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Introduction
As reauthorization of the No Child Left
Behind legislation approaches, researchers
and policymakers have increasingly raised
concerns about the appropriateness of
current accountability models for all students
and in particular for students labeled English
language learners (ELLs). A main concern
is that ELLs must demonstrate proficiency
in content tests that require them to process
and produce language that they are still in
the process of developing (Menken, 2010;
Solórzano, 2008). Growth models have
been suggested as a less biased and more
stable way to account for ELLs’ learning
on standardized assessments (Fulton, 2007;
Working Group on ELL Policy, 2010).
This study compared growth models and
status models to analyze the percentages of
students making adequate growth or meeting
proficiency on an annual state mathematics
assessment for ELLs at different English
language proficiency (ELP) levels compared
to other student subgroups.

The research sample included approximately 10,000 ELLs and
approximately 150,000 English proficient students in 3rd through
5th grade in Wisconsin in the starting year of the sample. Five
academic years were included in the study: 2005-06, 2006-07,
2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10. Three cohorts of students were
included in the sample. Baseline grades for 2005-06 were 3rd
grade, 4th grade, and 5th grade.

Methods
Scale scores from the annual state mathematics assessment were
used to generate results for seven different accountability models:
(1) value table, (2) trajectory, (3) progression, (4) residual gains,
(5) growth percentile, (6) status, and (7) simple linear index.
For each model the percentages of students classified as reaching
proficiency or making adequate growth were calculated for
the following subgroups: Students labeled (a) ELL at an
English Language Proficiency (ELP) level < 3.0 (i.e., Entering
or Emerging), (b) ELL at an ELP level between 3.0-4.9 (i.e.,
Developing or Expanding), (c) Redesignated Fluent English
Proficient (RFEP), (d) Never ELL, (e) as qualifying for Free and
Reduced Lunch, and (f ) as having an Individualized Education
Plan. The Overall Composite on the ACCESS for ELLs assessment
and other information in the state database were used to identify
the subgroup information.
The results of all of the models were reviewed to analyze the
consistency of scores between students with matched and
unmatched data and whether the models produce consistent
conclusions across the specified subgroups of students.

Conclusions
Findings of this study include that the group of students labeled RFEP (as measured
by an Overall Composite of 5.0 on the ACCESS for ELLs test for this study)
have relatively higher percentages reaching proficiency on the math test or making
adequate growth compared to all other subgroups regardless of the accountability
model used. This may indicate that academic language development affects the
performance of all students on content assessments.

Academic language
development affects the
performance of all students
on content assessments

The rankings of students making adequate growth or reaching proficiency within the ELP level/language learner designation subgroups
generally have the following order from highest to lowest: RFEP, Never ELL, ELP 3.0-4.9, and then ELP < 3.0. This trend is reflective of
the language needed to perform well on the state mathematics assessment.
The models that do not factor in proficiency generally had more similar percentages of students reaching proficiency or making adequate
growth across ELL subgroups and the other subgroups compared to models that factor in time to proficiency or a proficiency cut score
(i.e., residual gains and growth percentile models). However, relatively fewer percentages of students were classified making adequate
growth overall for models that did not factor in time to proficiency or that only included non-proficient students.
These findings highlight the need to evaluate the unintended consequences of decision making based on assessments that may not be
culturally and linguistically responsive; investigate the characteristics that have successfully supported students labeled RFEP; as well as
the need to use multiple and authentic measures to understand the success of schools in meeting the needs of language learners.
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