotdeand were familiar with both the
educational and linguistic needs of the studentghErmore, the selected teachers were
also familiar with state and federal policies. Buevey instrument included both selected
response and open-ended interview questions. B@litagive and quantitative data were
collected. The data led the researchers to con¢hatéArizona Proposition 203, an
English-only structured immersion model, led tddior no improvement in the
education of LEP students. Also, teachers wereatipp of students mastering both
English and Spanish and properly implementing iadpilal program into schools to assist
students in learning English and achieving acadeuoncess. In terms of accountability,
all teachers agreed that high-stakes tests arprioppate for LEP students and that the
focus on testing is leading to instruction praditieat fail to meet the LEP students
linguistic and academic needs. Wright and Choi @@Xplored the issue of inclusion of
LEP students on high-stakes tests and failureko@aeledge their linguistic needs

through a non-experimental design. The professiopiions of experienced teachers
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were remarkably similar to experimental designs thkand that testing LEP students in a
language they are still trying to acquire may nmoivile an accurate understanding of
what the students know and can do (Gandara & B48; Rogers et al., 2006; Wright
& Li, 2007).

Gandara and Baca (2008) argued that the combmatiblCLB and California’s
state initiative to limit the use of primary purpsgProposition 227) has created
problems for LEP students. California’s restrictimaguage policy that makes it illegal
for LEP students to use their primary languagerfstruction contradicts federal
assessment policy, which requires all studentettested annually whether or not they
speak English. Researchers have similar conclugibost similar state policies. Authors
believe there should be changes made in an effamprove the quality of education for
LEP students (Gandara & Baca, 2008; Wright & CROD6).

The current requirement of NCLB that LEP studeshisuld be included in
academic assessments coupled with the cautiorutagdn reformers that curricular,
instructional, and assessment innovations for Bhgpiroficient students may not work
for LEP students (La-Celle-Peterson & Rivera, 19843ults in a need for educational
reformers to be aware of the curriculum, instruttiand assessment planning for LEP
students. This study focused on assessment forstitfents and provided them with
accommodations in an effort to determine LEP studentent knowledge, eliminating
any language barrier. The next section will focnsaocountability for LEP students and

the Virginia SOL assessment.
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Accountability for LEP Students

A summary guidance document for states issuechtlgdey the U.S. Department
of Education specifies: “If native language assesgntesting in the native language, is
practicable, and if it is the form of assessmenstikely to yield valid results, then a
State must utilize such assessments.” A studantited English proficiency should not
be a barrier when assessing the student’s abiligpotent skills. If the student is unable
to demonstrate his or her abilities due to a lddkrglish proficiency, then the
assessment should be given in the student’s nlaingriage (Bowles & Stansfield, 2008).
The NCLB mandate expects LEP students to parteipaa high-stakes math test in
English with few accommodations. The linguistic gexity of the state assessment
tools may lower LEP student performance in aredls grieater language demand.
Current federal policy and legislation emphasizeadards-based assessment and
accountability, however, testing accommodationgtam individual needs of the
students are determined by the states. The fieddlo€ation is continuously changing its
dynamics as minorities increase across the natidnraour schools. As a result, states
creating assessments and assessment policies edyone-evaluate the way the LEP
students are assessed.

Darling-Hammond (2004) suggested that assessméeipful in creating
accountability to provide relevant, valid, timefnd useful information to differentiate
instruction to better facilitate student learni@gnuine accountability requires high
standards and more support for students and teachiez United States has developed
high educational standards for all students. Edmcal policies have been developed and

implemented in an effort to support students irthesy these standards. Specifically,
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federal policy indicates that the LEP students khba provided with appropriate
language accommodations as needed on an individiséd to be certain accurate
information is obtained from educational testing. (007) found that certain types of
high-stakes testing led to curricular content espam the integration of knowledge, and
more student-centered, cooperative pedagogies.ffdimgs suggested that high-stakes
tests encourage curricular alignment to tests.fétleral education policy indicates that
states are permitted to administer content assesgsnmea non-English language if a
student’s lack of English proficiency impedes testtdata (US Congress, No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001). States that implement thisgyoinay receive accurate assessment
results that determine student’s content knowleuitjgout language being a barrier. In
the United States, successes, failures, best geactnd proficiency are all determined
by test scores. Ultimately, test scores have bedbmebjective of education within the
NCLB regime.The next section will focus on the Virginia stardiaof learning
assessment and accountability for LEP studentsaiistate of Virginia.
Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) Assessment

The Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) and Bward of Education have
used the commonwealth’s established process f@tedpand revising academic
standards to incorporate content from the Commae State Standards into the SOL. In
doing so, the board and department have ensuredxpactations for teaching and
learning in Virginia schools are comparable toijnosome instances exceed, those of the
voluntary national standards.

(http://www.doe.virginia.gov/testing/common_coredxdshtm) March 12, 2012)
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The Common Core State Standards have been creaaadeiffort to provide
young people with a high-quality education. Teashparents and community leaders
have all contributed to the creation of the Comr@ane State Standards. The standards
communicate clearly what is expected of studenémel grade level. Teachers are better
equipped to know exactly what they need to heldestts learn and establish
individualized benchmarks for them. The Common CRtege Standards start in the early
grades, thus enabling teachers to take the timgede® teach core concepts and
procedures well and to give students the oppostuaitnaster them. With students,
parents, and teachers all working together foregshgpals, students are ensured to make
progress each year and graduate from school petp@aseicceed in college and beyond.

The National Governors Association Center for Basictices and the Council of
Chief State School Officers strongly believe tHasmdents should be held to the same
high expectations outlined in the Common Core Ss&éedards. This includes LEP
students. However, these students may requireiadalitime, appropriate instructional
support, and aligned assessments as they acqtiré&hglish language proficiency and
content area knowledge. It is recognized that LiaHents are a heterogeneous group
with differences in ethnic background, first langaasocioeconomic status, quality of
prior schooling, and levels of English languagefiprency. Effectively educating these
students requires diagnosing each student insbnadty, adjusting instruction
accordingly, and monitoring student progress closehe development of native-like
proficiency in English takes many years and will be achieved by all LEP students
especially if they start schooling in the Uniteai8s in later grades

(http://www.corestandards.org/the-standaiarch 12, 2012).
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Accountability for LEP Students

LEP student participation in the Virginia Assessairférogram is based on Section
1111(3)(C)(v) of NCLB, which requires LEP studetd$articipate in state content
assessments. NCLB also states in Section 1111(8)(R)(lll) that LEP students “shall
be assessed in a valid and reliable manner anddecbveasonable accommodations on
assessments” to yield accurate data on what suderss know and can do in academic
content areas until such students have achieveliskrignguage proficiency. Therefore,
as with all students enrolled in Virginia publidsols, all LEP students participate in the
Virginia Assessment Program.

An LEP committee, including the student’s teacharadministrator, and a parent
or guardian, determines how the LEP student wilipipate in the Virginia Assessment
Program and which, if any, testing accommodatioasappropriate. Table 1 provides an
overview of exemptions available to LEP students:

Decisions about how an LEP student will be testezlld be made for each
content area included in the SOL assessments. @oation should be given to the LEP
student level of English proficiency, the levelpsévious schooling in the home
language, and the amount of schooling the LEP stuas received in the United States.
LEP students may be provided testing accommodati@isnvolve changes to the
testing procedures, testing materials, or thertgdituation in order to allow students
meaningful participation in an assessment. Acconatiods must not alter the test
content being measured.

Accommodations for LEP students are designed doezd unique linguistic

needs during the normal process of English langaagaisition. The accommodations
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are given with the intent to offer LEP studentsapgortunity to demonstrate knowledge
in a content area regardless of their English laggproficiency level, therefore
providing accurate information about the LEP studerontent area achievement.
Accommodations are not to provide LEP studentsrdaiuadvantage over students
tested without accommodations.

Accommodations for the Virginia SOL assessmentsilshbe selected from those
used routinely during classroom instruction andslaom assessment. Some
accommodations that are used during classroonugtgin and during classroom
assessments may not be available on the SOL assatsstdnfamiliar accommodations
during testing may negatively impact the studep€gormance. The LEP Committee
should determine the appropriate accommodationsdon SOL assessment for LEP
students.

In Virginia, to determine an LEP student’s Englishguage proficiency level, a
student receives an overall score on the ACCESEIfbs assessment. This assessment
is used to determine an LEP student’s ability earevrite, listen, and speak. Students
with Virginia English Language Proficiency Levelshtough 5 are considered limited
English proficient and may be eligible for accommtahs.

Accommodations available to LEP students as deepprbpriate by the LEP
committee fall into two categories: 1) direct limgfic and 2) indirect linguistic
accommodations. The direct linguistic accommodationolve adjustments to the
language of the test and, on the Virginia SOL assest, are read-aloud, bilingual
dictionary, English dictionary, and Plain Englisfatiematics. The indirect linguistic

accommodations involve adjustments to the condstiomder which the LEP students
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take the test and include flexible schedule, a tatafgo show one item at a time on a
paper/pencil test, and mark in test booklet orwadpverbally.

The information obtained in this subsection w&emafrom the document that
provides information about the participation of LEBdents in the Virginia Assessment
Program found on the Virginia Department of Edwativebsite.

(http://www.doe.virginia.gov/testing/participatioefl_guidlines.pdfRetrieved February

2,2012.
Individual Disability Education Act (IDEA)

NCLB requires all students to be included, evedeis who have once been
exempted from state assessments due to specia aebohited English proficiency.
NCLB provides clear instructions regarding theselsnts in Section 1111(3)(C),
requiring states to test LEP students with “assesssnin the language and form most
likely to yield accurate data on what such stud&ntsv and can do in academic content
areas, until such students have achieved Englgjukege proficiency.” The use of tests
in a language other than English is permitted fpeaod of three years, but NCLB
allows schools to extend the testing in a non-EBhgknguage for an additional two years
if the student’s lack of English proficiency woulgeld invalid and unreliable results. (US
Congress, No Child Left Behind Act of 2001).

Statute and Regulations

In addition to Title | regulations of the ESEAetR006 Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) included a proms related to the evaluations for
eligibility and re-eligibility for special educaticand related services. The IDEA

regulation states explicitly that state educati@g@ncies shall ensure, at a minimum, that
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tests and evaluation materials “ are provided éndhild’s native language or other mode
of communication and in the form most likely tolgi@ccurate information on what the
child knows and can do academically, developmentafid functionally, unless it is
clearly not feasible to so provide or administ&4’C.F.R. § 300.304(c)(1)(ii). (United
States Department of Education, 2006). Assessma@atgvaluation materials are also
supposed to be selected and administered to stidghtimpaired sensory, manual, or
speaking skills in a way that “the test resultsuaately reflect the child’s aptitude or
achievement level or whatever other factors thepeports to measure, rather than
reflecting the child’s impaired sensory, manualspeaking skills except where those
skills are the factors that the test purports tasoee.” 34 C.F.R. § 300.532 (United
States Department of Education, 2006). The pronssisted in the IDEA policy related
to the evaluations of special education studemgasily apply to the academic testing of
LEP students in all content areas. LEP students hdinguistic barrier which could be
considered a learning deficit. Therefore, accordanthe IDEA regulation, LEP students
should be provided accommodations, including aessseent administered in their
native language or other mode of communicationdbatirately reflect their
achievement level on the content test administeegder than reflecting the child’s
language deficit.
Virginia Regulations

The VDOE has used the commonwealth’s establisheckps to adopt and revise
the academic standards to incorporate content fhen€ommon Core State Standards
into the Standards of Learning (SOL). The Commore(Riate Standards articulate

rigorous grade-level expectations in the areasathematics and English language arts.
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These standards identify the knowledge and skilidents need in order to be successful
in college and careers. Students with disabildieseligible under the IDEA to be
challenged to excel within the general curriculumd &e prepared for success in their
post-school lives. These common standards providgportunity to improve access to
rigorous academic content standards for studeritsdigabilities.

Students with disabilities are a heterogeneouspvath one common
characteristic: the presence of disabling condtittvat significantly hinder their abilities
to benefit from general education (IDEA 34 CFR 83902004). Therefore, hothiese
high standards are taught and assessed is ofrttesutmportance in reaching this
diverse group of students.

In order for students with disabilities to meettharademic standards and to fully
demonstrate their conceptual and procedural knayeleshd skills in mathematics,
reading, writing, speaking and listening, theirtinstion must incorporate supports and
accommodations.

(http://lwww.corestandards.org/assets/applicatioattimlents-with-disabilities.pdMarch

12, 2012).

Students with disabilities in Virginia include mtdied students under IDEA and
under section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 197Be IDEA regulations require that
all students with disabilities participate in thate’s accountability system. More
specifically, students with disabilities are exgelcto participate in all content area
assessments that are available to students withsaltilities. Students with disabilities
may participate in the SOL assessments eitheravithithout accommodations, the

Virginia Grade Level Alternative (VGLA), the Virgia Substitute Evaluation Program
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(VSEP), the Virginia Modified Achievement Standafidsst (VMAST), or the Virginia
Alternate Assessment Program (VAAP). The SOL indbwetent areas of English,
mathematics, science, history/social science daeaded to set reasonable targets for
what students are expected to learn. SOL assessmérim administrators, teachers,
and parents what the students are learning andsieblabls accountable for teaching the
SOL content. For all students with disabilitiesntiged under IDEA, the Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) team determines how the studidrparticipate in the
accountability system. The 504 committee determinoeg the students identified under
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 vpidrticipate in testing. Students with
disabilities may participate in SOL assessments witwithout accommodations. Testing
accommodations for students with disabilities afned by the state of Virginia as
changes in the administration of an assessmeatnmstof how the test is presented or
how the student responds to it. Categories ofrtggtccommodations include time,
scheduling, setting, presentation, and respongkoddh accommodations do not change
the construct intended to be measured by the assasshey do provide equity and serve
to level the playing field for students with dis#®s. When used appropriately,
accommodations reduce or eliminate the effectssdfident’s disability without reducing
learning expectations or providing advantage.

(http://lwww.doe.virginia.gov/testing/participatiomficipation va accountability syste

m.pdf February 2, 2012.)
Court Cases
IDEA is the primary federal statute that authorifesteral aid for the education of

children with disabilities. The statute has two keynponents: (1) due process provisions
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detailing parental rights, and (2) a permanenthhatized grant program that provides
federal funding to states. States that receiver&diends are required to provide a free,
appropriate public education (FAPE) to all childeeith disabilities in the least
restrictive environment (LRE). This section sumrmesi and discusses court cases that
ensure students have received FAPE and LRE in dacoe with IDEA.

Section 34 C.F.R. 8 300.532 under IDEA statesdheviing: State educational
agencies shall ensure, at a minimum, that: (a)sTasl other evaluation materials are
provided and administered in the child's nativegylaage or other mode of
communication, unless it is clearly not feasibleltoso. (b) Tests are selected and
administered so as best to ensure that when & tadiinistered to a child with impaired
sensory, manual, or speaking skills, the test tesuglcurately reflect the child's aptitude
or achievement level or whatever other factorgeise purports to measure, rather than
reflecting the child's impaired sensory, manuakmeaking skills, except where those
skills are the factors that the test purports tasoee.

In the case of M.W. v. Clarke County School DigtrR008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
75278 (M.D.Ga. Sept. 29, 2008) Plaintiffs, paresits.W., an autistic child, appealed
the final order of Administrative Law Judge (ALJhiGs A. Foster that found the
Defendant Clarke County School District provided¥1FAPE in LRE in accordance
with IDEA. M.W.’s parents argued Clark County Schbgstrict failed to test M.W. in
Mandarin Chinese, which led to an inaccurate evinainappropriate IEP goals and
objectives, and inappropriate placement of M.Wthm self-contained autism classroom.

The federal regulations during the time of the Alfihal decision provided that

when a child is evaluated for eligibility for seres under the IDEA, all assessments or
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evaluation materials will be "provided and admimistl in the child's native language or
other mode of communication, unless it is cleadyfieasible to do so.”" 34 C.F.R. §
300.532(a)(1)(ii) (2006). The ALJ concluded thaV¥!'s parents native language testing
claim was without merit for four reasons: (1) tleyghological and the Assessment of
Basic Language Learning Skills test (ABLLS), dentoated that it was not feasible for
Clark County School District to perform evaluationgvlandarin Chinese; (2) the
purpose underlying the requirement that testinmlaestudent's native language was met
in this case because the test was calculated ¢ondieie M.W.'s need for special
education services, not his level of English pieficy; (3) Clark County School District
correctly noted that its psychological testing was conducted under standard conditions
and that the results were not a true indicatioMo.'s ability; and (4) Clark County
School District considered all relevant informatiarcluding M.W.'s performance in the
classroom environment, in developing his educatipragram.

The Court agreed and found there was no violadfdDEA's native language
testing requirement with respect to the psychoeituta assessment and the ABLLS
administered in this case. The two types of assestaave different purposes. The
psychoeducational evaluation was used to determinather M.W. was eligible for
special education services. The psychoeducatiaadi@&ion would consequently
implicate the need for the native language teseagirement. The native language
testing requirement ensures that "materials andeglares used to assess a child with
limited English proficiency measure the extent tuch the child has a disability and
needs special education, rather than measuringhiltés English language skills." 34

C.F.R. § 300.532(a)(2) (2006). It is unquestiondb& M.W. was deemed eligible for
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autism services based on the results of the Kenpggghoeducational evaluation.
Because the purpose of the psychoeducational diwatuaas simply to determine
M.W.'s eligibility for autism services, the failute conduct the evaluation in Mandarin
Chinese was irrelevant.

In contrast, the ABLLS did not implicate the purpasderlying the native
language testing requirement. The ABLLS is not useadketermine a child's eligibility for
services; instead, the Clark County School Disgigtert, Dr. Montgomery, testified that
the purpose of the ABLLS was to determine the lagguskills of the individual in the
language of instruction. ABLLS is an assessmentaaoarriculum guide. Current federal
regulations provide, "The screening of a studera bgacher or specialist to determine
appropriate instructional strategies for curriculumplementation shall not be considered
to be an evaluation for eligibility for special edtion and related services." 34 C.F.R. §
300.302 (2008). Clark County School District did need to conduct the ABLLS in
M.W.'s native language.

M.W.’s parent’s expert testified that it would ri@ve been feasible to administer
a psychoeducational evaluation in Mandarin Chineeeiever, believed that using
interpreters to help administer certain portiona gsychoeducational evaluation would
affected the accuracy and legitimacy of the restitsMontgomery testified that the
administration of a Mandarin Chinese language dognassessment to a student in
Georgia would be difficult because in order to proglvalid results, any such assessment
would have to be (1) written in Mandarin Chines;r{ormalized to a United States

population; and (3) given by a licensed psychologigphysician whose first language
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was Mandarin Chinese. The Court found it was nasifde to administer such an
assessment in Mandarin Chinese.

In addition to the Court ruling, M.W.’s parent’spett who evaluated M.W.
reported that M.W. responded to items administerdehglish by responding in English.
M.W. responded mostly in English and offered fewect responses in Chinese. These
responses suggest that M.W. may not have needédahéarin Chinese translation for
testing as perceived by M.W.’s parents. Additionall was noted that M.W. made
significant educational progress in the classroespide any language barrier. Therefore,
the failure to conduct any assessment in M.W.’ssadanguage did not deny M.W.
FAPE. Furthermore, there is not a version of theeA8 in Mandarin Chinese, which
made it not feasible to administer this assessmdvitW.’s native language. More
importantly, English was the language of instructamd M.W.’s teacher needed to know
how M.W. did in English, rather than Mandarin ClgaeThe court concluded that it was
not feasible to administer a Mandarin Chinese ABltb $1.W. because the instrument
did not exist and testing in Mandarin Chinese wawtlhave provided M.W.’s
instructors with the information they needed toalep a curriculum in English.

This court case may have had different results.iMwas being tested in a
specific content area rather than being evaluaieddecial education services. The
psychoeducational evaluation implicated the ABLbSlétermine M.W.’s language
learning skills, which was administered to detemnhW.’s English proficiency. M.W.
made academic gains in the self-contained autisssambom. Policy makers may want to
revisit certain policies. Specifically, IDEA statémt assessments or other evaluation

materials shall be "provided and administered endhild's native language or other
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mode of communication, unless it is clearly nosfbk to do so." 34 C.F.R. §
300.532(a)(1)(ii) (2006). Although in the case oW it was not necessary to administer
the psychoeducational test or ABLLS in Mandarinr@se, testing in a student’s native
language in some cases allows for accurate tesgsudts when certain content areas are
being assessed. Similar to what ALJ ruled in thseg all students and circumstances
should be judged on a case-by-case basis to deke@appropriate accommodations.

In a similar case, a parent filed a request foardigl due process hearing that
challenged the sufficiency of her child’s IEP adlae the testing administered: D.R. v.
Dept.of.Ed.D.Haw., 2011 U.S.Dist. LEXIS 122086 (Bkt. 21, 2011). D.R. attended
Variety school where an IEP meeting took placeumelJto determine D.R.’s educational
program. Variety school noted in the IEP that Dh&d decreased postural tone and
visual perception and to address those needs DbRdweceive occupational therapy.
D.R.’s mom agreed with the IEP and did not indi¢heg she felt D.R. was not being
educated in the LRE. D.R. was administered a sorgdar Central Auditory Processing
Disorder and passed it. Once D.R. passed thissmseas, according to the audiologist,
the protocol for the evaluation called for no ferthesting. The audiologist reported that
D.R. had normal auditory processing abilities aoted he was below normal in other
areas. D.R. was eligible for speech therapy andoorene adult support all day in order
to address behavioral needs. D.R.’s mom made ataral decision to move D.R. to
Loveland Academy. Concerns were raised by Lovekcatiemy that the IEP was
deficient and prompted D.R.’s mom to file for a guwecess hearing indicating D.R. was

not placed in the LRE and his IEP was deficienhljpbcedurally and substantively.
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One of the claims raised by D.R.’s mom was thattireening of Student Central
Auditory Processing Disorder should have been oepldy a full assessment. D.R.’s
mom depended on 20 U.S.C. § 1414(a)(1)(E), whiokiged that “the screening of a
student by a teacher or specialist to determineagpate instructional strategies for
curriculum implementation not be considered to ewaluation for eligibility for
special education or related services.” The scrgewias not intended to determine
appropriate instructional strategies for curriculumplementation. It was intended to
determine if D.R. had Central Auditory Processingdbder. Moreover, the screening
was not determined as an evaluation for speciataon or related services as there was
no question that D.R. was eligible for those se&wic

D.R.’s mom also argued that the Variety Schoolréitiproperly evaluate D.R.’s
speech deficit because the Variety School failedetermine that D.R. might have a
submucous cleft palate. Variety School did nott@aitecognize that D.R. might require
special education services, in general or in tka af speech therapy according to 20
U.S.C. § 1412(a)(3), which provided that conditrapfederal funding for state special
education programs on a requirement that states jpalicies and procedures to identify,
locate, and evaluate all children with disabilitresiding in the state. D.R. had already
been identified as eligible for special educatiervices, and the IEP included speech
therapy. The court found that the Variety Schoohpbed with the procedural
requirements of IDEA and that the June 2010 IEPn&asonably calculated to enable
D.R. to receive educational benefits.

In the case of S.F. v. McKinney Independent Sclsirict, 2012 U.S. Dist.

LEXIS 29584 (E.D.Tex., Mar. 30, 2012) Plaintiffgarpnts of S.F., a deaf child with
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autism, filed an action pursuant to IDEA that saugimbursement of attorney’s fees
and expenses incurred in successfully defendiragamnistrative special education due
process hearing initiated by Defendant McKinneyelmehdent School District.

S.F. has been deaf since birth and S.F.’s paretifeed McKinney Independent
School District that S.F.’s primary mode of comnuation was sign language. A full
individual evaluation (FIE) in April 2006 concludétat S.F. was eligible for special
education services and her disabilities were caieg as autism, auditory impairment,
and speech impairment. McKinney Independent Scbaittict said that S.F. could be
served in a self-contained classroom. In Febru@f82the Admission, Review, and
Dismissal committee (ARDC) met to develop a new.|lEBPMay 2008, S.F.’s parents
requested ARDC to meet again to express their corthat there was no teacher that
was fluent in sign language to instruct in sigrglaamge. The McKinney Independent
School District believed that S.F.’s placementhia self-contained classroom addressed
her needs as both a student with autism and atoaydnpaired student. In October
2008, S.F.’s parents requested another ARDC mettidiscuss placing S.F. at The
Plano Regional Day School Program for the Deaf. AR®C proposed that S.F. be re-
evaluated, and another ARDC meeting was held ormber 2008 to review the re-
evaluation plan. In February 2009, an annual ARDg&ting was convened to review
and revise S.F.’s IEP. It was reported that S.6gimassed in the areas of reading,
communication, and behavior. New IEP goals andaivjes addressed areas of
academic skills, language arts, social skills, matéatics, communication skills,
independent living skills, and adaptive behavialiskhat were reviewed and approved

by the ARDC. S.F. was to continue in the self-corgd classroom. S.F.’s parents
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participated in the meeting, but disagreed withrdeommendations. Later in February
2009, the new FIE report was complete for S.F. Qfriee standardized assessments used
was the Autism Diagnostic Observation Schedule (Apn May 2009, ARDC
meetings were held to review the FIE. S.F.’s pareigagreed with the FIE
recommendations, because it did not recommendcaplent in a deaf education
classroom with deaf peers. The ARDC recommenddditia continue in the self-
contained classroom at McKinney Independent ScBasitict. After the school district
rejected the request, S.F. was home schooled éd2@89—-2010 school year. In
September 2009, S.F.’s pediatrician requestedMi&tinney Independent School
District conduct an independent educational evadoglEE) of S.F. Instead of granting
the IEE, the school district filed for a due pracésaring to determine the
appropriateness of its FIE.

The special education hearing officer found thatetaluation of S.F. was not
appropriate and found that the school districtatedl IDEA because the district used the
ADOS to evaluate S.F. when ADOS guidelines sayittsitould not be used with deaf
individuals. IDEA regulations require that in comting evaluations of a child with a
disability, each public education agency “must eashat assessments and other
evaluation materials used to assess a child arenelered in accordance with any
instructions provided by the producer of the assress$.” 34 C.F.R. § 300.304(c)(1)(v).
Furthermore, the communication assessment tool \HBRM/as not administered in sign
language, S.F.’s natural mode of communication. AD&gulations provided that the
public agency must ensure that assessment ancaéwealuaterials are “provided and

administered in the child’s native language or nthede of communication and in the
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form most likely to yield accurate information omat the child knows and can do
academically, developmentally, and functionallyless it is clearly not feasible to
provide or administer.” 34 C.F.R. 8§ 300.304(c)@)(i

In a fourth case, a student was denied FAPE: Maipletown Sch. Dist. v.
Rafael N., 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 62494 (E.D.Pa. ARg, 2007). Federal regulations
required an IEP team to take the language neetiie @hild into account. 34 C.F.R. 8
300.324(a)(2)(ii). Pennsylvania law also mandaked $chool districts provide programs
for students whose dominant language is not Engiigacilitate the student's English
proficiency through bilingual-bicultural or ESL ingction. 22 PA. CODE. § 4.26. The
appeals panel found R.N.'s IEP inappropriate becRuN. was not evaluated in his
native language. This violates the IDEA. 20 U.$Q414(b)(3)(A)(ii) (requiring that
evaluations must be "provided and administeretienanguage and form most likely to
yield accurate information on what the child knaawsl can do academically,
developmentally, and functionally, unless it is fezsible to so provide or administer");
34 C.F.R. 8 300.304(c)(1)(ii) (stating that evailotmust be "administered in the child's
native language or other mode of communicationianide form most likely to yield
accurate information on what the child knows aml @@ academically, developmentally,
and functionally, unless it is clearly not feasitdeso provide or administer). It was
clearly feasible to evaluate R.N. in his nativeglaage, as the administrative record
included reports from bilingual evaluators incluglidrs. Morante, Goldwater, and
Ferreira, and not doing so violated the IDEA.

While the District argues that R.N.'s lack of pregg in the acquisition of English

is due to his cognitive limitations, R.N.'s evalratconsistently testified that appropriate,
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individualized, and intense ESL instruction woukdthe student bridge the gap
between his fluency in Spanish and his fledglinglish language skills. Dr. Goldwater
shared that the student had learned English andhéhaas capable of more. Dr. Ferreira
testified that there must be a structured and giceprogrammatic effort to teach the
student English and noted that "if the studentthadcapacity to learn Spanish, a
language, he had the capacity to learn the Englisfuage.”

It was found that the District denied R.N. FAPEdese R.N.'s IEP was not
reasonably calculated to address his language @@eldsnsure he received a meaningful
educational benefit. In this case, R.N.’s evaluatestified that intense ESL instruction
would help bridge the gap between R.N.’s SpanishEamglish skills. Although, Dr.
Ferreira testified that R.N. had the capacity toneSpanish, he had the capacity to learn
English. This may be true; however, before theattidcquires English, he should be
evaluated in his native language. In this case, Ra$ not evaluated in his native
language, resulting in a violation if IDEA.

The findings of these court cases were decideedas the language of the IDEA
policy. Under NCLB, schools are held accountabteafbstudent performance and it is
important to be consistent with test administrafmmboth LEP and special education
students. In planning for the administration of aetiory standardized tests, it is
imperative to be consistent for all students sb W@LB and IDEA are not violated.
States and schools must use appropriate accommosgldtir students with disabilities
and LEP students who have a language deficit.df@miate accommodations are not put
into place for these students, student performanasntent assessments may not reflect

accurate assessment results and be in violatibiCaB and IDEA. The following
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section will summarize empirical articles that mviassessment accommodations for
special education students.
Empirical Studies on Assessment Accommodationsfor SPED Students

Several studies showed special education studentsmistrating their content
knowledge successfully when they were given comadeninistration (Calhoon, Fuchs,
& Hamlett, 2000; Russell & Plati, 2000), oral pretgion (Bolt & Thurlow, 2007,
Elbaum, 2007; Huynh and Barton, 2006; Johnson, 208ktended time (Cohen, Gregg,
& Deng, 2005; Eliot & Marquart, 2004; Lewandowskgvett, & Rogers, 2008; Zuriff
2000), and modified-English (Johnson & Monroe, 2004e majority of these studies
suggest that the accommodations provided for spediecation students showed a
positive effect on student test scores.

Calhoon et al. (2000) compared the effects of stvtest accommodations such
as standard administration, teacher-read text, atenpead, and computer-read with
video on math performance assessment scores ggd@ihdary students with learning
disabilities. These special education studentsaalmath and reading IEP goals. The
teacher-read, computer-read with video conditiogisificantly increased scores obtained
on performance assessments completed in the sthadarinistration condition. Effect
sizes between the standard condition and eacleaddbommodated conditions were
weak. Students with learning disabilities of vagyneading ability levels benefited
significantly from the accommodations.

Additional studies are needed to determine whetdlreading accommodation is
more effective for students with learning disalaltat different reading levels. Further

research should also investigate whether learnsepted students react differently to the
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read-aloud provision in different content areasr€pondingly, further research should
examine the difference between human and compegeraloud with regard to effect
and student perception about the different readoggpmmodations.

Russell and Plati (2000) investigated the effeatarhputer versus paper-and-
pencil administration of the Massachusetts Comprgllie Assessment. This test
measures student performance on open-ended itatnetiuired written responses. The
sample of students included 289 eighth grade amt ggrade students with unknown
disabilities. Students who wrote their compositionghe computer produced longer
responses and received higher scores for theionsgs. This effect was significant at
both grade levels but was larger for eighth graddents. It was noted that all students in
the sample had high keyboarding speed.

It was not possible to examine the mode of admatisin effect across the full
range of student performance levels because afittitdents that were included in the
sample performed at low levels on the compositiems. All students who were familiar
with computers and performed at a high level ofdaayding speed made it difficult to
examine the mode of administration effect for stusi¢hat had low levels of
keyboarding and students that were not familiahwamputer.

Two researchers conducted studies to determinehwhetading mathematics
items on a test significantly affected the scofestwdents with and without learning
disabilities. Johnson (2000) looked at 115 fourtidg students, of which 33 % received
special education services in reading. The scdrédsecstudents with learning disabilities
increased when math items were read to them. Rg#uénmath items to non-learning

disabled students had no effect on their performanhe small sample size contributed
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to the limited power of the study to detect poss#gnificant differences among scores,
and the lack of a special education control groafes it difficult to compare students
with learning disabilities. Elbaum (2007) conducgesimilar to study that compared the
performance of students with and without learnirsgbilities on a mathematics
assessment using a standard administration aratleateud accommodation. A total of
625 middle and high school students (388 with le@rdisabilities) took two equivalent
30-item multiple-choice tests. Results of the aaommodation for students on the
mathematics assessment yielded greater gainsd@tildents with learning disabilities
than those without. On the secondary mathematsssament, greater gains were seen
for students without disabilities than for studenith learning disabilities. Elbaum’s
larger sample size contributed to the power ofstiney, and validates Johnson'’s idea to
compare students with learning disabilities to atiem@ group.

Bolt and Thurlow (2007) examined the read-aloudaunodation performances
of students with reading disabilities on math assest items. The researchers conducted
analyses across three consecutive years of dateanoelementary and middle school
statewide assessment program. The elementaryrdhtated a positive impact on
student performance on items that were classifedifficult to read. The lack of
information of the severity of the reading disdlilimits the ability to generalize the
results to students with specific learning dis#éiesi. Furthermore, the absence of a
control group consisting of students without regdirsabilities makes it difficult to
compare with regular education students. Researttzste found the read-aloud

accommodation positively impacted student perfomeaon math items (Bolt &
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Thurlow, 2007; Elbaum, 2007; Johnson, 2000). Camtthresearch is needed to examine
the effects of reading a test aloud in contentsaother than math for all grade levels.

Huynh and Barton (2006) examined the effect of adahinistration
accommodation on test structure and student pedioceon the Reading test of the
South Carolina High School Exit Examination (HSE&jenth grade students. There
were three groups in the study. The first groupuided students with disabilities (SWD)
who were given the oral administration accommodafidhe second group included
SWD given the regular form of the assessment witboal administration. The third
group included students without disabilities tluatkt the regular version of the
assessment without oral administration. After aaliitrg for background variables,
performance of SWD with oral administration accondiatmn was equal to that of SWD
under regular administration. The researchers coled that oral administration
accommodation for students with severe disabiliti@sle the assessment fair for these
studentsThe groupings allowed the researchers to make @apson among students
and accommodations. The type and severity of tidesit’s disabilities should have been
identified. If a student’s disability is identified have more or less severe deficits, the
results may not be generalized to all students.

Eliot and Marquart (2004) examined the effect &dvaing extra time as a testing
accommodation on a mathematics assessment fomssuaeh disabilities, students
educationally at risk in math, and students withtisébilities. Data for the analyses
came from 97 eighth grade students that completectjuivalent mathematics
assessments each under different testing condifgasdard time 20 minutes; extended

time 40 minutes.). There were no significant déferes by disability status. Follow-up
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surveys indicated that the majority of studentsteh positively to the accommodation of
extra time. The small group of students hinderedatialysis of data. Only very large
discrepancies in performance can be statisticailyificant due to a small sample.

Zuriff (2000) examined in five different studiestiaalidity of scores on an
examination taken by students with and withoutrigy disabilities under conditions of
extended time. Participants included college, gateluand professional students. Both
students with and without disabilities benefiteghgicantly from extra time. This study
lacks individual student data, which makes it difft to exclude the possibility that there
is a subgroup of students with disabilities whoddgerirom extra time. Research should
concentrate on determining the conditions undeckbtudents benefit from extra time
on assessments.

Cohen et al. (2005) investigated the influencextérded time and content
knowledge on the performance of 1,250 ninth gradeéents with learning disabilities
who took a math test with an extended time acconatiaa and 1,250 students who were
not diagnosed with a disability and were not prediavith an accommodation. The
results suggested that the students’ accommodsii@dus did not contribute to
understanding the differences in test performahhbe.data suggested that math
competency was different among all students regasdbf their reading level or
accommodation. A similar smaller study conducted.éywandowski, Lovett, and Rogers
(2008) examined the effect of the extended tim@roodation on reading
comprehension. Sixty-four high school studentswg8 learning disabilities) were given
the Nelson Denny Reading Comprehension subtest wsadeus time conditions.

Nondisabled students benefited more from extenidesl than did students with learning

87



disabilities. Students with learning disabilitiexaextended time attempted as many
guestions as nondisabled students under standaecctnditions. The mixed results on
student performance given extra time (Cohen eR@05; Lewandowski et al., 2008)
leads to the conclusion that additional researcleesled to determine the effects of
particular accommodations for specific students.

Johnson and Monroe (2004) examined the impachablfied language on a
state mathematics performance assessment for $e2@nth grade students. General
education students and LEP students did not benafit this accommodation. Students
receiving special education services (N = 138)ksidefit from the simplified language.
Special education student scores still remaineaifesgntly lower than the general
education students. A few explanations could beigedl as to why the findings from
this study are inconsistent and may change witliréutesearch. For example, too few
students who receive special education services imeluded, only mathematics was
targeted, and there were various subgroups of stediecluded who did not receive
special education services. The researchers didpsaify the LEP student language
proficiency level, and this could also have an iotga whether simplified language
improved student performance on the mathematiesasgent.

Elliott, Kratochwill, and McKevitt (2001) documemntéhe testing
accommodations educators use and investigatedfdatssthe accommodations had on
individual test performance. The sample included fouirth grade participants;
41percent of the students had a learning disapdityotional disturbance, a cognitive
disability, speech or language impairment, autisnhealth impairment. The students

received a standard package of accommodationgdingextra time, support with
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understanding directions and reading words, andalf@ncouragement. The students
may also have received accommodations recommendtrkio teachers that were
included in their individualized education plan. Mdhan 75 percent of the testing
accommodation packages suggested within the stededividualized education plan
had a large effect on their test scores. Testicgramodations had a positive impact on
students without disabilities. The effects of recoemded accommodations were not
positive for a few students. Future research widrger sample of students may help
determine when accommodations should be used. Quesemain concerning the point
at which standard administration of an accommodatltanges the content being
measured.

The empirical studies reviewed above investigathdther the use of
accommodations gave students with disabilitiedfaréntial boost in test scores
compared to students without disabilities. Desthigevariability in the characteristics of
the accommodations from the 14 studies conducted #000 to 2008, the findings point
to further directions for research. In terms olulss accommodations, including
computer administration, oral presentation, extdridee, and modified-English, showed
a positive effect on student test scores acrossestulimitations of several of the studies
included unknown variations among students andlssaaiple sizes that did not provide
adequate statistical support. These limitation®erage future research to replicate the
studies for validation as well as to investigatgoasations to specific disabilities. Further
research could include a clear definition of thastoucts tested and greater clarity in the

accommodations needed by individual students.
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Summary

The NCLB, federal education policy requires alldgnts, including students with
special needs and LEP students, to be assessegiezachCLB and IDEA provide clear
instructions regarding these students. In Sectidri (3)(C) of NCLB the states are
required to test limited English proficient studentth “assessments in the language and
form most likely to yield accurate data on whattsatudents know and can do in
academic content areas, until such students hédevad English language proficiency.”
The use of tests in a language other than Englipeimitted in an effort to yield valid
and reliable results. (US Congress, No Child Leshiad Act of 2001). A summary
guidance document for states recently issued bitBe Department of Education
specifies: “If native language assessment, testinige native language, is practicable,
and if it is the form of assessment most likelyild valid results, then a State must
utilize such assessments.” Similar to NCLB, Sec8drC.F.R. 8§ 300.532 under IDEA
specifies: “State educational agencies shall ensitii@ minimum, that tests and other
evaluation material are provided and administenettié child's native language or other
mode of communication, unless it is clearly nosibk to do so. And, tests are selected
and administered so as best to ensure that whest & tadministered to a child with
impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills, #sé tesults accurately reflect the child's
aptitude or achievement level or whatever othetofaahe test purports to measure,
rather than reflecting the child's impaired sensorgnual, or speaking skills, except
where those skills are the factors that the tegigots to measure.” Similar to students

with disabilities that are ensured accurate evaednatunder IDEA, it is imperative that
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LEP students receive the same accurate evaluatien student achievement is
measured, and language is not a barrier resuhingaccurate test results.

Under NCLB, schools are held accountable for alllsht performance and it is
important to be consistent with test administrafmmboth LEP and special education
students. In planning for the administration of aetiory standardized tests, it is
imperative to be consistent for all students sbW@LB and IDEA are not violated.
States and schools must use appropriate accommosgldtir students with disabilities
and LEP students who have a language deficit.df@uiate accommodations are not put
into place for these students, student performanasntent assessments may not reflect
accurate assessment results and be in violatidiCaB and IDEA.

There is an increase in the LEP student populaowoss the United States (Olson
& Goldsstein, 1996; Peregoy & Boyle, 2008; Schrai@1). Given that Rogers et al.,
(2006) and Wright and Li (2007) indicated that ghhpercentage of LEP students are
failing assessments based on the linguistic demaiili® assessment, there is a great
need to review policy that requires these LEP sitgl® be tested in a language that they
may not understandhe theory of second language acquisition indictiekes LEP
students five to seven years to acquire and corepceacademic grade-level content
(Krashen, 1982; Cummins, 2001). Coupled with the_R@iative to close the
achievement gap in reading and mathematics, teeaxeeed to explore testing
accommodations for LEP students to reduce lingudifficulties and reduce the
achievement gap.

A student’s limited English proficiency should ri# a barrier when assessing the

student’s ability or content skills. If the studéntunable to demonstrate his or her
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abilities due to a lack of English proficiency, thiae assessment should be given in the
student’s native language (Bowles & Stansfield,8)0BICLB leaves the testing
accommodations up to the states. A major segmeheathapter discusses LEP
accommodations in terms of LEP student achievemem@issessments, including test
translation into the student’s native language largliistic modifications of the
assessment. Studies indicated LEP students sugltgsimonstrate their content
knowledge when given linguistically modified-Engjliassessments, (Abedi et al., 1998;
2000; Abedi & Lord, 2001). Several studies showet translation also assisted LEP
students demonstrate their content knowledge (Aékdl., 1998; Robinson, 2010).
Accommodations such as native language translabapled with a modified-English
assessment are seldom used to test LEP studedigpatate no studies have examined
these accommodations in combination when assesERgtudents

In addition to the empirical studies reviewed f&R._student accommodations, 14
empirical studies suggested that accommodatiorengiv students with disabilities
resulted in a positive effect on student test scd®éudents with disabilities successfully
demonstrated their content knowledge when they @®en computer administration
(Calhoon et al., 2000; Russell & Plati, 2000), gnadsentation (Bolt & Thurlow, 2007,
Elbaum, 2007; Huynh & Barton, 2006; Johnson, 2Q@Xjended time (Cohen et al.,
2005; Eliot & Marquart, 2004; Lewandowski et alo08; Zuriff , 2000;), and modified-
English (Johnson & Monroe, 2004) test accommodation

Several important observations are evident fromatredysis of the 26 empirical
studies included the review of accommodations t6PIstudents and the 14 empirical

studies included the review of accommodations tiedents with disabilities. Most of the
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studies examined the effects of the use of accomatimts on test scores. In terms of
results, accommodations showed a positive effestwtent test scores across studies
including administering an assessment in the stigleative language, modified-
English, computer administration, oral presentataond extended time. In determining
what accommodations should be used for studergsftactiveness and the validity of
the accommodation should be reviewed. If an accodatnan proves to be effective, the
accommodation should improve performance of stigderth disabilities or LEP

students by assisting them to overcome linguisitiérs or deficits. If an
accommodation for LEP students or students withhiligies is considered valid, then it
should not improve the test score of all studdmsause it may change the construct that
is being measured. An effective and valid accomrtioddor a particular LEP or special
education group of students may not be effectivkeatid for another group of LEP or
special education students. Evidence from the ecapirticles reviewed suggestsat
testing accommodations for LEP and special edutcatiodents are complicated and
there is not a one-size-fits-all approach. Degpigevariability in the characteristics of the
accommodations from the 40 studies conducted fro@® 20 2010, the observations can
provide direction for future research and policyelepment.

The LEP student assessment accommodation literaturkel be greatly enhanced
by the examination of a modified-English accommutathat is translated into the
student’s native language and whether these accdatinas prove to be effective in
relation to LEP performance relative to studenti@atment.This study contributes to
the body of educational literature that focuseshenassessment inequalities present in

schools based on the objectivity of empirical sceeooupled with language acquisition
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theory informed by Chomsky, Krashen, and Cummiespectively. Scholars,
researchers, and advocates in support of LEP dkitlame argued that the effort of the
policy makers in implementing such policies mayhasing more harm than good
(Gandara & Baca, 2008; Menken, 2009; Wright & CI20I06; Wright & Li, 2007).

In the suburban school district in Virginia, Engli®r Speakers of Other
Languages/High Intensity Language Training (ESOL/HIstudents of varying language
levels were given a released Virginia SOL assessargha modified-English, translated
version of the Virginia SOL assessment that wilréad aloud in English as well as
Spanish in an effort to eliminate any languageibegr The difference in the two test
scores were examined and analyzed as a meangtadriag insight on how to close the
achievement gap as well as the importance of proyidn equal opportunity for all
students to show what academic content they hay@rad, eliminating educational
inequities in the public education system. The @xapter will include participants,
measures, design, procedures, data analysis, ama@nhparticipants and ethics

precautions.
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Chapter 3

This was a quantitative study utilizing a sampterf within three elementary
schools in a suburban school district in northemgivia. The methodology was designed
to examine the difference in assessment scorestéondine if the accommodations of a
modified-English, translated assessment would tagaiging levels of LEP students. It is
recognized that either of the two accommodationgdcassist the LEP students;
however, the accommodation variable will not betegled for in this study.
Statement of the Resear ch Questions

This experimental research was conducted basédmrelated theories of
accurately determining LEP student content knowellgproviding LEP students with
accommodations: translation (Robinson, 2010) andifred-English (Abedi et al.,
1998). This study provided both the translation #iedmodified-English accommodation
in order to determine accurately LEP student cdrkeawledge. Specifically, the
research was designed to answer the following guresstoncerning modified-English,
translation accommodations provided to LEP studast®ieasured by student

achievement:

1. Are there differences in math achievement testescamong third grade LEP
students based on a standard mathematics assessrdenmodified-English,

translated mathematics assessment?

It was hypothesized that math achievement tesesamong third grade
LEP students would be greater on a modified-Engtisimslated

mathematics assessment than on a standard matbgmsgessment.
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2. Are there differences in math achievement testescamong students based
on four levels of language proficiency?
It was hypothesized that there would be differenoenath achievement
test scores among third grade LEP students bas&miptevels of
language proficiency. LEP 3 & 4 students would edagher than LEP 1
& 2 students on both assessments. LEP 1 & 2 stademild score greater
gains than LEP 3 & 4 students when given the medlitnglish,
translation accommodation as opposed to the stdmdathematics
assessment with no accommodations.
Participants
A linguistically diverse suburban school districhswchosen for this study. There
are 22 elementary schools in the school distridtalhelementary school principals who
had at least 10 LEP students in grade three tlthEpanish-speaking LEP students were
asked if this experiment could be conducted inrtbehool and were allowed to decide
how the logistics would be handled. Grade threeahasen because it is the youngest
population to participate in high-stakes testing.ebementary schools participated and
five elementary schools provided the requested @ata from two Spanish immersion
schools where students were instructed in Spangshexcluded from the study. The
study only included LEP students that were insgddh English. Furthermore, data
collected from LEP 4 & 5 students was excluded bsedhat data was not requested and
went beyond the scope of this study. The samplsistad of 82 Spanish-speaking LEP
level 1, 2, 3, and 4 students were given a stang@attiematics assessment and a

modified-English, translated version of the mathtesaassessment. The number of
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students included for each LEP level is as followsP 1 (16), LEP 2 (24), LEP 3 (23),
LEP 4 (19). Currently, the school district providhe Plain-English math
accommodation for LEP 1 & 2 students only. Thiglgtaombined LEP 1 & 2 students
and LEP 3 & 4 students.

A statistical power analysis was conducted to deftes that the planned
experimental design including 82 participants hadfficient probability of showing
statistically significant effects. The analyticaéthod and computer program, G*Power
was used to determine the power of the statistésas used in this study (Erdfelder, E.,
Faul F., & Buchner A., 1996). For the power anatygalues for the sample, alpha, and
the expected effect size in the population weresehoErdfelder, Faul, and Buchner
(1996) determined effect size &gre .10 = small, .25 = medium, and .40 = large.a&Fo
total sample size of = 82 with a medium effect size of .25% 2 (number of groupsjp,
= .05, the power would be .99 which is 99% charfdending an effect if that effect
really exists. The data were pre-existing and tita chcluded 82 people.

The ESOL/HILT students were tested to determinetivdr the modified-English,
translated version of the Virginia SOL assessmadtdn impact on student achievement
among LEP 1 & 2 students and LEP 3 & 4 students.

The school district had a high ESOL/HILT studenpglation. This population of
students includes all LEP students receiving ESAILT services. In the 2009-2010
school year, the school district had 2,695 out,808 students enrolled as ESOL/HILT
students. This was 27% of the student populatitve. flementary LEP student

population in the school district was representeddlanguages and 92 countries.
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These LEP students are defined as described icRuwv 107-110, the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, and classified lhetCommonwealth of Virginia as:
a.) aged 3 through 21, b.) are enrolled or pregaorenroll in elementary or secondary
school, c.) are not born in the United States cosenative language is a language other
than English; and who come from an environment wlaeglanguage other than English is
dominant, and d.) whose difficulties speaking, negdwriting, or understanding the
English language may be sufficient to deny thevidial the ability to meet the State’s
proficient level of achievement on the State assess$s described in section 1111(b)(3)
of the NCLB Act; the ability to achieve successfutl the classrooms where the
language of instruction is English; or the opportiuto participate fully in society [Title
IX, Part A, Sec.901, (25)].
Measures

The two independent variables were the levelsmuage proficiency and the
assessment types, which will be described in #aetien. The first independent variable
is the student’s level of language, which has bdentified by the World-Class
Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA). Ovesalire reported on the Assessing
Communication and Comprehension in English Stattate for English Language
Learners (ACCESS for ELLS) will be used. LEP studewels 1 & 2 were grouped
together and LEP student levels 3 & 4 were groupgdther. LEP 1 & 2 students were
grouped together because they currently receivpltie-English math accommodation
in Virginia. LEP 3 & 4 students do not receive filain-English math accommodation.

This study was planned to determine if the moditggylish, translation would assist
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LEP 3 & 4 students as well. Table 2 provides amae® of the WIDA English
proficiency levels.

The second independent variable was the type esasgent, which is a released
2001 Virginia math SOL assessment for third graddemts as well as a 2001 math
assessment for third grade students that has ligeec2001 Virginia standards and
adapted through linguistic simplification by theliAgton County math department. The
assessment is written in English and includes Spamanslation. The modified-English
version of the assessment was translated by agBdinFamily Resource Assistant in
Arlington County. This translation was done becauseslation in a student's native
language in the state of Virginia does not curgeexist. The content area of
mathematics was selected because NCLB and theniarBiepartment of Education
require all students to take the mathematics assegsBoth assessments have the
following reporting category descriptions: Compigatand Estimation as well as
Number and Number Sense. These reporting categeeiesadapted to linguistically
simplified language on the mathematics assessroettid LEP students. The category
descriptions were chosen based on language diffited the LEP students. A math
specialist in Arlington County shared that the Catagion and Estimation strand seems
to be the most difficult for the LEP students (MguWNar, pers. comm., Spring, 2010) and
that the Patterns, Functions, and Algebra straaohsdo be the easiest part of the
assessment to prepare students at the beginngesstélanguage acquisition (M.
Aguilar, pers. comm., February 11, 2011). The Nunalmel Number Sense strand was

chosen based on the amount of language that teesasent included.
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The dependent variable is the student test scolmth assessments. Each test
included 13 Number and Number Sense items and tipG@tion and Estimation items.
There were 24 test items on both assessments wénwdined the same as the 2001
Virginia SOL released mathematics assessment &n201 modified version of the
Virginia SOL mathematics assessment created bgaheol district.

The principal as well as educators within the dingy administered the
assessments and used the assessment results@s@vmeasure of student progress.
The following information was obtained for analyafter testing: student LEP level,
standard assessment score, and modified-Englatslated assessment score.

Design

The two independent variables are the levels gjuage proficiency and the
assessment types. The dependent variable is tthengtiest score out of 24 on each of the
two assessments. Inferential statistics were atllito address the research questions.
This study utilized a mixed design to determine thbethe two independent variables
caused variation on the mathematics assessmefisrasuhis factorial experiment the
alpha level was set at .05. The assumptions undgriixed-Design ANOVA are as
follows: (1) the samples are from defined populaiq2) the samples are independent;
(3) the dependent variable is normally distributethe population; (4) the population
variances are equal (homogeneity of variance)th@)xondition where the variances of
the differences of all combinations of related Is\age equal (sphericity).

Procedures
Educators in three elementary schools administéredtandard version of the

assessment with no accommodations as well asiipeistically modified and translated
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version of the assessment that was read aloudinriglish and once in Spanish. In an
effort to control for order effect, one of the elemtary schools administered the
assessment with no accommodations first and tlesssgent with accommodations and
translation was administered next. Two of the eletang schools administered modified-
English, translation assessment first and the ass&a® with no accommodations second.
The two versions of the mathematics assessmentvibeud means to gather data based
on the effects of the given accommodations.

Each test administrator explained that the purpbsiee assessment was to
practice for the Virginia SOLs and give proper direns. The native language test
administrator translated these directions in Spatughe Spanish-speaking students. The
assessments were untimed. Once students compheteadam, the test administrator
collected the testing materials. The assessmeultsesere used as formative assessment
and provided the educator with information aboutteat mastered or content to be
mastered. The educator recorded each student’ddueR a standard test score out of 24,
and a modified/translated test score out of 24.eQhe assessments were completed and
the data recorded, the educator provided only & &tudent level and the two test
scores. Student’'s names were not included andeiesarcher was not able to identify
these students in any way. Elementary school narees not included. The data
collection was completed by June 2012.

Data collection and timelines are summarized ibld 8.

Data Analysis
The test data representing the two reporting categywas sorted for analysis.

This involved combining LEP student levels 1 & 2 éototal of 40 students and
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combining LEP student levels 3 & 4 for a total @ gtudents on both the standard and
the modified-English, translated version of theeasment. LEP 1 & 2 students were
grouped together because they currently receivpltie-English math accommodation
in Virginia. LEP 3 & 4 students do not receive filain-English math accommodation.
The students were grouped this way to determiuarifing LEP levels benefit from the
modified-English, translation accommodations. De¢sie analyzed through the PASW
Statistics GradPack 18nd subsequently checked for accuracy.

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

The administration of the two assessments was taryiamong the diverse
suburban school district and the schools and tiests are anonymous. However, there
are a couple of ethical concerns that were addiaagéis research study. This study did
not harm or pose threat to the participating students. Student gigdints are unknown
to me because the data collected was pre-existiteg Bata was collected that only
included the student LEP level, a standardizedsisste, and a modified-English,
translated test score. The student assessmertsregue not associated with student
names, thus ensuring anonymity.

The exploration of this research topic was aimecbatributing to the body of
educational literature focused on LEP student aement concerning language, high-
stakes testing, and accommodation policies. Thesreh findings of this study examined
and analyzed test results and accommodations fgingglevels of LEP students in an
effort toprovide insight on how to enable success withanLEP population. In addition,

the research findings aim to provide the bestusional and assessment strategies in an
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effort to close the achievement gdjpe findings of the study and analyses follow in

Chapter 4.

103



Chapter 4
Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

A two-way mixed design ANOVA was utilized to anadythe interaction between
two test scores and two student LEP levels on aenadtics assessment. Results were
computed using PASW Statistics GradPack 18. LE&estis with a high language level
were not included in this study, thereby reducimg sample size to 82. Table 4
summarizes the study variables used in the twowagd factorial analysis.
Findingson Statistical Assumptions

The assumptions underlying this mixed design ANONMéte tested in the
following order: (1) the samples are comprehensiven defined populations; (2) the
samples are independent; (3) there are no ouiieasy group; (4) the data for each
group are distributed normally in the populatids); the data for each group have equal
variance (homogeneity of variance); (6) the cooditivhere the variances of the
differences of all combinations of related levels equal (sphericity).

In order to detect outliers, PASW Statistics Giaak18 was used to create box
plots and there were no outliers as assessed pgdtien of box plots. The data were
normally distributed determined by the Shapiro-Wiklkst for Normality. This test was
chosen because of the small sample size. LEP gttetrscores were distributed
normally for all group combinations as assesse8Hmgpiro-Wilk test (p > .05). There
was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Leveest of Homogeneity of Variance
for the standard assessment(.701) and for the modified, translated assessipen
.290). Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity was not metMewer, time between testing was a

factor.
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Findings

In the two-way mixed design ANOVA, two main effe@nd one interaction were
examined for significance. Three valuesfaand the probability of each were computed.
Table 5 shows whether there was an interactiorcteffe

There was a statistically significant interacti@tvieen the student’s designated
LEP level and the test type with regard to assesssmdresF (1,104.27) = 39.41p =
.001. This interaction indicates that studentstesa@epend on both the students’ LEP
level and the test type.

Figure 2 is a visual of the mixed design:
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Figure 2. Interaction
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Simple main effects for assessment type.

The first research question addressed the diffeeimcmath achievement scores
among third grade LEP students based on test Typetwo test types were the standard
mathematics assessment and the modified, transteétematics assessmeft.
statistically significant difference was found tudent test scores between the standard
test and the modified, translated test administesddEP 1 & 2 student$;(1,160) =
22.566,p =.001. LEP 1 & 2 students who took the modifiednstated version of the
assessment had a statistically greater test skbre.53,SE= .53) than LEP 1 & 2
students who took the standard verdigh,160) = 22.566p = .001 There was no
statistically significant difference in studentttesores between the standard and
modified, translated test administered to LEP 3 &tublentsF(1,160) = .303p = .583.
This finding suggests that the modified, translatssessment did not improve LEP 3 & 4
students test scores. Table 6 summarizes theisgmie between LEP student levels and
test type administerd.

The second research question addressed the difeesén math achievement
scores among third grade LEP students based onefeels of language proficienci.
statistically significant difference was found tudent test scores between LEP 1 & 2
students and LEP 3 & 4 students who were giverstidwedard version of the assessment,
F(1,160) = 46.927p = .001 LEP 3 & 4 students who took the standard asseddmaena
statistically greater test scofd £ 3.598,SE= .525),p = .001.

A statistically significant difference in studeerst scores was also found between
LEP 1 & 2 students and LEP 3 & 4 students who w@ren the modified, translated

version of the assessmeR(]1,160) = 6.690p = .011 LEP 3 & 4 students who took the
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modified, translated assessment had statisticadistgr test scored(=-1.358,SE=
.525),p =.011). Overall, LEP 3 & 4 students scored higheboth assessments.
Summary

The statistical description of the data set shihasthe variables mostly have
little variability of distribution around the meanhis indicates that spread of both the
scores and measures in the distributions are minand suggests that the sample
statistics generated through inferential procedaredistributed normally (Hinkle,
Wiersma & Jurs, 2003).

A two-way mixed factorial design was utilized (ass®ent type/designated
student LEP level) consisting of a 2 x 2 (LEP levkel 2 and LEP levels 3 & 4)
(standard mathematics assessment and a modited)dted mathematics assessment)
mixed design. The results show a significant méfecefor test type givento LEP 1 & 2
studentsF (1,160) = 22.566p = .001, partiah? = .124 This suggests that mean
assessment score is different for the standardsssmt compared to the modified,
translated assessment. The results also showificaghmain effect for LEP students
given the standard version of the assessniefit,160) = 46.927p = .001, partiah® =
.227. These results suggest a difference in thearagsessment scores for the standard
version of the assessment. Furthermore, the raaditsate a significant main effect for
LEP students given the modified, translated versicime assessmerit,(1,160) = 6.690,
p=.011, partiah2 =.040. These results indicate that there isfer@ihce in the mean
scores of the LEP students who took the modifieshslated version of the assessment.

LEP 1 & 2 students scored significantly better wiita modified, translated

assessment. LEP 3 & 4 students scored slightlgbeith the modified, translated
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assessment. The interaction between student’sradsil) LEP level and the type of
assessment was significakt(1,104.27) = 39.41p = .001. The interaction effect
suggests that LEP student’s scores depend on tuaterg LEP level and the test type

administered to predict test score.
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Chapter 5

Overview

This study sought accommodations for limited Estghroficient (LEP) students,
modified-English, translation, that provides aduh@l linguistic support when taking an
assessment. NCLB’s intent is to assess every studarianguage and test form that
facilitates accurate understanding of what theesttslknow and can do. NCLB also
allows each state to make the decision on howdesasstudents. There is variance on the
determination of appropriate accommodations astae level. Most states provide
accommodations such as extended time, breaks, iedihglish, and the use of
bilingual dictionaries. Few states provide studéinésaccommodation of testing a student
in his/her native language. The LEP student pojmriantering American schools is on
the increase, while remaining the lowest achieyopgulation academically. Reducing
the linguistic complexity of assessments is in oese to NCLB, which stresses the
inclusion of LEP students in testing situationsle/lgiosing the achievement gap.

Grade 3 LEP students were given two assessmethitdimathematics items.
One assessment was standard with no accommodalisasecond assessment students
were provided with modified-English, translatiorcasmodations. The results indicate
that the modified, translated assessment seenesgagerior to the standard assessment.
The results also indicate LEP 3 & 4 students seehave higher overall assessment
scores on both assessments. In addition, LEP 3®&dents scored about the same
regardless of the test type administered. To tinéragy, for LEP 1 & 2 students, the
modified, translated assessment was superior tetémelard assessment. These findings

have implications for testing accommodation requeats and for further research.
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Summary of Results

The results of the study are recapped here batnegtthe research questions that
guide this study followed by the research findings.

Research question 1: Are there differences in raatievement test scores
among third grade LEP students based on a standathematics assessment and a
modified-English, translated mathematics assessment

The results indicate that LEP students at all aedeg language levels scored
higher on the modified-English, translated verssbthe mathematics assessment than on
the standard assessment. LEP 1 & 2 students ssigm@ficantly higher on the modified-
English, translated assessment. LEP 3 & 4 studeoted only slightly higher on the
modified-English, translated version of the assesdnlLEP 3 & 4 students scored about
the same regardless of the test type administaréidating that test type does not
influence test scores for these students.

Research question 2: Are there differences in raatievement test scores
among third grade LEP students based on four leselanguage proficiency?

Overall, LEP 1 & 2 students scored lower on boeasments compared to LEP
3 & 4 students. LEP 1 & 2 students scored sigmifiigdower on the standard version of
the mathematics assessment than LEP 3 & 4 studeraiddition, LEP 1 & 2 students
scored lower on the modified-English, translatexsiom of the assessment compared to
LEP student levels 3 & 4. To the contrary, the agbiment gap between LEP 1 & 2
students and LEP 3 & 4 students on the modifiedliEimgranslated version of the

assessment was not as great as on the standasdrassé
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Discussion

For research question 1, the results suggestitHdER students scored better on
the modified-English, translated version of theeasment. LEP students who are
beginning to acquire the English language (deseghBEP 1 & 2) scored significantly
better when they were provided with an assessrhahttas linguistically modified and
translated into their native language. The findisggport previous research, as noted in
Chapter 2, that Spanish-speaking students perfosigadicantly better on mathematics
assessments when tested in Spanish rather thamglisticin both kindergarten and first
grade (Robinson, 2010). The findings also supp@vtipus research, as noted in Chapter
2, that language modification offered to LEP studemd English proficient students
resulted in improved mathematics performance of 48&%ems that were modified
linguistically for the students (Abedi, Hofstettand Lord, 1998).

The results also underscore previous research ichwftP students successfully
demonstrated their content knowledge when giveguistically modified English
assessments (Abedi et al., 1998, 2000; Abedi & | 20@1). Previous research also
showed LEP students demonstrate their content lednel when given assessment
translation (Abedi et al., 1998; Robinson, 2010jisTis particularly true for LEP 1 & 2
students, who are just beginning to acquire thdifim¢ganguage.

Students with LEP levels 3 & 4 scored about theeseggardless of the test type
administered. The findings support previous researcaccommodations for all learners,
as noted in Chapter 2, that if all accommodatiaipéd English learners, there was no
significant difference for English-proficient stude between test formats, suggesting

that accommodation strategies did not affect thesttact (Abedi et al., 2000).
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Regardless of the student’s LEP level, as studmgsire the English language, the
results between groups taking the modified-Englisinslated version of the assessment
should not indicate a large significant differeni¢één fact students with designated high
LEP levels or English-proficient students showddrge significant difference in scores
between the modified-English, translated and stahdssessment, then the
accommodation would not be suitable for studentk lewer LEP levels. The
achievement gap would still be present and the fieaklitranslated version of the
assessment would be considered ineffective.

Research question 2 inquires whether the studém\sament is based on
language proficiency and, if so, which designateajuage proficiency level achieves
greater gains. Overall, LEP 1 & 2 students scoogcet on both assessments compared to
LEP 3 & 4 students. LEP 1 & 2 students scored Saantly lower on the standard
version of the mathematics assessment than LER 3t&dents. However, the
achievement gap between LEP 1 & 2 students and3.&R students on the modified-
English, translated version of the assessment wagsgreat as on the standard
assessment. Students who were just beginning taradfje language proved not to do as
well on the assessments as the students who hdvwadra exposure to the language. The
findings from this study are consistent with the@y noted in Chapter 2, which
emphasizes that language acquisition developsagest

Language acquisition was defined by BICS, therpgesonal skills that everyone
acquires in their first language regardless of tQaademic aptitude, and by CALP, the
dimension of language proficiency that relatestevdcy skills and is required to

manipulate or reflect upon language in academimsdns. CALP takes approximately
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five to seven years to acquire. It is believed thagjuage minority students develop
BICS more rapidly and then are assumed to havemuft English language proficiency
to excel in classrooms instructed in English ad agltake assessments that are
administered in English (Cummins, 2001c). Previenpirical evidence, as noted in
Chapter 2, highlighted that LEP students did nessandardized tests that were
administered in a language they did not underst@udimins, 1980; Rogers et al., 2006;
Wright & Li, 2007).

The empirical data presented in this study coupligd earlier studies appear to
validate the language acquisition theory thatkesafive to seven years to learn academic
content in a second language (Chomsky, 1965; Knaslg82; Cummins, 2001).
Furthermore, past theory and empirical evidencgeasigthat assessments that are
administered in English are cognitively demandimigthe LEP students.

In sum, all LEP students performed better on thdifieaml-English, translated
version of the mathematics assessment. NeverthéleBsl & 2 students scored
significantly better on the modified-English, tréated version of the assessment.
Limitations

Although this study advances the understanding®modified, translated
accommodation to varying language levels of LE®estis, it also has some limitations.
First, a small sample size from three elementangpals in a suburban school district in
Virginia was included in this study. LEP 1 & 2 s&unds were examined as a single group
because currently these students receive the radelifnglish accommodation, also
known as plain English math, on the state assedsirteR 3 & 4 students do not receive

the plain English math accommodation. As a resoitstudents of specific LEP levels, it
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could not be determined whether specifically onveller a combination of the two levels
of LEP students made the difference or whethectmebined LEP levels made the
difference. Second, the modified-English, translatethematics assessment provided
LEP students with two linguistic accommodationse3daccommodations were not
studied in isolation. Consequently, for studente&ndng combined accommodations, it
could not be determined whether specifically jus or both accommodations made the
difference or whether the combined accommodatiotesacted in such a way as to
remove the language barriers from performancehEurtore, only mathematics was
targeted, thus the researcher could not determinether the accommodations have a
different impact in other subject areas.
Conclusions

This study was based on two related theories afrately determining LEP
student content knowledge by providing LEP studerntis accommodations: translation
(Robinson, 2010) and modified-English (Abedi et #098). The two overlapping
theories of Robinson, who suggests that nativestasion is beneficial to LEP students,
and Abedi et al., who suggest that modified-Engdiskists LEP students to show what
they know and can do on content assessments,adfaoiv the current study was
conducted. This study provided both the translatiod the modified-English
accommodation in order to determine accurately Efclent content knowledge.

Evidence from a review of empirical research sthpisgggests using a case-by-
case approach to determine test accommodatiorspémial education and LEP students.
The effectiveness and validity of the accommodatidepend on the background of the

students for whom the accommodations are usedlekéof English proficiency differs
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among LEP students. The statistically significasuits in this study indicate that LEP 1
& 2 students scored significantly higher on the thed-English, translated assessment.
LEP 3 & 4 students scored only slightly higher ba modified-English, translated
version of the assessment. LEP 3 & 4 students d@iyeut the same regardless of the
test type administered. The findings of this stadggest that LEP 1 & 2 students, who
are just beginning to acquire the English languatpg; not understand English
vocabulary and the structures of an assessmentharefore benefit from a modified-
English, translated version of an assessment.rtrast, the findings of this study
suggest that LEP 3 & 4 students, who are developimjexpanding their language
acquisition, may understand English vocabularytaedstructures of the assessment, and
therefore do not benefit from a modified-Engliglanslated version of an assessment.
The results from this study indicate that theransexisting achievement gap between
LEP students beginning to acquire the English lagguand LEP students that are
developing and expanding language acquisition.

The findings of this study highlight tremifications for individual LEP students
and schools with large numbers of LEP students.LHfe subgroup deserves special attention
for two reasons. First, LEP students are one ofabkiest growing subgroups in the
country. These students are at a disadvantage cethfmastudents in other subgroups
because by definition they are considered to hiaveld proficiency in English, the
language of nearly all standardized tests. NCLRiireg that LEP students’ standardized
test scores be used for accountability purposemdégss of language or accuracy
problems. There are serious ramifications for hbéhLEP student and the schools with

large numbers of LEP students.
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The United States Department of Education grartize svaivers from certain
requirements of the Elementary and Secondary EucAtt of 1965 (ESEA), as
amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (MB}. Although schools are no
longer faced with achieving Adequate Yearly Progi@sy P) under the federal education
law, the schools still must meet annual measuraljiectives (AMOS). In the state of
Virginia low-performing schools will be identifieas “priority” and “focus” schools and
recognize high-performing schools as “reward” s¢fioBchools that are labeled as
priority or focus schools will focus on school impgement and reform. Furthermore, 40
percent of teacher and principal evaluations velltigned directly with student
achievement. Schools with large numbers of LEPesttsiwill most likely be labeled as
the priority and focus schools. Teachers and gradsiwith large numbers of LEP
students may be evaluated in a substandard manadodower student achievement.

More importantly, the ramifications for the indivial LEP students could be life
altering. LEP students who fail or do poorly on thendated high-stakes test could be
placed in low-ability instructional groups with erfor curriculum and instruction,
retained in their current grade level, and unablesteive a high-school diploma. The
LEP students who do not receive a high school diplare unable to receive further
education and typically receive 30 percent lesstliihe earnings than students who
receive a high school diploma and continue on dliteonal education. All
circumstances lead to the LEP student developioger self-esteem.

The overall goal is for students to develop prefiay in English, and schools
need to provide all students with different oppoities to immerse themselves into the

language through curriculum, instruction, and amsesit. However, for assessments
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such as mathematics, science, social studies,iatayh it is reasonable to minimize
irrelevant linguistic complexity when assessingteanskills that are the primary
constructs being measured. It is imperative thamdissessments are administered to a
child that has a language deficit or a disability assessment results accurately reflect
the child’s aptitude or achievement level or whatesther factors the test purports to
measure, rather than reflecting the child’s languaigdisability deficit, resulting in
inaccurate results.

Under NCLB, schools are held accountable for alllsht performance and it is
important to be consistent with test administrafmmboth LEP and special education
students. In planning for the administration of aetiory standardized tests, it is
imperative to be consistent for all students sb W@LB and IDEA are not violated.
States and schools must use appropriate accommosgldtir students with disabilities
and LEP students who have a language deficit.df@miate accommodations are not put
into place for these students, student performanasntent assessments may not reflect
actual knowledge and may be in violation of NCLBIADEA.

Recommendations

The analytical findings of this study have implioat for policy and research. In
terms of policy, NCLB should ensure implementatbiits current requirement that
states are mandated to test LEP students withSaissmnts in the language and form
most likely to yield accurate data on what sucldefits know and can do in academic
content areas, until such students have achievghisBrlanguage proficiency.” States
should have access to tests in languages otheEtgiish, or have the means to obtain

such assessments in an effort to yield valid ahdlie results. The decision to use an
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assessment in the student’s native language sheuidade on a case-by-case basis and
should be determined by educators within the schwblb know the student’s deficits
and can determine the best way in which to assedsrgs. This decision should not be
made in an overall blanket statement by the skatetésting a student in his/her native
language is not feasible due to the cost of tréinslaA cost-benefit analysis should be
conducted to compare the advantages and feasibilaynodified-English, translated
version of assessments. This strategy may prole taore expensive than other
accommodations. Although such an investment i$ ndaonly because NCLB has
further deepened federal involvement in public stlealucation, but also because NCLB
is committed to closing the achievement gap, tleeafisnodified-English, translated
assessment accommodations presents a need feoatibete at least provide this as an
option for schools.

Student LEP levels are combined in this study. Feutesearch should build on
the analytical approach of this study to test énae hypotheses; however, tests should be
administered to a larger sample of LEP studentst §aores should be analyzed
according to one LEP level to determine specifictde students with designated LEP
levels that benefit from the modified-English triati®n accommodation.

Modified-English and translation are two forms oEammodations and are
combined in this study. Future research shouldlalsid on the analytical approach of
this study to test the same hypotheses but, this, fprovide the students with one
accommodation in isolation at a time. The studerdy be tested with only a modified-
English version of an assessment, or the LEP stsicieay be tested with only the

translation accommodation. Providing an accommodab students in isolation, then
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comparing the results of the combined accommodstionld assist in the determination
of the effectiveness of accommodations in isolaibpnombined.

Future studies also should seek to explore thetefémess and validity of
accommodations for various student background bsawithin the LEP population.
Student background variables may be indicatorsoof Wwell the students are prepared for
assessments. Student background information, sutttedanguage proficiency level, the
language spoken at home, length of time livingm Wnited States, and the number of
years the student was taught in English, shoulcbbsidered when determining
appropriate accommodations.

Last, the research base on student test accommpsgatiould be expanded to test
and confirm the limited results reported in thisdst The empirical research on
accommodations for LEP students in content areimsusficient. Educators should be
able to rely on empirical evidence in order to guildeir decisions on the use of
accommodations. All assessments in all subjecsasieauld be developed and tested
empirically to provide effectiveness and validitydato ensure equity in testing situations

for all students.
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Appendix A

Definition of Key Terms
Definitions and terminology were defined by theginia Department of Education

(www.doe.virginia.goy 2011):

Accommodatior— a change in an assessment to provide a fair opptytior
students to demonstrate what they know and cawitloout giving them an advantage
over other students.

In Virginia, examples of accommodations could Wwevv.doe.virginia.gov/testing

2012):
Direct linguistic accommodations for LEP studemsloe SOL assessments:
e Read-aloud or audio (except on the reading assegsme
e Bilingual dictionary
e English dictionary
e Dictation in English to a scribe
e Plain English math
Indirect linguistic accommodations available to L&BRdents on the SOL assessments:
e Flexible schedule
e Template to show one item at a time on a paperip@st (Visual Aid)
e Mark in test booklet or respond verbally
Alignment— effort to ensure that what teachers teach i€oo@ with what the

curriculum says will be taught and what is assessedfficial tests.
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Assessment- method of measuring the learning and performafictudents;
examples include achievement tests, minimum compgtiests, developmental
screening tests, aptitude tests, observation im&nis, performance tasks, etc.

English-language learners (ELH- a student whose first language is other than
English and who is in a special program for leagriimglish.

Limited-English proficient (LEP)}—see English-language learners

Proficient— test results indicating that the student demaiesirthe skills and
knowledge outlined in the Standards of Learningl(50

Sampling— a way of estimating how a whole group would perf@n a test by
testing representative members of the group ongidifferent portions of the test to
various subgroups.

Special education (SPEDB) a service especially designed and at no costeto t
parent/guardian that adapts the curriculum, mdserma instruction for students identified
as having educational or physical disabilities tmldred to each student's needs and
learning style and provided in a general educatiospecial education classroom, home,
hospital, separate school, or other setting.

Standardized testing- tests administered and scored under uniform
(standardized) conditions. Because most machineg@cmultiple-choice tests are
standardized, the term is sometimes used to refsudh tests, but other tests may also be
standardized.

Standards of Learning (SOL)- the minimum grade level and subject matter

educational objectives, described as the knowlaagleskills "necessary for success in
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school and for preparation for life,” that studesats expected to meet in Virginia public
schools and specified by the Standards of Quahi@Q).

Virginia assessment program means a system used to evaluate student
achievement that includes SOL tests and additimsas that may be approved from time
to time by the Board of Education.

Additional key terms not derived from the Virgiridepartment of Education
include:

Modified-English —linguistic simplification on assessments can malke t
assessment understandable for students allowing thhelemonstrate their knowledge of
the content (Cummins, 2001).

Native language translation - (hereafter “translati’) — an equivalent word or

phrase in one language used in another languaged{&bal., 2004).
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Appendix B

Table 1. Overview of Exemptions from SOL Assessmémailable to LEP Students

Content Area

Available Exemptions on SOL Assessments*

Reading

LEP students who have attended schootibthited States for
less than 12 months may receive a one-time exemfiiiche
SOL Reading test in grades 3 through 8.

Mathematics

LEP students may NOT be exempted frenSOL Mathematics
tests.

Science

Under the requirements of NCLB, all stuslentluding LEP
students, are required to participate in Sciensts @nce at the
elementary school level, once at the middle sclea@l, and once
at the high school level. However, LEP studentgimginia may
be exempt from the grade 3 SOL Science test but takes the
grade 5 SOL Science test. No other exemptionh®SOL
Science tests are available to LEP students.

History/Social

Under theRegulations Establishing Standards for Accrediting

Science and Writing Public Schools in Virginia VAC20-131-30.G, LEP students in

grades 3 through 8 may exercise a one-time exemfrbm the
SOL History and Social Science test and from thé Biting
test (grade 5 or 8 only). No other exemptions lier $OL History
and Social Science and Writing tests are avail@bldEP students|

*Retrieved from: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/tesgparticipation/lep_guidelines.pdf

February 2, 2012.
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Table 2. Overview of WIDA English Language Profitg Levels

WIDA Leve Description
1-Entering LEP Receiving Services, WIDA First Le¥gitering
2-Beginning LEP Receiving Services, WIDA Secondéle8eginning
3- Developing LEP Receiving Services, WIDA ThirdvieéDeveloping
4-Expanding LEP Receiving Services, WIDA Fourth élekzxpanding
5-Bridging Bridging-First Year (First Year After Exiting
ESOL/HILT/HILTEX)
5-Bridging Bridging-Second Year (Second Year After Exiting
ESOL/HILT/HILTEX)
6-Reaching Reaching-First Year (Third Year After Exiting
ESOL/HILT/HILTEX)
6-Reaching Reaching-Second Year (Fourth Year After Exiting

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX)

LEP Codes from Virginia Department of EducationyiBion of Technology, Office of
Educational Information Management, Student ReQumitection 2009-2010, Codes &

Definitions.

(http://www.doe.virginia.gov/testing/participatioed _guidelinesRetrieved July 30,

2010).
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Table 3. Data Collection Timeline and Activities

Date

Activity

February 18 & 19, 2011

E-mailed elementary prinisijpa
Arlington County that had third grade
Spanish speaking LEP students attendin
their school to describe the assessments
and to determine if they were interested |
participating in the study.

[(®]

March 25, 2011

Submitted application packet torfgion
County to obtain permission for the testin
to take place within the elementary schog

g
ls.

Throughout May & June 2011

Met with elementary pipals that
responded to my e-mail and explained m
study and the assessments that were
intended to be administered to the LEP
students.

Yy

June & July 2011 Assessments administered to thaote
that agreed to administer the assessments to
their third grade LEP students.

July 2011 Sent thank-you letters to the schools tha
administered the assessments.

June 2012 Collected test score data
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Valesb

Test Type
ModifieTranslated Standard M eans
LEP levels 1 & 2 M = 18.47 (2.46) M = 15.95 (2.65) 17.21 (2.84)
LEP levels 3 & 4 M = 19.83 (2.04) M = 19.55 (2.34) 19.69 (2.18)
M eans M =19.17 (2.34) M = 17.79 (3.07)
Total
18.48 (2.81)

'Standard deviations are listed beside the mearestoEal score on both assessments is

24. All variables show little variability of distrution around the mean.
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Table 5. Tests of Within-Subjects and Between-Suibje

Type Il Mean

Source Sum of Squaresif Square F p

Within Subjects
Test Type 80.92 1 80.92 62.08 .001
Interaction 51.36 1 51.36 39.41 .001
(Test x LEP level)

Between Subjects
LEP level 251.60 1 251.6 175 .001
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Table 6. Pairwise Comparisons

LEP Level (DTest (J)Test
Type Type 95% Confidenctetval for

Difference

Mean Std. Lower Upper
Difference  Error  Sig. Bound Bound Cohen’'sl

LEP 1 & 2 Standard Modified -2.525 325 .001 -3.575 -1.475 .89

Modified Standard 2.525 .532.001 1.475 3.575

LEP 3 & 4 Standard Modified -286 519 .583 -1.310 739 .09_

Modified Standard .286 951 .583 -.739 1.310
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