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“To Thine Own Self Be True.”
-Polonius

* As a busy body in Hamlet known for his
platitudes that he himself did not follow, a
close reading should really be:

* Beware of listening to
men who give counsel

eYou’ve been warned.
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A Table of Five Studies

Native Language Second
Language

Speaking English Russian Self-Retrospective Statements based on
Can-Do Subheadings

English Spanish Can-Do Statements with Video Exemplars
Speaking & Writing Spanish, Chinese, English Survey questions based on the Can-Do
Korean, Portuguese, Statements
Russian, French &
Others
Reading English Russian Confidence slider after each question.

Passages in Russian with questions in both
English and Russian

Spanish, Portuguese, English Confidence slider after each question.
Japanese, Korean, Passages and questions in English
Chinese, & Others



Self-Assessment in General

e Can take less time than traditional tests

* Problems with cheating and test security can be minimized
* Learner motivation, autonomy and self-regulation can be increased
* Can correlate fairly well with objective measures (.60-.90)

 Correlations tend to be higher for more objective disciplines (math,
science, etc.)

* Dunning-Kruger Effect
» Accuracy of self-assessments tends to increase with proficiency

* The more experience a person has with a task, the better they
self-assess
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Self-Assessment in Language Studies

* There are mixed results
* Correlations ranging from .20 to .90

* Correlations are lowest for reading comprehension
e Cultural background can affect accuracy of ratings

* The more specific the wording of items, the more accurate the
self-evaluations tend to be



Timing of Assessment

* We are often overly confident when we have less experience
* Learners’ confidence can decrease as the event gets closer

* Learners’ estimates are more accurate when they have had
experience

* Learners’ rules change over time



Background: Description of NCSSFL-ACTFL Can Do Statements

Distinguished
Superior
Advanced High
Advanced Mid
Advanced Low
Intermediate High
Intermediate Mid
Intermediate Low
Novice High
Novice Mid

Novice Low

I can communicate reflectively on a wide range of global issues and highly abstract concepts in a culturally sophisticated
manner.

I can communicate with ease, accuracy, and fluency. I can participate fully and effectively in discussions on a variety of topics
in formal and informal settings. I can discuss at length complex issues by structuring arguments and developing hypotheses.

I can express myself freely and spontaneously, and for the most part accurately, on concrete topics and on most complex
issues. I can usually support my opinion and develop hypotheses on topics of particular interest or personal expertise.

I can express myself fully not only on familiar topics but also on some concrete social, academic, and professional topics. I can
talk in detail and in an organized way about events and experiences in various time frames. I can confidently handle routine
situations with an unexpected complication. I can share my point of view in discussions on some complex issues.

I can participate in conversations about familiar topics that go beyond my everyday life. I can talk in an organized way and
with some detail about events and experiences in various time frames. I can describe people, places, and things in an organized
way and with some detail. I can handle a familiar situation with an unexpected complication.

I can participate with ease and confidence in conversations on familiar topics. I can usually talk about events and experiences
in various time frames. I can usually describe people, places, and things. I can handle social interactions in everyday situations,
sometimes even when there is an unexpected complication.

I can participate in conversations on familiar topics using sentences and series of sentences. I can handle short social
interactions in everyday situations by asking and answering a variety of questions. I can usually say what I want to say about
myself and my everyday life.

I can participate in conversations on a number of familiar topics using simple sentences. I can handle short social interactions
in everyday situations by asking and answering simple questions.

I can communicate and exchange information about familiar topics using phrases and simple sentences, sometimes supported
by memorized language. I can usually handle short social interactions in everyday situations by asking and answering simple
questions.

I can communicate on very familiar topics using a variety of words and phrases that I have practiced and memorized.

I can communicate on some very familiar topics using single words and phrases that I have practiced and memorized.



Background: Vertical Scale (Wright) Map
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Study 1
Speaking (English —> Russian)
Self Retrospection



Participants

* Upper-level Russian learners who had participated in internships
abroad (2006-2014)

* Learners had completed OPIs before and after their internships

* 64 |learners contacted and asked to complete the self-retrospective
survey

* 36 learners responded (27 male & 9 female)



Statement Examples

| could support my opinions clearly and precisely and construct hypotheses.
Could not do this

even with Unsure as to Could do this with
extensive whether | could or extensive

preparation could not do this preparation

Pre-Internship . "

Post-Internship

| could discuss complex information in debates or meetings.
Could not do this

even with Unsure as to Could do this with
extensive whether | could or extensive
preparation could not do this preparation

Pre-Intermship

Post-Internship

Could do this with
minimal
preparation

Could do this with
minimal
preparation

Could do this
without any
preparation

Could do this
without any
preparation



Research Question 1:

What is the reliability of the
self-assessment instrument used in this
study?



CATEGORY PROBABILITIES: MODES - Structure measures at intersections
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Vertical Scale
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Research Question 2:

To what extent do the survey
items ascend in a hierarchy of
difficulty levels based on the
ACTFL speaking proficiency
guidelines?



Do the Can-Do statements fall in place
with the construct map?
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Research Question 3:
What is the predictive validity of
self-assessment items in predicting

an OPI score?

e Did OPI scores change over time?

Did self-assessment change over time?

e What is the relationship between
Then-Now scores OPI ratings?



Did OPI scores change over time?—YES
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Wilcoxon Matched Pairs
Signed Ranks Test
Z=-5.57p<.001,

41 instances of the
subjects scoring higher
on the post-test.

There were 12 instances
in which subjects had
the same rating on the
pre and post and only 2
instances in which a
student scored lower on
the post-internship OPI.



Did Then-Now scores change over
time?—YES

159

0.7

i7

Paired Samples T-Test.
The difference of the
means was -1.88 (sd =
1.64, 95% Cl -2.43, -1.33)
resulting int=-7.00, df =
36, p <.001
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Research Question 3:

What is the predictive validity of
self-assessment items in predicting
an OPI score?

The relationship between self-assessment and OPIs are slight with
a small to medium effect size. Self-assessment can provide some
useful information, but is insufficient to replace external
assessment.



OUR RESULTS

* Are learners overly confident because they still have insufficient
experience to make accurate judgments?



Study 2
Speaking (English —> Spanish)
Will videos make a difference?



Instrument

ltems Consisted of Statement with Examples

Progressed across 7 sublevels from Intermediate Low to Superior
Each sublevel had 3 items

Adaptive logic used in administration

No-Video Survey

- 21 plain can-do items

- Video Survey
- 21 items with can-do plus video
- Videos come from ACTFL recordings of OPI’s



No-Video Example

| can compare and contrast life in different locations and in different times.

EXAMPLES
« explain how life has changed since | was a child and respond fo questions on the topic.
« compare different jobs and study programs in a conversation with a peer.
« explain how technology has changed our lives while discussing this topic with another.

Mot at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Cuite easily

| can ask and answer guestions on factual information that is familiar to me.

EXAMPLES

« geography
history
art
music
math
science
language
literature

Mot at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily CQuite easily



A e
| can compare and contrast life in different locations and in different times.

EXAMPLES
« explain how life has changed since | was a child and respond to questions on the topic.
= compare different jobs and study programs in a conversation with a peer.
« explain how technology has changed our lives while discussing this topic with another.

Not at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Quite easily



Participants T

NoVideo Video

® Qualtrics survey sent to 322 Spanish —
students who had been scheduled ’ o
through the CLS to take an OPI within g e
the last year. .
e Randomly assigned to No-Video or
Video group.
e 68(21%) started the survey.
® 54 (17%) completed the survey ——————t——————
® 2 responses excluded due to missing ] Count
OP!I scores. No-Video Video

N =28 N =24

[PATIdO



Video Group =22

. No Video Group = 31
Average Time 0 TIEEe BIOER

Filtered with 1 Hour Max (7 people [6 Video, 1 No-Video] excluded.

- _484.%
8 minutes
o _EDEE1

5 minutes
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Research Questions:

To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do self-assessment

survey comparable in terms of...
a. rating scales?
b. Instrument reliability?
Cc. Intended vs. actual item difficulty?
(Intended ACTFL level and item logit)
d. Predictive validity of person ability?
(OPI level and person logit)



RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of...

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video

Rasch Analysis

Rating Scales?
Instrument Reliability?

Intended vs. Actual Level
Difficulty? (Intended ACTFL level and
item logit)

Predictive Validity of Person
Ability? (OPI level and person logit)

No-Video | Operator Video
(=, <or>)

Score Card




No-Video Rating Scale Diagnosis

SUMMARY OF CATEGORY STRUCTURE. Model="R"
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Video Ratlng Scale Diagnosis
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RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of..

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video No-Video | Operator Video
Rasch Analysis

Rating Scales?




TABLE 1.8 Can Do Report—Ho Video Anmalysis
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TABLE 1.8 Can Do Report—\Wideo Analysis
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RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of..

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video No-Video | Operator Video
Rasch Analysis

Rating Scales?

Instrument Reliability? @11 < é}ﬂ é}ﬂ




TABLE 1.8 Can Do Report—Ho Video Anmalysis

Z0U9S4WS. TXT Mar
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Easier
than
Expected eV e o mur T

EXAMPLES
» explain advantages and disadvantages of various courses of action, such as whether to rent or buy a

place to live.
« participate in technical discussions in my field.

Problem With ~ ~ == - | N
Can-Do el Wingeadiiody Wi somedifoty
Statement
Descriptor?



Advanced High Descriptor

| can exchange complex information about academic and professional tasks.

Harder ExAWPLES

« exchange complex information about my academic studies, such as why | chose the field,
course requirements, projects, internship opportunities, and new advances in my field.
« exchange complex information about my work responsibilities, such as the hiring process, my
a n work schedule, the nature of my tasks, how | interface with other employees, opportunities for
advancement, and new directions in my field.
« exchange complex professional or academic information to engage in collaborative work with

EXpeCted my counterparts in different regions or countries.

Not at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Quite easily

Intermediate Low Descriptor

| can ask and answer gquestions on factual information that is familiar to me.

Problem With gy
Can_DO Statement » history
Descriptor?

art

music
math
science
language
literature

Mot at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Quite easily



TestType: NoVideo

E‘ 2.00- _

5

o

= oo — e

-2.004
Major Level
Level Standard Standard Model
ltem Count [ Measure Error Deviation Reliability

Interm 9 -1.59 0.38 1.06 0.77

Adv 9 0.84 0.41 1.15 0.87

Sup 3 2.24 0.58 0.81 0.83

Total 21 0.00 0.40 1.80 0.94

No-Video Items

Intended Sublevel vs.
Item Logit

F (2, 18) = 16.55, p < .001

Post Hoc Tests
* Intermediate vs. Advanced
Mean difference -2.42, p <.001

Advanced vs. Superior
Mean difference -1.39, p =.086



TABLE 1.8 Can Do Report—\Wideo Analysis
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Intended Major Level vs.
Item Logit

Legend
Intended Item Difficulties

3—Superior
2—Advanced
1—Intermediate

«» Easier than intended
<™ Harder than intended



E a S I e r Superior Descriptor
than
Expected

Problem With
Can_DO ESQUERDA.NET
Statement

Descriptor?  euwees .
- « explain advantages and disadvantages of various courses of action, such as whether to rent or buy a

place to live.
« participate in technical discussions in my field.
« participate in a book discussion.

Not at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Quite easily

| can support my opinions clearly and precisely.



Harder
than
Expected

Problem With
Can-Do Statement
Descriptor?

Intermediate High Descriptor

I can use my language to do a task that requires multiple steps.

EXAMPLES
» give the basic rules of a game or sport and answer questions about them.

. ask for, follow, and give instructions for preparing food.
. ask for and follow directions to get from one place to another.
. tell someone how to access information online.

. explain basic rules, policies, or laws that affect us and answer questions about them.

Not at all With great difficulty With some difficulty Easily Quite easily



95% Cl itemLogit

TestType: Video

4 .00

2.00-

.00+

-2 .00

Interme diate Advanced Superior
Major Level
Level Standard Standard Model
Iltem Count Measure Error Deviation Reliability
9 -1.52 0.35 0.98 0.72
9 0.78 0.32 0.91 0.69
3 2.21 0.53 0.75 0.68
21 0 0.37 1.67 0.91

Video Items

Intended Major Level

vs. Item Logit

F (2, 18) = 20.62, p < .001

LSD
Intermediate vs. Advanced
Mean difference -2.29, p <.001

Advanced vs. Superior
Mean difference -1.43, p =.044



RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of..

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video No-Video | Operator Video
Rasch Analysis

Rating Scales?

Instrument Reliability é}n

éﬁléﬁa
21 2

N\

Intended vs. Actual Level é}ﬂ
Difficulty? (Intended ACTFL level and

N\

Ability? (OPI level and person logit)



95% Cl ltemLogit

-4.00-

-6.00=

-8.004

TestType: NoVideo

4.004

2.00+

e lihy

2.004

T T T T T
Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate  Advanced Advanced
o Mid High Lo Mid

Sublevel

T
Advanced

T
Superior

No-Video Items

Intended Sublevel vs.
Item Logit

F (6, 14) = 10.69, p < .001

High
Standard Standard Model
Level Item Count |Measure Error Deviation |Reliability
IL 3 -2.20 0.99 1.40 0.84
IM 3 -1.83 0.36 0.51 0.08
IH 3 -0.73 0.02 0.03 0.00
AL 3 -0.10 0.35 0.50 0.52
AM 3 0.47 0.55 0.78 0.68
AH 3 2.16 0.40 0.56 0.39
S 3 2.24 0.58 0.81 0.83
Total 21 0.00 0.40 1.80 0.94




95% Cl ltemLogit

TestType: Video

5.007

00

-2.50-

-5.00—

T T T T
Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate Advanced
o Mid High Lo

Sublevel

T
Advanced

T
Superior

Video Items

Intended Sublevel vs.
Item Logit

F (6, 14) = 13.16, p < .001

e
Standard Standard Model

Level Item Count |[Measure Error Deviation |Reliability

IL 3 -2.11 0.98 -2.28 0.75
IM 3 -1.75 0.68 -2.17 0.36
IH 3 -0.68 0.61 -1.05 0.26
AL 3 -0.11 0.33 -0.26 0
AM 3 0.62 0.66 0.8 0.37
AH 3 1.82 0.17 1.85 0
S 3 2.21 0.75 2.36 0.68
Total 21 0 1.67 -0.26 0.91




RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of..

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video No-Video | Operator Video
Rasch Analysis

Rating Scales?

Instrument Reliability? éﬁ] < é}u é}ﬂ
Intended vs. Actual Level 2\ < a2 &4
Difficulty? (Intended ACTFL level and
item logit)

Intended Sublevel vs. Item Logit é}fl a — @I] )




Logit

-2.007

TestType: NoVideo

8.007

6.00+

4.00

2.00

00

=

T T T T
Intermediate High Advanced Low Advanced Mid Advanced High
OPiLevel

Spearman’s Rho = .38,
p=.046

OPiLevel

No Video—People
OPI Score by Person Logit

TestType: Novideo

&.00

700

600

R% Linear = 0.138




Logit

=4.00-]

TestType: Video

6.00—
4.00
2.00

=

2.004

Video—People

OPI Score by Person Logit

TestType: Video

T T T T
Intermediate Mid Intermediate High Advanced Low Advanced Mid

OPiLevel

Spearman’s Rho = .40,
p=.05

T
Advanced High

OPILevel

o=

7.00—

6.00—

5.004

4,007

am s

T
-4.00

T T T
-2.00 .00 2.00 4.00 6.00

R* Linear = 0.242



RQ: To what extent are a No-Video and Video can-do
self-assessment survey comparable in terms of..

Score Card: No-Video vs. Video No-Video | Operator Video
Rasch Analysis

Rating Scale Diagnosis

Instrument Reliability éﬁ] < é}u é}ﬂ
ltems—Intended Major Level vs. &\ < & 81
ltem Logit

Iltems—Intended Sublevel vs. Item Logit é}ﬂ e _ éh e
Persons— @) - =)

OPI Level vs. Person Logit



Conclusion

- Videos

- Increased reliability slightly but no guarantee that participants watched
them fully

- Took longer to respond to
- Slightly lower response rate
- Language specific—you need videos in each language you want to use it in
- Getting the videos can be difficult

- Do the ACTFL descriptors need revision?

- What are the effects of having the prompts verbatim from the

descriptors?
- Game the system?
- Impact of topic?



Study 3
Speaking & Writing (ESL)
Verbatim Can-Do vs. Tailored?



Procedure

e Administer Self Assessment Instrument (Writing and Speaking)

* Administer Placement Test Battery

* Use Rasch measurement to analyze reliability of Instruments (Speaking
and Writing)

* Category Diagnosis
* Rasch Person Separation Measure
* Alignment of Intended Item Difficulty with actual Item Difficulty

e Correlate Self Assessment Measures with Placement Test Results
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How confident are you that you could do the following tasks about family without time
to prepare or reference tools (such as a dictionary)?

Somewhat  Medher Agree  Somewhat Strongly
Strongly Agree Agree of Disagree Disagree

® @ €

I can name the members of my family. 2 ¥

=

I can describe what my family membears look ke,
I can describe my family’s hobbies.

I can have a conversation with someone about what
my family members do for employment and discover
{leam) that same information from the other person.

ci.[ 100%




Mongolan
Chechen
Kazach
French
Russian
Korean
Portuguese
Chines
Spanish

1]
nil
1l

Participants
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FINDINGS

Rating Scale Diagnostic—How well did the five category scale work?

1.0

CATEGORY PROBABILITIES: MODES - Andrich thresholds at intersections

+ +
| |
| |
|11 55|
+ 11 55 +
| 1 5 |
| 1 55 |
| 11 5 |
+ yli 55 +
| 1 5 |
+ i1 2 3333333 444444 5 +
| 1%222 2222 33 33 44 4% |
+ 221 3% 4% 5 44 +
| 22 i1 3 22 44 33 55 44 |
| 22 1 3 22 4 3 5 44 |
| 22 *ok 244 3% 44 |
+ 22 33 1 422 55 3 44 +
1222 3 11 44 22 55 33 44|
| 333 **4 25 333 |
| 33333 4444 1111 5555 22222 33333 |
+ 5555555555%1111111111: +

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Person [MINUS] Item MEASURE

+
+

Speaking Scale

mo <—IHMrHW>»WOX T

mwnZ2ovowunmx

1.0

CATEGORY PROBABILITIES: MODES - Andrich thresholds at intersections

+ +
| |
| [
[1 [
+ 11 55+
| 11 55 |
| 1 55 |
| 11 5 |
+ 1 55 +
| 1 4444 5 |
+ 1 22222222 444 444 5 +
| *k 22 33333333 44 *4 |
+ 22 1 3%2 *3 55 44 +
| 1 3 2 4 33 5 4 |
| 1 33 2 44 3 5 44 |
| 113 2% 3355 44 |
+ 331 44 2 533 44 +
|12 33 11 44 22 55 33 4]
| 333 Tk 2%%5 333 |
| 33333 4444 1111 5555 2222 33333 |
+ 5555555555%1111111111 +

-2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Person [MINUS] Item MEASURE

1-Strongly Disagree
Writing Scale 5-Strongly Agree



FINDINGS

Vertical Scale Map-Speaking Vertical Scale Map-Writing

[TABLE 1.0 MariaSpeakSelfAssess Z0UB2@WS.TXT 0Oct 21 2016 12:27
INPUT: 92 Person 45 Item REPORTED: 92 Person 45 Item 5 CATS WINSTEPS 3.92.1

MEASURE Person - MAP - Item
MEASURE Person — MAP - Item <more>|<rare>
<nore>|<rare>
6 4065 4541 4676 + vi 0658 5413 T
4281
! l
5 6 0451 +
5 + |
| 2816 |
| Tl
7| 5 4095 6765 +
2206 5516 | |
4 5409 + 3792 |
3676 | |
4728 6021 | 4 6767 +
3764 4851 | 0213 2061 2470 3229 7286 |
4345 4389 5322 | 6954 |
= 379 35‘; :é:; ST 6166 7648 8510 S|
3 0131 1215 1715 3897 5165 7556 +
1755 3925 4827 |
2026 2345 3171 3389 3695 5896 | 1778 2127 3450 4642 7155 8803 8868 9907 |
3009 3293 4146 5084 Beeo ng 2 |
! 0321 2936 6407 8965 |T
2 2032 2773 3880 4064 4102 4616 5143 +T
2896 2001 4212 4715 | 95Fa 2 0049 1462 8273 9013 + BAHW 9SFo 9STe
3094 3122 3464 3548 3627 4013 4837 M| 0092 0647 1229 5485 8957 | 9SWo
4233 4517 | QBMF 95F0 95w 1027 1432 2330 3452 M| 7AMF 9SFa
3759 4503 | 95Ed 0942 1707 5005 |S 7AMT 8AHT
1 1126 1895 3984 +5 SIHF 7AMT 7AMW BAHF BAHT BAHW 1 6279 + GALF GALT 7AMW BAHF 9SEd
3105 4500 4861 | OSTe 1309 7737 8374 | SIHF GALW 7AME BAHE BAHF
2130 3318 3594 | BALT 0321 3105 3891 5035 5875 8617 |
2768 3747 | BAHE 1955 7684 8358 | 5IHE 5IHW 7AMF
1068 2419 3067 3102 3170 3532 4835 | 3ILW 4IMF SIHW 6ALF BALW [’} 0676 0697 1021 1261 8940 +M 3ILT 4IMF 6ALE GALF
[} 2032 2389 3677 3894 S+M AIMW TAMF 5173 7472 7593 | 2NHE 2NHW
2571 2587 4871 | 3ILE 4IMF AIMT 7AME 0713 5173 5713 5947 9844 S| 2NHT 3ILF 4IMT 4IMW 5IHT
8370 2172 4272 5869 | INMT 2NHW 4IME SIHE 6773 8814 | 3ILE
1578 2401 | SIHF BALE =
3555 3927 | 2NHE 2NHF 3ILF 3ILT SIHT 1 42640101 2925: <5 W STLH
-1 2571 2881 4517 +5 INME 22961 |51 INNE SILE\SLHE
I anwe 4191 | 2NHF 4IME 4IMF
T W 3701 5786 | INMF 2NHF
| INMF 2NHT 3ILF -2 2721 5715 +
| 9273 T|T INMT
Y +T 0688 | INMF
| INMF |
| -3 +
| <less>|<freg>
|
-3 +

<less>|<freg-

Person Reliability = .91 Person Reliability = .95



RESULTS—Speaking

95%CIl Means of Intended Item Difficulties with Actual Item Difficulties

95% ClI Actual Speaking Item Difficulties
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RESULTS—Writing

95%CIl Means of Intended Item Difficulties with Actual Item Difficulties

Intended Item Difficulties by Major Level
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Results
Speaking

Regression
R=.44
Adj. RSqg=.18

18% of the variance in
scores can be predicted
by self-perception of
speaking How well did
the Speaking
Self-Assessments predict
actual speaking scores?

ability.

Self Assessment Speaking

Speaking Score

| @
.
_; 3 m
S L

Self Assessment Speaking

Speaking Score

FinalLevel

O Foundations A

2 Foundations B
Foundations C

O CAP
Academic A

O Academic B
Foundations A

— Foundations B
Foundations C

— GAP
Academic A
Academic B



Results
Writing
How well did the Writing
Self-Assessment predict
actual writing scores?
Regression
R=.45
Adj. R Sqg=.19
19% of the variance in
scores can be predicted

by self-perception of
writing ability.

Self Assessment Writing

Writing Score

ol
-

o

Self Assessment Writing

Writing Score

FinalLevel

() Foundations A
) Foundations B
Foundations C
O GAP
Academic A
) AcademicB
Foundations A
— Foundations B
Foundations C
— GAP
Academic A
-Academic B



CONCLUSION

-The overall instrument is reliable. It can help learners gain an awareness of
their perceived ability.

-ltems at the sublevel are not statistically different than the adjacent
sublevel. Grouping items by major level criteria, however, does result in
items that are statistically different from each other. Perhaps the CAN-DO
statements ought reflect the major level, and let the level of performance
of the student indicate the sublevel.

Test-takers with no training in self-assessment are not very accurate in
assessing their own language ability.



Study 4
Reading (English —> Russian)
Confidence by Question Language



Participants

Group 1 Group 2 Total
n 34 30 64
Gender
female 10 3 13
male 24 27 51
Mean age 22.8 21.7 22.3



rument-Question 1 (Russian)

Russian Research Module

e oo
Question 1 of 20

B r. Crapem Ockon Bearopojckoi obnactn oTkpbuics BeepocceHiickii
TeaTpaiLHLI (hecTHBANL “3onoTaa macka™ . B dmokainme 5 aHei, He
CLEHE MCCTHOIO TEAaTPa NPCACTABAT CBOM HOBBIC PaboThl MOCKOBCKASA
“Tabakepka”, Tearp mapuonerok u3 Cankr-IleTrepbypra,
BopOoHEKCKUI KAMCPHEBIH TeaTp.

“MOCKOBCKHI AHMAKEMEHT ., 4 TAKIKE MPOAET CNEKTAKIEL 3BC3/IkLI
MOCHeHHUX YeThIpeX CTOJMYHLIX TeaTpalibHLIX Ce30HOB l"puropusl

I'pumkoBLa.

Next Question

Kakoe codbpITHE NpHGIKaeTcA?
A. TTonynsapHBLIA aKTEP BLICTYINWT HA CLECHE B MNOCJICAHNUA pas .
B. lN'acTponmpyioipe TeaTpaibHbIe TPYIIbL Ay T HPe/JCTABICHHS B MECTHLIX

TeaTpax.
C. B Crapom Ockone npofiieT $ecTHEATE MAPHOHETOK.
D. B nocnegunii pas OyaeT nokazan sao3ukn “Cesepo-BocTok™ .

E. 5 ne snawo

My response:

How confident are you in your answer choice?
very unconfident unconfident somewhat unconfident somewhat confident confident very confident
LS
50
Indicate your level of anxiety while answering this question.
somewhat high high very high

very low low

somewhat low




Inst

(-HaNs]

rument-Question 1 (Englis

Russian Research Module

Question 1 of 20

B r. Crapem Ockon Bearopoackoit o6ne ACTH OTKPLUICH Bccpoccuucl\uu
TeaTpaiLHLI pecTUBANL “3onoTaa macka™. B Gmckafiume 5 mer
CLEHE MCCTHOIO TEAaTPa NPCACTABAT CBOM HOBBIC PaboThl MOCKOBCKASA
“Tabakepka”, Tearp mapuonerok u3 Cankr-IleTrepbypra,
BopOoHEKCKUI KAMCPHEBIH TeaTp.

“MOCKOBCKHI AHMAKEMEHT ., 4 TAKIKE MPOAET CNEKTAKIEL 3BC3/IkLI
MOCHeHHUX YeThIpeX CTOJMYHLIX TeaTpalibHLIX Ce30HOB l"puropusl
I'pumkoBLa.

How confident are you in your answer choice?

Next Question

‘What event is coming up?

A
. A marionette festival will be in Old Oscol.

The musical “North East” will end its long run.

B
C. A popular actor will give his final performance.
D.

E. I don’t know

Visiting theater groups will perform locally.

My response:

very unconfident unconfident somewhat unconfident somewhat confident confident very confident
L
50
Indicate your level of anxiety while answering this question.
very low low somewhat low somewhat high high very high




estion
o | o [cuns o

Enghsh

Russian

N
Mean

SD
95%Cl
N

Mean

SD
95%Cl

5.83
2.41
[4.95, 6.71]
30

4.73
1.84
[4.05, 5.41]

|

526 | 5,55

216 | 27
[4.52,6] | [4.99,6.12]

34 | 64

w0 | 4.37

206 | 24
[3.30,4.70] | [3.88,4.86]




Mixed Method Repeated Measures ANOVA

il e e * Dependent Variable: Test Score
\ — R * Between Subjects Variable:
| \ Group (A & B)
* Within Subjects Variable:

Language (English & Russian)

°[F(1,62)=21.47,p <
.001, partial N*=.26]

Estimated Marginal Means

1
CCCCC



What effect does question language
have on reading proficiency exam
scores?

* English questions resulted in scores that were just
under 12% higher than the Russian questions.

What’s the relationship between
confidence and how they scored?



Examinees were more accurate in
self-assessment when the Q’s were in

B.lgng s QL Russian

Pearson’s r=.275 Pearson’s r =.533

RussAbility

EnglAbility

Overconfident



Study 5-In Progress
Reading (ESL with different L1’s)
Confidence by Question



Instrument

Ofmlim 1 of 30 Submit Answer ]

A newspaper ad:
The advertiser
A organizes outdoor activities.
B. wants to rent out 4 warchouse.
Spaghetti Warchouse is now hiring. Full and part-time. Flexible with C. gives students extra training.
school schedules. Great environment, Excellent Pay & Benefits. D. offers jobs in a restaurant.
Apply at: 1226 E. Houston St between 2-4 M-TH

THE SPAGHETTI WAREHOUSE * EXPERIENCED FOOD
SERVERS & HOSTESSES

My response:

How confident are you in your answer choice?

very unconfident unconfident somewhat unconfident somewhat confident confident very confident




Gender

M Female
E Male

Participants

* New students (n=96)
admitted to the IEP with
age of the participants
ranging from 17 to 63 years
old (M =26.4, SD = 9.3)

Native Language

T
0 10 20 30 40 50 B0
Count



Histogram of Ability & Confidence
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Ability

Mative
Language

@ Chinese
¥ lapanese
rKorean
# Portuguese
* Spanish
@ Other

Overconfident
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Calibration = Confidence - Ability

A Value of O = Perfect calibration
Positive Values= Overconfident
Negative Values = Underconfident



95% Cl Calibration
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Discussion

* With Rasch modeling when an item and a person are at the same logit value,
the probability of a correct answer/possessing the attribute is 50/50.

* How do the logits translate to proficiency ratings?

e Study 1—> 64% rated themselves at Superior or Higher BEFORE
94% rated themselves at Superior or Higher AFTER

e Study 2 —> 25% rated themselves as Superior with Video
23% rated themselves at Superior without Video

* Study 3 —> 61% rated themselves as Superior in Speaking
48% rated themselves at Superior in Writing

* Even with question confidence, learners in Study 4 & 5 were overconfident.



Conclusions

I'm starting with the man in the mirror

I'm asking him to change his ways

And no message could have been any clearer

If you wanna make the world a better place
Take a look at yourself, and then make a change

-MJ




