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CHAPTER 1

-Introduction: Teaching and

Assessing Students Learning
English in School

ALISON L. BAILEY

The subtitle of this book, “Putting Academic English to the Test,” is
intentionally ambiguous. Each of the two possible meanings serves
an important purpose. In the idiomatic use of the phrase to put to
the test, the subtitle invites a challenge to the authors of many of the
chapters: Can the research on academic language be put to service
in educationally meaningful ways? What does the operationaliza-
tion of the academic language concept afford us in terms of fairer
and better assessment? Will documenting the hallmarks of academic
language lead <o greater effectiveness in curriculum and teacher
professional development? Answering these questions in any great
depth would take far more space than can be allotted in this one
volume. Rather, the goal of this book is to illustrate what has been
achieved so far and to provide frameworks that our research at the
National Center for the Study of Evaluation, Standards, and Stu-
dent Testing (CRESST) has produced so that others might yet yield
what still needs to be achieved.

In its second meaning, putting academic English to the test is
read literally—adding the construct “academic English language”
(AEL) to assessments of English language development (ELD). This
meaning captures the major focus of the book on the current state
of language assessment for students learning English in schools in
the United States. A review of the available ELD assessments in the
spring of 2005 as I write this introduction suggests that much is
in flux.

Currently, assessments of English language development aimed
at the 5~18-year-old population in the United States fall into three
main categories: assessments that have been available for the past
15 to 20 years that appear to tap into the language of social settings,
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new assessments that have partially integrated the academic lan-
suage construct into their operational definitions, and assessments
under development that have embraced the notion of academic lan-
guage across all four language modalities—listening, speaking, read-
ing, and writing.

Assessment of English language learners (ELLs) in kindergarten
through high school is a requirement of the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB, 2001). This federal law mandated the yearly assessment
of English language skills for ELL students beginning in the 2002-3
school year. Many states are still in the process of responding to this
mandate. Many are still administering the older generation of assess-
ments that focus on social or general uses of language rather than
language aligned with the discourse of the classroom, textbooks,
educational standards, and content-area assessments. Those that
are in the process of developing or refining new ELD assessments
are daily seeking guidance from language researchers and test de-
velopers. The chapters in this book have pulled together much of
what my colleagues and 1 have researched and proposed to a vari-
ety of states and the assessment consortia who represent them.

In this initial chapter, I will first provide greater detail about the
political and educational contexts that have led to the current ac-
livity in language assessment and in assessment and instructional
practices more broadly for language minority students in the United
States. T will then briefly highlight some of the new assessment de-
velopment efforts across the states and the implications these ef-
forts will have for instruction and teacher professional develop-
ment. I hope that the articulation of these implications will make
self-evident the need for the detailed review of what we currently
think academic English language to be. This review reveals large
and educationally critical gaps in our knowledge of what students
need to know about language in academic settings and how we
think they acquire it.

The Language Mandate

There are major research and policy problems facing the United
States and other English-speaking countries with large populations
of primary and secondary school students learning English in aca-
demic contexts for academic purposes. The problems can be most
succinctly articulated as a lack of comprehensive information about
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what language demands are placed on school-age children in gen-
eral and how much English language learners can realistically be ex-
pected to learn and -how quickly. While we have a large literature
base~about English as a second language (ESL), this research base
cannot answer these questions with sufficient specificity to aid pol-
icy makers and educators faced with the creation of English lan-
guage development tests and curricula.

The number of students in U.S. public schools for whom English
is a second language has grown steadily during the past two decades.
The latest figures show ELL student enrollment at 5.1 million (U.S.
Department of Education, 2005). During this period of growth, edu-
cators have struggled to implement approaches that help to ensure
both quality instruction and valid and reliable assessments of all
students. Unfortunately, English language learners often enter school
without the requisite English language skills to benefit from the
mainstream curriculum, and thus in the past they were often ex-
cluded from accountability systems. Now, however, with the No
Child Left Behind Act (2001), focus on adequate yearly progress in
math, reading, and shortly (2005-6 school year) science for all stu-
dents (Title I) and special emphasis on ensuring that ELLs make
steady progress in acquiring English (Title III) virtually guarantees

" the inclusion of ELLs in state accountability systems. Under this

law, ELL students must show measurable progress each year in the
listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension of English
(many states are interpreting the fifth element as a combination of
the listening comprehension and reading comprehension assess-
ment subsections). Consequently, as already mentioned, states are
urgently identifying or developing tests of English language profi-
ciency that can help them meet this federal mandate (Olson, 2002).

Previous research in the area of rate and attainment of ELD has
suggested that ELL students can take between four to eight years to
achieve the English language proficiency necessary for success on
academic content assessments (e.g., Collier, 1995; Cummins, 1981;
Hakuta, Butler, and Witt, 2000). Students who start their U.S. school-
ing in upper elementary grades make more rapid progress than
those who start at 12 years and older, often’ despite the same num-
ber of years of exposure to English and years in U.S. schooling (Col-
lier, 1987). Differences in achievement by discipline have also been

found, with quicker and greater mathematics attainment (while v+

English language is still developing) than science, social studies (Col-
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lier, 1989), or language arts attainment (Butler, Stevens, and Castel-
lon, chapter 2; De Avila, 1997). Relatedly, research on the poorer ac-
ademic achievement of students who are recent redesignated fluent
iznglish proficient (RFEP) students (compared to other students in
:nainstream classrooms) suggests their difficulties may be due in
nart to the demands of English in nonsheltered content classes and
on standardized content assessments (e.g., Stack, 2002).

While this research base provides estimates of student gains and
~xpectations for ELD performance and its impact on academic
achievement, it has limitations for answering questions about the
nature of AEL development. These limitations include (1) the ap-
nropriateness of existing instruments for measuring forms and uses
of school language, as already mentioned above; and (2) the use of
primarily cross-sectional design that does not provide longitudinal
Jata on individual student growth and exposure to the language of
school. Collectively, these pose a serious challenge to accurate and
useful prediction of language and academic outcomes.

Including ELLs in accountability systems is not without chal-
ienges. For example, the language demands of content-area assess-
ments may be so great for ELL students as to invalidate the deter-
mination of their content knowledge. Ultimately, we often have no
way of knowing if the performance of ELL students primarily re-
Ilects their language abilities or their content knowledge. Thus, in-
.luding ELLs in the testing process, knowing that the interpretation
of test scores may be invalid, is problematic (August and Hakuta,
1997). However, to exclude ELL students is also unacceptable. If
ELL students are not tested, information on their achievement is,
in effect, absent from any decision making that impacts their school
careers.

=ducate or Accommodate?

One widely used means of achieving the goal of inclusion for all stu-
Jdents in academic achievement assessment is the use of test ac-
sommodations with students who have not yet mastered English
(e.g., Butler and Stevens, 1997; Kopriva, 2000; LaCelle-Peterson
and Rivera, 1994; Rivera, Stansfield, Scialdone, and Sharkey, 2000).
Test accommodations can consist of modifications made to the test
itself or modifications made to the test administration procedures,
including the test setting. For example, in terms of modifications to
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the test, students may receive a mathematics test translated into
their native language or rendered into simplified English. Accom-
modations made to the administration of the test include providing
studénts with extra time to complete a test or allowing students the
use of English-native language dictionaries.

Studies that have investigated the effects of language accommo-
dations on both ELL and EO students’ academic performance (e.g.,
Abedi, Courtney, and Leon, 2001; Abedi, Lord, Hofstetter, and Baker,
2000; Abedi, Lord, and Plummer, 1997; Castellon-Wellington, 1999;
Rivera and Stansfield, 2001) leave us with mixed results as to the
fairer assessment of ELL and EO students (extra time, for example,
benefits all students). On the one hand, ELL student language abili-
ties, particularly low levels of reading ability, may be a source of
construct-irrelevant variance in assessments of academic achieve-
ment, such as in mathematics. That is, the mathematics learning
that we hope to capture in the assessment may not be reflected; rather,
we are measuring the students’ inabilify to read the test questions.
On the other hand, if, as Haladyna and Downing (2004) point out,
we need to know if students can handle the complexity of language
necessary to learn and convey their learning of mathematical con-
cepts, then assessments should include the language demands typi-
cal of the instructional contexts students will encounter. Arguably,
no less an assessment will allow us to know if students are ready to
cope with the language of mainstream mathematics classes.

The complexities of assessing the academic achievement of ELL
students are thus many. We argue that there is still much research
needed to determine the effectiveness of using accommodations and
even then, as others have stated before us, we need to establish clearer
procedures for making accommedation decisions in an informed
and systematic way (e.g., August and Hakuta, 1997; Bailey and But-
ler, chapter 4; Haladyna and Downing, 2004). While accommoda-
tion studies all share the same objective—to inform educational
policy makers about the equitable inclusion of both ELL students
and English proficient students on content-area assessments—we
have suggested a change of approach that will require future inclu-
sion efforts to begin first by ensuring equitable exposure to and
learning of AEL and second by devising academic English language
proficiency assessments to help gauge student readiness for main-
stream instruction and content-area testing (Bailey and Butler, 2004;
Bailey and Butler, chapter 4).
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New Assessments of ELD

A major issue, then, at this critical policy decision-making juncture,
is how to determine if the requisite English language skills for demon-
strating content knowledge on assessments have been acquired by
ELL students. Many existing English language proficiency tests do
not assess the type of language students must understand and be
able to use in the mainstream classroom and on standardized con-
tent tests. Existing language tests tend to assess social everyday lan-
guage rather than the more formal academic English language of
the classroom and content tests. Unfortunately for current educa-
tional testing needs, basic social language has been found to be only
minimally correlated with the more demanding language of school
(e.g., Collier and Thomas, 1989).

This is not to minimize the importance of social language skills
for successful school and personal outcomes. Indeed, the level of
linguistic sophistication necessary to navigate everyday informal
situations suggests that we also need to foster student growth in the
area of social language development (Bailey, in press). However,
currently a student may perform well on a general language test
and still not have the necessary language skills for academic tasks
(see Butler et al., chapter 2 for a discussion of just such findings
with eleventh-grade students). There is, then, an important assess-
ment gap between the type of English an ELL student may know
and be able to use—that tested on many current ELD tests—and
the language critical to school success. .

As mentioned, assessments of ELD fall into three main categories:
older assessments that appear to primarily measure social language
uses, new assessments that have partially integrated the academic
language construct into operational definitions of ELD, and assess-
ments still under development that have adopted the AEL construct
as critical to the measurement of scholastic uses of English. For ex-
ample, the Language Assessment Scales (De Avila and Duncan,
1987, 1988, 1989, 1990; Duncan and De Avila, 1990), are widely
used older ELD assessments that are found to have fewer language
features matching the language demands of content-area assessments
(Butler et al., chapter 2; Stevens, Butler, and Castellon-Wellington,
2000) than derived versions of the LAS such as the current Califon?ia
English Language Development Test (CELDT, CTB/McGrawHill,
2004). The CELDT shows the influence of the California ELD stan-
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dards (California State Board of Education, 1999) and includes
characteristics of classroom language on the test blueprint in all
four language modalities (listening, speaking, reading, and writing)
(see Bailey and Butler, 2005; Sato, Lagunoff, Worth, Bailey, and
Butler, 2005).

Other states are following similar initiatives and have new as-
sessments at different stages of development incorporating varying
degrees of the AEL construct.! For example, Wisconsin, Delaware,
and Arkansas have worked together to produce the WIDA (WIDA
Consortium, 2005; see also Davidson, Kim, Lee, Li, and Lépez,
chapter 6), which has developed new English language proficiency
standards. These will be adopted by Teachers of English to Speak-
ers of Other Languages (TESOL) to replace their original K-12 ELD
standards (TESOL, 1997), which had served as the national ELD
standards and as the foundation of many state ELD standards and
test blueprints. S '

The English Language Development Assessment (ELDA) is the
effort of member states of the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO, 2005). The ELDA will include “topics” from the content
areas, such as social studies and science, presumably as part of an
AEL construct. Presumably the ELDA item writers will use these
topics to create school-related scenarios or to provide specifications
for vocabulary to be used in test items rather than to measure
content-area knowledge itself.

Both the WIDA and ELDA will include all language modalities.
Interestingly, one new ELD assessment responding to the NCLB Act
mandate does not include all modalities within its AEL construct.
The Stanford English Language Proficiency Test (Harcourt Educa-
tional Measurement, 2003), while based on the Bailey and Butler
conceptual framework for AEL presented in chapter 4, has articu-
lated speaking skills as social uses of language only and not as part
of the AEL construct.

The new IPT/PEM (IDEA Proficiency Test/Pearson Educational
Measurement) Title III Testing Solution (Ballard and Tighe, 2005)
has also adopted the AEL construct framework as the basis for this
replacement of the former, more social language-oriented IPT as-
sessments, adding to the empirical database through analysis of
videos of classroom teachers talking and various state-level ELD and
content-standards documents following Bailey and Butler (2002/3;
see also chapter 4) (Bailey and Luoma, 2003; Luoma, Cho, and Buck,
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2004). This new suite of IPT assessments also includes K-2 reading
and writing forms as well as a pre-K/K language and early literacy
assessment (Bailey, Luoma, and Cho, 2005), whereas a number of
the new ELD assessments being developed do not include assess-
ment of literacy skills earlier than the second- or third-grade levels.
There is some debate in the field as to what constitutes a reading
and writing test with ELL students when English-only (EO) and flu-
ent English proficient (FEP) students have also yet to learn to read
and write. This, together with a concern that young children are ex-
cessively assessed, has led some states (e.g., California) to eschew
the assessment of literacy skills in young ELL students (see Mayer,
chapter 3 for further discussion). However, for a successful school
experience, four- to five-year-old ELL students will no doubt need
to participate in all aspects of their preschool or kindergarten cur-
riculum, engaging with both teachers and peers to acquire and
demonstrate knowledge of both social skills and nascent academic
demands. Indeed, goal 1 of the National Educational Goals Panel
(NEGP, n.d.) focuses on having all children start school “ready to
learn.” This goal specifically includes language development in its
five dimensions of early development and learning.

If test developers take young children’s social and cognitive de-
velopmental needs into account, then assessing both their oral and
carly literacy abilities can be possible. For example, using manipula-
tives (objects, not pictures) to engage the young ELL student during
assessment allows children this age to do better on both production
and comprehension tasks (e.g., Cocking and McHale, 1981), and
providing verbal and gestural supports or scaffolding allows a young
child to demonstrate to the assessor at what level of assistance he
or she can and cannot complete a task. The latter, of course, is also
information to the assessor as to what kind of instructional supports
a very young ELL student may require in a preschool program.

Differences in the operationalization of language constructs found
in the ELD tests outlined above may impact how students are in-
structed in ELD and how teachers themselves understand the con-
struct of AEL. So what exactly is the AEL construct that these and
other test developers now purport to tap with the new assessments?
The next section of this chapter attempts to shed some light on this
question by reviewing studies of English language acquisition and
showing how these have informed our research on academic lan-
guage at CRESST.
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What English Language Demands Do We Place
on K-12 Students?

As af entry point to understanding the AEL construct, we have
found the following definition by Chamot and O'Malley (1994) to be
both widely accessible and inspiring in its simplicity. Academic lan-
guage is “the language that is used by teachers and students for the
purpose of acquiring new knowledge and skills . . . imparting new
information, describing abstract ideas, and developing students’
conceptual understanding” (p. 40).

Cummins (1980, 2000) first made the crucial distinction between
what is known as basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS),
acquired and used in everyday interactions, and cognitive academic
language proficiency (CALP), acquired and used in the academic
context. BICS, or social, everyday language, most often occurs in
the “here and now” of a shared conversation, allowing for use of less
demanding indexical modes of communication, such as gestures
and pronominalization (Schleppegrell, 2001, 2004). It is on the con-
struct CALP that Chamot and O'Malley (1994; Chamot, 2005) based
their definition of AEL and their curriculum for teaching it—the
Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA).

As I have stressed elsewhere (Bailey, in press), we should guard
against believing that there is something inherent in social lan-
guage that makes it less sophisticated or less cognitively demand-
ing than language used in an academic context. Think about the
complex and highly sophisticated social applications of language
that are needed to woo or deceive a loved one; and conversely, there
are contexts in which AEL can be as simple as responding with a
head nod to a yes or no question. Thus it is perhaps most accurate
to speak of the difference between BICS and CALP as differences in
the relative frequency of complex grammatical structures, spec1al—
ized vocabulary, and uncommon language functions.

In some regard, it is not meaningful to conceive of language as
either social or academic, rather it is the situation that is either pre-
dominantly social or academic. Even this distinction is problem-
atic. Dewey's pedagogic creed (1897) serves as a good reminder that
schools are simply one more social context or “community” and that
language is always “a social instrument.” Sociolinguistic studies of
the language production of school-age children in both formal and

~ informal settings (e.g., Gumperz and Cook-Gumperz, 1980; Hymes,
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1974; Labov, 1972) have documented the social context of scholastic
settings whereby becoming a member of a discourse community,
such as that of mathematicians, is signaled by the use of certain dis-
course and linguistic features most commonly found in settings
where “mathematics” is spoken (Pimm, 1987). Elsewhere, Johns
(1997) identifies a register of English used in professional books
and characterized by the specific linguistic features associated with
the different academic disciplines.

While current cognitive theory has also increasingly argued that
cognition and discourse are often specific to a discipline or context
(e.g., Lave and Wenger, 1991), in our own work and in the literature
we have found some remarkable similarities across the disciplinary
discourses for teaching mathematics, science, and social studies.
For example, current reform in each of these disciplines calls for
students to engage in academic arguments and debates that may
share the same underlying organizational structures (e.g., Bazerman,
2003). This has led us to hypothesize discipline-specific AEL as well
as a common core or general AEL that cuts across disciplines (see
Bailey and Butler, chapter 4 for further discussion).

We can add two additional features to Chamot and O’Malley’s
(1994) definition of academic language cited above. First, language
as it is used in academic contexts requires students to demonstrate
their knowledge by using recognizable verbal and written academic
formats. For example, students must learn norms for presenting in-
formation to the teacher so that the teacher can successfully moni-
tor their learning. The opportunity to display knowledge may also
be as important as the opportunity to learn (OTL) new information,
as it not only confirms acquisition for a teacher but may consoli-
Jate learning for a student (Cazden, 2001). Second, students receive
fewer opportunities to negotiate meaning or to use contextual cues
in the classroom setting than in many social settings. This is the de-
contextualized use of language that has been recognized as a key
discourse-level feature of language used in school (e.g., Cazden,

2001; Menyuk, 1995; Snow, 1991).

Bailey (in press) has summarized the ability to be academically
proficient in either a first or second language as knowing and being
* uble to “use general and content-specific vocabulary, specialized or
complex grammatical structures, and rnultifar'i_cm,'s language func-
tions and discourse structures—all for the purpose of acquiring
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new knowledge and skills, interacting about a topic, or imparting
information to others.” Short (1994) and Lemke (1990), in particu-
lar, have documented the range of language functions found in social
studi€s classes and science classes respectively. Most commonly
language is used in service of explanation and description, and, in
the case of social studies, justification. These findings are largely
replicated in the analyses of language use in science classrooms and
social studies and science textbooks reported by Bailey, Butler,
Stevens, and Lord in chapter 5.

Students must be able to integrate all aspects of language that
they hear and use in school and do so across all language modali-
ties. That is, teachers often set tasks and activities that rely on stu-
dents being able to process information in both the oral (speaking
and listening modalities) and the print (reading and writing modali-
ties) domains. It is the integration of the modalities themselves that
Gibbons (1998) has termed intertextual. This use of language re-
quires students to shift the same information back and forth across
the modalities, perhaps first reading about a new science topic,
then participating as both speaker and attentive audience member

in a whole-group discussion, ultimately individually authoring an

essay on the new information they have acquired. Oral language
skills, however, are not only critical for signaling classroom partici-
pation; they also serve as a foundation upon which reading and writing
skills are based, both in the initial acquisition of print skills (e.g.,
Allen, 1976; Dickinson, McCabe, Anastasopoulos, Peisner—Feinberg,
and Poe, 2003; Stauffer, 1980) and in the ongoing process of read-
ing and writing about new ideas and knowledge.

While there is much research on the second language acquisi-
tion process and differential outcomes for learners (see Larsen-
Freeman, 2000 for review), this work has focused primarily on the
development of language as a broad construct, only recently artic-
ulating the notion of English for specific purposes—for example, as
the medium for acquiring discipline-specific knowledge (e.g., Doug-
las, 2000). However, this research has been conducted almost ex-
clusively at the higher education level with already-educated adult
ESL learners. In contrast, researchers appear to have largely ignored
the K-12 arena, finding it difficult to articulate norms for even first
language development in school-age children. The potential for and
causes of individual variation in first and second language develop-
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ment are great. Students are exposed to a wide variety of different
language settings, not least by their own choice of content classes
once they enter the higher grades (Nippold, 1995).

Collectively, the research cited here has documented the exis-
“tence of an AEL phenomenon. However, there have been few at-
tempts to operauonahzk the concept sufficiently for utilization in
.assessment, curriculum, or professional development..To achieve
further specificity, therefore, academic language is dc,fmed in our
work as language that stands in contrast to the everyday ay informal
speech that students use outside the classroom énvironment. AEL

can be distinguished from English in other settings on at least three -

key levels: the lexical, grammatical, and discourse levels, each de-
scribed below.

Lexical Features of AEL

At the lexical level, following'Scarcella and Zimmerman (1998), we
suggest that academic vocabulary, as one component of the broader
academic language construct, comprises both a general academic
lexicon (e.g., containing words such as evidence, demonstrate, and rep-
resent) and specialized ones (e.g., containing content-related words
such as diameter, condense, and abolitionist), each of which stu-
dents must acquire in order to become fully proficient in English in
the academic setting.2 According to Nation (2001), at the tertiary
crducation level, general academic vocabulary covers on average
%.5% of words in academic texts, and specialized or technical vo-
cabulary covers about 5% of words in academic texts (see also Na-
rion and Coxhead, 2001).

Beck et al. (2002), Cunningham and Moore (1993), and Stevens,
jutler, and Castellon-Wellington (2000) add a third category of vo-
cabulary to this mix—high-frequency general words used regularly
in everyday contexts that contrast with the often more morphologi-
cally complex vocabulary of school, though they may have equiva-
lent meanings in some cases (e.g., gather vs. collate) (Corson, 1997).
Conversely, a single word can have multiple meanings, which helps
in elficiently expanding a child’s lexicon, adding one new word form
but many different meanings. The English language, it is argued, is
comprised of more than 60%-70% of such polysemous words (e.g.,
McLaughlin, August, and Snow, 2000). ELL students especially may
have constrained English vocabularies in that they may know just
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one or two of the most frequently encountered meanings of an En-
glish word. (e.g., McLaughlin et al., 2000), and the importance of
vocabulary breadth and depth is further underscored by the finding
that the vocabulary knowledge of fifth and sixth-grade Latino stu-
dents can be the most important predictor of performance on a
reading assessment (Garcia, 1991).

The primary distinction in the coding schema developed for the
study of textbooks reported in Bailey et al. in chapter 5 was between
academic and nonacademic usage of words. Within academic usage
we further distinguished between specialized academic vocabulary
and general academic vocabulary that cuts across disciplines. This
distincfion is important for future test development efforts that will
attempt.to target a broad cross-section of academic language and
may therefore need to treat specialized vocabulary separately. Dur-
ing the course of coding we considered the sense intended in the se-
lections and rated the form and usage of words only in the context
of the given selections. Specifically, we had to be sure that the word
sense intended in the textbook selections was referring to an aca-
demic concept (e.g., “Determine the centrifugal force” versus “Don’t

force him to do it”). This includes the specialized word sense often

usWaﬁw for some of the most common words in English.
Prepositions, for instance, ce, take on very precise e and often unfamiliar
usage in the mathematics register (e.g., Pimm, 1987, 1995). For ex-

“ample, the preposition in used in a phrase like “three in four” makes

the relationship between the two numbers proportional, in this case,
three-quarters or 75%. Even in the earliest grades use of a simple
preposition like by can take on the unfamiliar meaning of according
to in a phrase like sort by color (Bailey, in press).

In the analysis reported in chapter 5, if the intended meaning of
a word was the same both in and out of the classroom setting, we
considered the word usage to be nonacademic. Throughout this
process we were careful to avoid equating unfamiliar words with
academic vocabulary. While we did not classlfy the use o'f'seemmgly
ar bltrary proper names (such as Peter and Anne), most often found

'in mathematics word problems, as academic vocabulary, proper

names related to content learning or crucial to the academic con-
cepts of a topic were rated as specialized (e.g., Continental Congress,

Newton, and John Adams). Similarly, measurement vocabulary and
abbreviations for measurement and formulas were also rated as a
subcategory of specialized academic vocabulary (e.g., kilometer, km,
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and km/hr). Colloquialisms and idiomatic expressions (e.g., half-joked
and rwister) and verbatim speech formed their own separate sub-
categories if used to convey content information.

Grammatical Features of AEL

Turning to the grammatical or syntactic features of AEL, there are
features of English grammar that are often only encountered dur-
ing formal discourse or in print and for that reason are key compo-

nents of the articulation of the AEL construct. In mathematics, for-

example, certain syntactic structures are required for conveying no-
tions of comparative size (X is greater/less than Y, as X as Y) and con-

. ditional relationships (if X, then Y), among others (e.g., Spanos,
* Rhodes, Dale, and Crandall, 1988). Snow (1990) has argued that a

syntactic skill that often cuts across specific content areas—writing
formal definitions—requires students to combine the copula fo bg,
a superordinate category, and a complement clause (e.g., A rabbit is
an animal with long ears). ‘

Oral and printed language often differ syntactically and place
different demands on users of the language (e.g., Reppen, 2901;
Schleppegrell, 2001, 2004). For example, passive voice con_stn'.}ctlons
in English such as “The British were trounced by the col om‘als oceur
less frequently in everyday conversation than in academic writing
(Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman, 1983), and children have been
found to have more difficulty understanding passive verb forms
than active verb forms (Bever, 1970; de Villiers and de Villiers, 1973;
Fraser, Bellugi, and Brown, 1963). Eighth-grade students ir} one
study, for example, were given equivalent mathematics test items
with and without passive voice constructions and scored higher on
the items without passive constructions (Abedi and Lord, 2001;
Abedi et al., 1997). .

Other syntactic features are also characteristic of written lan-
guage and may increase the demands of classroom language (Hal-
liday and Martin, 1993).3 Relative clauses, for example, are less fre-
queilt in spoken English than in written English, so some students
may have had limited exposure to them before entering school.
Furthermore, relative clauses in print differ from those in spoken
language (Pauley and Syder, 1983). In general, dependent clauses
that embed information may make sentences more complex and
difficult than coordinate clauses that do not (Botel and Granowsky,
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1974; Hunt, 1965, 1977; Kemper, Jackson, Cheung, and Anagnopou-
lous, 1993; Lord, 2002; Wang, 1970). Conditional clauses also con-
tribute to text difficulty, and noun phrases with several modifiers
~can be sources of difficulty, as Spanos et al. (1988) found in student
comprehension of math test items.

Discourse Features of AEL

Turning to classroom discourse, students are required to convey the
content knowledge they acquire using organizational features rec-
ognizable to teachers (Hicks, 1994). That is, academic success in-
volves a combination of discipline-specific practices (e. g., knowing
the conventions for multidigit division) and cross-cutting general
academic discourse practices (e.g., knowing how to clearly present
and justify an idea in any content area). This requires not only a
knowledge of discourse conventions but also pragmatic knowledge
that may be applied in both spoken and written contexts. The lin-
guistic registers of the different disciplines and the uses to which
language is put in content-area classrooms have also been a focus of
increasing study (e.g., Bailey, Butler, LaFramenta and Ong, 2001/4;
Johns, 1997; Lemke, 1990; Short, 1993). These studies show not only
a wide range of functions language serves in the academic setting
(e.g., éxplaining, describing, comparing) but also how the content areas
are differentiated by language function (sce Bailey et al., chapter 5).
Closely coupled with issues of discourse are the notions of aca-
demic language as a sociocultural and psychological phenomenon
(e.g., Cazden, 2001; Corson, 1997; Erickson, 1987: Gee, 1996; Gutiér-
rez, 1995; Kern, 2000; Philips, 1972; Scarcella, 2003). The development
of a deep conceptual understanding of discipline-specific concepts
is tied to participation in the particularistic discourse practices of
disciplinary communities (Greeno and Hall, 1997; Lave and Wenger,
1991; Roth, 2001) such as mathematics (Cobb, Stephan, McClain,
and Gravemeijer, 2001; Lampert and Ball, 1998), science (Lehrer,
Schauble, Carpenter, and Penner, 2000; Roth and Bowen, 1995), and
English language arts (Cazden, 1988, 2001; Gutiérrez, 1994: Lee,
2001; Palinscar and Brown, 1984; Smagorinsky, 2001). Different
disciplines have their own accepted norms for what constitutes a
good argument during discourse. For example, in mathematics it is
demonstration of a logical proof (Lehrer, Randle, and Sancilio,
1989; Kazami, 1999), in science it is often modeling to explain a
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process (White and Frederiksen, 1998), and in English language
arts it is the appropriate citation of primary and secondary texts
(Lee, 2001). Such norms for each discipline need to be acquired to
meet teacher expectations.

Participation frameworks or structures (Erickson, 1992; Goff-
man, 1981) influence who can say what and to whom, which also
affects the nature of discourse in classroom activities. A common par-
ticipation framework for discourse in the classroom is the initiate-
respond-evaluate/feedback (IRE/F) script (Lemke, 1990; Mel}an,
1979), which is a framework in which the teacher asks guestions
that can be answered briefly and quickly by the students. The teacher
then simply evaluates the response as correct or incorrect or pro-
vides feedback to students regarding the accuracy and completeness
of their answers (Mehan, 1979; O’Connor and Michaels, 1996). The
social configuration of a classroom is also important to classroom
discourse because it too can constrain the types of activities and
communication that take place. For example, a study of a seventh-
orade mathematics classroom found that after whole-class discus-
gions, forming small-scale problem-solving groups afforded oppor-
(unities for peer-to-peer teaching (Enyedy, 2003). This is a common
type of informal learning that occurs in classrooms and is largely
outside a teacher’s control, which may have an eventual impact on
the rate and attainment of AEL for some ELL students. Opportuni-
ties to learn or missed opportunities to learn, as these cases may be,
could impact AEL acquisition along with academic achievement.

Assessing Academic English Language: The Next Steps

It is critical that we have a greater understanding of the nature of
language—its complexity and usage in academic settings—if we
are to effectively teach and assess ELL students. The necessary next
steps, particularly for the improved assessment of AEL, are Fiocu—
mented in the ensuing chapters. The current chapter has reviewed
the language and discourse literature to help determine what we
know already of AEL and what aspects we must research further.
From this review we learn a lot about AEL, but we also learn that it
will be necessary to create a more complete picture both across the
grade spans and as regards the entire school curriculum. We .learn
in addition that we must render this and all new information into a
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usable form for educational applications. Particularly in the case of
our main focus, AEL assessment, this will need to be in the form of
detailed specifications about the lexical, syntactic, and discourse
-demands at different grade levels and in different content areas.

*The next chapter will document the first empirical studies that
went into a needs analysis to show the mismatch between the lan-
guage skills that have traditionally appeared on ELD assessments
and the language demands that are truly expected in school. Chap-
ter 3 details the next critical step—government policy to hold states
accountable for the development of English language proficiency
and to guide state efforts in the creation of assessments better aligned
to the language demands of school. The remaining steps described
in chapters 4 to 7 involve the development of a conceptual frame-
work within which to conduct empirical research of AEL, devising
state-of-the-art test development procedures, and extending the
AEL construct into classroom-based assessment practices. Always
an iterative process, the final step in this test development process,
and the subject of chapter 8, is to ask: What new steps must we then
still take?

Notes

1. This brief review is designed to provide an illustration of the range of
test development efforts in the K-12 arena and is not intended to be ex-
haustive of all the tests that have been recently developed or are cur-
rently under development. At the time of writing, other well-known test
development initiatives include the New York State English as a Sec-
ond Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT, Harcourt Assessment,
2005), commissioned by the New York State Education Department;
the Test of Emerging Academic English (TEAE,MetriTech, 2001); and
the Test of Emerging Academic Listening and Speaking (TEALS, Lid-
get Green and Language Learning Solutions, in preparation), devel-
oped by the State of Minnesota; the Iowa Tests of English Language
Learning (ITELL, University of Iowa, in preparation), developed by the
State of Towa Department of Education and designed in part to corre-
spond to the content areas represented on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(Riverside Publishing, 2001); and the Illinois Measure of Annual Growth
in English (IMAGE, Illinois State Board of Educdtion, Division of Stan-
dards and Assessment, 2005). This final test was first created to assess
the English reading and writing skills of ELL students until they are
sufficiently proficient in English to meaningfully take the Illinois aca-
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demic achievement tests. (For further details, see also www.nysed.gov,
education.state.mn.us, www.state.ia.us, and www.ccsd15.net.)
. These are roughly analogous Lo tier 2 and tier 3 words in the taxonomy
devised by Beck, McKown, and Kucan (2002) for instructional purposes.
. For examples of these syntactic structures, see table 5.2 in Bailey et al.,
chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2

- ELLs and Standardized

Assessments: The Interaction
between Language Proficiency
and Performance on
Standardized Tests

FRANCES A. BUTLER, ROBIN STEVENS,
AND MARTHA CASTELLON

Within the context of accountability at the local and state levels, the
growing need during the past decade to assess both the English lan-
guage proficiency of English language learners (ELLs) and their
understanding of subject matter across content areas has created
challenges for educators. In this chapter, three critical issues regard-
ing the assessment of ELLs are presented and discussed—first, the
heterogeneity of ELLs, that is, the notion that ELLs are not all alike
and that awareness and documentation of their differing needs
should be a part of any decision-making process; second, the mis-
match between the language assessed on English language profi-
ciency tests and the language used on content tests; and third, the
importance of operationalizing the language of school (academic
English) for test development purposes and for broad educational ap-
plications. Data from two studies (Butler and Castellon-Wellington,
2000/5; Stevens, Butler, and Castellon-Wellington, 2000) that examine
student concurrent performance on a test of English proficiency
and tests of academic achievement inform. the discussion. These
studies were the first to empirically demonstrate the interplay be-
tween language and content assessments, validating researchers’ and
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