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Executive Summary

Aims and research questions

In 2012, in NSW government schools, approximately 230,000 students were from language
backgrounds other than English (LBOTE). These students made up around 30% of total
enrolments. Over 136,000 students (18%) were learning English as an additional language or
dialect (EAL/D).

The relationship between language background and educational disadvantage has been
analysed for more than 30 years. Given limited resources, policy makers seek to target
resources effectively to overcome specific aspects of disadvantage, such as language
proficiency, to improve both the quality and equality of education outcomes.

Since 30% of students in NSW government schools are LBOTE but only 18% require
additional English language support, it is evident that LBOTE does not by itself indicate
educational disadvantage or support needs. Various measures have been developed over
the last 10 years for diagnostic purposes to identify suitable students for specialist
programs. Other measures focus on resource allocation and contribute to school funding
formulas that take account of the varying needs of schools.

In 2011 ACARA developed the English as an Additional Language or Dialect (EAL/D) Learning
Progression to support the implementation of the Australian Curriculum. NSW Department
of Education and Communities (DEC) carried out a trial of the EAL/D Learning Progression in
government schools in May and June 2012. The aim was to investigate whether the EAL/D
Learning Progression (the instrument) was sufficiently valid and reliable for teachers to use
to assess English language proficiency of EAL/D students, primarily as a broad resource
allocation mechanism.

The trial considered three research questions:

1. Can teachers with a diversity of experiences and expertise in ESL education, assess each of
the four language modes consistently using the EAL/D Learning Progression, across a
broad range of EAL/D students?

2. s there sufficient evidence to support the intended interpretations and uses of
teachers’ EAL/D Learning Progression phase assessments?

3. What are the successful elements and useful resources identified by teachers from
the trial process?

Methodology

The trial included 97 teachers, both specialist ESL teachers and classroom teachers with
diverse ESL (English as a Second Language) teaching and assessment backgrounds. The
teachers came from 56 schools, including primary, secondary, and central schools as well as
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Intensive English centres. Most of these schools were from metropolitan regions, with a few
from provincial areas.

A stratified sample of 944 students, across key target grades (Kindergarten, Years 3, 5, 7 and
9), gender groups, sub-demographic groups (i.e., Aboriginal, international student,
refugee), and representing the range of English proficiency levels based on the current NSW
ESL phase assessment tool, was selected by participating teachers for inclusion in the trial.

A detailed program of professional learning prepared teachers to take part in the trial.
Workshops and supporting documentation showed teachers how to identify suitable
students, and collect work samples, observations and assessments for the trial.

Each student was assessed on four language modes — listening, speaking, reading and
writing. Each language mode had four phases of proficiency — beginning, emerging,
developing or consolidating. Teachers submitted assessment results of the four language
modes for every student to a purpose-built website.

The trial used a double-marking process to investigate the reliability of assessments using
the EAL/D Learning Progression: 639 of the sample of 944 students were assessed by two
teachers on every language mode (listening, speaking, reading and writing) using the EAL/D
instrument. Teachers’ assessments for each student were then compared. Various types of
inter-rater statistics, such as exact and adjacent agreement rates, correlations, Kappa rates
and Dependability Index (score reliability coefficient) were examined.

The validity of the EAL/D Learning Progression for the purpose of determining resource
allocation in NSW government schools was analysed in relation to four aspects of score
validity — concurrent, discriminant, structural and measurement.

Following the trial, teachers were surveyed to assess the usefulness of the instrument and
the quality of support provided throughout the trial.

Results

Results are reported against each of the three research questions.

1. Can teachers assess each of the four language modes consistently using the EAL/D
Learning Progression?
The trial results showed that, on the whole, the EAL/D Learning Progression enabled
teachers to make consistent judgements of English language proficiency across the four
language modes (listening, speaking, reading and writing). There was also strong evidence
that teachers were able to use the EAL/D Learning Progression to consistently discriminate
between the four phases within each mode and between each of the modes.

However, some variations in the consistency of teacher judgements were also observed. For
example, teacher judgements were less consistent with some student cohorts (e.g., boys

OFFICE OF EDUCATION WWW.DEC.NSW.GOV.AU Il



and students of relatively higher English language proficiency) and in speaking and listening
modes. Teacher judgements were more consistent for other student groups, such as those
at Intensive English centres. Reasons for variations could be attributable to factors including
but not limited to: differences in teachers’ prior experience in similar assessment tasks, in
particular in assessing informal student interactions which dominate the speaking and
listening mode indicators of the EAL/D instrument; teacher knowledge of students;
professional learning and training received; and time available to collect and assess work
samples.

2. Is there sufficient evidence to support the intended interpretations and uses of
teachers’ EAL/D Learning Progression phase assessments?

The trial has collected sufficient evidence to support the claim that the EAL/D Learning
Progression provides a balanced and accurate reflection of English language development.
The instrument can be used to derive a single measure of English language proficiency for
each EAL/D student, for the purpose of allocating ESL funding to schools.

The trial found that there was a reasonable level of congruence between teachers’
assessments using the EAL/D instrument and those based on a similar construct — the
current NSW ESL Phase tool. The EAL/D instrument was identified as being a more refined
and discriminating tool than the current ESL Phase tool and allowed better discrimination
between students at the low end of the English proficiency continuum.

The trial analysed the relationship between EAL/D assessments and NAPLAN results for each
matched student. As expected, higher NAPLAN results on reading or writing were generally
associated with higher EAL/D reading or writing phases, for the same students assessed.

The clear evidence of the concordance between the EAL/D assessments and those from
other similar or related constructs strengthens the argument that the EAL/D instrument is
functioning as intended.

There was also strong measurement evidence from the trial that the four modes were
measuring a single underlying proficiency and that the four EAL/D phases (beginning,
emerging, developing and consolidating) were being used meaningfully and consistently by
the teachers. This means that EAL/D assessments over all four modes can be summarised to
derive a single measure of English language proficiency for each student.

The analysis of the structural patterns of teacher judgements showed that some EAL/D
students were at different levels for academic aspects of language (reading and writing)
than conversational aspects of the language (listening and speaking). These findings
corroborate earlier studies on the differential pattern of development across different
modes for some EAL/D students. This further supports the validity of the assessments using
the EAL/D instrument.
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3. What are the successful elements and useful resources identified by teachers from
the trial process?

Teachers generally supported the use of the EAL/D Learning Progression instrument for
resource allocation in place of the current ESL Phase tool. Teachers also indicated
considerable interest in using the instrument for informing mainstream program planning.

Survey results indicated that the professional learning provided was adequate to support
confident and consistent judgements using the EAL/D Learning Progression. However,
teachers required substantially more time than expected to plan and complete student
assessments to make informed judgements on the appropriate phase. The teachers also
indicated that they would like more sample assessment tasks and annotated work samples
to support effective EAL/D Learning Progression implementation.

Teachers provided detailed feedback regarding the layout and wording used in the EAL/D
Learning Progression. This feedback may be useful for ACARA and the ACARA English
Language Proficiency Working Group for future enhancements to the EAL/D Learning
Progression and its supporting packages.

Conclusions and recommendations

In conclusion, the NSW trial of the EAL/D Learning Progression has provided sufficient
reliability and validity evidence for the instrument to be used in NSW government schools as
a broad measure of English language proficiency for resource allocation. In addition, the
NSW trial has national implications in terms of informing the design and the associated cost-
benefit analysis of a prospective national trial. Such a national trial would provide
recommendations about the potential use of the progression to report English language
proficiency across jurisdictions.

The following recommendations were made based on evidence, feedback and insight from
the NSW trial.

Recommendations for NSW government schools

1 Implementation for resource allocation

1.1 Implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression is recommended as a
replacement for the ESL Phase tool currently used in NSW government schools. If
adopted, the EAL/D Learning Progression will become the broad measure of English
language proficiency used for EAL/D students, and will become the basis of the
allocation formula used for the ESL funding component of the new Resource
Allocation Model in NSW government schools.
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1.2 Full implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression is recommended for 2014 so
that data can be collected and used in the resource allocation process for 2015.

1.3 An implementation plan is recommended that builds on the learning from the trial,
and includes:

a) developing and conducting a program of professional learning in government
schools during 2013 to prepare teachers to use the EAL/D Learning Progression
phase assessments for all EAL/D students from the beginning of 2014

b) ensuring professional learning programs emphasise the importance of judging
students’ phases based on ongoing student assessment

c) developing resources to support teacher assessment using the EAL/D Learning
Progression instrument, including samples of assessment tasks and annotated
work samples demonstrating the evidence required to judge students against the
EAL/D Learning Progression indicators

d) providing participants in professional learning programs with clear guidelines as
to the purpose and potential uses of the EAL/D Learning Progression

e) providing participants in professional learning programs with clear guidelines as
to the process of deriving an overall phase judgement from the four language
mode phase judgements for each EAL/D student

f) building capacity in the new student administration and learning management
system (SALM) to allow teachers to enter EAL/D mode and phase data. Teachers
should be able to update at any time the EAL/D phase judgements for individual
students in SALM by 2014

g) revising school data collection tools to collect EAL/D Learning Progression phases
in each mode for every EAL/D student. This would replace the current ESL phase
data collection tool.

2 (Classroom support

The EAL/D Learning Progression should be mapped against the new NSW syllabuses and
the literacy continuum. On the basis of this mapping, teaching resources should be
developed where appropriate to support classroom teachers to program and plan for
EAL/D learners.
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National recommendations
3 National trial of the FAL/D Learning Progression

A national trial is recommended to test the generalisability of the evidence from the
NSW trial. This national trial should include:

e abroader range of student and teacher demographic groups, including larger
cohorts of specific student groups, in particular Aboriginal students

e examination of differential reliability in teachers’ judgements across different types
of schools, students and language modes to inform future programs of teacher
training and professional development

e recommendations about the potential use of the EAL/D Learning Progression to
report English language proficiency across jurisdictions.

4 Detailed information to ACARA

It is recommended that ACARA is provided with this report of the NSW trial and with
access to the detailed feedback provided by teachers related to the instrument itself.
This may be useful to ACARA as authors of current and possible future versions of the
EAL/D Learning Progression.
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1. Introduction and research questions

1.1 Background and context of the trial

In 2012 in NSW government schools, approximately 230,000 students (30% of total
enrolments) are from language backgrounds other than English (LBOTE). The LBOTE cohort
is a heterogeneous group made up of students from a broad range of social and linguistic
backgrounds. Over 136,000 (18%) of these students are learning English as an additional
language or dialect (EAL/D) and require additional support to assist them to develop
proficiency in English (hereunder referred to as EAL/D students).’

Analysis of NAPLAN data in NSW shows the overall LBOTE cohort as consistently achieving
on par with, if not better than, the non LBOTE cohort®. However, within the LBOTE cohort,
English language proficiency has been identified as an important source of educational
disadvantage experienced by some EAL/D students. Analysis conducted by the NSW
Department of Education and Communities (DEC) reveals that, after controlling for the
effects of students’ parental background and school-level effects, one of the most
disadvantaged groups of students by far are newly arrived, refugee students with limited
English proficiency®.

Based on the evidence available at the state level, the new resource allocation model for
NSW government schools, which is being developed as part of the educational reform, Local
Schools Local Decisions, has identified a separate loading for EAL/D students requiring
English language support.

Currently the NSW DEC allocates ESL (English as a Second Language) resources to schools
based on each school’s reported level of ESL need, assessed each year using the NSW ESL
Phase tool. The ESL Phase tool provides a brief description (Appendix A) of three broad
phases of language progression applying to learners across all stages of schooling. Phase 1
students are beginners in English and require intensive level of specialist ESL support. Phase
2 students have developing skills in English and require ongoing explicit English language
instruction across the curriculum. Phase 3 students are consolidating their English language
skills and require subject specific contingent language scaffolding. Lack of discrete
descriptors for different aspects or modes of proficiency (such as listening, speaking, reading
and writing) restricts its capacity to accurately reflect the diversity of EAL/D learners who
may have variable performance across modes. In addition, the current phase descriptors do

Yin NSW, the previous term used to describe this group of students is ESL (English as a Second Language) students.
Throughout this report, the term ESL is retained whenever it is a part of the name of an existing assessment instrument,
document or process.

% For example, refer to the NAPLAN National Report for 2011 published at the following site for comparisons of results
between LBOTE and non LBOTE students: http://www.nap.edu.au/verve/_resources/NAPLAN_2011_National_Report.pdf
® Refer to the Final Report for the Review of the Funding for Schooling (p. 117 — 119) published at the following site for
more detailed information about the NSW analysis of factors influencing on the educational achievements of sub-
populations of LBOTE students: http://foi.deewr.gov.au/node/30439/
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not differentiate students with limited literacy proficiency in their first language. Known
issues in the reliability and accuracy of teachers’ judgements using the phase tool resulted in
the need to incorporate a time factor into each phase description in order to moderate
teacher judgement of English language progression. This meant that teachers’ judgements
using this tool did not always appropriately reflect the level of the students’ English
language proficiency.

Nationally, the Final Report for the Review of the Funding for Schooling released by the
Australian Government in December 2011 also recommended basing funding for EAL/D
students on their assessed levels of English language proficiency. However, a survey
conducted in 2011 of government school systems for all states and territories has shown
that no consistent measure is currently available for identifying or reporting English
language proficiency of EAL/D students across jurisdictions.*

An interim measure developed by Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting
Authority (ACARA) to capture the needs of the EAL/D students is the disadvantaged LBOTE
variable, which is incorporated in the calculation of the Index of Community Socio-
Educational Advantage (ICSEA) (ACARA 2011). This variable is defined as the percentage of
the parents in the school community who are both LBOTE and completed a school
education of Year 9 equivalent or below. Although intended as a measure to capture the
additional educational disadvantage experienced by EAL/D students, analysis conducted by
NSW DEC in 2011 demonstrated that this variable was not a reliable proxy for students’ ESL
needs. DEC modelling revealed that, if used as a funding mechanism in NSW government
schools, this measure would not only underestimate, by approximately 50%, the size of the
target group of students needing ESL support, but it had a high probability of misdirecting
funds to student populations and schools that did not require ESL support.”

Motivated by the desire to better identify and discriminate the ESL need at the school level
to ensure equitable resource distributions both within the NSW government sector and
nationally, DEC conducted a trial of the EAL/D Learning Progression (EAL/D) in NSW
government schools between May and June 2012. The goal of this trial was to investigate
whether the EAL/D Learning Progression was sufficiently valid and reliable for use by
teachers to assess EAL/D students’ English language proficiency, primarily for the purposes
of resource allocation.

The EAL/D Learning Progression was developed by ACARA in 2011, with input from content
experts across jurisdictions and academia. It describes the development of English language
typical of students learning English as an additional language or dialect (EAL/D). It includes

* At the request of the Australian Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs Senior Officials Committee
(AEEYSOC) and the Ministerial Council for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs (MCIMA), the Schools Data Sub Group
conducted the survey during July and August 2011 on funding for ESL/EAL/D student support across States and Territories.
® Detailed results demonstrating the extent of the misalignment between EAL/D students’ needs and the interim measure
of Disadvantaged LBOTE will be contained in a NSW DEC report to the Strategic Policy Working Group in early 2013.
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http://www.acara.edu.au/verve/_resources/English_as_an_Additional_Language_or_Dialect_Teacher_Resource_05_06_12.pdf

broad descriptions of the characteristics of learner groups at each of four phases of English
language learning (Beginning, Emerging, Developing and Consolidating) differentiated by
four language modes (listening, speaking, reading and writing) and by three stages of
schooling (Kindergarten-Year 2, Years 3-6, Years 7-10). The Beginning phase includes a
unique set of descriptors for students with limited literacy proficiency in their first
language®. As the tool was developed to support teachers as they develop teaching and
learning programs for the Australian Curriculum, it has the potential to be implemented
nationally.

1.2 Research questions

Three broad research questions were formulated to direct study design, data collection and
analysis. Since the trial was to investigate the potential for use of the EAL/D Learning
Progression primarily as a tool for resource allocation, the first research question was
related to reliability — Can teachers assess each of the four language modes consistently
using the EAL/D Learning Progression? It was important to demonstrate that the tool could
be used consistently and reliably by teachers with a diversity of experiences and expertise in
ESL education across a broad range of EAL/D students. This question was analysed through
inter-rater reliability statistics, based on teacher judgements collected from a double-
marking process.

Secondly, as the EAL/D Learning Progression (hereunder also referred to as the EAL/D
instrument) was trialled as a direct measure of English language proficiency of EAL/D
students for the purpose of resource allocation, it was necessary to examine the question of
construct validity — Is there sufficient evidence to support the intended interpretations and
uses of teachers’ EAL/D Learning Progression phase assessments? For example, do lower
EAL/D phases correspond to lower English language proficiency, thus indicating more
support or funding for the student assessed; and vice versa?

As validity is a multi-dimensional concept, this question was addressed through evidence
pertinent to the following four aspects of score validity:

= Concurrent validity —

O Is the relationship between assessments for the same students using the EAL/D
instrument and those from other external constructs (e.g., NAPLAN) on a similar
trait of language ability as expected?

O Is the relationship between assessments for the same students using the EAL/D
instrument and those made using other theoretically similar constructs (e.g., the
NSW ESL Phase tool) as expected?’

= Discriminant validity —

® Refer to the following website for the general descriptions of the EAL/D Learning Progression
http://www.acara.edu.au/verve/ resources/English as an Additional Language or Dialect Teacher Resource 05 06 1

2.pdf
’ This type of evidence is also referred to as the external aspect of construct validity by Messick (1996).
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0 Can the four language modes of the EAL/D instrument be empirically
discriminated by teachers? For example, is there any evidence of teachers’
judgements on one mode being confounded by students’ assessed performances
on other modes?

= Structural aspect of validity —

0 Istheinternal structure of the assessments produced by teachers using the
EAL/D instrument consistent with the expected interrelations among the
different modes of language, as derived from the relevant second language
acquisition theory or from prior empirical studies?

= Measurement aspect of validity —

0 Isthere evidence demonstrating the measurement quality of the assessments?
For example, is there evidence of the four modes measuring a single underlying
ability (i.e. the English language proficiency of EAL/D students)? Are the four
rating scales used to assess the four modes functioning as intended?

Evidence of the measurement aspect of validity has additional importance to this project.
For the purpose of resource allocation a single measure of English language proficiency for
each student is desirable. However, before four separate mode assessments can be
summarised into a single student assessment score, there must be supporting evidence for
the abovementioned measurement questions (Andrich, 1988).

Finally, to support a prospective national implementation of the EAL/D Learning
Progression, the trial sought to identify successful elements and useful resources from the
trial process. An online evaluation survey was used to collect and analyse teacher responses
to the instrument. The corresponding research question was — What is teachers’ feedback
on the trial process, the tool and its usability?

In summary there were three research questions for the trial:

1. Can teachers assess each of the four language modes consistently using the
EAL/D Learning Progression?

2. Is there sufficient evidence to support the intended interpretations and uses
of teachers’ EAL/D Learning Progression phase assessments?

3. What are the successful elements and useful resources identified by teachers
from the trial process?

1.3 Trial limitations

While the trial included the question of construct validity, detailed examination of the
content validity —the appropriateness and relevance of the phase statements and
descriptors used in the EAL/D instrument to the target ability that is intended to be
measured— was considered out of scope from the beginning. However, the trial did seek
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teacher comments on the content and the clarity of the EAL/D phase statements and
indicators through the online teacher survey.

Due to the small sample size of students in some demographic groups (e.g., Aboriginal or
international students), the generalisability of results for these groups of students will need
to be confirmed by a larger trial, preferably by a national trial involving students of more
diverse cultural and linguistic background than those of NSW EAL/D students.

A number of factors may have influenced the final inter-rater reliability statistics. In the
double marking process, pairs of teachers from the same school judged the EAL/D Learning
Progression phase of a common group of students. This double marking process was used in
preference to a more anonymous collection process because of the logistics of manually
collecting and securely redistributing student work samples on all modes, as well as relevant
assessment tasks and student information, within a limited timeframe. To minimise
potential bias teachers were directed to assess students independently. However, it was
difficult to ensure teachers did not confer about phase decisions or student performance
particularly where they were working at the same school and in close proximity.

2. Trial design and data collections

This section provides details of the six stages of the trial, which include considerations of the
trial design, sampling strategy and data collection processes.

Stage 1: Establishing sample cohort parameters

Various considerations influenced decisions on the numbers of teachers, schools, and
students participating in the trial. These included the need for a large enough sample to
ensure the validity of inferences drawn from the statistical estimation processes, the
required number of training workshops as a result of the number of participating teachers
and the mode of training delivery, and the approximate teacher time spent on student
selection and assessment, work sample collection and data entry. Ultimately, due to
practical time and resource constraints, the trial included around 100 teachers, each
assessing 10 students.

Three key principles guided the further selection of teachers, schools and students to ensure
the ability of the trial to address the research questions and the generalisability of the trial
results.

The first principle was to include teachers with a range of prior ESL teaching and assessment
background in order to achieve a representative sample of teachers to maximise the
reliability of findings. Review of relevant literature suggests teacher background (e.g.,
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teachers’ familiarity of similar constructs such as the ESL scales® used in NSW, prior teaching
and assessment experience, perceptions of language proficiency and assumptions of
language acquisition) can impact on the way they use a tool such as EAL/D Learning
Progression (e.g., Eckes, 2008; Erdosy, 2004; Knoch, Read & von Randow, 2007; Leckie &
Baird, 2011). Representation of schools from different areas (such as metropolitan and
regional locations) and across different types (such as mainstream primary, secondary and
central schools and Intensive English Centres) in the sample helped ensure inclusion of
teachers with different levels of exposures to ESL professional learning and experience
assessing EAL/D student English language proficiencies.

A second principle was to include students from key scholastic grades —Kindergarten, Years
3,5, 7 and 9. There were a number of reasons for the inclusion of these grades in the
sample. First, as the EAL/D Learning Progression contained separate descriptors designed
for assessing students at different learning stages (i.e., Kindergarten to Year 2, Year 3to 6
and Year 7 to 10, respectively), the trial needed to include students from all three stages so
that validity and reliability evidence for the EAL/D instrument could be investigated across
all three stages. Secondly, the sample needed to include Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 so that the
relationship between the assessed EAL/D reading and writing phases and the NAPLAN
reading and writing scores for the same students could be examined. Kindergarten was
included as an additional target grade because of the anecdotal evidence from NSW
pointing to the difficulty in assessing the English language proficiency of Kindergarten
students. This difficulty was partly due to the current ESL phase tool not including age
appropriate descriptors to support teachers to make assessments.

The third principle was to get as wide a spread of demographic sub-groups as possible
within the target sample. Efforts were made to ensure that the selection included an
approximately equal distribution of students across gender groups, inclusion of students in
the sample from diverse demographic backgrounds (i.e., Aboriginal, international students,
refugees, students of different cultural and linguistic profiles), and an adequate
representation of students from different English proficiency levels based on teachers’
assessments using the current ESL phase tool. There was an intention to slightly over sample
students from low to medium English proficiency levels (i.e., those at ESL Phases 1 and 2) as
this would enable greater focus on whether EAL/D Learning Progression could be used
consistently and appropriately for discriminating this group of students, who were
considered to experience significant educational disadvantage.

8 ESL scales is an assessment tool used by ESL teachers in NSW government schools to assess, monitor and report on
students’ learning of English as a second language. They were developed by the Australian Education Council and
Australian Council for Educational Research as part of a national curriculum initiative in 1992. They describe the English
language development of ESL students and provide a set of benchmarks against which the full range of ESL learners’
achievements in English may be set.
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Stage 2: Training and support for participating teachers

Stage 2 of the trial involved developing and conducting a program of professional learning
to ensure participating teachers had clear and consistent understandings of the trial process
and requirements and the EAL/D Learning Progression. In the initial training session
teachers were introduced to the trial purpose and timeframe, data collection processes and
requirements, and familiarised with the EAL/D Learning Progression and the data collection
website template.

A period of one week between workshops enabled teachers to do a preliminary
identification of the possible student cohort for the trial considering the scholastic grade,
the range of ESL phases, as well as gender and special needs.

At the second workshop teachers developed consistent practice in using the EAL/D Learning
Progression to decide on a phase. A number of resources were developed for the trial
teachers to assist them in recording assessment task conditions, student background data
and EAL/D Learning Progression phases. In order to collect inter-rater reliability data
(research question 1), teachers were asked to nominate themselves for participation in
double-marking. Samples of training and supporting materials developed to support
teachers are provided in Appendix B. While the mode of training delivery was mainly face-
to-face, a video conference option was available for teachers from regional schools.

Stage 3: Student selection and ESL phase data entry

In order to ensure a balanced representation of students from various demographic groups
and across different English proficiency levels, a website was developed to support teachers
to select an appropriate range of students for the trial. It showed the background
information of all prospective students available for selection in a school, including language
background, country of birth, visa subclass, residency status and date of arrival in Australia.
Teachers then selected their students (and entered the current ESL phase data for the
selected students) through the website, using the sampling principles communicated to
them at the workshop. A sample student selection screen is shown at Appendix C.

At the end of the student selection stage, summarised reports were run to show the
proportions of students in different groups (e.g., proficiency levels, grades, backgrounds) in
the initial sample. Where underrepresentation of some groups was detected, requests were
made to selected schools to increase a certain type of students to build a representative
sample.

Stage 4: Data collection

This stage of the trial involved teachers collecting observations and work samples for each
student and making assessments. Teachers then submitted their EAL/D phase judgements
for each student on each language mode on a purpose-built website, and provided
annotated work samples as evidence of the range and type of assessment tasks used.
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Teachers used an EAL/D Learning Progression assessment record proforma (See Appendix D)
to record student background information, assessment tasks, and observations to assist in
deriving a final phase for each mode to be entered on the website. The EAL/D phase was
entered via a lookup list showing four phases — Beginning (with the option to discriminate
between Some Print Literacy and Limited Literacy Background), Emerging, Developing or
Consolidating. Appendix E shows the website screen where teachers entered students’
assessment.

Teachers participating in double marking were required to collect work samples for each of
their students and provide assessment task and student background details using the
assessment record shown in Appendix D. This information was then forwarded to their
partner teacher in the same school who used it to make independent EAL/D phase
judgements. An example of an annotated work sample and assessment record is included in
Appendix F.

All participating teachers were required to submit to the website one work sample from one
student in one mode (listening, speaking, reading or writing) in conjunction with the student
and task details. In total over 100 work samples were collected, which provided data about
the type and range of assessment practices used in the trial.

Stage 5: Teacher survey

An online teacher survey was developed primarily to collect information to inform a
response to the third research question - What is teachers’ feedback on the trial process, the
instrument and its usability? The teacher survey provided data on teacher background
information including current teaching position, level of ESL qualification and experience
using similar ESL assessment tools. It provided quantitative and qualitative feedback on the
EAL/D Learning Progression trial, on professional learning and support, on the content and
clarity of the EAL/D Learning Progression statements and indicators and on its potential
usability. A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix G.

Participating teachers were invited to attend a focus group to provide a further opportunity
to discuss the trial process, the potential for using the EAL/D Learning Progression in place
of the current ESL phases and how the EAL/D Learning Progression could be used to derive a
single phase level for each student. 29 teachers attended this focus group.

Stage 6: Data analysis

During this stage the data was analysed in relation to the three research questions.
Methods and results of the analyses are discussed in detail in Section 4, with further
interpretations of the trial findings presented in Section 5.

Figure 1 provides a schematic overview of the six trial stages.
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Figure 1 A schematic representation of the trial stages
Project Stage Activities Involved Period of time (from)
First Stage: Trial design and research methods determined. Term 2:
Establishing Cohort i i )
g Sample size determined. Weeks 1-3 (3 Weeks)
Parameters Participant selection procedures determined.

Second stage:
Training and support
for participating
teachers

Teachers selected.
Training and support provided.
Double-marking teachers identified.

Term 2:
Week 4 & 5 (2 Days)

Third stage:
Student selection and
phase data entry

Students selected.
ESL Phase data entered.
Data check to ensure a representative sample.

Term 2:
Week 5 (1 Week)

\ 4

Fourth stage:
Data collection

Student work samples and evidence collected by
teachers.

Students’ EAL/D phase determined. Students’
phases entered on the website.

Double marking completed and students’ EAL/D
phases entered on the website.

Work samples submitted.

Term 2:
Weeks 6-9 (4 weeks)

Data analysis
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Alignment of ESL phases with EAL/D Learning
Progression testing
Analysing the teacher survey responses.

\ 4
Fifth stage: Teacher survey conducted. Term 2: Week 10
Teacher survey Teacher feedback meeting conducted. Term 3: Week 1 (2 weeks)
6 September (1 day)
\ /4
Reliability of teacher judgements testing
Construct validity testing. Analysing validity of
Sixth stage: tool as a measure of English language proficiency. Term 3:

Week 1-10 (10 Weeks)




3. Descriptions of trial participants

3.1 Characteristics of participating teachers

In total, 97 teachers from 56 schools participated in this trial. Table 1 provides information
on the teaching, training and qualifications background of the teachers, based on the
responses provided by 74 of the 97 teachers to the evaluation survey.

Table 1 Background of the teachers
Background category No. %
All Teachers 74
ESL teacher 46 62%
Class teacher 16 22%
Current position in the school Executive teaching 9 12%
Other specialist teacher 2 3%
Executive non-teaching 1 1%
Training and qualifications TESOL* or ESL pre-service training 49 66%
TESOL* or ESL postgraduate qualification 38 51%

Note: Based on the responses provided by 74 of the 97 teachers to the evaluation survey
TESOL: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages

As illustrated in Table 1, around 60% of the participating teachers who responded to the
survey were ESL specialist teachers and around one fifth were classroom teachers.
Correspondingly, two thirds (66%) of the teachers reported to have had specialist TESOL or
ESL pre-service training, and half of them reported to have TESOL or ESL postgraduate
qualifications.

Of the total of 97 teachers, 66 participated in the double-marking process, which meant
each of them not only marked around 10 of their own students, but also around 10 of
another teacher’s students.

3.2 Characteristics of schools included in the trial

56 schools were involved in the trial, with an approximate even distribution across primary
and secondary contexts. 26 were primary schools, 17 were secondary schools, 1 was a

central/combined school (K-12) and 12 were Intensive English Centres affiliated with a high
school. The majority of schools (53) were in metropolitan areas, with 3 from regional areas.

3.3 Characteristics of students included in the trial sample

A total of 944 students were included in the trial, of which more of than half (639) were
marked by two teachers to estimate inter-rater reliability.
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Table 2 provides information on the background of all students in the sample. The
demographic characteristics of the students included in the double-marking are broadly
similar to those of the whole sample (see Appendix J for the distribution of the students
included in the double-marking process across different demographic groups).

Table 2 Demographic statistics of the students included in the sample
No of students % of all students
All Students* 944
Girls 452 47.9%
Gender Boys 492 52.1%
Phase 1 345 36.5%
ESL Phases Phase 2 369 39.1%
Phase 3 201 21.3%
Kindergarten 150 15.9%
Year 3 161 17.1%
Year 5 161 17.1%
Grade Year 7 229 24.3%
Year 9 233 24.7%
Other Grades 10 1.1%
(Year 8, 10, 11)*
Aboriginal Students 29 3.1%
Intensive English Centre 168 17.8%
Refugee 197 20.9%
International Student 28 3.0%

Note: The total number of students excludes 17 students who were not marked on any of the four
language modes.

Though teachers were asked to select students from key target grades (Kindergarten, Years 3, 5, 7 and
9), a very small number of students from other grades were also included in the sample by teachers.

Overall, there were slightly more boys than girls (492 boys -v- 452 girls) included in the trial.
The student selection process undertaken by the teachers seemed to work well as the final
sample achieved a good balance of students from different English proficiency levels.
Around 37% of students were from the low end of the proficiency scale (i.e., ESL Phase 1),
39% of them were Phase 2 students and 21% were Phase 3 students. The distribution
reflected the sampling intention to have an over representation of students from the low to
medium proficiency levels.

There was also an even distribution of students across primary and secondary levels of
education, with 16% of them from Kindergarten, 17% each from Years 3 and 5, and 24% and
25% from Year 7 and Year 9 respectively. Students from Intensive English Centres made up
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of 18% of the total sample cohort. Most of these students are newly arrived secondary
students who required intensive English support. In addition, 21% of the students were from
a refugee background. Due to practical constraints and the demographic characteristics of
NSW EAL/D students, only 29 Aboriginal students and 28 International students were able
to be included in the trial.

4. Data analysis and results

4.1 Reliability of teacher judgements using the EAL/D Learning Progression

Reliability refers to the consistency in teachers’ judgments from one assessment scenario to
another. It is an important criterion when assessing the suitability of an assessment
instrument for high-stakes uses and is often considered to be a pre-requisite of validity
(Weigle, 2002).

In this section, the following common types of inter-rater reliability indicators were
investigated, based on comparisons of two teachers’ judgements for the same student on
the same mode, obtained from the double-marking process:

e Exact agreement rate —the proportion of the time the two teachers agreed exactly

e Adjacent agreement rate — the proportion of the time the two teachers agreed
within one phase

e Kappa rates — Agreement rates adjusted by chance agreement

e Dependability Index — score reliability coefficient and

e Correlational statistics — inter-correlations between two teachers’ judgements (in the
next section 4.2.1)

Since agreement rates are sensitive to the number of scored categories used, teacher
judgements on four broad EAL/D phases (Beginning, Emerging, Developing and
Consolidating) are used in the calculations for each language mode, with the two Beginning
categories (Beginning Some Print Literacy, Beginning Limited Literacy Background) collected
for the reading and writing modes combined into one Beginning phase. This data treatment
ensures that the estimated teacher consistency measures can be compared across the
modes.

4.1.1 Exact agreement rates

Table 3 reports the exact agreement rates, calculated for each mode, across all students and
for different groups of students separately.
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Table 3 Exact agreement rates across modes and groups of students

Student Groups Exact Agreement

Listening Speaking Reading Writing
All Students 80.5% 78.7% 81.8% 82.4%
Girls 81.5% 80.5% 81.5% 83.6%
Boys 79.5% 77.0% 82.2% 81.3%
Aboriginal 100.0% 83.3% 88.9% 100.0%
ESL Phase 1 88.1% 84.4% 90.4% 87.2%
ESL Phase 2 78.7% 75.1% 81.5% 80.3%
ESL Phase 3 69.4% 75.5% 68.5% 76.4%
Kindergarten 84.4% 77.1% 86.3% 84.4%
Year 3 87.4% 72.7% 80.2% 88.2%
Year 5 85.2% 80.0% 80.9% 83.5%
Year7 78.7% 81.3% 82.0% 82.7%
Year 9 71.5% 80.3% 80.9% 75.9%
Refugee Students 82.1% 78.8% 85.4% 88.1%
International Students 57.1% 71.4% 92.9% 71.4%
Intensive English Centre Students 89.7% 85.0% 96.3% 88.8%

Note: Total number of students included in the double-marking process: 639. Agreement rates are
calculated based on teachers’ judgements on four broad EAL/D phases for each mode.

Table 3 shows that, on average, 80 per cent of the time two teachers’ judgements on a
mode of language for the same student match exactly.

While the overall agreement rate appears to be satisfactory, teacher consistency does differ
across groups of students, or across the modes. It would seem that teachers can assess
reading and writing modes more reliably than they do listening and speaking, with speaking
being identified consistently as the mode most difficult to be assessed reliably, across most
of the student groups. The data also demonstrates that the comparatively lower reliability
associated with assessing speaking is more of a problem for assessing boys than for girls.
While teachers achieved broadly similar levels of consistency in their judgements across
four modes when assessing girls, the exact agreement rate associated with assessing boys’
speaking proficiency was 5.2 and 4.3 percentage points lower than those associated with
assessing reading and listening respectively. There is no clear explanation for this difference
between boys and girls results. Further analysis of data through a national trial with a larger
cohort might shed light on the source of difference and/or confirm the generalisablity of
these results.

In addition to the above, there is evidence that teachers were able to assess students of
lower English proficiency levels more consistently than students of higher proficiency levels.
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For example, the rate of exact match associated with assessing the reading levels of
students of the lowest English proficiency level (ESL phase 1 students) was 21.9 percentage
points higher than the equivalent rate associated with students of the highest English
proficiency level (ESL phase 3 students). The corresponding differences in the agreement
rates when assessing other modes were also significant, ranging from 10.8 percentage
points for writing to 8.9 percentage points for speaking.

Greater consistency in teachers’ judgements when assessing students of limited English
proficiency might have also contributed to the higher than average agreement rates
observed for assessments concerning refugee students, since refugee students are more
likely to be of low English proficiency than the rest of the student population in the sample.

Table 3 also shows that teachers at the Intensive English Centres could assess their students
more consistently than those at mainstream schools. Compared to average rates, the
agreement rates for the Intensive English centre students were 14.5 percentage points
higher on the reading mode, 9.2 percentage points higher on the listening, 6.4 and 6.3
percentage points on the writing and speaking modes respectively. This could also be due to
the teacher marking pattern that is already observed above — that is, teachers are much
more likely to agree with each other when they are assessing students who have very
limited English proficiency.

4.1.2 Adjacent agreement rates

Table 4 shows the average adjacent agreement rates, across all students and separately for
different groups of students. These rates indicate the frequencies of the occurrences of
significant variations in assessments, which are an important criterion for evaluating the
suitability of any instrument for high-stakes uses (such as for resource allocation purposes).
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Table 4 Adjacent agreement rates across modes and student groups

Student Groups Adjacent Agreement

Listening Speaking Reading Writing
All Students 97.8% 97.9% 98.4% 99.0%
Girls 98.7% 98.0% 99.0% 100.0%
Boys 97.0% 97.9% 97.9% 98.2%
Aboriginal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
ESL Phase 1 99.1% 98.6% 99.5% 100.0%
ESL Phase 2 97.2% 98.0% 98.0% 98.4%
ESL Phase 3 96.5% 96.5% 97.2% 98.6%
Kindergarten 97.9% 95.8% 98.9% 97.9%
Year 3 99.1% 98.2% 97.3% 99.1%
Year 5 94.8% 97.4% 96.5% 100.0%
Year7 98.0% 98.0% 99.3% 98.7%
Year 9 98.7% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
Refugee Students 99.3% 98.7% 100.0% 99.3%
International Students 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Intensive English Centre Students 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: Total number of students included in the double-marking process: 639. The agreement rates
are based on teachers’ judgements using four broad EAL/D phases.

The table indicates that, on average, the proportion of the time when two teachers’ EAL/D
phase judgements for the same student on the same mode differing by more than 1 phase
varied from 1.0 per cent, when assessing writing, to 2.2 per cent, when assessing listening.
The level of significant discrepancies in the assessments seems to be at an acceptable level,
given the amount of training provided through the trial. However, further analysis is
required to explore whether comparatively higher than average occurrences of significant
variations in teachers’ judgements for the Kindergarten students’ speaking and Year 5
students’ listening phases are attributable to random factors or any systematic issues in the
teachers’ assessment processes.

4.1.3 Agreement rates based on five EAL/D phases

During the data collection stage, for the reading and writing modes, students at the
Beginning EAL/D phase were further assessed by teachers in two sub-categories — Beginning
with no or limited prior print literacy or Beginning with some prior print literacy, using the
descriptors/criteria provided by ACARA. As it is of interest to know whether teachers can
consistently discriminate the two Beginning sub-categories using the EAL/D descriptors and
criteria, the exact and adjacent agreement rates for reading and writing are re-produced
after data were recoded to treat the two subcategories as two separate phases. These rates
are provided at Appendix H.
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Appendix H demonstrates that, for any group of students with a reasonable sample size (i.e.,
greater than 100), the agreement rates based on five EAL/D phases were only marginally
worse than those based on four phases, as reported in Tables 3 and 4.

4.1.4 Kappa rates

Acknowledging that two teachers can agree by chance alone, Kappa rates (Cohen, 1960),
which adjust for chance agreement, were calculated for all students and selected groups of
students and are provided in Table 5.

Table 5 Kappa rates across modes for selected student groups
Student Groups Listening Speaking Reading Writing
All Students 0.71 0.69 0.74 0.74
Kindergarten 0.75 0.64 0.76 0.71
Year 3 0.81 0.58 0.70 0.80
Year 5 0.78 0.68 0.71 0.75
Year 7 0.68 0.72 0.72 0.71
Year 9 0.54 0.70 0.70 0.61

Note: Total number of students included in the double-marking process: 639. The agreement rates
are based on teachers’ judgements using four EAL/D phases (Beginning, Emerging, Developing
and Consolidating).

Kappa is a measure of the difference between the observed agreement and the expected
agreement by chance alone, standardised to be on a -1 to +1 scale (Viera & Garrett, 2005, p.
361). Using the criteria suggested by Landis & Koch (1977), the overall agreement rates,
which ranged from 0.69 for speaking to 0.74 for reading and writing, suggest that teachers
achieve a substantial level of agreement between each other, when using the EAL/D
instrument to make an assessment of a student’s English language proficiency level.

4.1.5 Differences in owner teacher judgement and non-owner teacher judgement

One question relevant to analysing teacher assessment behaviour using the EAL/D
instrument is whether there would be significant differences in judgements made by owner
teachers (i.e., those who are assigned the class of students and have greater opportunities
for ongoing interaction with the student assessed) and non-owner teachers (those who
have limited ongoing interaction with the students and who would rely primarily on
collected work samples to make assessments). For example, would owner teachers be
systematically more lenient or harsh in their judgements as compared to non-owner
teachers? This question has implications on the choice of the EAL/D implementation model,
which would also have a flow-on effect on the level and type of professional training that
needs to be provided. If there is no evidence of significant difference between the two
groups of teachers, the tool may be used by any teachers who could be required to make
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phase judgements based on a body of student work samples collected over time across the
modes.

To investigate this, non-parametric tests — Wilcoxon signed rank test — were employed to
examine the significance of the median difference between the EAL/D phase judgements
made by matched pairs of owner and non-owner teachers, for each mode separately.9

The tests show that, for each language mode, the median difference in the matched pairs of
judgements is not statistically significant. Using Wilcoxon signed rank tests, the smallest p
value is 0.12 for the reading mode, the largest p value is 0.55 for the writing mode, all
greater than a = 0.05. Appendix | presents visually the distributions of the differences in the
matched pairs of teacher EAL/D phase judgements, across the four modes. These graphs
demonstrate that, while there are small differences in owner teacher and non-owner
teacher judgements, there are no apparent patterns in these differences —that is, there is
no evidence of owner teachers tending to assign either a higher or lower EAL/D phase for
the same student than the non owner teachers. Having said that, around 60% of
participating teachers (both owner and non-owner) were ESL specialists with considerable
experience using a similar assessment tool to assess EAL/D students. This would indicate
that teachers can use the EAL/D Learning Progression consistently to assign a phase
regardless of the opportunities for ongoing interaction with the student, so long as they
have expertise in using the tool and follow the assessment guidelines using a number of
work samples over time to inform their phase judgement.

4.1.6 Generalisability analysis

Extending earlier analysis on the descriptive types of inter-rater agreement indicators,
Generalisability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972; see also Brennan,
2001; Shavelson & Webb, 1991) is used in this section to estimate the reliability of teachers’
judgements using the EAL/D instrument for each mode. Two types of reliability coefficients
are available from the G-theory analysis — the Generalisability Coefficient, which is used for
decisions concerning relative standing of the persons (norm-referenced testing) and the
Dependability Index, which is used for decisions concerning the absolute level of
performance (criterion-referenced testing). As the EAL/D Learning Progression is most likely
to be used to understand the absolute English proficiency level of an EAL/D student, either
for resource allocation or program planning purposes, the Dependability Index is likely to be
of most interest to users. For this reason, this section reports the Dependability Index (phi).

GENOVA is the computer program (Crick & Brennan, 1983) used. A separate G-study with a
single-facet crossed design (p x r') was employed to analyse the score reliability for each

? During the double-marking process, each student was essentially assessed by an owner teacher and a non-
owner teacher. The owner teacher collected the work samples and tasks which were then passed on to the
non-owner teacher for assessment (also Section 2 about descriptions of the data collection process). The flag
of being an owner or non owner teacher for the student assessed was collected at the same time when the
teacher submitted the assessment data about the student.
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mode. In each analysis, students (p) were the objects of the measurement with ratings ()
that each student received for a particular language mode as random facets. Although
reliability coefficients can be calculated for different rating scenarios (such as the average
scores produced from a double-marking process), this section reports only the reliability of
the scores produced from a single-marking process. This is because, if the EAL/D instrument
is rolled out to schools for either resource or program planning, it is most likely that only
one teacher (either a classroom teacher or an ESL teacher) will be employed to make
judgements for one student (i.e., a single-marking scenario).

Table 6 Dependability Index for teachers’ judgements using the EAL/D Learning
Progression
Listening Speaking Reading Writing
Dependability Index  0.84 0.84 0.86 0.86

Note: The Dependability Index is estimated based on a single-marking scenario

Table 6 shows that the reliability of teachers’ judgements across all modes reaches the
conventionally desired level of score reliability (i.e., 0.8) for high-stakes tests (Schoonen,
2005; Shavelson & Webb, 1991). The Dependability Index for reading and writing aspects of
language proficiency is around 0.86, slightly better than that for the conversational aspects
of language (i.e., listening and speaking).

In summary, results in this section have collectively demonstrated that teachers can achieve
a desirable level of consistency when using the EAL/D instrument to make judgements on a
student’s language proficiency levels on the four modes. Any occurrences of significant
variations in teacher assessments are shown to be rare. Furthermore, there is no evidence
of systematic differences in judgements made by teachers who have a direct teaching
relationship with the student being assessed and those who don’t. This finding suggests that
the use of the EAL/D instrument in a school may not need to be limited to a particular group
of teachers, so long as adequate training is provided. Notwithstanding this, evidence from
this section has also revealed certain situations where comparatively lower inter-rater
reliability was observed, for example, when teachers were assessing the speaking mode, in
particular boys’ speaking proficiencies. Variations in reliability may result from a number of
factors, which are further discussed in Section 5.1.
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4.2 Construct validity

4.2.1 Convergent and discriminant validity evidence

To help establish construct validity, this section uses the multitrait-multimethod analysis
method proposed by Campbell & Fiske (1959), to investigate the convergent and
discriminant validity evidence.

To facilitate the investigation, Table 7 provides a matrix of inter-correlations between two
teachers’ judgements, on the same mode and on different modes, for the same student.

Table 7 Inter-correlations between two teachers’ judgements on the same or different
modes

Teacher 2 judgement

MODE LISTENING READING SPEAKING WRITING
LISTENING 85" 69" 69" 68"
ﬁ E * %k * %k * %k * %k
= g READING 75 .87 .70 75
S o
s 3 SPEAKING 70" 70" 84" 67"
- S
3
WRITING 68" 75" 67" 87"

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Nonparametric correlations were performed (Spearman’s rho), as there was evidence rejecting
the hypothesis that the eight sets of teacher assessment scores were normally distributed.
Although 639 students were included in the double-marking process, 12 of them were not
double-marked on all four modes. This results in a sample size varying from 627 to 630 for the
correlation coefficients reported.

Convergent validity requires that measures of the same trait of performance, for the same
student, using two independent methods (such as two teachers’ judgements on the same
mode produced independently) show sufficiently large and positive correlations (Campbell
& Fiske, 1959, p. 2). This is because the measures are supposed to be assessing the same
aspect of the latent proficiency. Evidence that EAL/D phase assessments meet this
requirement was clearly demonstrated in section 4.1, as well as through the highlighted
diagonal values in Table 7. The table shows that there are strong correlations between two
teachers’ EAL/D phase judgements on the same mode, ranging from 0.84 for speaking, to
0.87 for reading and writing. This provides convergent evidence necessary to support the
validity of the EAL/D construct.

Discriminant validity requires evidence that one teacher’s judgement on one mode
correlates more highly with another teacher’s judgement of the same mode than it does
with the alternate teacher’s judgements on any other modes, for the same student. This is
because different modes are intended to measure different aspects of the language
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proficiency, and there needs to be empirical evidence that teachers can use the EAL/D
instrument to effectively discriminate the various conceptually distinct traits of the latent
proficiency in an appropriate manner (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p. 83; Kane, 2006, p. 40).

Table 7 shows there is a satisfactory level of discriminant validity evidence for the EAL/D
instrument. This can be verified from the table, as each diagonal value is higher than any
other values lying in its row or column. For example, Teacher 2’s judgements on the
listening mode correlate with Teacher 1’s judgments on the same mode for the same
students at 0.85. This correlation is higher than the correlations they have with Teacher 1’s
judgements on any other modes, for the same students (0.75, 0.70 and 0.68 for reading,
speaking and writing, respectively).

4.2.2 Concurrent validity evidence

This section focuses on investigating the relationship between teachers’ judgements on the
reading and writing using the EAL/D instrument and the NAPLAN reading and writing scores,
for the same students, to collect evidence either supporting or challenging the external
aspect of construct validity (Messick, 1996).

This aspect of validity refers to “the extent that the assessment scores’ relationship with
other measures and non-assessment behaviours reflect the expected high, low and
interactive relations implicit in the specified construct” (Brualdi, 2002, p. 12). By appraising
the degree to which empirical relationships are consistent with score meaning, the score
interpretation (or the validity of score) is substantiated (Brualdi, 2002; also see Messick,
1996).

It is noted that, while NAPLAN and the EAL/D instrument were designed for different
purposes (hence different constructs), the expectation is that assessments from these two
instruments on reading or writing aspects of language should exhibit a reasonable level of
concordance. The two sets of assessments were undertaken at a similar time (the trial data
was collected in May/June, while the NAPLAN tests were administered in May) and both
sets of assessments attempted to capture a similar aspect of language proficiency (either
reading or writing) for the same students.

For this analysis, 90.4% of Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 students from this trial were able to be
matched to the 2012 DEC NAPLAN dataset (i.e., 708 matched students for writing and 706
for reading). Of the students matched, 88 were exempted, 16 were absent and 3 were
withdrawn from the NAPLAN reading tests. Similarly, 88 were exempted, 11 were absent
and 3 were withdrawn from the NAPLAN writing tests.

Figures 2 and 3 depict the mean NAPLAN scores of students at each assessed EAL/D phases,
for writing and reading separately.
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Figure 2 Relationship between NAPLAN writing results and EAL/D writing phases
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Note: A total of 606 matched students were included in the analysis. For those students who were
double-marked, the EAL/D phases used were those determined by the owner-teachers.

Figure 3 Relationship between NAPLAN reading results and EAL/D reading phases
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Note: A total of 599 matched students were included in the analysis. For those students who were
double-marked, the EAL/D phases used were those determined by the owner-teachers.

Before the two graphs are interpreted, it needs to be noted that students who were
exempted, absent or withdrawn from the NAPLAN tests were not included in the calculation
of the average NAPLAN scores, since there were no NAPLAN scores for them. As the
majority of these students were exempt students who were most likely assessed at the
lowest proficiency level —i.e., the Beginning phase for both reading and writing, the mean
NAPLAN score represented an inflated proficiency estimate for those students at the
Beginning EAL/D phase. In addition, patterns of relationships demonstrated in Figures 2 and
3 should be interpreted with caution due to the relatively small number of students of
certain scholastic grades being assessed at some EAL/D phases, particularly in the Beginning
and Consolidating phases.
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Bearing the limitations in mind, Figure 2 nonetheless shows that the expected relationship
between the EAL/D writing phases and NAPLAN writing scores are empirically confirmed.
For each grade cohort, higher EAL/D phases are associated with higher mean NAPLAN
scores, and lower EAL/D phases with lower mean NAPLAN scores, as expected.

With regard to the EAL/D reading phases (Figure 3), the relationship is as expected for the
cohort of Years 3, 5 and 9 students. However, for Year 7, the average NAPLAN score of
students at the Emerging phase is slightly lower than that of students at the Beginning
phase. This anomaly is most likely due to the biased average NAPLAN score for the
Beginning students as a result of the exclusion of exempt students in the analysis.

To correct for this bias, the relationship between the EAL/D phases and NAPLAN was re-
examined using NAPLAN results as referenced to the National Minimum Standards.
Consistent with national reporting rules, exempt students were coded as having achieved
below National Minimum Standards.

Figures 4 and 5 report the proportions of matched Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 students at each
EAL/D phase who are either below, at or above National Minimum Standards, for writing
and reading separately.

Figure 4 Proportions of students at each EAL/D writing phase who are either below,
at or above the National Minimum Standards

Proportion of students below, at or above National Minimum Standards -
Writing

Beginning

Emerging

Developing

Consolidating

= Above National Minimum Standard m At National Minimum Standard

B Below National Minimum Standard

Note: Exempt students included, and absent and withdrawn students are excluded from the analysis.
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Figure 5 Proportions of students at each EAL/D reading phase who are either below,
at or above the National Minimum Standards

Proportion of students below, at or above National Minimum Standards -
Reading

Beginning

Emerging

Developing

Consolidating

= Above National Minimum Standard ®m At National Minimum Standard

B Below National Minimum Standard

Note: Exempt students included, and absent and withdrawn students are excluded from the analysis.

Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate that, as expected, students who were assessed at the
Beginning EAL/D phase are most likely to achieve below the National Minimum Standards
for their grades, and students who were at the Consolidating levels were mostly likely to
achieve above the National Minimum Standards. For example, while nearly 80% of the
students assessed at the Beginning phase on the writing mode were below the National
Minimum Standards in the NAPLAN writing tests, only 14% of the students at Developing
and 2% of the students at the Consolidating phase were below the National Minimum
Standards.

The extent of concordance between the NAPLAN scores and the EAL/D phases shown in
Figures 2 to 5 provides evidence to support the intended interpretations of the four ordered
EAL/D phases.

As the same students were also assessed by teachers using the current NSW ESL phase tool,
the relationship between the current NSW ESL phases and NAPLAN results were also
examined (see Figures 6 and 7) and compared to those demonstrated in Figures 4 and 5.
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Figure 6 Proportions of students at each ESL phase who were either below, at or
above the National Minimum Standards - Writing
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Figure 7 Proportions of students at each ESL phase who were either below, at or
above the National Minimum Standards - Reading

Reading

Phase 1
Phase 2

Phase 3

= Above National Minimum Standard m At National Minimum Standard

M Below National Minimum Standard

When comparing Figures 6 and 7 to Figures 4 and 5, it is clear that the EAL/D instrument is
more refined and discriminating than the current ESL phase tool, particularly in terms of its
ability to capture those students at low English proficiency levels. For example, while 40% to
45% of the students at the second EAL/D level (Emerging) achieved test results below
National Minimum Standards, only around one fifth (i.e., 18% to 22%) of the students at the
current ESL Phase 2 level were below the National Minimum Standards. This provides
evidence to support the argument that, for the purpose of determining ESL funding
distribution in NSW government schools, the EAL/D Learning Progression is a better
instrument than the current ESL Phase tool to identify and discriminate the educational
needs of EAL/D students, particularly for those with very limited English proficiency.
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4.2.3 Measurement aspect of validity

This section focuses on the following two research questions to examine the measurement
qualities of the assessments made by teachers using the EAL/D instrument:

1) Are the four language modes measuring a single underlying ability? and
2) Are the four rating scales used to assess the four modes functioning as intended?

The EAL/D Learning Progression can be conceptualised as consisting of four component
scales, each measuring an important aspect of the latent ability — EAL/D student’s English
language proficiency. As such there is a need to investigate the uni-dimensionality of the
EAL/D construct, i.e., whether there is supporting evidence of the scores produced from the
four scales measuring one single underlying ability. A modern approach to assess uni-
dimensionality involves analysing the data according to a uni-dimensional measurement
model in order to determine the extent to which the data conforms to the requirement of
the model. A useful model for this type of analysis is the Rasch Model (see Rasch, 1960,
1980, for more detailed descriptions of this model).

The four component scales themselves are rating scales, since students’ performances on
each of the four modes are judged in ordered phase categories—Beginning, Emerging,
Developing, Consolidating— in accordance with pre-defined criteria. An important
requirement of a functional scale is that a higher score category on the scale, in general,
should imply more of the underlying ability and vice versa. This requirement, referred to as
the “inferential property” of a rating scale by Linacre (1999), is consistent with the scale
definition and with the intended use of the scale. When this requirement is not met, doubts
are cast on the meaning of the scale and on the validity of the measurement outcomes
(Eckes, 2009).

This study uses a special form of the Rasch model — Rasch Partial Credit Model (Wright &
Masters, 1982) to investigate the above-mentioned research questions. The Partial Credit
Model incorporates the concept of order within a framework of uni-dimensionality. As
visually demonstrated in Figure 8, the model conceptualises a functional rating scale as
dividing the latent ability continuum into ordered categories, which qualitatively advance
along this continuum (Linacre, 2010).

If there is sufficient evidence of the four modes measuring a single ability, and of the rating
categories on the scales being used meaningfully and as intended, the EAL/D assessments
across the four modes can be summarised to a single score as an indicator of the student’s
overall English language proficiency level. This has important implications for the utility of
the EAL/D instrument as it is desirable to have one single assessment for each EAL/D
student for the purpose of resource allocation.
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Figure 8 A functional EAL/D rating scale with ordered categories
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In this trial, the Winsteps computer program (Linacre, 2010) was used to provide the
psychometric analysis of the EAL/D mode assessments using the Partial Credit Model. As
the same EAL/D phase may correspond to a different ability level for students of different
scholastic years, the Rasch analysis is conducted for each grade cohort (Kindergarten, Years
3, 5,7 and 9) separately. 1% Another reason for conducting the analysis separately for each
grade cohort is that the EAL/D instrument contains different descriptors and criteria for
assessing students at three different learning stages (i.e., K-2, 3-6 and 7-10). Consequently,
it is necessary to check that the psychometric qualities of the EAL/D assessments hold
across student populations at different stages of learning.

A range of statistical and graphical tests of fit indicators are inspected in the following
sections, in order to reach an overall conclusion of the degree of fit between data and the
uni-dimensional model and the effectiveness of the rating scales used to assess the modes.

4.2.3.1 Global model fit

Distribution of standardised residuals (Table 8) is first examined to inspect the data-model
fit at the global level. If data fits the Rasch model sufficiently well, the standardised residuals
should be close to a normal distribution (i.e., N(0,1)) (Linacre, 2010). Satisfactory model fit
may also be indicated when about 5% or fewer of all the responses (i.e., EAL/D phase
assessments) have (absolute) standardised residuals > 2 and about 1% or fewer have
(absolute) standardised residuals > 3 (Linacre, 2008).

Table 8 Distribution of standardised residuals and occurrences of unexpected
responses
Kindergarten Year 3 Year 5 Year 7 Year 9
Standardised Residuals mean 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
standard 1.05 1.07 0.94 0.96 1.01
deviation
% of the total observations having
4.59 4.19 3.39 4.59 4.49
(absolute) standardised residuals > 2 % % % % %
o . .
% of the total observations having 2 2% 5 5% 1.4% 2 7% 1.1%

(absolute) standardised residuals > 3

10 , . . .
Where students were assessed by two teachers, only the owner teachers’ judgements were used in the Rasch analysis.
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Table 8 shows that, for each grade cohort data, the mean and standard deviation of the
standardised residuals are very close to the expected values of 0 and 1. Furthermore, the
percentages of the unexpected EAL/D mode assessments associated with absolute
standardised residuals > 2 are contained within the recommended limit for reasonable
model fit (i.e., 5%).

With regard to the mode assessments that are most unexpected by the Rasch model (i.e.,
those that have absolute standardised residuals 2 3), the proportion of these assessments
exceeds the recommended limit for all five datasets. Across all grades, the Year 7 data has
the highest percentage of assessments deemed as the most unexpected by the Rasch model
(2.7%).

The above results indicate that, while there is a satisfactory level of fit between data and
model on a global level, there is also a larger than expected number of responses being
identified as deviating substantially from model expectations. The latter could be
attributable to few students having very atypical or uneven score profiles across the four
modes (i.e., they have developed very different levels of proficiency across different
language modes), which is not uncommon for EAL/D students, particularly those with
disrupted education and limited literacy in their first language (e.g., Collier, 1995; Garcia,
2000). However, it could also be due to phase categories not being used consistently by
teachers, thus introducing noise to the data that is unrelated to the underlying ability being
measured. To investigate the genesis of misfit, the next section examines fit statistics at the
mode and phase category level.

4.2.3.2 Fit at the mode level

Two types of fit statistics can be used to examine item level fit — INFIT and OUTFIT mean
squares (Wright & Stone, 1999). Both are chi-square ratios based on the standardised
residuals. While the OUTFIT statistic is an unweighted statistic which is heavily influenced by
outlying, off-target, unexpected responses, the INFIT is sensitive to irregular inlying patterns
with relatively more impact being given to unexpected responses close to a person’s or
item’s measure (Wright & Masters, 1982; Wright & Stone, 1999). Both mean-square
statistics have an expected value of 1.0, and a range from 0 to positive infinity. Values less
than 1.0 indicate over-fit; that is, data is too predictable with respect to model expectations,
causing summary statistics such as reliability indices, to report inflated results. Values
greater than 1.0 indicate under fit; that is, there is more un-modelled noise in the data than
expected. High mean-squares are considered a much greater threat to the validity than low
mean-square values, because they suggest other sources of variance in the data, which
means that summarised scores across four modes are likely to provide a distorted pictured
of the data.

Mean-square values are also reported in various standardised forms, such as the INFIT and
OUTFIT z—standardised t—statistics reported by the Winsteps Rasch computer program. The
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statistical convention is that when the absolute value of a standardised t—statistic is greater
than 2 (i.e., p<0.05), the null hypothesis that the data fits the Rasch model (perfectly),
should be rejected.

For this trial, a desirable range defined by a lower-control limit of 0.5 and a higher-control
limit of 1.5 (Linacre, 2010) is used to examine the fit at the mode level.

Table 9 reports the locations of the modes on the underlying ability continuum (i.e., the
difficulty of the modes), the fit mean square values and the associated standardised values,
for each grade cohort data separately. Within the table for each grade cohort, the modes
are presented in the ascending order of their difficulty measures (i.e., from easiest to the
most difficult).

Table 9 Fit statistics and estimated difficulty of each mode, for each scholastic year
cohort
NAME MEASURE ERROR IN.MSQ IN.ZSTD OUT.MSQ OUT.ZSTD Difficulty
Kindergarten SPEAKING -0.49 0.24 0.89 -0.76 1.09 0.50 Easiest
READING -0.45 0.27 1.11 0.75 1.55 1.43
LISTENING -0.12 0.28 0.90 -0.51 1.00 0.10
WRITING 1.06 0.29 0.75 -1.49 0.81 -0.46 Most
Difficult
Year 3 SPEAKING -1.06 0.27 1.03 0.23 0.94 -0.08 Easiest
LISTENING -0.91 0.26 1.05 0.38 1.17 0.63
READING -0.32 0.26 0.74 -1.91 1.31 0.75
WRITING 2.29 0.28 0.85 -0.75 1.18 0.58 Most
Difficult
Year 5 LISTENING -1.69 0.24 0.84 -1.29 0.71 -0.84 Easiest
SPEAKING -1.61 0.25 0.81 -1.62 0.87 -0.21
WRITING -0.37 0.25 1.07 0.55 1.02 0.18
READING 3.68 0.25 1.16 1.17 0.93 0.00 Most
Difficult
Year 7 SPEAKING -1.27 0.18 1.04 0.40 1.17 0.96 Easiest
LISTENING -0.75 0.18 1.04 0.4 0.79 -1.18
READING 0.79 0.18 0.65 -3.71 0.56 -3.12
WRITING 1.23 0.19 1.1 0.94 1.19 1.11 Most
Difficult
Year 9 LISTENING -0.98 0.18 0.84 -1.66 1.21 0.64 Easiest
SPEAKING -0.9 0.18 1.05 0.51 1.18 0.69
WRITING 0.76 0.18 1.14 1.52 0.96 0.03
READING 1.11 0.18 0.83 -1.84 0.77 -0.98 Most
Difficult

Notation: IN.MSQ — INFIT mean square; IN.ZSTD — z-Standardised t-statistics for INFIT mean square value;
OUT.MSQ — OUTFIT mean square; OUT.ZSTD — z-Standardised t-statistics for OUTFIT mean square value
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Attention is first paid to any large mean square values as they indicate under-fit of the data
to the model. Table 9 shows that, except for one statistic (OUTFIT mean square value of
1.55 for the reading mode estimated from the Kindergarten data), all OUTFIT and INFIT
mean-square values are below the upper-control limit of 1.5, for all of the modes across all
grades. With regard to the one exception, its respective standardised t-statistics is less than
2, indicating that the under-fit in this case is not statistically significant.

All INFIT and OUTFIT mean square values are also above the lower control limit of 0.5,
suggesting no cause for concern regarding model overfit. If there was evidence of overfit, it
would have indicated a lack of local independence — that is, the modes were not working
independently of each other.

4.2.3.3 Item characteristic curves

Item Characteristics Curves (ICC) are next examined for all modes, for each grade dataset
separately (total no. of ICCs: 4 modes x 5 grades = 20). The ICC graph can provide clues as to
which person ability group on the ability continuum did not contribute to the development
of useful measurements (e.g., which group has the greatest difference between actual and
expected scores). The first ICC inspected is the one for the reading mode, obtained from the
Kindergarten dataset (Figure 9), since the previous section suggested that segments of the
assessments made on the reading mode for this grade may not support useful
measurement.

Figure 9 ICC for reading from the Kindergarten dataset

3. READING

Score on ltem

Wz o 4 & 4 2 ¢ 2 4 & B W o1 o
Measure relative to item difficulty
Note: a score of 1 corresponds to the Beginning phase, 2 to Emerging, 3 to Developing, and 4
corresponds to Consolidating.
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If data conforms to the model requirements, a lower ability group (each group represented
by a cross on the graph), on average, should receive a lower score (i.e., a lower phase
category) on the mode, than an adjacent higher ability group.

While the majority of the groups behaved in an expected manner (i.e., they are contained
within the 95% confidence bands, indicated by the two green/grey lines), one anomalous
group is identified on the figure (circled and labelled as A). For the students included in this
group, the average score they received on reading was significantly higher than the model
predicts, given the low average ability estimate of these students.

Although the misfit could be entirely due to chance because of the small number of
students included in this group, assessment records of those students included in this group
were nonetheless inspected to check if there was any evidence of teachers’ EAL/D
judgements not appropriately reflecting the reading ability being measured. The inspection
identified four Kindergarten students in this group that contributed to the observed misfit.
All four (three of them were girls) were assessed at Emerging phase on reading, but
Beginning on all other modes — speaking, listening and writing. Two of these students were
assessed by the same teacher, who provided additional comments from her observations of
the students. Based on the teacher comments received for three of the four students, it
would appear that the misfit originated from these students displaying disparate levels of
proficiencies across different modes.

All other ICCs, an example of which is included below, show no evidence of significant misfit.

Figure 10 ICC for Speaking from the Year 7 dataset
2. SPEAKING
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Measure relative to item difficulty

Note: a score of 1 corresponds to the Beginning phase, 2 to Emerging, 3 to Developing, and 4
corresponds to Consolidating.
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4.2.3.4 Effectiveness of the EAL/D rating scales

The expectation of a functional rating scale is that in general, students with higher overall
proficiency produce observed results in higher EAL/D phase categories, and vice versa. One
useful way to check whether the empirical data adheres to this expectation is to examine
the average ability measure estimated for each phase. The average ability measure is
defined as the average of the Rasch ability estimates for all students who were rated in this
particular phase category for this mode.

Table 10 reports the average ability measure for each EAL/D phase as well as the Rasch-
Andrich thresholds, across the four modes, for each grade dataset separately.

It is noted that, for each grade, across all modes, the average person ability measures
advance with the sequential categories on all rating scales, which is consistent with the
intention that a higher category on a rating scale should indicate more of the underlying
ability.

Another indicator of the effectiveness of a rating scale is the ordering of category
thresholds, which can be inspected visually through the Category Probability Curves (CPC).
These graphs simplify inferences about which category is most likely to be observed at any
point along the ability continuum by visually presenting the category boundaries (Linacre,
2010). It is noted that, in this study, numbers of students in some EAL/D phase categories
for some scholastic years can be small (i.e., less than 10). In these cases, the estimates of
category boundaries and Rasch-Andrich thresholds should be interpreted with caution.
Appendix K provides the counts of students in each EAL/D phase for each of the grade
cohort included in the sample.

The examination of all of the CPC graphs (total 4 modes x 5 grades = 20) confirm that the
EAL/D phase categories are working in accordance with the expectations.
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Figure 11 Category Probability Curve for the listening mode, from the Year 5 dataset
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For example, Figure 11 (obtained from Winsteps for the listening mode, from the Year 5
dataset) shows that all categories on the rating scale are “modal”; that is, each category is
the most probable response category for some portion of the latent construct. The Rasch-
Andrich thresholds (located at the intersections of adjacent probability curves, also reported
in Table 10) are spread across the latent continuum; they are neither too close nor too far
apart. Collectively, all the phase categories help in defining distinct points on the latent
construct being measured. No disordered thresholds (i.e., where a higher threshold such as
the 2—3 threshold has a lower measure on the latent continuum than a lower threshold such
as the 1-2 threshold) are observed. Higher ability persons are more likely to score in a
higher category than lower ability persons, across the continuum, as expected.

To summarise, fit statistics presented in the above sections confirm that teachers’ mode
judgements obtained from using the EAL/D instrument contribute to the development of a
single ability continuum. Furthermore, there is sufficient evidence to indicate that the four
rating scales are functioning properly, with a higher phase on a rating scale corresponding to
a higher overall ability level, and vice versa. Taken together, it means that, for each student,
the EAL/D assessments made by teachers across the four modes can be summarised into a
single score, for the practical purpose of comparing a single ability.
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4.2.4 Structural aspect of validity

In this section, the internal structural patterns in the teacher EAL/D mode judgements is
compared to the expected interrelations among the different aspects of language
proficiency of EAL/D students, derived from the theory of second language acquisition or
prior empirical observations. The fundamental idea is that if the EAL/D instrument is
developed based on the domain theory and is used to measure the underlying ability in an
appropriate manner, the internal structure of the assessment scores should be consistent
with what is known about the structural relations inherent in behavioural manifestations of
the underlying construct (Messick, 1996; Loevinger, 1957).

In order to investigate the structural patterns in the EAL/D judgements, the same Rasch
analysis was re-run, first using the combined data of Year 3 and 5 (referred to hereunder as
the ‘primary student data’) and then using the combined data of Year 7 and 9 (referred to
hereunder as the ‘secondary student data’). The data is combined to yield more reliable
structural patterns for interpretation.11 For each dataset, after the influence of the first
factor (i.e., the Rasch measures) has been removed from the raw data, a second factor,
which explains the most variance in the residual data, is extracted from the residual data
using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA).*

Figures 12 and 13 show the factor loadings from the PCA derived from the primary and
secondary datasets respectively. In both figures, the x-axis represents the underlying ability
continuum (in logits). Mode difficulties and person abilities are both represented along this
continuum. The modes are located on both figures based on their estimated difficulties —
easier modes with negative logits are on the left and the more difficult modes with positive
logits are on the right. The y-axis represents the second factor within the residual data. The
numbers on the y-axis indicate the factor loadings; that is, the correlations the modes have
with this second factor. The sign of the loadings itself is arbitrarily set by the Rasch Program
— Winsteps.

If the data fits the uni-dimensional model perfectly, the distribution of the standardised
residuals should resemble a normal distribution, and the expectation is that the second
factor would have a large factor loading on one mode and small loadings on other modes
(Linacre, 2010). If there are clusters of modes which have significant loadings (i.e., those
situated at the top or the bottom of the plots), then the meaning of the second factor is
interpreted by contrasting the modes with opposite signs of loadings (Linacre, 2010). This
trial uses a factor loading of 0.5 (Daftaripard & Lange, 2009) as the cut-off for identifying

"1 order to yield more reliable structural patterns for interpretation, teacher judgements for Years 3 and 5, and those for
Years 7 and 9, were combined for the analysis carried out in this section. The fact that the same set of descriptors are used
in the EAL/D Learning Progression for assessing students from Years 3 to 6, and for assessing students from Years 7 to 10
provides justifications for combing the datasets in the way outlined. Rasch analysis for both sets of data indicates
satisfactory fit of data to the Rasch model and that all rating scales functioning as desired.

“Fora description of the PCA extraction method being used to detect secondary factors in the data, see Linacre (2010, p.
319).

OFFICE OF EDUCATION WWW.DEC.NSW.GOV.AU 45



modes with substantial loadings on the second factor. In both figures, modes with loadings
that are of the same sign and are equal to or greater than 0.5 are grouped together in
boxes, for easy interpretation of the meaning of the second factor.

Figure 12 Factor loading of the second factor in EAL/D assessment data — primary
students
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Figure 13 Factor loading of the second factor in EAL/D assessment data — secondary

students
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Results from the Winsteps program indicate that the majority of the variance in the EAL/D
mode judgements is explainable by the uni-dimensional model (78% for the primary data
and 72% for the secondary data). However, around 10% of total raw variance in both data
sets is attributable to a second factor in the data. This second factor is characterised by the
contrast between the academic aspects of the language (reading and writing) and the
conversational aspects of language (listening and speaking for primary students, or speaking
for the secondary students).13 Furthermore, both figures also showed that, across the
primary and secondary contexts, writing is consistently identified as the most difficult mode
to develop or achieve, as compared to other modes.

The discovery of the second factor, indicating a tendency for reading and writing to develop
at a different rate to listening and speaking, is not completely surprising, given findings from
other studies relating to EAL/D students’ progression along different dimensions of the
English language.

B For the primary (Years 3 and 5 combined), the second factor explains 9% of variance in the raw data, while the Rasch
measures (the first factor) explain 77.8% of the variance. The Eigenvalue of the second factor is 1.6. For the secondary
data, the second factor explains 10.3% of the variance in the raw data, while the Rasch measures explain 71.8% of the
variance. The Eigenvalue of the second factor is 1.5.
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For instance, Cummins (1981, 1984) study suggested that academic English proficiency is
more difficult to develop than conversational aspects of language for EAL/D students. His
study demonstrated that, while it could take students up to 3 years to develop
conversational competency, it could take between 7 to 10 years for them to develop
academic language competency.

A reverse pattern though has also been observed with some students from Asian countries.
Nunan study (2003) found that EAL/D students, particularly older Asian students who have
had schooling in their home country, have higher proficiency in written than spoken English.
While more countries within Asia are introducing English as a compulsory subject in the
early years of school, the quality of English teaching and the qualifications required to teach
are variable. As a result many students learn English in their home countries required for
formal academic contexts rather than English interactional skills, thus developing a higher
level of academic language skills than the conversational language skills.

4.2.5 Further evidence of concurrent validity

4.2.5.1 Alignment between the current ESL phase and EAL/D Learning Progression

This section presents further concurrent validity evidence on the relationship between the
current tool used in NSW government schools to assess an EAL/D student’s English language
proficiency — the ESL phase tool and the EAL/D instrument. A reasonable level of
congruence between the two instruments is expected, since both are theoretically similar
constructs attempting to measure the same underlying ability. If the expected relationship is
not realised in the data, questions might be raised on the validity of either instrument.

In order to inspect the concordance between the two instruments, two variable maps were
obtained from the Winsteps program, one each from the Rasch analysis using the primary
student data set and the secondary student data set respectively. Figure 14 is the variable
map obtained from the secondary dataset. As the equivalent map derived from the primary
student data is similar to Figure 14, it is not included here.

Figure 14 demonstrates that there is a reasonable level of concordance between teacher
judgements using the current ESL phase tool and the EAL/D instrument. Values on the
vertical axis in the figure indicate the Rasch ability estimates of students based on teachers’
judgements using the EAL/D instrument. Each student is also represented on the map by the
ESL phase assigned by the student’s owner teacher using the ESL phase tool. It is observed
that students who have high ability estimates from the EAL/D instrument (i.e. those located
at the upper end of the continuum) were mostly assessed as ESL phase 3 students.
Conversely, students with limited English proficiency (i.e., those located at the low end of
the ability continuum), were mostly assessed as ESL phase 1 students.
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Figure 14 Locations of students on the EAL/D Proression continuum with their ESL

phases
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Note: Variable map obtained from the secondary student dataset (Years 7 and 9 combined).

Another method of demonstrating the concurrent validity for the EAL/D instrument is to
map the average ability estimates of students in the three ESL phases on the EAL/D
Progression continuum. This analysis could also be useful if any future funding formula
based on the EAL/D phase categories may need to be aligned with the current funding
arrangements using the three ESL phases, as this analysis provides additional information on
the alignment between the two instruments.

Figure 15 illustrates the results when the primary student data is used in the analysis and
Figure 16 when the secondary student data is used.

On both figures, the Rasch average ability measures, estimated from the EAL/D
assessments, of the Phase 1, 2, and 3 students are identified on the continuum. Also
identified on the same continuum are the ability estimates of students with various typical
EAL/D proficiency profiles (e.g., from students who were assessed Beginning across all four

OFFICE OF EDUCATION WWW.DEC.NSW.GOV.AU 49



modes, to those who were assessed Consolidating across all the four modes). This makes it
easier to understand the language developmental profiles of an average ESL Phase 1, 2 or 3
student, relative to major developmental milestones on the EAL/D Learning Progression
continuum.

Figures 15 and 16 demonstrate that higher ESL phases, on average, are associated with
higher overall language proficiency levels on the EAL/D Learning Progression continuum,
another indication that the EAL/D instrument is operating as intended.

For both primary (Years 3 and 5) and secondary (Years 7 and 9) students, the average ability
estimate of a Phase 1 student corresponds to that of a student achieving Emerging over all
four language modes.

Figure 15 Average locations of the Phase 1, 2 and 3 students — primary student data
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Figure 16 Average locations of the Phase 1, 2 and 3 students — secondary student
data
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For a Phase 2 or Phase 3 student, however, the relative location of these students on the
continuum is different for primary than for secondary students. While the average ability
estimate of a primary Phase 2 student is the same as that of a primary student assessed at
the Developing phase across all four modes, the average ability estimate of a secondary
Phase 2 student is the same as that of a secondary student assessed with two modes at the
Emerging phase, and two modes at the Developing phase. This needs to be further
investigated as it could be further evidence of the current ESL Phase tool not taking into
account the different language proficiency characteristics in the EAL/D learners across
different age cohorts.

4.2.5.2 Alignment between NAPLAN and EAL/D Learning Progression

Similar analysis was also carried out to further examine the relationship between the EAL/D
instrument and NAPLAN. A student matched to the NAPLAN test cohort is first coded in
reference to the National Minimum Standard for his/her grade, based on the student’s 2012
NAPLAN results on the reading and writing tests.™* The average ability estimates of those
students who achieved below, at or above National Minimum Standard (NMS) were then
calculated and mapped onto the EAL/D continuum (see Figures 17 and 18 for the locations
of these estimates, for primary students and secondary students separately).

Figure 17 Locations of ability estimates of students at, below or above NMS - primary
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% A student is coded in reference to the National Minimum Standard using the following method: If achieving below
National Minimum Standard for reading or writing — code as ‘below’; otherwise if achieving ‘at’ National Minimum
Standard for reading or writing — code as ‘at’. If a student achieves above National Minimum Standard for both reading and
writing, code as ‘above’.
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Figure 18 Locations of ability estimates of students at, below or above NMS - secondary
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It is observed that the predominant relationship as demonstrated through these two figures
is as expected. That is, higher language proficiency as assessed by teachers using the EAL/D
instrument corresponds to higher levels of achievement in NAPLAN reading and writing
tests. The relative locations of different groups of students are similar across the EAL/D
continuums, constructed from using the primary and secondary student data separately.

4.3 Teacher feedback survey

The teacher feedback survey (Appendix G) and focus group meeting provided opportunities
for teachers to provide quantitative and qualitative feedback on the utility of the EAL/D
Learning Progression across a range of teaching contexts when compared with the existing
ESL assessment frameworks; the trial process and adequacy of support for participating
teachers; and the wording and layout of the EAL/D Learning Progression statements and
indicators. A total of 74 teachers (77% of the trial participants) responded to the survey.

4.3.1 Feedback on the EAL/D Learning Progression utility

The survey showed overall a positive response to the EAL/D Learning Progression and
support for its implementation in NSW government schools. Teachers generally felt
confident to use the EAL/D Learning Progression to identify the broad level of English
language proficiency of a range of students.

While the overall response to the tool and its usability was positive, there were a significant
number of responses indicating that the EAL/D Learning Progression was too broad (16
comments).

It is likely that these negative responses to the EAL/D Learning Progression stem from some
misconceptions about the tool’s purpose and confusion with the existing ESL Scales
document. With 74% of respondents having prior experience using the ESL Scales this is not
surprising. The ESL Scales is an ESL assessment framework used by ESL teachers to describe
the language learning needs of EAL/D learners. It is significantly different from the EAL/D
Learning Progression in its level of detail, number of levels and presumed ESL specialist
knowledge. Feedback showed that some teachers expected the progression to be a
diagnostic tool like the ESL Scales. For example a number of teachers suggested the EAL/D
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Learning Progression would be of limited use in an Intensive English Centre context where
currently the ESL Scales are used to make detailed on-arrival assessment for class
placement, to show English language development in the short term of stay in the Intensive
English Program and to report students’ English language proficiency to ESL teachers on
transition to high school. The EAL/D Learning Progression would not be appropriate for this

purpose.

Predicting some possible interference because of teachers’ familiarity with the ESL Scales,
the trial compared teacher confidence using the two tools. The results (shown in a bubble
chart in Figure 19) indicate that most teachers had similar levels of confidence in using both
the ESL Scales and the EAL/D Learning Progression. The confidence in using the ESL Scales is
to be expected as it has been used in NSW since 1996. The similar level of confidence in
using the EAL/D Learning Progression indicates how accessible this tool is after only two

days professional learning.

Figure 19 Confidence in using the EAL/D Learning Progression in relation to
confidence using the ESL Scales
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Note: The size of the bubbles is proportional to the number of teachers in each category. Red
bubbles indicate those teachers who reported higher levels of confidence in using ESL
scales, while green bubbles indicate those who reported higher levels of confidence in
using the EAL/D instrument. Blue bubbles indicate same levels of confidence.

Only teachers who have used ESL scales are included in this analysis.
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Teachers specifically supported the use of the EAL/D Learning Progression to replace the
current ESL Phases with 66% of respondents indicating their support. A number of teachers
(6) commented in detail on the reasons for replacing the existing phase statements with the
EAL/D Learning Progression. The EAL/D Learning Progression was seen as the more
favourable tool because it showed the impact of the age and stage of schooling on phase
characteristics. It does not link English language proficiency to length of time learning
English, it is more detailed and therefore supports more accurate teacher judgement.

The survey results also indicated teacher interest in using the EAL/D Learning Progression
more broadly. Other uses identified by teachers included:

reporting EAL/D student need on the ESL Annual Survey

e informing programming and planning for teaching

e raising classroom teacher awareness of student needs

e broad assessment of student needs by class teachers

e monitoring and tracking EAL/D students’ progress over time and at key transition
points (e.g. IEC to high school and primary to high school)

e identifying students requiring targeted or intensive support

The trial included a small number of Aboriginal students (29 in total). The majority of the
teachers surveyed (65%) indicated that they were not sure whether the EAL/D Learning
Progression was appropriate for use with Aboriginal students. Of those who did provide a
response, 14 thought the tool was appropriate, and 5 thought it was not appropriate for use
with Aboriginal students. It is noted that, of the 4 teachers who did assess Aboriginal
students, 3 responded that the EAL/D Learning Progression was appropriate and 1 was
unsure.

The implications from teacher responses are that the EAL/D Learning Progression should be
implemented with clear information about the purpose of the tool, its potential use in ESL,
IEC and mainstream class contexts and how it relates to other tools including the current
ESL phases, the ESL Scales and the literacy continuum. Furthermore, the issue of the
appropriateness and relevance of the EAL/D Learning Progression for use with some
demographic groups, in particular the Aboriginal students, needs to be further examined
with a larger study.

4.3.2 Feedback on EAL/D Learning Progression trial and teacher support

Generally teachers found the training program comprehensive and well-organised. The
survey data shows that around 90% of teachers claimed they were adequately prepared for
identifying and assessing students, recording phases and uploading data (Figure 20).
Comments from teachers indicated the training provided clear, concise and easy to follow
instructions. Through the collegial deconstruction of and practice using the EAL/D Learning
Progression, the training provided a close understanding of the tool that was necessary for
its independent use in the school context.
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Figure 20 Teacher feedback on the EAL/D Learning Progression trial process
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Survey data also indicates significant concern by teachers about the sufficiency of time
provided to complete the assessment and uploading of student data (Figure 20). This was
corroborated and exemplified by teacher feedback (see below).

The survey data (Figure 21) indicated that the preferred model of training delivery was face
to face although those who participated in a combined model of face-to-face delivery and
video conferencing with online tutorial support also found this mode effective. Teacher
comments clearly indicated the value of collaborative and interactive learning. It is also clear
from the survey and feedback that teachers valued highly the additional teaching materials
including annotated work samples to support consistency of teacher judgement, recording
and monitoring of student English language proficiency.
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Figure 21 Popularity of different types of support material for future use of the
EAL/D Learning Progression

Popularity of different types of support material for future use of the EAL/D
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In the teacher feedback some specific issues were raised:

1. The participants had difficulty accessing from home the EAL/D Learning Progression
site to enter data and complete the evaluation. While this technical difficulty was
quickly resolved it indicates a deeper concern from teachers about the limited time
to enter data and complete the survey at school.

2. Teachers reported timetabling issues which made it difficult to access students in the
particular scholastic grade groups required for the trial. As a result some teachers
reported insufficient access to target students and inadequate time to make
informed EAL/D phase judgements based on ongoing observations and assessments.

3. Teachers reported insufficient time to complete all trial requirements including
planning for assessment, collecting work samples, double marking and the online
evaluation. The end of term 2 was a particularly busy time of the year to conduct the
trial as teachers were marking final assessment tasks, writing reports and completing
the ESL Annual Survey.

4. Teachers indicated difficulty collecting sufficient assessment evidence within the
timeframe to confidently assess students’ EAL/D phase level in each mode. Teachers’
comments indicated that a range of assessment evidence both formal and informal
was required to confidently make an EAL/D phase judgement in each mode. Where
teachers had limited time to collect assessment data, they felt less confident about
their judgements.

The feedback and survey data indicate the need for a program of mixed flexible and face to
face delivery of teacher professional learning that provides opportunity for professional
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dialogue and collaboration. While the level of teacher support was adequate additional
annotated work samples now available through ACARA would enhance the consistency of
teacher judgement using the progression.

To ensure teachers are able to make confident phase judgements teachers would need
ongoing access to targeted EAL/D students and considerably more time to plan for
assessment, gather assessment evidence over time and enter phase data for each mode.

4.3.3 Feedback on the EAL/D Learning Progression wording

A number of teachers provided some very detailed comments and suggested edits to the
learning progression in their feedback to this question.

A few teachers suggested the indicators be organised so that they are in a consistent
sequence or organised under sub headings to allow teachers to track progression across
phases. It was suggested that phasing students would be easier if indicators were ‘lined up’.

A number of comments were made from the perspective of non ESL specialists who were
new to some of the terminology of this specialist field and suggested some criteria may be
difficult to interpret. For example, ‘Their first language influence is evident in the way they
organise texts’. Similarly, teachers with limited experience teaching EAL/D students may find
some gradation words difficult to interpret e.g.: ‘limited” and ‘varying’.

A specific expression used in the Characteristic of the learner statements, ‘Learning a
language requires constant focus and attention, and students will tire easily and may
experience a high level of frustration’ (Beginning English: Limited Literacy Background),
created a great deal of discussion in training workshops with contrasting responses from
ESL specialists and mainstream teachers. While mainstream teachers welcomed this type of
information, some ESL specialists felt it could lead teachers to overlook physical causes for
these behaviours. The behaviours described may be health related — particularly for refugee
students. For example, poor concentration in the classroom may have a health related,
treatable cause.

A small number of teachers commented on the misalignment between the level of English
indicated in the Characteristics of the Learner statement and that expressed in the

indicators. For example, in the Years 3-6 EMERGING Speaking mode, the indicators for the
'Beginner Phase' seems to imply a beginner in their first days /weeks in Australia, whereas
the statement in the 'Characteristics of the Learner Group', seemed to imply more ability.

This feedback will be forwarded to ACARA as authors of the EAL/D Learning Progression for
consideration or possible amendments of the text.
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5. Further discussions of the trial results

5.1 Reliability of teachers’ judgements using EAL/D Learning Progression

Analysis of agreement rates, kappa rates and inter-rater correlations showed that the EAL/D
Learning Progression enabled teachers to make consistent judgements of English language
proficiency across the modes. While teacher judgements were less consistent with some
student cohorts (e.g., boys and students of relatively higher language proficiency) and in
speaking and listening modes, these results do not necessarily render the EAL/D Learning
Progression instrument unreliable. A number of other factors unrelated to the EAL/D could
have contributed to the variations in the reliability of teacher judgements.

For example, the data indicated lower rate of consistency in teachers’ judgements when
assessing certain groups of students such as ESL Phase 3 students. This could be related to
limited teacher experience assessing phase 3 students. ESL teachers usually target phase 1
and 2 students for specialist face-to-face teaching support with limited time available for
phase 3 students. For phase 1 and 2 students EAL/D phase judgements would be based on
ongoing observation and assessment. In contrast, EAL/D phase judgement of phase 3
students would be based on a limited number of observations or a single assessment task,
whatever was possible in the timeframe allowed for this trial.

Conversely the data showed a high consistency rate amongst IEC teachers. Again this could
be attributable to teacher capacity to develop a close knowledge of their students’ English
language proficiency. IEC teachers have a detailed knowledge of their students because they
work with smaller groups of students for extended periods of the school day; teachers have
access to a wealth of student background details and to specialist bilingual and counsellor
support. IEC teachers are required to engage in continual professional learning to ensure
consistency of teacher judgement against the IEC curriculum framework. Teachers are
required to assess and report student progress each term to determine class placement or
high school readiness. An additional factor contributing to the observed higher consistency
in teachers’ assessments of IEC students’ English proficiencies is that most of the students at
the IEC are of low English proficiency levels, and generally speaking, English language
proficiency is easier to assess at lower levels where the language characteristics are better
understood by most teachers.

It is noted that the trial was conducted before ACARA released annotated work samples for
each mode, which would have supported teachers to make more consistent judgements. If a
national trial is conducted, it will be interesting to see if these additional materials will make
a difference to the inter-rater reliability.

Results also pointed to greater difficulty in assessing listening and speaking modes
consistently, as compared to reading and writing. This may have resulted from limited
teacher experience in assessing informal student interactions which dominate the listening
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and speaking mode indicators of the EAL/D instrument. In addition, teacher responses to
the survey indicated that time constraints of the trial meant teacher judgement on oral
language skills were sometimes based on insufficient assessment evidence. While teachers
routinely collect formal spoken task assessment data in response to curriculum demands
they rarely routinely collect and track observational data of student interactions.

In terms of evaluating the suitability of the EAL/D instrument for identifying English
language proficiency to inform important decisions such as resource allocation for schools,
results from the Generalisability analysis indicated that the level of consistency in teachers’
phase judgements, made using the EAL/D instrument, on any one language mode, exceeded
the industry standard required for score reliability for assessments to be used in high-stakes
situations. Furthermore, corroborating evidence from adjacent agreement rates analysis
confirmed that any chance of significant variations in teacher judgements on a language
mode is contained within an acceptable level.

Additional results also showed that asking teachers to further discriminate between the two
Beginning levels (Some print literacy and Limited literacy background) does not have a
significant adverse impact on the observed rate of consistency in the resultant teacher
judgements. This provides evidence to support the use and collection of all five levels from
the EAL/D Learning Progression when identifying English language proficiency, if the EAL/D
instrument is implemented in NSW government schools, and if additional time required for
assessment and collection is not an issue.

In the comparison of judgements by owner teachers (those who have greater opportunities
for ongoing interaction with the students assessed) and non-owner teachers (those who
have limited ongoing interaction with the students and who would rely primarily on
collected work samples to make assessments), the tests showed that there was no
significant difference between student phase judgements. These results have implications
for the implementation of the EAL/D in schools. They suggest that teachers can use the
EAL/D Learning Progression consistently to assign a phase regardless of the opportunities
for ongoing interaction with the student, so long as they have expertise in using the tool and
follow the assessment guidelines in collecting a number of work samples over time to
inform phase judgements.

5.2 Construct validity of the EAL/D Learning Progression

The analysis of discriminant validity showed that teachers not only understood the
conceptual distinction among the various language modes, but they could also use the
EAL/D Learning Progression to empirically discriminate between the modes in the
appropriate way. This means that teachers can decide on a phase on a mode without
judgement being clouded by student performance on another mode.

Concurrent validity evidence indicated that the relationship between the assessed EAL/D
phases and NAPLAN performances on a similar trait of language proficiency for the same
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students was as expected. In general, higher EAL/D phases were indeed associated with
higher mean NAPLAN scores, and vice versa. Similarly, there is a reasonable level of
congruence between phase judgements made by teachers using the current ESL tool and
the EAL/D instrument, which helps strengthen the argument for the validity of the EAL/D
construct.

Further analysis comparing the current ESL phases and NAPLAN results showed that EAL/D
Learning Progression is a more refined instrument than the current phase tool in terms of
identifying EAL/D students’ needs for the purpose of allocating resources.

The psychometric analysis indicated strong measurement evidence substantiating the claim
that the four language modes were measuring the same underlying ability. There is no
evidence of modes under-fitting the uni-dimensional measurement model, which would
have suggested other significant sources for explaining variations in assessed performances
across the modes. Nor was there any evidence of modes over-fitting the measurement
model, which would have indicated that they were operating too similarly to each other,
even though they were meant to measure different aspects of the latent ability.

The four rating scales were also shown to be operating satisfactorily, with strong evidence
indicating that the four phase categories were being used consistently by the teachers and
as intended. As expected, a higher phase implied a higher level of overall ability, and vice
versa. When the above evidence is taken together, it means that, for each student, a single
score, derived from summarising the EAL/D phase levels across the four language modes, is
sufficient to characterise the entire profile of the student’s performances.

The range of the measurement evidence collected not only improves users’ confidence in
the interpretations of or the inferences that may be drawn from the assessments produced
from using the EAL/D instrument, but it also broadens the utility of this instrument. This is
because for the purpose of resource allocation a single score for a student is much more
practical.

The analysis of the internal structural patterns of teacher judgements using the instrument
shows the expected contrast between academic aspects of the language (reading and
writing) and conversational aspects of the language (listening and speaking). It also shows
that writing is consistently being identified as the most difficult mode to achieve as
compared with other modes. This is consistent with second language acquisition research
(Cummins, 1981) indicating that spoken language is acquired before more academic written
language. The fact that the structural patterns in the EAL/D assessments are consistent with
findings from other studies on EAL/D students’ progression along the different aspects of
English language ability provides evidence that the EAL/D Learning Progression is operating
as intended.
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5.3 Implications of the trial results on the EAL/D implementation in NSW

The survey data analysis showed that the EAL/D Learning Progression is able to be used
confidently by both ESL specialist and mainstream teachers to identify a broad phase of
English language proficiency. However, implementation of the instrument needs to take into
consideration the current ESL teaching context in NSW schools and articulate the purpose of
the EAL/D Learning Progression in relation to existing assessment frameworks that exist —
particularly the ESL Scales and the ESL Phases. The ESL Scales remain a valuable tool to the
ESL specialist teacher for assessment, programming and planning as it describes in far
greater detail than the EAL/D Learning Progression the English language development of
EAL/D learners across the modes. The EAL/D Learning Progression is an appropriate
replacement of the current ESL phase framework as it supports teacher professional
judgement with age and stage appropriate phase indicators.

The implementation of the NSW syllabuses and literacy continuum K-10 from 2013 has
implications for the process of implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression in NSW. In
addition to its role as a resource allocation measure, EAL/D Learning Progression is seen as a
more accessible tool than the ESL Scales for assisting mainstream teachers to identify and
plan support for EAL/D students. To support mainstream teachers to use the EAL/D Learning
Progression, it should be linked to the syllabuses and literacy continuum. Additional
resources would need to be developed to support mainstream teachers to use the
instrument for this purpose.

The implementation in NSW from 2014 of the new resource allocation model, including a
separate loading for EAL/D students, requires the immediate design and implementation of
a professional learning program primarily to introduce the EAL/D Learning Progression as
the ESL resource allocation measure. The professional learning program should be offered
to all teachers of EAL/D learners across all schools through a mixed mode of face-to-face
and online delivery that provides ample opportunity for professional dialogue and
collaboration. Teachers would have access to a range of teacher support including
additional annotated work samples now available through ACARA.

The timeframe for professional learning and implementation would need to be carefully
staged to ensure teachers had ample time to plan for assessment, gather assessment
evidence over time and enter phase level data. In some schools where almost the entire
student population are EAL/D students, considerable time will be needed to assess and
record phases for all students. For this reason, professional learning would need to begin
early in 2013 with the aim to have all schools reporting in the ESL Annual Survey in 2014
using the EAL/D Learning Progression.

Schools should be informed of the implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression at the
start of 2013. Professional learning should occur during terms one and two. The new school
enrolment system (SALM), which is currently being developed, should build in the capacity
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for teachers to enter EAL/D phase data. For the 2013 ESL Annual Survey process the current
ESL phase data will be required. From the beginning of term 3, 2013 teachers should start
recording EAL/D Learning Progression phase data. The ESL Annual Survey in 2014 will use
EAL/D Learning Progression phase data to allocate ESL resources to schools in 2015.
Teachers will have at least 4 weeks to enter EAL/D Learning Progression data on the data
collection site. The first year of full implementation will be a steep learning curve for school
teams. Support for schools should be focused in the following areas:

e provide information early in the school year as well as prior to the data collection.

e complete face-to-face training sessions prior to the data collection in the form of
local area workshops.

e provide online self-access support material to enhance and supplement the training.

e engage Regional/State Office representatives to promote widespread understanding
of the model.

e develop professional learning modules specifically devoted to the implementation of
the EAL/D Learning Progression.

6. Conclusions

The NSW trial of the EAL/D Learning Progression has provided sufficient reliability and
validity evidence for it to be used in NSW government schools as a broad measure of English
language proficiency for resource allocation. In addition, the NSW trial has national
implications in terms of informing the design and the associated cost-benefit analysis of a
prospective national trial. Such a national trial would provide recommendations about the
potential use of the progression to report English language proficiency across jurisdictions.

6.1 Can teachers assess each of the four language modes consistently
using the EAL/D Learning Progression? Does this consistency vary across
different types of students?

In general the research showed that the EAL/D Learning Progression enabled teachers to
make consistent judgements of English language proficiency across the modes. While
teacher judgements were less consistent for some student cohorts (e.g., boys and students
of relatively higher language proficiency) and in speaking and listening modes, these results
do not necessarily suggest that the instrument itself is unreliable. A number of other factors
could have influenced the reliability of teacher judgements. These factors include teachers’
prior exposure to assessment tasks for certain modes, understanding of the language
characteristics of certain groups of students, and time required and available to collect work
samples and make judgements. Targeted training programs could be further developed
based on the empirical evidence collected in this trial to further improve the reliability of
teacher judgements in certain areas. The findings from this trial indicate that teachers make
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more consistent judgements when they have time to develop a detailed profile of the
student and when the assessment tasks provide sufficient information that correlates with
the EAL/D Learning Progression indicators.

Implications for future development:

(a) Professional learning needs to stress the importance of judging students’ phases
based on ongoing student assessment. Resources will need to be developed to
support teacher assessment using the EAL/D Learning Progression instrument. This
would include samples of assessment tasks and annotated work samples
demonstrating the evidence required to judge students against the EAL/D Learning
Progression indicators. For the reading mode the assessment resources should
demonstrate how to collect evidence of constrained and unconstrained reading
skills. For the writing mode assessment resources should include a range of text
types across school subjects. For speaking and listening modes the assessment
resources should exemplify assessment tasks and student work in both formal
presentation tasks and informal procedural contexts.

(b) A national trial is needed to test the generalisability of reliability evidence from this
trial. A national trial would need to include a broader range of demographics and
larger cohorts of specific student groups, in particular Aboriginal students. Such a
trial should include recommendations about the potential use of the EAL/D Learning
Progression to report English language proficiency across jurisdictions. Furthermore,
the national trial, with a larger student cohort and guided by sample assessment
tasks and annotated work samples, should also examine whether the observed
differences in the consistency of teachers’ judgements across the four modes are
replicated in the national data. Evidence of differential reliability across groups of
schools, students and modes will also be useful to inform future programs of teacher
training and professional development.

6.2 Is there evidence of construct validity to support the intended
interpretation of the assessed levels of the EAL/D students?

In order to construct a comprehensive network of evidence to support or challenge the
intended interpretations and use of EAL/D assessments, the trial collected evidence
pertinent to four aspects of validity — concurrent, discriminant, measurement and structural
aspects of validity. Findings from the trial suggest that there is sufficient evidence to support
the claim that the EAL/D Learning Progression provides a balanced and accurate reflection
of English language development, and it can be used to derive a single measure of English
language proficiency for the purpose of allocating ESL funding to schools.

The research also found that the EAL/D Learning Progression is a more refined tool than the
current ESL phases used in NSW. Given the extent and the range of validity and reliability
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evidence collected, the EAL/D Learning Progression is a viable tool to replace the ESL phases
as a broad measure of English language proficiency and as the basis for the formula used to
allocate ESL funding to schools.

Implications for future development:

(a) The EAL/D Learning Progression could replace the NSW ESL phase tool as the broad
measure of English language proficiency and as the basis for the formula used to
allocate ESL funding to NSW government schools. The current ESL resource
allocation model needs to be reviewed, and modelling conducted, using the EAL/D
Learning Progression in place of the current three ESL phases.

(b) A program of professional learning needs to be implemented in NSW government
schools throughout 2013. This will ensure adequate time to prepare teachers to
report using the EAL/D Learning Progression phases in the ESL NAP and ESL Annual
Surveys in 2014, which will inform the ESL resource allocation in 2015.

(c) Guidelines need to be developed describing the process of deriving an overall phase
judgement from the four language mode phase judgements for each EAL/D student.

(d) The new school administration and management system (SALM) currently being
developed would need to build in the capacity for teachers to enter EAL/D mode and
phase data. Teachers should be able to update at any time the EAL/D phase
judgements for individual students in SALM by 2014.

(e) As an interim measure, during 2013, data collection tools should be revised so that
EAL/D Learning Progression phase data can be collected in each mode for every ESL
student. This would replace the current ESL phase data collection tools in schools.

6.3 Considering the importance of training on teachers’ approach to using
the EAL/D Learning Progression, what types of training, how much training,
and what additional support should be provided to teachers prior to the use
of the instrument?

The survey data analysis showed that while teachers felt they had adequate support to
understand and confidently use the instrument, additional time is required for teachers to
plan for assessment, to collect assessment data over time across the modes and to report
student phases. Participants were positive about the content and type of professional
learning indicating that future professional learning should be predominantly face-to-face,
supported by additional teaching materials including annotated work samples and recording
and monitoring proformas.
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The detailed feedback provided by teachers may be useful for ACARA and its related
working group to consider future enhancements to the EAL/D Learning Progression and its
supporting packages.

The survey indicated a range of views about the purpose and possible uses of the EAL/D
Learning Progression in schools. It is apparent from the trial that the EAL/D Learning
Progression has a clear purpose as a broad measure of English language proficiency for
resource allocation. While the instrument has been designed as a tool to support classroom
teachers to identify their EAL/D students’ needs and to monitor their linguistic progression,
initially the focus of professional learning should be on supporting teachers to make
consistent phase judgements. However, many teachers in the trial were interested in using
the EAL/D Learning Progression to inform mainstream program planning and monitoring
and tracking student progress. With the new NSW syllabuses and literacy continuum being
implemented in 2014, it is timely that links be explored and appropriate support material
developed if appropriate.

Implications for future development:

(a) Clear guidelines as to the purpose and potential uses of the EAL/D Learning
Progression should be provided to participants in professional learning programs
about the EAL/D Learning Progression.

(b) An additional project needs to be established to map the EAL/D Learning Progression
against the new NSW syllabuses and the literacy continuum. Teaching resources
should be developed to support class teachers to program and plan for EAL/D
learners.

(c) The detailed feedback provided by teachers related to the instrument itself may be
useful to ACARA as authors of the EAL/D Learning Progression.

7. Summary of Recommendations

Recommendations for NSW government schools

1 Implementation for resource allocation

1.1 Implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression is recommended as a
replacement for the ESL Phase tool currently used in NSW government schools. If
adopted, the EAL/D Learning Progression will become the broad measure of English
language proficiency used for EAL/D students, and will become the basis of the
allocation formula used for the ESL funding component of the new Resource
Allocation Model in NSW government schools.
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1.2 Full implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression is recommended for 2014 so
that data can be collected and used in the resource allocation process for 2015.

1.3 An implementation plan is recommended that builds on the learning from the trial,
and includes:

a) developing and conducting a program of professional learning in government
schools during 2013 to prepare teachers to use the EAL/D Learning Progression
phase assessments for all EAL/D students from the beginning of 2014

b) ensuring professional learning programs emphasise the importance of judging
students’ phases based on ongoing student assessment

c) developing resources to support teacher assessment using the EAL/D Learning
Progression instrument, including samples of assessment tasks and annotated
work samples demonstrating the evidence required to judge students against the
EAL/D Learning Progression indicators

d) providing participants in professional learning programs with clear guidelines as
to the purpose and potential uses of the EAL/D Learning Progression

e) developing and providing participants in professional learning programs with
clear guidelines as to the process of deriving an overall phase judgement from
the four language mode phase judgements for each EAL/D student

f) building capacity in the new student administration and learning management
system (SALM) to allow teachers to enter EAL/D mode and phase data. Teachers
should be able to update at any time the EAL/D phase judgements for individual
students in SALM by 2014

g) revising school data collection tools to collect EAL/D Learning Progression phases
in each mode for every EAL/D student. This would replace the current ESL phase
data collection tools.

2 (Classroom support

The EAL/D Learning Progression should be mapped against the new NSW syllabuses and
the literacy continuum. On the basis of this mapping, teaching resources should be
developed where appropriate to support classroom teachers to program and plan for
EAL/D learners.

National recommendations
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3 National trial of the FAL/D Learning Progression

A national trial is recommended to test the generalisability of the evidence from the
NSW trial. This national trial should include:

e abroader range of student and teacher demographic groups, including larger
cohorts of specific student groups, in particular Aboriginal students

e examination of differential reliability in teachers’ judgements across different types
of schools, students and language modes to inform future programs of teacher
training and professional development

e recommendations about the potential use of the EAL/D Learning Progression to
report English language proficiency across jurisdictions.

4 Detailed information to ACARA

It is recommended that ACARA is provided with this report of the NSW trial and with
access to the detailed feedback provided by teachers related to the instrument itself.
This may be useful to ACARA as authors of current and possible future versions of the
EAL/D Learning Progression.

Final note

In conclusion, this trial has provided sufficient reliability and validity evidence for the EAL/D
Learning Progression to be used in NSW government schools as a broad measure of English
language proficiency for resource allocation. In addition, the NSW trial has national
implications in terms of informing the design and the associated cost-benefit analysis of a
prospective national trial. Such a national trial would provide recommendations about the
potential use of the progression to report English language proficiency across jurisdictions.
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Appendices

Appendix A ESL LEARNER PHASES

In NSW government schools, ESL students are identified as being in one of three phases of
acquiring English as a second language. This assessment is made by the ESL teacher on
enrolment and on an ongoing basis. The phase descriptions are used to report on ESL
student needs in the ESL Annual Survey and for determining priorities for allocating available
ESL teacher support within the school.

First phase

First phase learners are students whose understanding and production of spoken or written
English is obviously limited in all social and educational situations. These learners are
acquiring basic English language proficiency and demonstrate elementary functioning in an
English speaking classroom.

First phase learners range from complete beginners with minimal or no English to students
who can communicate in English with limited fluency about familiar events, themes and
topics related to their immediate personal experiences.

Some first phase learners may have studied English in their country of origin and have
developed reading and writing skills but have negligible oral skills in English. First phase
learners may also include students from language backgrounds other than English who were
born in Australia and have had limited or no exposure to English prior to entering
Kindergarten. Students at the end of first phase will have acquired various levels of literacy
in English depending on factors such as age on entry and literacy in their first language.

Second phase

Second phase learners are those students whose understanding and production of spoken
and written English is progressing, but is still limited to a range of familiar social and
educational situations. These learners have transitional English language proficiency and
demonstrate partial and variable functioning across the school curriculum.

Second phase learners range from students who have acquired a basic communicative
repertoire in English which enables them to participate in some class activities to students
who can communicate with some degree of confidence and coherence about subject matter
appropriate to their age group but removed from their immediate personal experiences.

Students at the end of second phase will have made significant progress in their oral English
language skills and will have been applying their English language and literacy skills to both
formal and informal situations.

As a general guide, an ESL student will have moved beyond the second phase after a total
period of three years instruction with ESL support.
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Third phase

Third phase learners are students who generally function fluently and competently in
English, but who occasionally need assistance in meeting the particular language and
literacy demands of English in specific social and educational situations. These learners may
demonstrate apparent functioning throughout the school curriculum.

Third phase learners range from students who have developed a transitional communicative
repertoire in English which enables them to function in most language and literacy activities;
to students who can communicate in English with confidence and clarity to a level
approaching that of first language speakers about subject matter appropriate to their age
group but unrelated to their direct personal experience.

Third phase learners may exhibit effective oral English communication skills but experience
persistent barriers to successful completion of literacy tasks. Students at the end of third
phase will normally have extended their English language and literacy skills in both formal
and informal situations and be able to learn and participate effectively in the mainstream
curriculum.

As a general guide, an ESL student will have moved beyond the third phase of ESL learning
after a total period of seven years instruction with ESL support.
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Appendix B Samples of training and support material

Identifying the EAL/D student group
Participants used this form during the workshop to list and consider students for possible
inclusion in the trial prior to final student identification on the data collection website.

Student name M/F | Year ESL Refugee / Aboriginal
group | Phase International student
student

10
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Assessment matrix

Participants used this form to identify assessment tasks that were part of their current
teaching program and could be used to collect evidence of student phases.

Task

KLA

What scaffolding
was provided?

What was being
assessed?

How could evidence
be collected?
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Appendix C  Student selection screen

Select students
The table below shows all the students available for selection in your school.

You can refine the list by searching a student name or selecting a scholastic year in the boxes below.

Studentname: Search Show all students

Year, Al - Show

Select each student by clicking Add in the left column. You can click on each of the column names to order the results.

Select a range of students across Years 7 and 9 and of both genders. If relevant, please select refugee and international
students to ensure that these groups are represented in this study - these students will be highlighed with a yellow box.

As you select each student, they will appear in the table on the right You have selected 10 students
1
SELECT | Student name SRN Year | Gender | Visa | First Refugee | International | Aboriginal Studentname | Year | Visa
| sub Australian sub
| class | enroliment class |
Add [aus | 190712005 | N No 136 | Remove |
Add iaus 3110112005 | N N Mo AUS | Remove |
Add |aUs | 01/02r2005 | N No !
1 AUS | Remave |
Add |aus  |3u012005 [N N No ]
1 AUS | Remove |
Add | 100 | 0305r2005 | N N No !
i AUS | Remove |
hdd |aUs | D1/0812005 | N N Mo J
| AUS | Remove |
Add |aus | owo2005 | N N Mo —
Add laus | 19m22003 N Mo 444 | Remove |
- |
Add AUS | 16/06/2004 | N N No AUS | Remove |
Add 1202 | 310112005 |Y N No AUS | Remove |
1
Add {aus | 31012005 | N N No 136 | Remove |
Add 571 | 28012010 [N ¥ Mo
Add |aus | 31012003 N N Mo Mext steg
Add laus | owozmo0s | N N Mo
Add s |onoz2005 |N N No
Add AUS | 010212005 | N N Mo
Add 100 | 16/06/2006 | M N No
Add AUS | ozw02r2005 | N N No
Add [xis | 22022000 | N N No
|
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Appendix D  EAL/D Learning Progression Assessment Record

EAL/D Learning Progression Assessment Record

Teacher: School:

Student details

Family Given
Year
name name/s
Date of Country of
birth Age Cenee birth/origin
Languages other than
English spoken
Level of literacy in languages
other than English (able to
speak, read and/or write?)
Australian citizenship details . . Date of
) Visa Visa .
or Visa class (letters) class sub-class arrival in
and sub-class (numbers) Australia
Assessment task details
KLA: Language mode/s:
Listening / Speaking / Reading / Writing
Assessment task: Assessment task criteria:
Assessment conditions: Scaffolding provided / prior learning:
Formal / Informal Student access to resources (dictionary, text
Individual / pair / group models)
Planned / spontaneous language use Language modelling and practice prior to task
Other:
Student can do well: Student is working towards:
Relevant EAL/D learning progression Relevant EAL/D learning progression criteria:
criteria:

EAL/D learning progression phase:

Beginner Some | Beginner Limited | Emerging Developing Consolidating
print literacy literacy
background
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Appendix E  EAL/D Learning Progression assessment data collection web screen

EAL/D LANGUAGE PROGRESSION TRIAL

| Student EAL/D Language Progression assessment

Save your work as you go. Your session will expire after 45 minutes of inactivity.

Student SRN ESL Year | Listening Speaking Reading / viewing ‘Writing | Comments
name Phase

7| I - : > =

Save

qEEEEL g

Close
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Appendix F  Annotated work sample used for double marking
EAL/D Learning Progression Assessment Record
Teacher:_ " . i iph School: _ vt eyt ot ppin v
Student c!etalla
[Game. b Foii [ s ]
Dl l‘f/!z./zw|| AGO o /¢ | Gender M Elmgr{;f, Aushealics ]
l;;:s::gen other than English &rc ¢k I N
Level of literacy in languages
other than English (able to il
T e s Date of
o e R 0 AL A oo ——
Assessment task details I
KA English / Seioxe t.a ’ ?gp:gz{:gl Reading /WTiiDg

Assessment task:

dfdvdl’ars v fext retonstetion

Assessment task criteria:
" fsler o dext reed alovel
- Wrwf«:j — e potfes 1k /‘b"j

23/ reoddind! —otA oAetail  rofes
‘r:mwﬂ Fext w@ refes.

Assessment conditions:
/ Informal
Individual / pair / group
P / spontaneous language use
Other:

Scaffolding provided / prior learning:
Student access to resources (dictionary, text models)
Language modelling and practice prior to task

~ discessien of lex flechnica | yocob jothe fext
—vehted ¥ closs work o COES unit \EMUSW'
s krovan/fom! lior _covten |

Student can do well:
“fehe basc potes
N ;n'kf ge
* apprprote afin
“ldedpy Sone ﬁzﬁ tecs

Relevant EAL/D learning progression criteria:
" follow smple instwverdin, 7 recoqic famllicr
ads in  spoken fexts

dipirsie " undustenetog of short spohen dexls

*res 'S herels

. ﬂi’ﬂf"qﬂwj be baviows

suse MJ(&#— verb' ﬂﬂw paiy aavocy
sule f"ﬁ#ﬂlvb"ﬁ erbs

Student is working towards:

. ﬁ%ﬁ’” wsiry Dbhrevalions rahe

. Ex grferced
-;:L oo dekil ffom a Fext.

Relevant EAL/D learning progression criteria:
cqire  ieclovnt-glefolls

stndistord! el bnrel tmmedate ocperoves
- foke potes

. uge hs i lucling #pic Gorces
CUR Loagnokas> rebri s Ao ik
lmfbwfv tal-f@réﬁ%

EAL/D Iaafning progression phase:

ﬂr:ginnor Some print geg!nneguzmod " Esfiergin "Dﬁl_opinb Consolidating
racy . teracy backgroun rs*mhq Lo
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b(r—dr A € Carest S iocoe - e cirn o 24
P il LT Pe oo, <
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Writing sample - final draft
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Appendix G Online teacher survey

Teacher online survey — EAL/D Learning Progression evaluation

Section One: Participant details

1. Current position in school (select one):
a. Class teacher

b. ESL teacher

c. Executive non-teaching
d. Executive teaching

e. Other specialist teacher

2. Did your pre-service teacher training include Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL) or English as a Second Language (ESL)? (Yes/No)

3. Do you have postgraduate qualifications in TESOL or ESL? (Yes/No)
4. Do you use the ESL Scales to assess ESL students? (yes/no/ sometimes)

5. If you have used the ESL Scales, how confident are you in using them?

Not confident 1 2 3 4 Very confident

Section Two: The EAL/D Learning Progression trial process

6. How confident were you in using the EAL/D Learning Progression?

Not confident 1 2 3 4 Very confident

7. The training provided sufficient information about the EAL/D Learning Progression.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

8. The training provided sufficient and clear information about the trial process.
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree
9. Teachers were adequately supported in the trial process identifying and assessing

students, recording phases and uploading data.
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

10. Sufficient time was provided to complete the assessment and uploading of data.
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

11. Please provide any additional comments regarding the EAL/D Learning Progression trial
process.
(free text)
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Section Three: The EAL/D Learning Progression usability

12. Overall, the EAL/D Learning Progression is a useful tool for assessing English language
progression.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree
13. Which format of the EAL/D Learning Progression did you use to assess students’ phase?
a. complete document including all stages of schooling
EAL/D learning Progression age appropriate stage only

b.
c. EAL/D learning progression by mode
d. your own format

14. Did you use the Assessment Recording Sheet? (Yes/No)
How useful was it?
Not useful 1 2 3 4 Very useful
15. Did you use the Individual Student Summary Sheet? (Yes/No)
How useful was it?
Not useful 1 2 3 4 Very useful
16. The collection of work samples and recording of student observations were essential for
making a phase judgement.
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

17. How many work samples / observations per student did you use to make an assessment
for each mode? (free response)

Listening 1 2 3 4
Speaking 1 2 3 4
Reading 1 2 3 4
Writing 1 2 3 4

18. Approximately how did it take to assess each student per mode?
Listening <15 mins 15-30 mins >30 mins

Speaking <15 mins 15-30 mins >30 mins
Reading <15 mins 15-30 mins >30 mins
Writing <15 mins 15-30 mins >30 mins

19. Would you like to see the EAL/D Learning Progression replace the current ESL Phases?
(yes / no)

20. What other uses do you see for the EAL/D Learning Progression in your school? (free
response)
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21. Which of the following resources or professional learning would support the
implementation of the EAL/D Learning Progression in your school?
e. Face to face professional learning
Online tutorial
Written advice
Sample teaching resources linked to the EAL/D learning progression
Annotated work samples linked to EAL/D learning progression
Other

TS o oh

22. Please provide any additional comments regarding the EAL/D Learning Progression
usability.
(free text)

Section Four: The EAL/D Learning Progression feedback

23. The four phases are adequate for a broad classification of English Language Learning
progression.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

24. Would you be able to use the EAL/D Learning Progression to decide on an overall phase
of an ESL learner? (Yes/ No)

If yes, which of the following processes could be used to calculate an overall phase:
k. Teacher judgement based on Characteristic of the Learner statements
l.  Aformula (eg: the student’s overall phase is calculated based on the average of
the four separate phases submitted for each student)
m. A teacher judgement based on specific guidelines (eg: the student’s overall phase
is the lowest phase recorded for that student)
n. Other: ...

25. The phase labels (beginning, emerging, developing, consolidating) clearly describe four
broad stages of English language progression.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree
26. There is a clear English language learning progression across the phases (within each
stage).
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

27. There is alignment across modes (listening, speaking, reading and viewing and writing)
within each phase.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

28. The Characteristic of the learner phase statements are clearly expressed with an
appropriate level of detail.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

29. The Mode statements are clearly expressed with an appropriate level of detail.
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Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree

30. The indicators are clearly expressed with an appropriate level of detail.

Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree
31. Do you think the EAL/D Learning Progression is appropriate for use with Aboriginal
students?
(yes/no/unsure)

32. Do you think the EAL/D Learning Progression is appropriate for use with refugee
students with limited literacy background and/or disrupted education?

(yes/no/unsure)

33. Please provide any additional comments regarding the EAL/D Learning Progression.

(free text)
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Appendix H Agreement rates (based on five EAL/D levels) for reading and writing

Exact Agreement Rate Adjacent Agreement
Student Groups Reading Writing Reading Writing
All Students 81.2% 81.6% 97.6% 98.1%
Female 81.1% 83.2% 98.3% 99.0%
Male 81.3% 80.1% 97.0% 97.3%
Aboriginal 83.3% 94.4% 100.0% 100.0%
ESL Phase 1 89.5% 85.8% 98.2% 98.2%
ESL Phase 2 81.0% 79.9% 97.2% 97.6%
ESL Phase 3 68.5% 76.4% 97.2% 98.6%
Kindergarten 83.2% 81.3% 94.7% 94.8%
Year 3 79.3% 87.3% 97.3% 99.1%
Year 5 80.9% 83.5% 96.5% 99.1%
Year 7 82.0% 82.0% 99.3% 98.0%
Year 9 80.9% 75.9% 98.7% 98.7%
Refugee Students 85.4% 87.4% 99.3% 98.0%
International Students 92.9% 71.4% 100.0% 100.0%
Intensive English Centre Students 96.3% 87.9% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: Total number of students included in the double-marking process: 639.
The agreement rates are based on teachers’ judgements using five EAL/D phases, with teachers’
judgements on Beginning level students further separated into Beginning with limited or no prior
print literacy (BLP) and Beginning with some prior print literacy (BSP).
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Appendix | Histograms of the differences in the matched pairs of owner and non-
owner teacher judgements
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judgements on speaking ifference between owner and non owner teacher
judgements on writing

Note: For the above histograms, a -1 on the x-axis means that owner teacher judgement is one phase
lower than the matched non owner teacher judgement. Conversely, a +1 on the x-axis means
that owner teacher judgement is one phase higher than the matched non owner teacher

judgement.
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Appendix J Demographic statistics of the students included in the double-marking

No of students % of all students

All Students 639

Girls 302 47.3%
Gender

Boys 337 52.7%

Phase 1 220 34.4%
ESL Phases Phase 2 251 39.3%

Phase 3 150 23.5%

Kindergarten 96 15.0%

Year 3 112 17.5%
Grade Year 5 116 18.2%

Year 7 154 24.1%

Year9 161 25.2%
Aboriginal Students 18 2.8%
Intensive English Centre 109 17.1%
Refugee 151 23.6%
International Student 14 2.2%
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Appendix K  Counts of students in each EAL/D phase for each grade cohort

Mode EAL/D Phases Kindergarten | Year 3 Year 5 Year 7 Year 9
Beginning 38 9 6 24 11

LISTENING Emerging 83 43 27 104 99
Developing 25 84 71 77 81
Consolidating 3 23 57 24 40
Beginning 43 8 6 21 15
SPEAKING Emerging 75 41 23 102 85
Developing 26 89 83 78 86
Consolidating 5 21 49 28 45
Beginning 65 7 3 34 25

READING Emerging 75 57 34 105 102
Developing 7 79 71 78 75
Consolidating 2 16 53 12 29

Beginning 84 11 6 34 20

WRITING Emerging 59 79 42 125 112
Developing 5 63 73 59 71
Consolidating 1 6 40 11 28

Note: The data used for the Rasch analysis only includes students who were assessed on all four

language modes.
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Further Information

For further information relating to the report please contact:

Dr. Lucy Lu

Statistics Unit

Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation
Office of Education

NSW Department of Education and Communities

T 9561 8691
F 9561 8055
www.dec.nsw.gov.au/cese

Margaret Turnbull
Multicultural Programs Unit
NSW Department of Education and Communities

T 9244 5340
F 9244 5381

GPO Box 33
Sydney NSW 2001
T 9561 8000
www.det.nsw.edu.au

NSW Department of Education and
Communities
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