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Chapter 114. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English

Subchapter A. Elementary

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this Subchapter A issued under the Texas Education Code, §28.002, unless
otherwise noted.

§114.1. Implementation of Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English,
Elementary.

The provisions of this subchapter shall supersede §75.26 of this title (relating to Other Languages) beginning
September 1, 1998.

Source: The provisions of this §114.1 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.2. Languages Other Than English, Elementary.

School districts are strongly encouraged to offer languages other than English in the elementary grades. For
districts that offer languages in elementary, the essential knowledge and skills are those designated as Levels
I and II - novice progress checkpoint, exploratory languages, and cultural and linguistic topics in Subchapter
C of this chapter (relating to Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English).

Source: The provisions of this §114.2 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.
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Chapter 114. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English

Subchapter B. Middle School

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this Subchapter B issued under the Texas Education Code, §28.002, unless
otherwise noted.

§114.11. Implementation of Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English,
Middle School.

The provisions of this subchapter shall supersede §75.42 of this title (relating to Other Languages) beginning
September 1, 1998.

Source: The provisions of this §114.11 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.12. Languages Other Than English, Middle School.

(a) School districts are strongly encouraged to offer languages other than English in middle school. For dis-
tricts that offer languages in middle school, the essential knowledge and skills are those designated as
Levels I and II - novice progress checkpoint and Levels III and IV - intermediate progress checkpoint,
exploratory languages, and cultural and linguistic topics in Subchapter C of this chapter (relating to Texas
Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English).

(b) Students are awarded one unit of high school credit per level for successful completion of the level and
one-half to one unit of high school credit for successful completion of a nonsequential course.

(c) Districts may offer a level of a language in a variety of scheduling arrangements that may extend or reduce
the traditional schedule when careful consideration is given to the instructional time available on a campus
and the language ability, access to programs, and motivation of students.

Source: The provisions of this §114.12 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.
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Chapter 114. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English

Subchapter C. High School

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this Subchapter C issued under the Texas Education Code, §28.002, unless
otherwise noted.

§114.21. Implementation of Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for Languages Other Than English, High
School.

The provisions of this subchapter shall supersede §75.62(a)-(g) and (k)-(o) of this title (relating to Other
Languages) beginning September 1, 1998.

Source: The provisions of this §114.21 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.22. Levels I and II - Novice Progress Checkpoint (One Credit Per Level).

(a) General requirements.

(1) Levels I and II - Novice progress checkpoint can be offered in elementary, middle, or high school.
At the high school level, students are awarded one unit of credit per level for successful completion
of the level.

(2) Using age-appropriate activities, students develop the ability to perform the tasks of the novice lan-
guage learner. The novice language learner, when dealing with familiar topics, should:

(A) understand short utterances when listening and respond orally with learned material;

(B) produce learned words, phrases, and sentences when speaking and writing;

(C) detect main ideas in familiar material when listening and reading;

(D) make lists, copy accurately, and write from dictation;

(E) recognize the importance in communication to know about the culture; and

(F) recognize the importance of acquiring accuracy of expression by knowing the components
of language, including grammar.

(3) Students of classical languages use the skills of listening, speaking, and writing to reinforce the
skill of reading.

(b) Introduction.

(1) Acquiring another language incorporates communication skills such as listening, speaking, reading,
writing, viewing, and showing. Students develop these communication skills by using knowledge
of the language, including grammar, and culture, communication and learning strategies, technolo-
gy, and content from other subject areas to socialize, to acquire and provide information, to express
feelings and opinions, and to get others to adopt a course of action. While knowledge of other cul-
tures, connections to other disciplines, comparisons between languages and cultures, and communi-
ty interaction all contribute to and enhance the communicative language learning experience, com-
munication skills are the primary focus of language acquisition.
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(2) Students of languages other than English gain the knowledge to understand cultural practices (what
people do) and products (what people create) and to increase their understanding of other cultures
as well as to interact with members of those cultures. Through the learning of languages other than
English, students obtain the tools and develop the context needed to connect with other subject
areas and to use the language to acquire information and reinforce other areas of study. Students of
languages other than English develop an understanding of the nature of language, including gram-
mar, and culture and use this knowledge to compare languages and cultures and to expand insight
into their own language and culture. Students enhance their personal and public lives and meet the
career demands of the 21st century by using languages other than English to participate in commu-
nities in Texas, in other states, and around the world.

(c) Knowledge and skills.

(1) Communication. The student
communicates in a language
other than English using the
skills of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing. 

(2) Cultures. The student gains
knowledge and understanding of
other cultures. 

(3) Connections. The student uses
the language to make connec-
tions with other subject areas
and to acquire information. 

The student is expected to:

(A) engage in oral and written exchanges
of learned material to socialize and to
provide and obtain information;

(B) demonstrate understanding of simple,
clearly spoken, and written language
such as simple stories, high-frequency
commands, and brief instructions
when dealing with familiar topics; and

(C) present information using familiar
words, phrases, and sentences to lis-
teners and readers.

The student is expected to:

(A) demonstrate an understanding of the
practices (what people do) and how
they are related to the perspectives
(how people perceive things) of the
cultures studied; and

(B) demonstrate an understanding of the
products (what people create) and
how they are related to the perspec-
tives (how people perceive things) of
the cultures studied.

The student is expected to:

(A) use resources (that may include tech-
nology) in the language and cultures
being studied to gain access to infor-
mation; and

(B) use the language to obtain, reinforce,
or expand knowledge of other subject
areas.
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Source: The provisions of this §114.22 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.23. Levels III and IV - Intermediate Progress Checkpoint (One Credit Per Level).

(a) General requirements.

(1) Levels III and IV - Intermediate progress checkpoint can be offered in middle or high school. At
the high school level, students are awarded one unit of credit per level for successful completion of
the level.

(2) Using age-appropriate activities, students expand their ability to perform novice tasks and develop
their ability to perform the tasks of the intermediate language learner. The intermediate language
learner, when dealing with everyday topics, should:

(A) participate in simple face-to-face communication;

(B) create statements and questions to communicate independently when speaking and writing;

(C) understand main ideas and some details of material on familiar topics when listening and
reading;

(D) understand simple statements and questions when listening and reading;

(E) meet limited practical and social writing needs;

(F) use knowledge of the culture in the development of communication skills;

(4) Comparisons. The student
develops insight into the nature
of language and culture by com-
paring the student’s own lan-
guage and culture to another. 

(5) Communities. The student par-
ticipates in communities at
home and around the world by
using languages other than
English. 

The student is expected to:

(A) demonstrate an understanding of the
nature of language through compar-
isons of the student’s own language
and the language studied;

(B) demonstrate an understanding of the
concept of culture through compar-
isons of the student’s own culture and
the cultures studied; and

(C) demonstrate an understanding of the
influence of one language and culture
on another.

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language both within and
beyond the school setting through
activities such as participating in cul-
tural events and using technology to
communicate; and

(B) show evidence of becoming a lifelong
learner by using the language for per-
sonal enrichment and career develop-
ment.
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(G) use knowledge of the components of language, including grammar, to increase accuracy of
expression; and

(H) cope successfully in straightforward social and survival situations.

(3) In classical languages, the skills of listening, speaking, and writing are used in Level III to rein-
force the skill of reading. Students of classical languages should reach intermediate proficiency in
reading by the end of Level III.

(b) Introduction.

(1) Acquiring another language incorporates communication skills such as listening, speaking, reading,
writing, viewing, and showing. Students develop these communication skills by using knowledge
of the language, including grammar, and culture, communication and learning strategies, technolo-
gy, and content from other subject areas to socialize, to acquire and provide information, to express
feelings and opinions, and to get others to adopt a course of action. While knowledge of other cul-
tures, connections to other disciplines, comparisons between languages and cultures, and communi-
ty interaction all contribute to and enhance the communicative language learning experience, com-
munication skills are the primary focus of language acquisition.

(2) Students of languages other than English gain the knowledge to understand cultural practices (what
people do) and products (what people create) and to increase their understanding of other cultures
as well as to interact with members of those cultures. Through the learning of languages other than
English, students obtain the tools and develop the context needed to connect with other subject
areas and to use the language to acquire information and reinforce other areas of study. Students of
languages other than English develop an understanding of the nature of language, including gram-
mar, and culture and use this knowledge to compare languages and cultures and to expand insight
into their own language and culture. Students enhance their personal and public lives and meet the
career demands of the 21st century by using languages other than English to participate in commu-
nities in Texas, in other states, and around the world.

(c) Knowledge and skills.

(1) Communication. The student
communicates in a language
other than English using the
skills of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing. 

The student is expected to:

(A) engage in oral and written exchanges
to socialize, to provide and obtain
information, to express preferences
and feelings, and to satisfy basic
needs;

(B) interpret and demonstrate understand-
ing of simple, straightforward, spoken
and written language such as instruc-
tions, directions, announcements,
reports, conversations, brief descrip-
tions, and narrations; and

(C) present information and convey short
messages on everyday topics to listen-
ers and readers.



A-8

(2) Cultures. The student gains
knowledge and understanding of
other cultures. 

(3) Connections. The student uses
the language to make connec-
tions with other subject areas
and to acquire information. 

(4) Comparisons. The student
develops insight into the nature
of language and culture by com-
paring the student’s own lan-
guage and culture to another. 

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the practices (what
people do) and how they are related to
the perspectives (how people perceive
things) of the cultures studied; and

(B) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the products (what
people create) and how they are relat-
ed to the perspectives (how people
perceive things) of the cultures stud-
ied.

The student is expected to:

(A) use resources (that may include tech-
nology) in the language and cultures
being studied at the intermediate pro-
ficiency level to gain access to infor-
mation; and

(B) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to obtain, reinforce,
or expand knowledge of other subject
areas.

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the nature of lan-
guage through comparisons of the stu-
dent’s own language and the language
studied;

(B) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the concept of cul-
ture through comparisons of the stu-
dent’s own culture and the cultures
studied; and

(C) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the influence of one
language and culture on another.
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Source: The provisions of this §114.23 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.24. Levels V, VI and VII - Advanced Progress Checkpoint (One Credit Per Level).

(a) General requirements.

(1) Levels V, VI, and VII - Advanced progress checkpoint can be offered in high school. At the high
school level, students are awarded one unit of credit per level for successful completion of the
level.

(2) Using age-appropriate activities, students master novice tasks, expand their ability to perform inter-
mediate tasks, and develop their ability to perform the tasks of the advanced language learner. The
advanced language learner of modern languages, when dealing with events of the concrete world,
should:

(A) participate fully in casual conversations in culturally appropriate ways;

(B) explain, narrate, and describe in past, present, and future time when speaking and writing;

(C) understand main ideas and most details of material on a variety of topics when listening
and reading;

(D) write coherent paragraphs;

(E) cope successfully in problematic social and survival situations;

(F) achieve an acceptable level of accuracy of expression by using knowledge of language
components, including grammar; and

(G) apply knowledge of culture when communicating.

(3) The advanced language learner of classical languages reads and comprehends authentic texts of
prose and poetry of selected authors. The skills of listening, speaking, and writing are used to rein-
force the skill of reading.

(4) Students of classical languages may reach advanced proficiency in reading during Level IV. (A stu-
dent who completes a College Board Advanced Placement course or the International
Baccalaureate in Latin should reach advanced proficiency in reading during Level IV.)

(5) Communities. The student par-
ticipates in communities at
home and around the world by
using languages other than
English. 

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the intermediate
proficiency level both within and
beyond the school setting through
activities such as participating in cul-
tural events and using technology to
communicate; and

(B) show evidence of becoming a lifelong
learner by using the language at the
intermediate proficiency level for per-
sonal enrichment and career develop-
ment.
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(b) Introduction.

(1) Acquiring another language incorporates communication skills such as listening, speaking, reading,
writing, viewing, and showing. Students develop these communication skills by using knowledge
of the language, including grammar, and culture, communication and learning strategies, technolo-
gy, and content from other subject areas to socialize, to acquire and provide information, to express
feelings and opinions, and to get others to adopt a course of action. While knowledge of other cul-
tures, connections to other disciplines, comparisons between languages and cultures, and communi-
ty interaction all contribute to and enhance the communicative language learning experience, com-
munication skills are the primary focus of language acquisition.

(2) Students of languages other than English gain the knowledge to understand cultural practices (what
people do) and products (what people create) and to increase their understanding of other cultures
as well as to interact with members of those cultures. Through the learning of languages other than
English, students obtain the tools and develop the context needed to connect with other subject
areas and to use the language to acquire information and reinforce other areas of study. Students of
languages other than English develop an understanding of the nature of language, including gram-
mar, and culture and use this knowledge to compare languages and cultures and to expand insight
into their own language and culture. Students enhance their personal and public lives and meet the
career demands of the 21st century by using languages other than English to participate in commu-
nities in Texas, in other states, and around the world.

(c) Knowledge and skills.

(1) Communication. The student 
communicates in a language 
other than English using the 
skills of listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing. 

(2) Cultures. The student gains
knowledge and understanding of
other cultures. 

The student is expected to:

(A) engage in oral and written exchanges,
including providing and obtaining
information, expressing feelings and
preferences, and exchanging ideas and
opinions;

(B) interpret and demonstrate understand-
ing of spoken and written language,
including literature, on a variety of
topics; and

(C) present information, concepts, and
ideas on a variety of topics to listeners
and readers.

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the practices (what
people do) and how they are related to
the perspectives (how people perceive
things) of the cultures studied; and



The student is expected to:

(B) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the products (what
people create) and how they are relat-
ed to the perspectives (how people
perceive things) of the cultures stud-
ied.

The student is expected to:

(A) use resources (that may include tech-
nology) in the language and cultures
being studied at the advanced profi-
ciency level to gain access to informa-
tion; and

(B) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to obtain, reinforce, or
expand knowledge of other subject
areas.

The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the nature of lan-
guage through comparisons of the stu-
dent’s own language and the language
studied;

(B) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the concept of cul-
ture through comparisons of the stu-
dent’s own culture and the cultures
studied; and

(C) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level to demonstrate an
understanding of the influence of one
language and culture on another.
The student is expected to:

(A) use the language at the advanced pro-
ficiency level both within and beyond
the school setting through activities
such as participating in cultural events
and using technology to communi-
cate; and

(B) show evidence of becoming a lifelong
learner by using the language at the
advanced proficiency level for personal
enrichment and career development.

Source: The provisions of this §114.24 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.
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(3) Connections. The student uses
the language to make connec-
tions with other subject areas
and to acquire information. 

(4) Comparisons. The student
develops insight into the nature
of language and culture by com-
paring the student’s own lan-
guage and culture to another. 

(5) Communities. The student par-
ticipates in communities at
home and around the world by
using languages other than
English. 
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§114.25. Exploratory Languages (One-Half to One Credit).

(a) General requirements.

(1) Exploratory languages is a nonsequential course that can be offered in elementary, middle, or high
school. At the high school level, students are awarded one-half to one unit of credit for successful
completion of a course.

(2) Using age-appropriate activities, students study selected aspects of one or more languages and cul-
tures and/or develop basic language learning and communicative skills.

(b) Introduction. Exploratory courses in languages other than English introduce the student to the study of
other languages. Students use components of language, make observations about languages and cultures,
develop language study skills, and/or acquire simple communicative skills by completing one or more of
the knowledge and skills for exploratory languages.

(c) Knowledge and skills.

(1) The student uses components of
language. 

(2) The student makes observations
about languages and cultures. 

(3) The student develops language
study skills.

The student is expected to:

(A) participate in different types of lan-
guage learning activities;

(B) use the language skills of listening,
speaking, reading, and/or writing;

(C) demonstrate an awareness of some
aspects of culture in using the lan-
guage; and

(D) demonstrate an awareness of the sub-
systems of other languages (such as
grammar, vocabulary, and phonolo-
gy).

The student is expected to:

(A) compare and contrast features of other
languages to English;

(B) recognize the role of nonlinguistic
elements (such as gestures) in com-
munication;

(C) demonstrate an understanding of the
fact that human behavior is influenced
by culture; and

(D) compare some aspects of other cul-
tures to the student’s own culture.

The student is expected to:

(A) practice different language learning
strategies;
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Source: The provisions of this §114.25 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

§114.26. Cultural and Linguistic Topics (One-Half to One Credit).

(a) General requirements.

(1) Cultural and linguistic topics is a nonsequential course that can be offered in elementary, middle, or
high school. At the high school level, students are awarded one-half to one unit of credit for suc-
cessful completion of a course. Upon completion of the course, students may choose to receive
credit for a nonsequential course in languages other than English or credit for a social studies elec-
tive course.

(2) Using age-appropriate activities, students study cultural, linguistic, geographical, or historical
aspects of selected regions or countries.

(b) Introduction. Courses in cultural and linguistic topics introduce students to the study of other cultures.
Students gain the knowledge to understand the historical development, geographical aspects, cultural
aspects, and/or linguistic aspects of selected regions or countries by completing one or more of the knowl-
edge and skills for cultural and linguistic topics.

(c) Knowledge and skills.

(B) demonstrate an understanding of the
fact that making and correcting errors
is an important part of learning a lan-
guage; and

(C) demonstrate an awareness of language
patterns.

(1) The student gains knowledge of
the cultural aspects of selected
regions or countries. 

(2) The student gains a knowledge
of certain linguistic aspects of
selected regions, countries, or
languages. 

The student is expected to:

(A) identify social, cultural, and economic
changes that have affected customs
and conventions in a region or coun-
try;

(B) explain variations of cultural patterns
within a region or country;

(C) demonstrate an understanding of the
role of traditions in influencing a cul-
ture’s practices (what people do) and
products (what people create); and

(D) recognize the art, music, literature,
drama, or other culturally related
activity of a region or country.

The student is expected to:

(A) reproduce, read, write, or demonstrate
an understanding of common expres-
sions and vocabulary used in the
region, country, or language studied;
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Source: The provisions of this §114.26 adopted to be effective September 1, 1998, 22 TexReg 4930.

(3) The student gains knowledge of
the geographical aspects of and
their related influences on
selected regions or countries. 

(4) The student gains knowledge of
the historical aspects of selected
regions or countries. 

(B) describe general aspects of a language
based upon the linguistic experiences
provided, such as word etymologies
and derivatives; and

(C) recognize the linguistic contributions
of native speakers and writers from
various regions.

The student is expected to:

(A) demonstrate an understanding of the
influence of geography on the histori-
cal development of a region or coun-
try; and

(B) provide examples of the interrelation-
ships between the physical and cultur-
al environments.

The student is expected to:

(A) recognize examples of the interactions
of a region or country with the rest of
the world;

(B) trace historical events from their
inception to the present; and

(C) identify significant personalities in the
development of a region or country.
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ACTFL
PROFICIENCY GUIDELINES

The 1986 proficiency guidelines represent a hierarchy of global characterizations of integrated performance
in speaking, listening, reading and writing. Each description is a representative, not an exhaustive, sample of
a particular range of ability, and each level subsumes all previous levels, moving from simple to complex in
an “all-before-and-more” fashion.

Because these guidelines identify stages of proficiency, as opposed to achievement, they are not intended to
measure what an individual has achieved through specific classroom instruction but rather to allow assess-
ment of what an individual can and cannot do, regardless of where, when, or how the language has been
learned or acquired; thus, the words “learned” and “acquired” are used in the broadest sense. These guide-
lines are not based on a particular linguistic theory or pedagogical method, since the guidelines are profi-
ciency-based, as opposed to achievement-based, and are intended to be used for global assessment.

The 1986 guidelines should not be considered the definitive version, since the construction and utilization
of language proficiency guidelines is a dynamic, interactive process. The academic sector, like the govern-
ment sector, will continue to refine and update the criteria periodically to reflect the needs of the users and
the advances of the profession. In this vein, ACTFL owes a continuing debt to the creators of the 1982 provi-
sional proficiency guidelines and, of course, to the members of the Interagency Language Roundtable Testing
Committee, the creators of the government’s Language Skill Level Descriptions.

ACTFL would like to thank the following individuals for their contributions on this current Guidelines
project:

Heidi Byrnes
James Child

Nina Levinson
Pardee Lowe, Jr.
Seiichi Makino

Irene Thompson
A. Ronald Walton

These proficiency guidelines are the product of grants from the U.S. Department of Education.

American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, Inc.,
6 Executive Plaza, Yonkers, NY 10701-6801

Appendix B

ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines



B-2

Generic Descriptions-Speaking

Novice The Novice level is characterized by the ability to communicate
minimally with learned material.

Novice-Low Oral production consists of isolated words and perhaps a few high-
frequency phrases. Essentially no functional communicative abili-
ty.

Novice-Mid Oral production continues to consist of isolated words and learned
phrases within very predictable areas of need, although quality is
increased. Vocabulary is sufficient only for handling simple, ele-
mentary needs and expressing basic courtesies. Utterances rarely
consist of more than two or three words and show frequent long
pauses and repetition of interlocutor’s words. Speaker may have
some difficulty producing even the simplest utterances. Some
Novice-Mid speakers will be understood only with great difficulty.

Novice-High Able to satisfy partially the requirements of basic communicative
exchanges by relying heavily on learned utterances but occasional-
ly expanding these through simple recombinations of their ele-
ments. Can ask questions or make statements involving learned
material. Shows signs of spontaneity although this falls short of
real autonomy of expression. Speech continues to consist of
learned utterances rather than of personalized, situationally adapt-
ed ones. Vocabulary centers on areas such as basic objects, places,
and most common kinship terms. Pronunciation may still be
strongly influenced by first language. Errors are frequent and, in
spite of repetition, some Novice-High speakers will have difficulty
being understood even by sympathetic interlocutors.

Intermediate The Intermediate level is characterized by the speaker’s ability to:
- create with the language by combining and recombining learned
elements, though primarily in a reactive mode; 
- initiate, minimally sustain, and close in a simple way basic com-
municative tasks; and
- ask and answer questions.

Intermediate-Low Able to handle successfully a limited number of interactive, task-
oriented and social situations. Can ask and answer questions, ini-
tiate and respond to simple statements and maintain face-to-face
conversation, although in a highly restricted manner and with
much linguistic inaccuracy. Within these limitations, can perform
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such tasks as introducing self, ordering a meal, asking directions,
and making purchases. Vocabulary is adequate to express only the
most elementary needs. Strong interference from native language
may occur. Misunderstandings frequently arise, but with repeti-
tion, the Intermediate-Low speaker can generally be understood
by sympathetic interlocutors.

Intermediate-Mid Able to handle successfully a variety of uncomplicated, basic and
communicative tasks and social situations. Can talk simply about
self and family members. Can ask and answer questions and par-
ticipate in simple conversations on topics beyond the most imme-
diate needs; e.g., personal history and leisure time activities.
Utterance length increases slightly, but speech may continue to be
characterized by frequent long pauses, since the smooth incorpo-
ration of even basic conversational strategies is often hindered as
the speaker struggles to create appropriate language forms.
Pronunciation may continue to be strongly influenced by first lan-
guage and fluency may still be strained. Although misunderstand-
ings still arise, the Intermediate-Mid speaker can generally be
understood by sympathetic interlocutors.

Intermediate-High Able to handle successfully most uncomplicated communicative
tasks and social situations. Can initiate, sustain, and close a gener-
al conversation with a number of strategies appropriate to a range
of circumstances and topics, but errors are evident. Limited vocab-
ulary, still necessitates hesitation and may bring about slightly
unexpected circumlocution. There is emerging evidence of con-
nected discourse, particularly for simple narration and description.
The Intermediate-High speaker can generally be understood even
by interlocutors not accustomed to dealing with speakers at this
level, but repetition may still be required.

Advanced The Advanced level is characterized by the speaker’s ability to:
- converse in a clearly participatory fashion;
- initiate, sustain, and bring to closure a wide variety of commu-
nicative tasks, including those that require an increased ability to
convey meaning with diverse language strategies due to a compli-
cation or an unforeseen turn of events;
- satisfy the requirements of school and work situations; and
- narrate and describe with paragraph-length connected discourse.

Advanced Able to satisfy the requirements of everyday situations and routine
school and work requirements. Can handle with confidence but
not with facility complicated tasks and social situations, such as
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elaborating, complaining, and apologizing. Can narrate and
describe with some details, linking sentences together smoothly.
Can communicate facts and talk casually about topics of current
public and personal interest, using general vocabulary.
Shortcomings can often be smoothed over by communicative
strategies, such as pause fillers, stalling devices, and different rates
of speech. Circumlocution which arises from vocabulary or syntac-
tic limitations very often is quite successful, though some groping
for words may still be evident. The Advanced level speaker can be
understood without difficulty by native interlocutors.

Advanced-High Able to satisfy the requirements of a broad variety of everyday,
school, and work situations. Can discuss concrete topics relating to
particular interests and special fields of competence. There is
emerging evidence of ability to support opinions, explain in detail,
and hypothesize. The Advanced-Plus speaker often shows a well
developed ability to compensate for an imperfect grasp of some
forms with confident use of communicative strategies, such as
paraphrasing and circumlocution. Differentiated vocabulary and
intonation are effectively used to communicate fine shades of
meaning. The Advanced-Plus speaker often shows remarkable flu-
ency and ease of speech but under the demands of Superior-level,
complex tasks, language may break down or prove inadequate.

Superior The Superior level is characterized by the speaker’s ability to:
- participate effectively in most formal and informal conversations
on practical, social, professional, and abstract topics; and
- support opinions and hypothesize using native-like discourse
strategies.

Superior Able to speak the language with sufficient accuracy to participate
effectively in most formal and informal conversations on practical,
social, professional, and abstract topics. Can discuss special fields
of competence and interest with ease. Can support opinions and
hypothesize, but may not be able to tailor language to audience or
discuss in depth highly abstract or unfamiliar topics. Usually the
Superior level speaker is only partially familiar with regional or
other dialectical variants. The Superior level speaker commands a
wide variety of interactive strategies and shows good awareness of
discourse strategies. The latter involves the ability to distinguish
main ideas from supporting information through syntactic, lexical
and suprasegmental features (pitch, stress, intonation). Sporadic
errors may occur, particularly in low-frequency structures and
some complex high-frequency structures more common to formal
writing, but no patterns of error are evident. Errors do not disturb
the native speaker or interfere with communication.
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Generic Descriptions-Listening

These guidelines assume that all listening tasks take place in an authentic environment
at a normal rate of speech using standard or near-standard norms.

Novice-Low Understanding is limited to occasional isolated words, such as cog-
nates, borrowed words, and high-frequency social conventions.
Essentially no ability to comprehend even short utterances.

Novice-Mid Able to understand some short, learned utterances, particularly
where context strongly supports understanding and speech is
clearly audible. Comprehends some words and phrases from sim-
ple questions, statements, high-frequency commands and courtesy
formulae about topics that refer to basic personal information or
the immediate physical setting. The listener requires long pauses
for assimilation and periodically requests repetition and/or a
slower rate of speech.

Novice-High Able to understand short, learned utterances and some sentence-
length utterances, particularly where context strongly supports
understanding and speech is clearly audible. Comprehends words
and phrases from simple questions, statements, high-frequency
commands and courtesy formulae. May require repetition,
rephrasing and/or a slowed rate of speech for comprehension.

Intermediate-Low Able to understand sentence-length utterances which consist of
recombinations of learned elements in a limited number of content
areas, particularly if strongly supported by the situational context.
Content refers to basic personal background and needs, social con-
ventions and routine tasks, such as getting meals and receiving
simple instructions and directions. Listening tasks pertain primar-
ily to spontaneous face-to-face conversations. Understanding is
often uneven; repetition and rewording may be necessary.
Misunderstandings in both main ideas and details arise frequently.

Intermediate-Mid Able to understand sentence-length utterances which consist of
recombinations of learned utterances on a variety of topics.
Content continues to refer primarily to basic personal background
and needs, social conventions and somewhat more complex tasks,
such as lodging, transportation, and shopping. Additional content
areas include some personal interests and activities, and a greater
diversity of instructions and directions. Listening tasks not only
pertain to spontaneous face-to-face conversations but also to short
routine telephone conversations and some deliberate speech, such
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as simple announcements and reports over the media.
Understanding continues to be uneven.

Intermediate-High Able to sustain understanding over longer stretches of connected
discourse on a number of topics pertaining to different times and
places; however, understanding is inconsistent due to failure to
grasp main ideas and/or details. Thus, while topics do not differ
significantly from those of an Advanced level listener, comprehen-
sion is less in quantity and poorer in quality.

Advanced Able to understand main ideas and most details of connected dis-
course on a variety of topics beyond the immediacy of the situa-
tion. Comprehension may be uneven due to a variety of linguistic
and extralinguistic factors, among which topic familiarity is very
prominent. These texts frequently involve description and narra-
tion in different time frames or aspects, such as present, nonpast,
habitual, or imperfective. Texts may include interviews, short lec-
tures on familiar topics, and news items and reports primarily
dealing with factual information. Listener is aware of cohesive
devices but may not be able to use them to follow the sequence of
thought in an oral text.

Advanced-High Able to understand the main ideas of most speech in a standard
dialect; however, the listener may not be able to sustain compre-
hension in extended discourse which is propositionally and lin-
guistically complex. Listener shows an emerging awareness of cul-
turally implied meanings beyond the surface meanings of the text
but may fail to grasp sociocultural nuances of the message.

Superior Able to understand the main ideas of all speech in a standard
dialect, including technical discussion in a field of specialization.
Can follow the essentials of extended discourse which is proposi-
tionally and linguistically complex, as in academic/professional
settings, in lectures, speeches, and reports. Listener shows some
appreciation of aesthetic norms of target language, of idioms, col-
loquialisms, and register shifting. Able to make inferences within
the cultural framework of the target language. Understanding is
aided by an awareness of the underlying organizational structure
of the oral text and includes sensitivity for its social and cultural
references and its affective overtones. Rarely misunderstands but
may not understand excessively rapid, highly colloquial speech or
speech that has strong cultural references.
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Distinguished Able to understand all forms and styles of speech pertinent to per-
sonal, social and professional needs tailored to different audiences.
Shows strong sensitivity to social and cultural references and aes-
thetic norms by processing language from within the cultural
framework. Texts include theater plays, screen productions, edito-
rials, symposia, academic debates, public policy statements, liter-
ary readings, and most jokes and puns. May have difficulty with
some dialects and slang.

Generic Descriptions-Reading

These guidelines assume all reading texts to be authentic and legible.

Novice-Low Able occasionally to identify isolated words and/or major phrases
when strongly supported by context.

Novice-Mid Able to recognize the symbols of an alphabetic and/or syllabic
writing system and/or a limited number of characters in a system
that uses characters. The reader can identify an increasing number
of highly contextualized words and/or phrases including cognates
and borrowed words, where appropriate. Material understood
rarely exceeds a single phrase at a time, and rereading may be
required.

Novice-High Has sufficient control of the writing system to interpret written lan-
guage in areas of practical need. Where vocabulary has been
learned, can read for instructional and directional purposes stan-
dardized messages, phrases or expressions, such as some items on
menus, schedules, timetables, maps, and signs. At times, but not
on a consistent basis, the Novice-High level reader may be able to
derive meaning from material at a slightly higher level where con-
text and/or extralinguistic background knowledge are supportive.

Intermediate-Low Able to understand main ideas and/or some facts from the sim-
plest connected texts dealing with basic personal and social needs.
Such texts are linguistically noncomplex and have a clear underly-
ing internal structure, for example chronological sequencing. They
impart basic information about which the reader has to make only
minimal suppositions or to which the reader brings personal inter-
est and/or knowledge. Examples include messages with social
purposes or information for the widest possible audience, such as
public announcements and short, straightforward instructions
dealing with public life. Some misunderstandings will occur.
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Intermediate-Mid Able to read consistently with increased understanding simple
connected texts dealing with a variety of basic and social needs.
Such texts are still linguistically noncomplex and have a clear
underlying internal structure. They impart basic information about
which the reader has to make minimal suppositions and to which
the reader brings personal interest and/or knowledge. Examples
may include short, straightforward descriptions of persons, places,
and things written for a wide audience.

Intermediate-High Able to read consistently with full understanding simple connect-
ed texts dealing with basic personal and social needs about which
the reader has personal interest and/or knowledge. Can get some
main ideas and information from texts at the next higher level fea-
turing description and narration. Structural complexity may inter-
fere with comprehension; for example, basic grammatical relations
may be misinterpreted and temporal references may rely primari-
ly on lexical items. Has some difficulty with the cohesive factors in
discourse, such as matching pronouns with referents. While texts
do not differ significantly from those at the Advanced level, com-
prehension is less consistent. May have to read material several
times for understanding.

Advanced Able to read somewhat longer prose of several paragraphs in
length, particularly if presented with a clear underlying structure.
The prose is predominantly in familiar sentence patterns. Reader
gets the main ideas and facts and misses some details.
Comprehension derives not only from situational and subject mat-
ter knowledge but from increasing control of the language. Texts at
this level include descriptions and narrations such as simple short
stories, news items, bibliographical information, social notices,
personal correspondence, routinized business letters and simple
technical material written for the general reader.

Advanced-High Able to follow essential points of written discourse at the Superior
level in areas of special interest or knowledge. Able to understand
parts of texts which are conceptually abstract and linguistically
complex, and/or texts which treat unfamiliar topics and situations,
as well as some texts which involve aspects of target-language cul-
ture. Able to comprehend the facts to make appropriate inferences.
An emerging awareness of the aesthetic properties of language and
of its literary styles permits comprehension of a wider variety of
texts, including literary. Misunderstandings may occur.
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Superior Able to read with almost complete comprehension and at normal
speed expository prose on unfamiliar subjects and a variety of lit-
erary texts. Reading ability is not dependent on subject matter
knowledge, although the reader is not expected to comprehend
thoroughly texts which are highly dependent on knowledge of the
target culture. Reads easily for pleasure. Superior-level texts fea-
ture hypotheses, argumentation and supported opinions and
include grammatical patterns and vocabulary ordinarily encoun-
tered in academic/professional reading. At this level, due to the
control of general vocabulary and structure, the reader is almost
always able to match the meanings derived from extralinguistic
knowledge with meanings derived from knowledge of the lan-
guage, allowing for smooth and efficient reading of diverse texts.
Occasional misunderstandings may still occur; for example, the
reader may experience some difficulty with unusually complex
structures and low-frequency idioms. At the Superior level the
reader can match strategies, top-down or bottom-up, which are
most appropriate to the text. (Top-down strategies rely on real-
world knowledge and prediction based on genre and organiza-
tional scheme of the text. Bottom-up strategies rely on actual lin-
guistic knowledge.) Material at this level will include a variety of
literary texts, editorials, correspondence, general reports and tech-
nical material in professional fields. Rereading is rarely necessary,
and misreading is rare.

Distinguished Able to read fluently and accurately most styles and forms of the
language pertinent to academic and professional needs. Able to
relate inferences in the text to real-world knowledge and under-
stand almost all sociolinguistic and cultural references by process-
ing language from within the cultural framework. Able to under-
stand a writer’s use of nuance and subtlety. Can readily follow
unpredictable turns of thought and author intent in such materials
as sophisticated editorials, specialized journal articles, and literary
texts such as novels, plays, poems, as well as in any subject matter
area directed to the general reader.

Generic Descriptions-Writing

Novice-Low Able to form some letters in an alphabetic system. In languages
whose writing systems use syllabaries or characters, writer is able
to both copy and produce the basic strokes. Can produce roman-
ization of isolated characters, where applicable.
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Novice-Mid Able to copy or transcribe familiar words or phrases and repro-
duce some from memory. No practical communicative writing
skills.

Novice-High Able to write simple fixed expressions and limited memorized
material and some recombinations thereof. Can supply informa-
tion on simple forms and documents. Can write names, numbers,
dates, own nationality, and other simple autobiographical infor-
mation as well as some short phrases and simple lists. Can write all
the symbols in an alphabetic or syllabic or 50-100 characters or
compounds in a character writing system. Spelling and represen-
tation of symbols (letters, syllables, characters) may be partially
correct.

Intermediate-Low Able to meet limited practical writing needs. Can write short mes-
sages, postcards, and take down simple notes, such as telephone
messages. Can create statements or questions within the scope of
limited language experience. Material produced consists of recom-
binations of learned vocabulary, and structures into simple sen-
tences on very familiar topics. Language is inadequate to express
in writing anything but elementary needs. Frequent errors in
grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, spelling and in formation of
nonalphabetic symbols, but writing can be understood by natives
used to the writing of nonnatives.

Intermediate-Mid Able to meet a number of practical writing needs. Can write short,
simple letters. Content involves personal preferences, daily rou-
tine, everyday events, and other topics grounded in personal expe-
rience. Can express present time or at least one other time frame or
aspect consistently, e.g. nonpast, habitual, imperfective. Evidence
of control of the syntax of noncomplex sentences and basic inflec-
tional morphology , such as declensions and conjugation. Writing
tends to be a loose collection of sentences or sentence fragments on
a given topic and provides little evidence of conscious organiza-
tion. Can be understood by natives used to the writing of nonna-
tives.

Intermediate-High Able to meet most practical writing needs and limited social
demands. Can take notes in some detail on familiar topics and
respond in writing to personal questions. Can write simple letters,
brief synopses and paraphrases, summaries of biographical data,
work and school experience. In those languages relying primarily
on content words and time expressions to express time, tense, or
aspect, some precision is displayed; where tense and/or aspect is
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expressed through verbal inflection, forms are produced rather
consistently, but not always accurately. An ability to describe and
narrate in paragraphs is emerging. Rarely uses basic cohesive ele-
ments, such as pronominal substitutions or synonyms in written
discourse. Writing, though faulty is generally comprehensible to
natives used to the writing of nonnatives.

Advanced Able to write routine social correspondence and join sentences in
simple discourse of at least several paragraphs in length on famil-
iar topics. Can write simple social correspondence, take notes,
write cohesive summaries and resumes, as well as narratives and
descriptions of a factual nature. Has sufficient writing vocabulary
to express self simply with some circumlocution. May still make
errors in punctuation, spelling, or the formation of nonalphabetic
symbols. Good control of the morphology and the most frequently
used syntactic structures, e.g., common word order patterns, coor-
dination, subordination, but makes frequent errors in producing
complex sentences. Uses a limited number of cohesive devices,
such as pronouns, accurately. Writing may resemble literal transla-
tions from the native language, but a sense of organization (rhetor-
ical structure) is emerging. Writing is understandable to natives
not used to the writing of nonnatives.

Advanced-High Able to write about a variety of topics with significant precision
and in detail. Can write most social and informal business corre-
spondence. Can describe and narrate personal experiences fully,
but has difficulty supporting points of view in written discourse.
Can write about the concrete aspects of topics relating to particular
interests and special fields of competence. Often shows remarkable
fluency and ease of expression, but under time constraints and
pressure writing may be inaccurate. Generally strong in either
grammar or vocabulary, but not in both. Weakness and unevenness
in one of the foregoing or in spelling or character writing formation
may result in occasional miscommunication. Some misuse of
vocabulary may still be evident. Style may still be obviously for-
eign.

Superior Able to express self effectively in most formal and informal writing
on practical, social and professional topics. Can write most types of
correspondence, such as memos as well as social and business let-
ters, and short research papers and statements of position in areas
of special interest or in special fields. Good control of a full range
of structures, spelling or nonalphabetic symbol production, and a
wide general vocabulary allow the writer to hypothesize and pre-
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sent arguments or points of view accurately and effectively. An
underlying organization, such as chronological ordering, logical
ordering, cause and effect, comparison, and thematic development
is strongly evident, although not thoroughly executed and/or not
totally reflecting target language patterns. Although sensitive to
differences in formal and informal style, still may not tailor writing
precisely to a variety of purposes and/or readers. Errors in writing
rarely disturb natives or cause miscommunication.
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Appendix D

Testing in an Age of Assessment:

Some Theoretical and Practical

Considerations
An edited version of an address given by Dr. Judith Liskin-Gasparro at the Symposium on Spanish

Second-Language Acquisition at the University of Texas at Austin (Fall 1997)

I would like to discuss one of my favorite topics--testing.  I have had an unusual career path. I

consider myself a kind of “born-again SLA researcher,” having started out my career in foreign lan-

guage studies with ten years as a testing technocrat with Educational Testing Service. That experience,

coupled with my work with oral proficiency testing on the ACTFL model and my testing activities as a

teacher of Spanish, has given me a fairly broad perspective on the topic. At the very least, it has given

me a lot of opinions, which this forum gives me license to share with you.

I said earlier that I was a testing “technocrat.” I use that word because, although my mission

was to serve students and the institutions that they attended, in ten years I never saw or met or talked to

a single student who took the College Board Advanced Placement, CLEP, and Achievement Tests that I

developed. Our notions of test validity and reliability were based solely on the numbers generated for us

by the statisticians. And believe me, the numbers looked good--after all, my job depended on it. But the

larger picture was obscured. I had no direct contact with the larger reality of what kind of learning was

being measured by these tests and, more importantly, what kind of Spanish language learning was not

being measured by them.  These issues, not to mention the curricular compromises and contortions of

teachers to balance the competing demands of using their own professional judgment versus teaching so

that their students would do well on the College Board (and other standardized tests) were far removed

from me as a test developer at ETS.

My goal is to take a critical look at one of the “sacred cow” beliefs of test developers and

teachers alike--that teaching to the test can be either good or bad, depending on the test. If the test is one

of those old fill-in-the-blank in discrete sentences tests, then clearly teaching to the test is bad, because

it will naturally result in fill-in-the-blank discrete-point teaching, and students will end up thinking that

the Spanish language is one giant set of non-sequiturs. But what if the test is a good one, one that

measures language skills in a global sense, and requires that students show us what they know and can

do by working on a project over a period of time--an oral proficiency assessment or a portfolio of

selected writing samples? Wouldn’t teaching to tests like these result in good teaching and lots of

learning?

The reason that this question has become a pressing one in the current decade is that we are in

the midst of an era of intense interest in educational reform. Starting in the early 1980s, there has been

one report after another about the scandalous state of education:  social promotions to the next grade for
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elementary school children who haven’t learned to read, teenagers working at fast-food restaurants who

don’t know how to make change, high school graduates who can’t fill out a job application, and reports

of poor performance by U.S. students on math or geography tests in comparison to students in Japan,

Germany, and other countries. Inevitably, along with these reports of impending educational doom

come calls for new tests--both to assess the extent of the problem and to serve as the engine that will

drive education reform efforts.

It is not news that tests of achievement can influence teaching and learning (Frederiksen, 1984).

What we might call the “modern era” of testing dates back to the latter part of the 18th century, when

the concepts of ranking and the quantifiable mark were invented (Madaus & Kellaghan, 1993). But

what is relatively new--certainly a product of the twentieth century--are the technological advances that

have made possible such developments as multiple-choice testing, machine-scorable answer sheets,

new statistical methods, even the number 2 pencil (a little joke). But all of the technical apparatuses

surrounding modern testing and assessment--from the quantified mark to the number 2 pencil to com-

puter-adapted testing--are really versions of the irresistible appeal of technology.

Consider for a moment what happened historically after the invention of the quantifiable mark

and the development of the concept of ranking of students on the basis of test scores. These innovations,

developed a little over 200 years ago, led to the development of new kinds of test questions.  Those

questions could be quickly identified as right or wrong--not necessarily because they were better than

the traditional style of testing, which was based on individual performances and emphasized eloquence

and mastery of a range of rhetorical styles--but simply because it could be done. It soon became appar-

ent that quantified test results could be used to rank, sort, and classify individual students and could also

be aggregated so as to rank, average, and norm scores for groups of students. This, in turn, made it

possible to describe or compare groups or institutions and to fix individuals and institutions in statistical

distributions. Thus was born the technology of high-stakes testing for accountability (Madaus &

Kellaghan, 1993) that has been with us ever since.

Closer to home, testing has been used openly as a tool for exercising financial control over

educational institutions and over curriculum and educational policy since the 1960s. In the mid-1960s,

as part of an earlier wave of educational reform, the U.S. Congress passed the Elementary and Second-

ary Education Act. This legislation poured unprecedented amounts of money into state and local school

districts for instructional innovations of all kinds. Testing was used as the accountability mechanism;

programs funded under the Act were evaluated by testing the children and those schools and districts

whose students performed at a certain level could qualify for continued funding. This was the first time

in our history that educational performance of students in local school districts had reverberations at the

national level. As the testing researcher W. James Popham wrote, “Tests were being employed to make

keep-or-kill decisions about educational programs. Big dollars . . . were riding on the results of achievement

tests . . . . The days of penny-ante assessment were over.” (Popham, as cited in Frederiksen, 1984, p. 194).

Since that time, testing of school children across the U.S. has grown exponentially. Sales of

standardized tests to public schools more than doubled between 1960 and 1989, creating by that point a

one hundred million dollar a year industry, while school enrollments during that time increased by only

15 percent (Sacks 1997, p. 25). And in spite of an anti-standardized testing backlash that emerged in the

1980s (by 1995, some 230 colleges and universities had made standardized tests optional for admis-

sion), Educational Testing Service reported a 256 percent increase in total sales for the period from

1980 to 1996, including a rise of more than 300 percent for tests for teachers (Sacks, 1997). In other

words, despite the criticisms of standardized tests, they are big business and are growing even bigger at

an extraordinarily healthy rate.

What is this American love affair with testing? Where does it come from? It is clear that for the

American public, tests have come to have a kind of symbolic value, reassuring us that something is

being done to address problems in public education. Test performance has become, to a large extent, a

synonym for merit. Everyone in this room (since our very presence here signifies that we have bought
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into the educational enterprise in this country) at some point in our academic and professional lives, and

most likely on many occasions, we have been rewarded for excellent performance on tests. Ironically

enough, this puts us in the unusual and uncomfortable position of simultaneously being the beneficiaries

of the test-mediated educational merit system and the ones who are in the best position to see its flaws.

But let me start with the love affair that we are now having with a new kind of assessment, born

of the dissatisfaction with the traditional, machine-mediated, standardized, multiple-choice tests that

were considered the key to educational reform just a generation ago. These are what are variously called

“authentic assessments,” “alternative assessments,” and “performance assessments.” They are being

hailed as the true path to educational reform. With assessment that is performance-oriented, the thinking

goes, the aim is to measure not only the correctness of a response but also the thought processes in-

volved in arriving at the response. This encourages students to reflect on their own learning in both

depth and breadth and the belief is that instruction will be pushed into a more thoughtful, more reflex-

ive, richer mode as well. Teachers who teach to these kinds of alternative assessments will naturally

teach in ways that emphasize reflection, critical thinking, and personal investment in one’s own learn-

ing. Surely this is a good thing.

But what I argue is that the promise of authentic assessments is in imminent danger of being

seriously compromised when it is undertaken on a large scale by the high-tech mentality that currently

underlies and pervades our notions of testing. I have found that no assessment, no matter how alterna-

tive or authentic, can avoid the unintended consequences that, rather than changing instruction for the

better, inevitably come to distort the very educational processes that the assessment was designed to

measure and enrich. The distortion occurs because high stakes, for either students or teachers, are being

attached to these new assessments.

Let me describe more specifically the nature of these new authentic assessments. As language

people, we can take a bit of the outsider’s perspective here, because up to this point, none of the state-

wide assessments intended for elementary and secondary school students have dealt with foreign

languages. The emphasis has been on reading, writing, and math primarily. So as I describe the charac-

teristics of these new assessments, you should be thinking about how the features would be applied in

our own context.

When we talk about these new assessment models, in principle we are talking about types of

assessments whose natural home is in a single classroom or language program since they do not lend

themselves to large-scale administrations, right-or-wrong responses, machine scoring, or reports of state

or national norms.

Grant Wiggins (1989a, 1989b, 1990, 1994) has written extensively on authentic assessment and

on the differences between traditional tests and the new assessment models. His discussion (Wiggins

1994) on the etymologies of the words “test” and “assessment” provides some interesting insights. The

original testum was an earthenware pot that was used as a colander, to separate gold from the surround-

ing ore. The term was later extended to the notion of determining the worth of a product or of a person’s

effort. The key notion here is that a test measures knowledge or ability after the fact, with the assump-

tion that the product of learning will contain in itself all of the information that the evaluator needs to

know about the learners and the quality of their thinking processes.

The root of the term “assessment” is assidere, which is also the root of the French asseoir, to

seat or set. It was first used in the sense of setting the value of property to apportion a tax. Assessors

traditionally make a site visit; they inspect the property or the situation and its documents; they catego-

rize its functions; they hear from the owner of the property; they evaluate it by setting it against already-

existing standards; and so forth. The assessment requires time, as well as interaction between the

assessor and the person or property being assessed, so that the congruence of perception with reality or,

in our case, the congruence between underlying mental processes and surface observation, can be

verified. The idea here is that the product alone is not sufficient evidence of the quality of the thinking

processes that produced it.
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The discussions of the new assessment models in much of the education reform literature are

admittedly quite polemic, with authentic assessment cast as the hero and standardized, paper-and-pencil

tests as the villain. Some of the more salient distinctions drawn are the following (Haney and Madaus

1989; Wiggins 1990; among others).

• First, authentic assessments are viewed as “direct” measures of student performance since

tasks are designed to incorporate the contexts, problems, and solution strategies that students would use

in real life. Traditional standardized tests, in contrast, are seen as “indirect” measures since test items

are designed to “represent competence” by extracting knowledge and skills from their real-life contexts.

• Second, items on standardized instruments tend to test only one domain of knowledge or skill

so as to avoid ambiguity for the test taker. Authentic assessment tasks are by design “ill-structured

challenges” (Frederiksen, 1984), since their goal is to help students prepare for the complex ambiguities

of the adult world.

• Third, authentic assessments focus on processes and rationales. There is no single correct

answer; instead, students are led to craft polished, thorough, and justifiable responses, performances,

and products. Traditional tests, on the other hand, are one-time measures that rely on a single correct

response to each item; they offer no opportunity for demonstration of thought processes, revision,

or interaction with the teacher. Because they usually require brief responses which are often

machine-scored, students construct their responses in only the most minimal way and often by only

plugging in a piece of knowledge. There is limited potential for traditional tests to measure higher-order

thinking skills since, by definition, those skills involve analysis, interpretation, and multiple perspec-

tives. I remember well from my “previous life” as a test developer that it was almost impossible to write

interpretive or thoughtfully analytical multiple-choice items that had one and only one correct response.

• Fourth, the new assessment models involve long-range projects, exhibits, and performances

that are linked to the curriculum. Students are aware of how and on what knowledge and skills they

are to be assessed. Assessment is conceived of as both an evaluative device and a learning activity.

Traditional tests, in contrast, must be kept under lock and key so students do not have knowledge

about or access to them ahead of time. Thus, traditional tests may seek to improve student perfor-

mance in a general way via the washback effect (they will study in a particular way in the hope that

this will improve their test performance) but there is virtually no way that students can “learn by

doing” while taking a traditional test in the way that they learn while engaging in a performance-

based assessment.

• Fifth, in the new assessment models, the teacher is an important collaborator in creating tasks

as well as in developing guidelines for scoring and interpretation. Teachers may write traditional tests

for their own students and are then responsible for fitting the content and format of the test to the

curriculum, but many large-scale tests are developed externally and do not involve at all the teachers

whose students are being evaluated. In addition, little or no teacher judgment is required to decide

whether a response on a traditional test is correct or incorrect. All of this promotes greater distance

between teachers and traditional assessment activities in general and has historically made the study of

assessment a pretty dry and unappealing topic in teacher education programs.

• Finally, there is the sticky area of validity and reliability, both of which are essential features

of good assessment instruments. Validity has to do with the faithfulness of a test to its purpose; in other

words, how well it measures what it actually purports to measure. Reliability refers to the consistency

and precision of test scores, in other words, how closely the score an individual gets on a particular

assessment measure reflects what could be considered his or her “true score.” Traditional tests can’t be

beaten when it comes to reliability, not to mention efficiency. When responses are obviously right or

wrong, there is little chance that the scores on a test will vary between one rater and another or if the

student takes two parallel versions of the same test. This means that traditional tests lend themselves to

a wide range of statistical analyses and comparisons because we can be fairly confident that the true

score on a test is very close to the reported score.
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The new assessments, on the other hand, are by design ill-structured, messy, open-ended, and

complex. And the designers of these authentic assessments like that this is the case. Because authentic

assessments involve students constructing complex, open-ended responses, those who use them will

have to struggle with issues of reliability. In Vermont, for example, where portfolios are being used for

the evaluation of student work in language arts and math, the reliability of the portfolio scores is high

enough for educators to make statements about aggregated student performance at the state level where

the overall numbers are large.  It is not, however, high enough for them to make statements with the

same degree of confidence about student performance at the district, school, or individual levels. This

enables educators in Vermont to look at trends in overall student performance in the state over time but

does not give them trustworthy data to rank individual students or to compare the performance of one

school to another. This is probably just as well for reasons I will address shortly.

Where authentic, performance-based assessments shine is when it comes to validity. They

reflect real-life tasks as well as the multi-faceted character of curriculum and pedagogy in ways that a

one-shot evaluation cannot. To use an analogy, an authentic assessment is like a videotape of student

learning whereas a traditional test is more like a single snapshot.

Authentic assessments have been criticized for their subjectivity; this refers largely to the

reliability issue, and it is certainly true that it is far more difficult to develop standards for evaluation

and apply them consistently across a group of portfolios, oral performances or research projects than it

is to do the same for a paper-and-pencil test. But the apparent objectivity of traditional tests hides a

host of unanswered, and often unasked, questions: Who selected the domains of knowledge to be

tested? On what basis? Why were the omitted domains left out? The biases that underlie the develop-

ment and evaluation of alternative assessments are right there on the surface to be seen, critiqued

and, we hope, addressed and corrected whereas the biases built into traditional tests usually go

undetected because they are hidden beneath the surface-level meanings of the test items which in

isolation might seem just fine.

If we think about the kinds of foreign language assessments that could be classified as “authen-

tic” or “performance-based” assessments, what would they be? If in the courses you teach or have

taken, students have worked on a research project that had stages to it (where they turned in drafts and

had conferences with you and where the learning over time was documented as part of the project) in

addition to the final product, then that was an example of an authentic assessment. If a group of students

wrote a skit, got feedback on drafts of the script, staged it and performed it, that would also be an

authentic assessment. What I am talking about is a multi-stage project that involves reiterative rounds of

planning, researching, and producing language, culminating in a product or a performance.

What about oral proficiency assessments like the TOPT, used in Texas for bilingual and foreign

language teacher certification, or an ACTFL oral proficiency interview?  Are these authentic assess-

ments? Using the concept of authentic assessments as Wiggins and others have, they are marginal since

they are one-shot events that don’t allow for demonstration of both process and product the way a

project-oriented assessment does. But given the practical difficulties of measuring foreign language

speaking ability, I think we should consider oral proficiency interviews and tests like the TOPT to be as

authentic as a speaking skills assessment is likely to be.

Let us now return to the notion that tests can exert a positive influence on instruction--as long

as they are the right kinds of tests.  Authentic assessments at the state level are being coupled with

the National Standards in the various subject areas in several states, including Texas; do we not have

a public mandate to finally reform education in the right way? On the face of the issue, who could

argue with the notion of measurement-driven instruction when the measurement of student learning

is accomplished by means of performance-based, multi-faceted, project-oriented assessments? If

measurement-driven instruction can be, and has been, a negative force in education, can it not be an

equally powerful force for positive educational reform to expand the curriculum and expand learning

opportunities for students?
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These are some of the questions that I would like to consider now. Although authentic assess-

ment has much to recommend it, we must keep in mind that it does not exist in isolation.  Assessment,

like the entire educational enterprise, is embedded in and shaped by the social and political environment

that surrounds it. So while performance-based assessments are extremely appealing--there is no ques-

tion about that--the real question is whether the politics of education, the underfunding of schools that

results in overstretched human and material resources, and the shortcuts that must be made for practical

reasons when it comes to assessing the skills and knowledge of large numbers of students will leave

enough room and fresh air for authentic assessments to flower and mature.

I would like now to analyze two case studies of places where authentic assessment programs

are being used as a lever for positive change in education. The first is Arizona, which instituted state-

wide performance assessments of elementary and secondary school children in language arts and math.

This case study reveals the mess that is made when assessment is used both for instructional improve-

ment and as a tool of state-level electoral politics. The second case is the use of the TOPT in Texas to

improve instruction in the language departments of the colleges and universities that train future bilin-

gual and foreign language teachers.

I will start with Arizona. Prior to 1990, mandated assessments in Arizona were of the traditional

type: schools tested every child, every year, using standardized, norm-referenced tests (e.g., the Iowa

Test of Basic Skills) as well as criterion-referenced assessments. Results were published by school and

by grade level, and newspapers ranked schools according to test results. Given the high stakes involved

in these assessments--school rankings affected community reputation, which affected real estate values,

and so on--many districts aligned their entire curriculum to the tests and spent an inordinate amount of

time in preparation for them (Haas, Haladyna, & Nolen, 1989). But in 1990, a new assessment plan was

put into effect to counteract the negative effects of the tests on students, teachers, curriculum, and

instructional time. The new program, called ASAP, the Arizona Student Assessment Program, re-

duced standardized testing to just three grades and introduced new performance assessments in

grades 3, 8, and 12.

Since the crafting of any state-level policy involves satisfying numerous constituencies, the

final product was an amalgam of goals that turned out to be quite problematic. One constituency, the

educators, lobbied for the new performance assessments with the hope that they would make curricu-

lum and pedagogy more learner-centered and holistic in nature. The other powerful constituency, the

politicians, insisted on school and district accountability; hence the continuation of the standardized

tests. Following only one year of pilot administration and scoring and a single study of the reliability

and validity of the performance test, the new ASAP program was implemented throughout the state.

The state department of education created and distributed to schools more than 200 different forms of

reading, writing, and mathematics performance-based tests for use as instructional activities and assess-

ment so that teachers could begin to realign their curricula and teaching with the new assessments.

Districts were still required to indicate student progress toward mastery of the Arizona Essential

Skills at every grade but now had more options for testing. They could report results on the old crite-

rion-referenced tests, one of the many alternative forms of the new performance assessments that

districts received from the state, or a portfolio assessment.

What we can see is that the state department of education tried to combine two different assess-

ment functions, instructional improvement and district accountability. These two functions do not

form a happy or easy partnership under any circumstances. According to a 1994 report, at that point

accountability and standardization were quickly taking the upper hand, and instructional improve-

ment at the classroom level was largely being ignored. Why was this? In my opinion, the high stakes

attached to the assessments were to blame. The performance assessments were intended to expand and

integrate the curriculum, but the fact that districts still had to report scores for every student at every

grade level every year meant that pressures for standardization were immediately re-imposed. Students

took the test on the same day under timed conditions; teachers’ roles as mediators and facilitators were
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restricted; and the kind of collaborative work students had been learning to do with each other in class

was instantly re-labeled as “cheating.” To deal with the scoring reliability issue, the state department of

education issued scoring criteria so that the richness and complexity of students’ responses were re-

duced to a number on a 5-point scale. After the pilot study and first year of statewide implementation of

the new assessments, results were published in the old, familiar format. Scores were reported according

to mean, median, and standard deviation as well as by gender and race or ethnicity. District scores for

reading, writing and mathematics once again became headline news in Arizona newspapers as officials

bemoaned the low scores and called for further school reform.

What does this story tell us? I think it raises a number of issues that go far beyond this particular case.

First, and perhaps most basic, educational policy is political big business. As we go up the line

in education, from the student to the classroom teacher to the building administrator to the district to the

state, ultimately educational policy is not about doing what is right for our nation’s children but is most

fundamentally an arm of electoral politics. Educational issues get media attention precisely because

they frequently are (or they can be manipulated to become) hot-button issues that can sway public

opinion toward or against high-level elected officials.

The second issue that this story raises is our time-honored belief in measurement-driven instruc-

tion. It is clear that the almost instantaneous distortion of the instructional reform that the assessment

program in Arizona had been instituted to encourage--students working collaboratively, teachers taking

on the role of guides and mediators for student-directed learning, significant discovery-based, project-

oriented refocusing of the curriculum--was almost immediately converted and pushed into a standard-

ized testing framework.  This happened simply because schools were still being judged in the media

and in political rhetoric according to the ranking of schools which, in turn, was based on the assessment

results of individual students.

Resnick & Resnick (1989, as cited by Noble & Smith, 1994, p. 116), proponents of testing

as agents of educational change and believers in teaching to the test, have asserted three principles

that underlie the ability of performance assessments to promote educational reform. First, you get

what you assess; second, you do not get what you do not assess; and third, you should build

assessments toward how you want educators to teach. Their argument is that since teaching to the

test is accepted by teachers as necessary for their survival, policy makers can use this dynamic to

their advantage, even in contexts of high-stakes accountability. They also argue that policy makers

can use performance-based assessments to push teachers and school administrators to reform

curriculum and instruction in ways that are consonant with the new, challenging state and national

standards.

But look at what happened in Arizona. Performance assessments came head-to-head with

high-stakes accountability, and in the end, accountability  (the immediate pressure to show good

statistics) won. Resnick & Resnick’s principles seem to be missing something.

What they are missing is a different dynamic, summarized best in the six principles on the

impact of measurement-driven reform that have been proposed by Madaus, yet another educational

policy critic. What Madaus says is that no matter how good the assessment is on its own merits, if the

stakes of test performance are perceived to be high, teachers will narrow the focus of the curriculum,

and instruction will become increasingly more like test preparation and less like fostering and guid-

ing learning. The goal of educational improvement, the whole reason for designing and implementing

the assessment in the first place, will be confounded with the means (which is improved student test

performance). Ultimately, says Madaus, even the best assessment program, precisely because it is a

high-stakes test, will come to distort the very educational processes that it was intended to improve

and expand. When test results are the arbiter of future educational or life choices for students or of

significant negative or positive publicity for schools, as in Arizona, everyone tends to treat the

assessment results as the major goal of schooling rather than as a useful but fallible indicator of

student achievement (Madaus, 1988).
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This brings me to the case of language competency assessment as a component of foreign

language and bilingual teacher certification in Texas. As many of you know, the TOPT (the Texas Oral

Proficiency Test) was the result of almost a decade of high-quality work in the state. It was developed

by the Center for Applied Linguistics with input from teachers, administrators, parents, and community

members--everyone who had a stake in the linguistic competence of language and bilingual teachers.

The test development process was careful and thorough, and the piloting process took place in stages

and was not rushed. In other words, the validity of the test was respected and even nurtured throughout

the process. The rating process was also done well with the utmost care and attention to issues of

reliability. It was implemented for the first time in 1992. As a test development effort, it was among the

best I have seen or heard about.

Still, the TOPT is a high-stakes test so it is vulnerable to Madaus’ Six Principles. Let us take a

look at what has happened over the last five years and what seems to be looming on the horizon. I will

focus only on Spanish, because the lion’s share of the TOPTs administered in this state each year are for

Spanish. In 1995-96, for example, 87 percent of the TOPTs were taken in Spanish, and 13 percent were

in French.

The problem that emerged almost immediately was that the percentage of teacher candidates

who passed the TOPT was low: in the first year, 83 percent passed, but when it was broken down by

self-reported ethnicity, the passing rate for Hispanics was 87 percent, but for non-Hispanics was 57

percent. The passing score was set at Advanced for two main reasons. First, in the opinion of the

language professionals who participated in the development effort and who were familiar with the

ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, it was the appropriate level for beginning teachers. Second, and this is

very interesting, the development effort included a standard-setting study in which native speakers of

Spanish, representative of all of the constituencies who had a stake in the language competency of

bilingual and foreign language teachers, listened to samples of speech from a draft version of the TOPT

that were arranged in random order on a tape. For each sample, they had to make a yes-no decision: Is a

person who speaks Spanish like this capable of teaching a bilingual class or a Spanish as a foreign

language class? The results of the standard-setting study undeniably showed that the participants chose

those of the advanced level; speech samples that had been rated lower than Advanced were considered

unacceptable by the raters.

Even after several years of experience with the TOPT, the passing scores are still low, even

lower, in fact, than they were when the TOPT was new. In 1995-96, the most recent complete year for

which data are available, the passing rate for Hispanic candidates remained very high at 88 percent, but

for non-Hispanics it had dropped to a very disturbing 35 percent.

What does this mean? On the face of it, it means that two-thirds of students whose primary

contact with the Spanish language is through their academic course work in post-secondary institu-

tions in Texas are not reaching the Advanced level of proficiency. Why is this? We don’t really know,

but it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to formulate some hypotheses. First, it can be assumed that not

very many of them study abroad and second, that their college Spanish programs are not providing

the kind of intensive and extensive input and output work needed to bring learners to the Advanced

level of oral proficiency.

What has been the response to this situation? Predictably, high-stakes accountability mecha-

nisms have kicked in. A concern for teacher-certification test performance in all fields motivated the

Texas Legislature to establish the Accountability System for Educator Preparation Programs (ASEP)

and to direct the State Board for Educator Certification to establish standards to “govern the continuing

accountability of all educator preparation programs” (State Board for Educator Certification). These

standards, currently in preparation, entail using both the results of certification examinations and a

performance appraisal measure for beginning teachers as indicators of the quality of teacher

preparation programs. As outlined by statute, the status of programs whose graduates fall short of the

standards will be in jeopardy:
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(c) The board shall propose rules establishing performance standards for the Account-

ability System for Educator Preparation for accrediting educator preparation

programs.... The board shall propose rules for the sanction of educator preparation

programs and shall annually review the accreditation status of each educator

preparation program.

(d) The executive director of the board shall appoint an oversight team of educators to

make recommendations and provide assistance to educator preparation programs

that do not meet accreditation standards. If, after one year, an educator preparation

program has not fulfilled the recommendations of the oversight team, the executive

director shall appoint a person to administer and manage the operations of the

program. If the program does not improve after two years, the board shall revoke

the approval of the program to prepare educators for state certification. (Texas

Education Code, Chapter 21, Subchapter B, §21.045, as cited in State Board for

Educator Certification)

If the legislation stands in its current form, the TOPT will take on an even more powerful role

than it currently enjoys. Up until now, those affected by an institution’s low passing score were the

individual students, many of whom find themselves in the uncomfortable situation of having satisfied

all of their institution’s requirements for graduation as a language major and an educator, only to find

that their accomplishments do not translate into a score of Advanced on the TOPT. But with the legisla-

tion I just cited comes much higher stakes, this time for the post-secondary institutions that prepare

foreign language and bilingual teachers.

What will the effect of the legislation be, if in fact it goes through in something like its current

form? I invite you to consider the very real possibility that Madaus’s Principles 2 and 3 will start work

upon the educational landscape. Surely deans and vice presidents of colleges and universities, fearful

that their foreign language teacher preparation programs will be shut down, will bring pressure to bear

on their language departments to change their curricula and instructional approaches so that a higher

percentage of their students will pass the TOPT. But there has been no talk of a new allocation of

resources to allow for the requirement of students to spend a semester in Latin America as part of their

teacher preparation work. Nor has there been a movement for this preparation work for the professional

development of the language faculty, many of whom profess a belief in communicative language

teaching but who run their own classes in ways very contradictory to those professed beliefs. Nor, to my

knowledge, has anyone dared mention the obvious fact that faculty members in literature will also need

to retool themselves pedagogically so that their upper-division undergraduate courses become forums

for high-level communicative language teaching. There is no doubt in my mind that the Texas legisla-

tion has been drafted with the best of intentions. If I could read the minds of the legislators and those

who have advised them, I would imagine them to be saying something like this:

The TOPT is a good test — it has been carefully designed and validated to correspond to the

linguistic demands of language teaching, and it is consonant with standards set by national foreign

language professional organizations. It is the perfect mechanism to forcefully encourage (to put it

delicately) language departments to expand their curricula and update their pedagogical approaches. If

they don’t wake up and smell the coffee, we will shut down the teacher certification program and they

will lose a large number of their majors. Surely this will get their attention.

And in principle it should. But consider Resnick & Resnick’s first and second principles:  You

get what you assess, and You don’t get what you don’t assess. Consider also Madaus’s third prin-

ciple: In every setting where a high-stakes test operates, a tradition of past tests develops which

eventually de facto defines the curriculum. This proposed legislation is tantamount to a directive to
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language departments to redefine the goal of their undergraduate Spanish major as the ability to attain a

score of Advanced on the TOPT. Given the time pressures and lack of resources to consider how to save

the baby while throwing out the bathwater, desperate language faculties, particularly at smaller

institutions, might decide to eliminate the content richness of their upper-division courses — the

literature and civilization courses — and replace them with language practice courses. When looked

at as the sum total of what a beginning Spanish teacher should know and be able to do, and not as the

baseline linguistic competence for beginning teachers (or just another component of a Spanish

major), a rating of Advanced on the TOPT looks like an awfully poor excuse for the goals of an

undergraduate Spanish major.

Another danger that I see from the proposed legislation is that open warfare will break out

between language department faculty and faculty members in education. If an institution loses its

accreditation to prepare foreign language teachers, the jobs that will be in the most immediate jeopardy

will be those of the faculty in education departments. But who controls the fate of these faculty mem-

bers? Not they themselves but their colleagues in another department or even another college if it is a

large university. And there is no history of warm and fuzzy collegial collaboration between language

faculty and education faculty.

Do I see anything other than doom and gloom in this situation? A little bit: the good news is that

there are some signs in Texas institutions of the positive washback effect the TOPT can have. I would

define a “positive washback effect of the TOPT” in modest terms at this point: carefully conceived

courses and programs that anticipate and support students’ performance on the TOPT by integrating

language skill development with other aspects of a future teacher’s preparation. UT-Austin, our host for

this conference, for example, now offers a course in advanced Spanish conversation that is based on

principles of discourse analysis. Students analyze the rhetorical structure of various types of printed and

oral texts and then construct their own discourse on the same models. Students develop skills of rhetori-

cal organization and practice impromptu oral performances, both of which can be applied on the TOPT.

Another faculty member in the same department, Sharon Foerster, conducts an intensive three-week

course in Mexico that she designed for Intermediate High speakers who are planning to take the TOPT

(Foerster, Personal communication).

The upper-division Spanish offerings at UT-San Antonio have undergone more extensive

revision. A fifth-semester composition and conversation course has been added as a required bridge

course between the language requirement sequence and upper-division courses in literature, civilization,

and advanced language. Two conversation courses have been added, one a junior-level course that

sequences language tasks by proficiency level and the other a senior-level public-speaking course. The

department has also created two courses in advanced writing and one in advanced reading. Require-

ments for the major have undergone some changes as well; students must take a minimum of nine

semester hours of advanced language courses to complement their content courses in literature and

civilization. The department has instituted an oral assessment that students take as juniors when they

declare their intention to seek teaching certification. The results of the assessment are used solely for

advising, not for entrance or exit.

Interestingly enough, both the UT-Austin and UT-San Antonio initiatives have taken place in a

low-stakes environment.  The new courses and programs were designed and introduced simply in

response to the low passing score data, considerably before the proposed legislation was drafted and

publicized. They have had the luxury of time to study the situation, consider the options, gather opin-

ions from colleagues and administrators, and then decide on a course of action that fits the needs of the

students and the areas of expertise of the faculty. But institutions that are facing the same need to

change in a high-stakes environment will be pushed into an unreflexive decision-making mode because

they will perceive the situation as a high-stakes emergency.

Barbara González Pino (Personal communication) has been gathering data on teacher education
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in Texas since 1994. In the first phase of the research, she asked language department faculty to respond

to a questionnaire about their teaching philosophy and pedagogical practices. In the second phase, she

and her collaborators observed language classes at various levels in all of the institutions in the state

that have foreign language teacher preparation programs. They found that the communicative language

teaching philosophies reported in the questionnaires did not correspond to observed classroom prac-

tices. The typical classroom they observed was teacher-centered; students had limited opportunities to

speak and even fewer opportunities to produce the kind of extemporaneous, extended discourse that

characterizes the TOPT. They also found that some faculty members were allowing their students to

take the TOPT as juniors, a practice that puts these students at a disadvantage compared to those who

take the test for the first time after 4-6 additional courses in their language major.

I hope that through these case studies I have built a convincing case for the inherent dangers of

teaching to the test, particularly in the high-stakes environment that characterizes so much assessment

activity. The question that now remains to address is:  What can we do as second language instructors to

keep our teaching from being distorted by the high-stakes pressures of external assessment mandates?

• First, some guidelines for those of you who are graduate teaching assistants or future teachers:

Learn all you can about testing and assessment. Take a course or, if the kind of course you think you

need doesn’t exist, ask for one enthusiastically and persuasively until you get someone to offer it. When

you make your own tests, give them as much of the flavor of authentic assessments as you can. Learn

how to evaluate free responses reliably, experiment with portfolios and journals, find ways to evaluate

students in groups where collaboration among the students is a component of the evaluation. Are the

stakes high? Not very, but beware of pressures on you to reduce your testing and teaching to things that

are right or wrong. The biggest pressures for shrinking of the curriculum and reducing the scope of

evaluation may be time (it is a lot quicker to grade fill-in-the-blanks than free responses) and concern

about your student evaluations.

• For elementary and secondary teachers: Keep the stakes low by following the example of UT-

Austin and UT-San Antonio and start now to orient your in-service and other professional development

energy to learning all you can about the new alternative assessments. Build a critical mass of teachers in

languages and other subject areas who want to experiment with portfolio assessments, multi-disciplin-

ary instructional projects, and various forms of holistic assessment. Become the local experts in this

area, and when the time comes for state-mandated assessments in foreign languages, volunteer to work

on them. In other words, keep control over the assessment of your students by being at the cutting edge.

• For post-secondary faculty: Increase your commitment to reflexive teaching. Reflect on your

teaching; videotape your classes and analyze your performance in light of your beliefs about communi-

cative language teaching. Are you practicing what you preach? Ask a colleague who has a reputation as

an excellent language instructor to observe your classes and visit your colleague’s classes; then talk

openly about what you saw, particularly about the degree of correspondence between your intentions

and the implementation. If you teach upper-division courses, work to make them student-centered; set

realistic expectations for students’ oral production, focusing particularly on the language functions that

characterize the Advanced level.

It is clear that the challenge that all of us are facing is to become proactive assessors. We live in

an age of assessment, but an age in which the stakes of assessment are so high that these new alterna-

tive, authentic, performance-based assessments come to have all of the negative features of traditional

standardized tests and run the risk of being used in ways that are contradictory to their initial purpose.

Becoming proactive in our approach to these new assessments is, in the final analysis, our best aid in

walking the tightrope of high-stakes accountability while at the same time keeping as our first priority

the curricular and pedagogical innovations that will expand and enhance the educational experience of

our students.
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I can do the following: Yes.

Yes,
with
help.

Not
Yet.

Comments:

say my name and ask someone his/her name

introduce one person to another

give my phone and address; ask someone for his/hers

give my age; ask someone for his/hers

say where I'm from and state my nationality; ask someone the same
about him/herself

say what languages I speak; ask someone the same

say hello and good-bye appropriatley, both formally and casually

address someone formally and casually (use tu and vous
appropriately)

respond to commands (open the book, stand up, etc.)

name several areas where French is spoken

list my family members

ask and answer questions about family members

talk about things I own (possession)

list presence or absence of common objects: there is / are... and there
isn't / aren't any...

name the parts of the body

briefly describe people

say what I like and dislike to do

ask and answer questions about preferences/wishes

offer an invitation to do something with someone

describe my daily routine

narrate my typical day in logical order

ask and answer questions about future plans

ask simple questions about the above topics

take notes and share that information

use and understand numbers to the thousands

say and ask the time and date

say and ask who people are

say and ask where people or things are

ask and answer questions about the weather

Read the descriptions of tasks that you can do as a result of completing level I.
Check the appropriate areas to rate yourself.

Charlotte Gifford (Greenfield Community College) and Jeanne Mullaney (Community College of Rhode Island)

Appendix E
Student Self-Assessment Forms

Greenfield Community College Student Self Assessment of Foreign Language Performance
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A
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State and ask identity/location of people and things

State and ask tim
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The Five Program Goals and

Communication Modes
Communication

Communication skills are the primary focus of language study.
These skills include the usual skills of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing, as well as viewing and showing skills.
Students develop communication skills by using knowledge of
language and culture, communication strategies, learning
strategies, and content from other subject areas. Through the
Communication goal, students develop the skills necessary to
manipulate the content of the other four Program Goals.

Communicative proficiency derives from control of three modes
of communication: interpersonal, interpretive, and
presentational. Students need practice in all three types of
communication throughout a program in order to satisfy their
most commonly expressed reason for taking a language class:
to learn to communicate.

Interpersonal mode:

In the interpersonal mode, there is direct exchange of
communication between individuals, either listeners and
speakers, or readers and writers. This mode calls for active
negotiation of meaning among the individuals and requires a
natural pattern of adjustment and clarification in order to
achieve successful communication. Both receptive skills
(listening and reading, sometimes enhanced by viewing)
and productive skills (speaking and writing, sometimes
enhanced by showing) are required in the interpersonal
mode.

Notes

A Note on

“Viewing” and “Showing”

Viewing means understanding
and interpreting non-linguistic
communication like gestures,
seeing a presentation of a play
(and not just reading it),
observing cultural practices and
manifestations (e.g., noticing
that French windows are
different from American
windows), looking at cultural
products, such as works of art,
and gaining visual information in
addition to linguistic information
from advertisements and
television programs.
Interpretation is the
communication mode used
primarily for viewing.

Showing includes expressing
understanding of non-linguistic
elements such as gestures,
demonstrations of cultural
practices, (e.g., dances), using
graphics and illustrations with
presentations, and role-playing.
Presentation is the
communication mode used
primarily for showing.

Appendix F

Additional Information on

Program Goals, Communication

Modes, and Progress Checkpoints
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Notes

Interpretive mode:

The interpretive mode includes the receptive skills of
listening and reading. The communicative source (e.g., the
author, speaker, or actor) is not present or accessible;
therefore, negotiation of meaning is not possible. The
listener or reader must determine the meaning by using prior
knowledge of the language and culture, personal knowledge
about the subject, learning strategies, and, perhaps,
reference materials. Interpretation of any medium is
enhanced by viewing, whether of pictures, staging, setting,
or body language.

Presentational mode:

The presentational mode calls for the creation of formal
messages, public speaking or an editorial, for example, to
be interpreted by listeners or readers where there is no
opportunity for active negotiation of meaning between
listeners and speakers or readers and writers. The
productive skills (speaking and writing) are used in this
mode. The presentational mode is enhanced by the showing
of non-linguistic elements such as photographs, gestures,
demonstrations of cultural practices (e.g., dances, sports),
the use of graphics or illustrations, and role-playing.

Cultures

Students learn about and experience other cultures as an
integral part of studying languages other than English. This
includes studying and experiencing the following three cultural
components of a society:

Perspectives: The way people perceive things; their
attitudes and values

Practices: What people do; their patterns of behavior

Products: What people create, both tangible and
intangible: their literature, art, music, tools,
food, laws, games, etc.

 PRACTICES
patterns of social

interactions

PRODUCTS

             books, tools, foods, 
laws, music, games                               

PERSPECTIVES
meanings, attitudes, values, ideas

The LOTE
CED’s

goals are:

1) to provide
teachers and
f u t u r e
teachers with
a thorough
knowledge of

Note:  Grasping the
“perspectives-practices-
products” concept has been
challenging for many teachers
of LOTE.  This diagram has
been quite helpful in explaining
the concept.  You may wish to
draw it on a transparency as
you discuss the Cultures
Program Goal.
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Products include both the great accomplishments of a culture
and the institutions that characterize how the society functions.
This element has been referred to as “Big C” culture and
includes art, music, dance, drama, poetry, and literature, as
well as social, economic, and political systems.

Cultural practices are also a vital component of communication.
Inappropriate body language can convey an unintended
meaning even when the words are correct (e.g., a gesture
intended to be a “good-bye wave” could be confused with the
“come here” gesture in Italian). Unexpected behavior can
cause one to misinterpret someone else’s meaning (e.g.,
arriving “late” to an appointment may mean only that the
person has a different understanding of time).

Learning about and understanding cultures increases student
motivation to learn the language, fosters divergent thinking,
and connects language learning to other subject areas. In
addition, the Program Goal of Cultures provides knowledge to
enhance any future contacts with native speakers of the
language studied, either informal (through friends or travel
experiences) or formal (in business or professional contexts).

Using products, practices, and perspectives to frame the
study of culture represents a relatively new way of thinking
about culture for most language teachers.  Perspectives, in
particular, may be a difficult concept to grasp.  In fact, not all
teachers of LOTE will know all of the perspectives of a given
culture, e.g., their values and attitudes.  Yet understanding
how people view things, perspectives, is integral to
understanding practices and products because perspectives
often determine the manifestations of the practices and
products.  (For example, in the U.S., attitudes about time and
food determine a product — fast food — and a practice —
getting food from a drive-through window.)  The goal is to
teach about observing and analyzing cultural information in
order to determine what the perspectives of individuals and
groups in the culture are.  Studying the cultural perspectives
behind the behavioral patterns of people in that culture
(practices) and behind the tangible and intangible creations of
art; literature; dance; music; and social, economic, and
political institutions (products) creates a balanced approach
to understanding a culture.

Because novice level students may not have sufficient
knowledge of the language to use it exclusively to discuss
culture, teachers may choose to use English to help students

Notes
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understand and discuss the perspectives behind cultural
practices and products. Students can then apply this
knowledge in tasks matched to their ability to use the
language, such as listing practices that are common among
speakers of English, speakers of the language being studied,
or speakers in both cultures. Intermediate and advanced level
students, however, would use the language to learn about
culture through the interpretation and discussion of authentic
materials. For example, while novice level students might
speak in English about why Día de los Muertos (Day of the
Dead) is an important ritual in Mexico before applying that
knowledge by matching contrasting phrases as descriptive of
Mexico or of the United States, intermediate and advanced
level students would interpret the unique cartoons and other
Día de los Muertos features in Mexican newspapers through
discussion in Spanish.

Resources that provide cultural information include videos,
literature, periodicals, and guest speakers. Students should be
made aware of the cultural context of language segments and
taught to look for cultural information. As they role play, write
stories, or conduct interviews, they should do so in a
culturally-appropriate manner.

Connections

Knowledge of other languages and cultures provides the tools
and context for connecting with other subject areas such as
health, social studies, sciences, mathematics, and English.
Through Connections, students have access to information in
the language and use the language to connect to other
subject areas.

Acquiring languages other than English becomes more
relevant and engaging to students when they acquire
information that is pertinent to other disciplines and in-line with
their personal interests. Using another language to connect
with other disciplines provides learners with the skills and
interests to look beyond the limits of their immediate circle of
experience and to see how language skills apply to education
and other real-world concerns. Language skills also provide
students increased access to the whole range of information
available internationally through print, the Internet, satellite
technology, and video.

Students make connections in different ways at different grade
levels. Because linguistic development (native language and
other languages) and other cognitive development take place

Notes
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simultaneously in the early elementary grades, examples of
Connections appropriate for younger learners could include
learning the basic concepts of the solar system, the parts of a
plant, or the life cycle of a butterfly completely in the second
language. In middle school, students might experiment with
Connections through a historical role-play using the second
language. For example, German students could set up an Ellis
Island-type immigration station with a twist — non-language
students play the role of the immigrants in the late 1800’s
while German students operate the station in German. At the
high school level, intermediate and advanced students often
create their own personal connections, with the language
teacher serving as a coach. Students may apply their second
language skills to acquire information, such as materials on
food exports in international agribusiness, original French
research on leukemia, or recordings of contemporary Chinese
musical opera.

In immersion and content-based language programs, students
develop language skills by using the language as a medium
for learning other school subjects. In LOTE programs,
students not only connect to other subject areas, but use their
new language to gain access to information available only in
the language and to hear and read artistic works in their
original, untranslated forms.

Comparisons

Learning another language involves an implicit or explicit
analysis of the nature of language and concepts of culture. A
natural result of learning another language is the comparison
of the language being learned with the native language. As a
result of these comparisons, students focus, often for the first
time, on how their own language functions (e.g., the use of
gender or the placement of adjectives). They gain a deeper
understanding of vocabulary through the study of cognates
and derivatives. Such comparisons also highlight the
differences between languages and help students to
understand that there are many different ways to
communicate the same idea. The insights gained from
language comparisons enable students to be better language
learners.

The same type of comparisons occur when it comes to
cultures. Students learn about different traditions, customs,
and practices, as well as discover that they share many things
in common with people of another culture. Students realize
how one culture can have an impact upon another culture.

Notes
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Exploring cultural concepts with limited language skills requires
activities that ask students to interpret materials for their main
ideas and to present information in formats that match their
language ability, such as listing for novice level learners. Activities
can be designed that help students express complex cultural
comparisons with simple language. For example, students can be
asked to check their comprehension or insight on a cultural topic
by responding to statements with a check in the appropriate
column: this is common in the United States, this is common in
the foreign country, or this is common in both cultures. As
students progress through a LOTE program, their growing
sophistication in cultural insights will be matched by their growing
sophistication in using the LOTE.

Communities

Learning languages other than English occurs both within and
beyond the school. It increases opportunities for participation in
communities in Texas, in other states, and around the world.
Students use languages to enhance their personal and public
lives, for personal enrichment and career development.

Students may participate in Texas communities by attending
cultural events or concerts, or visiting museums or exhibitions. As
part of their language study, they may participate in or plan their
own celebrations of the traditions of cultural and linguistic
communities that are the same or different from their own. They
may also use the language to converse with speakers of that
language outside of class (e.g., helping a Spanish-speaking
parent in the school office, or using Vietnamese to serve a patron
at a restaurant). Students may also participate in communities in
other states and around the world by traveling or by using
technology to inform themselves about other places, peoples,
and cultures.

In studying Communities, students learn how knowing more than
one language is an asset for future career and business
opportunities, and thus how it can expand their possibilities for
employment. High school students may apply their language
skills by tutoring elementary grade native speakers or by doing
an internship during part of the school day in a business setting
where the language being studied is used, such as in the
international marketing section of a manufacturing company or in
the international exchange center of a bank. In addition, knowing
more than one language provides a means of future learning and
personal enrichment. Regardless of the language studied,
students of LOTE learn how to use languages to communicate
across cultural borders, a skill that is applicable throughout one’s life.

Notes
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Progress Checkpoints for LOTE
Language proficiency is not developed in a strict linear
progression, a progression of equal-sized blocks of material
learned and tested. Rather, language proficiency develops
when practice is guided repeatedly over time to help students
gain confidence and fluency in different language functions.
Teachers plan classroom activities to help students get closer
and closer to authentic use of language structures and
vocabulary, knowing that students’ experimentation with
language will falter as structured support (such as written
sheets to guide pair work) is removed, but will then progress
again as students stretch to creatively apply their language
tools. In this section, Progress Checkpoints along the path of
proficiency are described. These checkpoints cannot be
precisely equated with year-long courses, since experience
makes clear that students do not neatly reach a new
checkpoint at the end of each school year. The pathway is
constant, but the time it takes each student to reach each
checkpoint is not. These Progress Checkpoints help guide
the teacher and students to know first the goals for designing
developmental activities and second the signs showing that
students are reaching a given checkpoint. In this way, the
Progress Checkpoints will guide curriculum, instruction,
and assessment.

The Progress Checkpoints in the TEKS for LOTE represent
different learning stages also known as proficiency levels
(Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced). An inverted triangle is
often used to show that as students advance from Progress
Checkpoint to Progress Checkpoint, the amount of time and
practice needed to reach the next stage increases. A student
can move relatively quickly through the early stage of
mimicking memorized words and phrases, a stage that is
limited, controlled, and comfortable. To move into later stages,
characterized by flexible, challenging, and creative use of
language, requires longer periods of practice and an
increasingly meaningful volume of experiences.

Gaining proficiency is a process that requires repeated
exposure and opportunities to practice new language
functions, vocabulary, and structures; to receive feedback;
and to use skills in increasingly sophisticated contexts. A topic
introduced at one level might reappear in the next as a
challenge in a new context; learners reach for the next level as
they begin to control the tasks of the present level. “Mastery”
does not come two or three weeks after material is introduced,

Notes
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but rather after the student has had many opportunities to
practice the material in meaningful ways. In addition, students
do not “wake up” one day having changed Progress
Checkpoints; instead, they move through stages within the
Progress Checkpoint (e.g., novice-low, novice-mid,
novice-high) as they progress toward the next Progress
Checkpoint by showing increasing control over and
consistency in the use of the language proficiency
characteristics at the next checkpoint.

A Word on Accuracy

Accuracy is the degree to which communication is structurally
correct and culturally appropriate. In real-life situations,
communication occurs without complete structural precision,
that is, grammar mistakes do not necessarily equate to lack of
communication. However, a high degree of accuracy, including
communicating in a socially and culturally appropriate manner,
is very important to achieving high levels of proficiency.

At different levels of proficiency, students exhibit different
degrees of accuracy. Novices, for example, may repeat
memorized phrases with nearly perfect grammar and
pronunciation. As they begin to combine these learned phrases
in an effort to build more creative ones, accuracy initially
declines. Temporary fluctuations in accuracy normally
accompany increases in skill development. As students grow
more secure in their understanding of another culture, their
ability to behave in culturally appropriate ways increases. The
overall goal is to gradually use and mesh cultural and linguistic
skills with increasing accuracy in order to obtain a high level of
language proficiency.

Progress Checkpoint Descriptions

Progress Checkpoints describe what students should know
and be able to do at the end of each level of proficiency. They
provide an overall view of the expectations for student
performance at critical points along the language learning
continuum. As students progress, they may experiment with
and show some ability in language characteristics normally
beyond their proficiency level; however, for most students their
consistent and independent use of the language follows the
progression from Novice, through Intermediate, to Advanced.
Progress Checkpoints will influence the design of class
activities and assessment by providing a broad focus for the
evaluation of student work.

Notes
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Novice level:

Using age-appropriate activities, students develop the ability to
perform the tasks of the novice language learner. The novice
language learner, when dealing with familiar topics, should:

• understand short utterances when listening and respond
orally with learned material;

• produce learned words, phrases, and sentences when
speaking and writing;

• detect main ideas in familiar material when listening and
reading;

• make lists, copy accurately, and write from dictation;

• recognize the importance of communicating in a culturally
appropriate manner; and

• recognize the importance of acquiring accuracy of expression
by knowing the components of language, including grammar.

Intermediate level:

The intermediate language learner, when dealing with everyday
topics, should:

• participate in simple face-to-face communication;

• create statements and questions to communicate
independently when speaking and writing;

• understand main ideas and some details of material on
familiar topics when listening and reading;

• understand simple statements and questions when listening
and reading;

• meet limited practical and social writing needs;

• use knowledge of the culture in the development of
communication skills;

• use knowledge of the components of language, including
grammar, to increase accuracy of expression; and

• cope successfully in straightforward social and survival
situations.

Advanced level:

The advanced language learner, when dealing with events of the
concrete world, should:

• participate fully in casual conversations in culturally
appropriate ways;

• explain, narrate, and describe in past, present, and future
time when speaking and writing;

• understand main ideas and most details of material on a
variety of topics when listening and reading;

Notes
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Notes

• write coherent paragraphs;

• cope successfully in problematic social and survival
situations;

• achieve an acceptable level of accuracy of expression by
using knowledge of language components, including
grammar; and

• apply knowledge of culture when communicating.

(* For an adaptation of these Progress Checkpoints for
classical languages, see Appendix D of the Framework.)



Appendix G
Criteria for Authenticity

Directions:  Cut the following criteria for authenticity (from Grant Wiggins) into strips.  Providing one
statement to each pair or small group, ask them to first discuss, then summarize for the whole group.

Wiggins, G. (1994). Toward more authentic assessment of language performances.  In C. Hancock (Ed.).
Teaching, testing, and assessment (pp. 75-76). Lincolnwood, IL: National Textbook Co.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

1. engaging and worthy problems or questions of importance, in which students must

use knowledge to fashion performances effectively and creatively; tasks are either

replicas of or analogous to the kinds of problems faced by professionals in the field, or

adult citizens and consumers.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

2. faithful representations of the contexts facing workers in a field of study, or the real-

life “tests” of adult life; formal options, constraints and access to resources are apt as

opposed to arbitrary; particularly the use of excessive secrecy, limits on methods, the

imposition of arbitrary deadlines or restraints on the use of resources to rethink, consult,

revise, etc.—all with the aim of making testing more efficient—should be minimized and

evaluated.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

3. non-routine and multi-staged tasks; real problems; recall or “plugging in” is insuffi-

cient or irrelevant; problems require a repertoire of knowledge, hence, good judgment in

determining which knowledge is apt when and where; and skill in prioritizing and orga-

nizing the phases of problem clarification and solution.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

4. tasks that require the student to produce quality product and/or performance.



Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

5.  transparent or demystified criteria and standards; the test allows for thorough prepa-

ration, as well as accurate self-assessment and self-adjustment by the student; ques-

tions and tasks may be discussed, clarified and even appropriately modified, etc.

through discussion with assessor and/or one’s colleagues.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

6.  interaction between assessor and assessee; tests ask the student to justify answers

or choices, and often respond to follow-up or probing questions.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

7. response-contingent challenges where the effect of both process and product/perfor-

mance (sensitivity to audience, situation and context) determine the quality of the result;

thus, there is concurrent feedback and the possibility of self-adjustment during the test.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

8. trained assessor judgment, in reference to clear and appropriate criteria; an oversight

or audit function exists; there is always the possibility of questioning and perhaps alter-

ing a result, given the open and fallible nature of the formal judgment.

Authentic tests of intellectual performance involve…

9. the search for patterns of response, in diverse settings, under differing constraints;

emphasis is on the consistency of student work—the assessment of habits of mind in

performance.


