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● 1. Background: 
○ W e tested foreign language students at our 

universities using AC T FL  Proficiency tests of 
speaking, listening, and reading for three 
years in a row. 

● 2. R esults: 
○ Overall ( all data) : W here do students get to? 
○ At the individual institutions: W hat 

background variables or other factors 
account for outcome differences? 

● 3. Ongoing Initiatives
○ C ombining databases ( continued)
○ Advanced Speaking Project
○ Impacting curricula, articulating goals

Overview
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1. Background Information (Institutions)

University of Utah03
● Languages tested: Arabic, Chinese, Korean, 

Portuguese, and R ussian
● N umber of tests administered 2014-2017: 2,772

University of Minnesota02
● L anguages tested: Arabic, French, G erman, 

K orean, Portuguese, R ussian, and Spanish
● N umber of tests administered 2014-2017: 6,952

Michigan State University01
● L anguages tested: C hinese, French, R ussian, and 

Spanish
● N umber of tests administered 2014-2017: 14,000+ 

3● Tests used: ACTFL OPIc, RPT, LPT
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2. Results
Compiled file/database (so far) of 9,451 individual test sessions 2014-2017 
( SPSS spreadsheet compiled by Dr. E rwin T schirner, L eipzig U niversity)

Assessment 
Session Test

Valid Tests Missing (individuals who did not 
assess this skill during the session)

Total

N Percent N Percent

Speaking (OPIc) 7,635 80.8% 1,816 19.2%

9,451Reading (RPT) 7,623 80.7% 1,828 19.3%

Listening (LPT) 6,788 71.8% 2,663 28.2%
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2. Results

● We will show you average learner results 
by language, by year in program for
○ OPIc (speaking) 
○ RPT (reading)
○ LPT (listening)
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The 
#s

Language 1st yr 2nd yr 3rd yr 4th yr Total

Spanish 587 1339 1447 706 4079

French 364 695 508 275 1842

Chinese 199 263 255 107 824

Russian 209 243 223 63 738

German - 348 60 70 478

Arabic 191 92 41 - 324

Korean 44 153 78 22 297

Portuguese 25 126 107 13 271

Italian 96 50 11 - 157

Japanese - 40 5 10 55

Total 1715 3349 2735 1266 9065 6
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OPIc
Speaking
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Trends:
1. Starting points are 

different in part 
because of 
differences in high-
school experience;

2. But, slopes are 
similar across 
languages.

3. Fast growth 
initially; slow-down 
at higher levels.

NM
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Trends:
1. Variation may be due 

to programmatic 
reading-emphasis 
differences.

2. Slight plateauing of 
skill acquisition at 
higher levels.

3. Downward trends  
due to population 
differences across 
3rd and 4th year.
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LPT
Listening
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Trends:
1. Listening lags behind 

other skills;
2. Leap with listening 

skill, as with reading, 
between 2nd and 3rd 
year; this may be due 
to attrition and/or 
advanced placement; 
these are not 
longitudinal data; 
rather, cross-sectional.9
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Means,
All
Skills,
All
Langs.
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Trends:
1. Many students do 

reach Advanced low 
in their foreign 
language by 4th year, 
but it tends to be in 
reading.

2. Plateauing fits the 
ACTFL proficiency 
model, in that there is 
more to learn later 
on, so vertical growth 
“slows” (or is not 
indicated) on the 
ACTFL vertical scale
(although most likely 
horizontal growth is 
occurring; it’s just not 
registered). 

10

Reading
Speaking
Listening

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Paula



Results: Background Information Collected (Survey Data)

Importance of Language Learning05 ● Likert scale rating importance
● Speaking, Reading, Writing, Listening 

Activities Outside of Classroom04
● Activities in the language such as

○ interaction with native speakers
○ using social media
○ playing games

Abroad Experience03 ● Formal study abroad experiences
● Other abroad experiences

Formal Education02 ● Prior experience with the language before entering 
tertiary education 

Context of Exposure01
● Family members
● Community
● Friends 

Purpose of Language Learning06
● Why are they studying the language?

○ Complete a graduation requirement, prepare for 
studying abroad, learn about heritage, travel, fun, 
etc. 11
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Individual Highlights - Michigan State - Advanced Learners
136Advanced language learners with background-survey question data: 

● 41 ( 30%)  were Advanced in speaking
● 40 ( 29%)  in listening
● 115 ( 85%)  in reading

T hey made up 7 groups according to the their advanced skill profile: Advanced in... 

1. Speaking only (N = 18)
2. Reading only (N = 70)
3. Listening only (N = 1)
4. Speaking and reading (N = 8)
5. Speaking and listening, (N = 2)
6. Reading and listening (N = 24) 
7. All three skills (N = 13) 12
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What predicted their Advanced status? 
(What characteristics did they have in common?)

Video-
watching is 
number 1!

13

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Emily Learning interest is low not because it is low, but because it didn’t differentiate among those who reached advanced and those who did not.



Heritage 
speakers who 
had been 
abroad; high
use of L2 
resources 

Non-heritage 
speakers who had 
been abroad; low
use of L2 resources

Non-heritage 
speakers who 
had both study-
abroad and 
homestay 
experience; 
high use of L2 
resources

Non-heritage speakers who had 
both study-abroad and homestay 
experience; low use of L2 
resources 

Profiles of Advanced Learners at MSU
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Take-aways from this MSU study on Advanced Learners: 
● Strong benefits related to digital L2 media use. 
● Digital media use is not sufficiently fostered within the classroom as much as it 

should be. (It may be fostered now through heritage connections or study abroad 
experiences.) 

● Language programs must teach students how to find authentic (and routinely 
watch) videos so that the language learners will have better chances of using and 
engaging with the language outside of class and on a regular basis. 

● Perhaps second to motivation (which was high for all), video use and social media 
use in the target language outside of classmay indicate high engagement with the 
language (it may be related to a particular kind of motivation for learning), and 
such engagement may be a necessary precursor to advanced skills.  
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AT MSU, we also looked at how individual students did 
when they took multiple (two or more)  OPIcs and filled out 
our background questionnaire. 

814 learners: 
144 C hinese 

251 French 

46 R ussian 

374 Spanish
16
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We wanted to see the shape of growth, and also…

See what variables influence the shape of growth.  
17
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From 2014-2016 data pool: 

Out of 814 participants:
● G rowth = 370 ( 45%)
● N o C hange = 323 ( 40%)
● Decrease = 121 ( 15%)
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Take-aways from looking at repeat test takers: 
Inter-individual differences explained initial proficiency and growth 
substantially. Overall, students did better when they took the OPIc 
subsequent times. T hus, the OPIc measured growth, but with some 
noise. 
We tested a latent growth curve model with high-school learning as 
a influencing variable on growth. High-school learning has an 
impact on the slope (steepness) of growth. HS learning “turbo 
boosts” growth--once they get to MSU, if they have had HS 
learning, they learn fasterthan their classmates who have not had 
HS learning.

21
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AT Minnesota, we looked at how students did based on 
where they entered our programs

22

Program 
Entry

Number of 
students

Mean HS 
years

1st 71 0.7

2nd 50 2.5

3rd 96 3.8

4th 23 4.50

Total 240

Students tested at 
the end of second 
year in French, 
German, & Spanish

Spring 2017
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Individual Institution Highlights – Minnesota

HS Years         0.7                         2.5                       3.8                         4.5
23
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Program Entry Listening Reading Speaking Mean HS years N

1st 6.00 6.60 6.33 0.00 6

2nd 5.40 6.67 5.38 2.13 8

3rd 6.15 6.96 5.73 4.06 81

4th 6.46 7.18 6.11 4.50 28

5th + 6.56 7.17 6.48 3.71 42

Total 6.30 7.03 5.99 3.81 165

Individual Institution Highlights – Minnesota
Upper Division Student Ratings by Program Entry Semester

French, German, Spanish, Spring 2017
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Take-aways from UMN study on 
Pre-University Language Exposure: 

● High School language study is a strong catalyst for advancing proficiency
● H igh School language programs provide strong preparation for post-secondary work
● E xposure to second language over time increases proficiency
● Differentiated instruction needed to meet classroom composition of several 

proficiency levels
● Beginning students generally do not go on to higher levels
● L anguage programs are dependent on students who did not begin at the university
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Individual highlights – Utah
Vocabulary and Reading Proficiency

● Participants = C hinese - 46; R ussian - 48; Spanish - 61.
● L earners took the R PT  and the V ocabulary L evels T est ( V L T ) . 
● T he V L T  measures how many of the most frequent 4,000 ( C hinese)  or 5,000 

( other)  words a learner knows.
● C ross-tabulations and linear regression analysis showed that:

● 1000 and 2000 word knowledge generally correlated with AC T FL  Intermediate reading level
● 3000 and 4000 word knowledge generally correlated with ACTFL Advancedreading level
● 5000 word knowledge was associated with ACTFL Superior level

26
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Take-aways 

● Vocabulary sizes of the participants included in this study were not impressive.
● Second and fourth semester students generally did not have mastery of the most 

frequent 1000 words.
● U pper division students without an extended immersion experience did not 

evidence large receptive vocabulary knowledge, e.g., only one traditional third 
year R ussian student had mastered the 1000 most frequent words.

● T o facilitate higher reading proficiency, we may need to take a more intentional 
approach to vocabulary learning.

27
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Individual highlights – Utah
Proficiency and grading practices: what the data show

● Are grading practices aligned with proficiency?

● Does the relationship between course grades and proficiency outcomes vary 

depending on the language or the course level?

● What role does immersion experience in the language play in this relationship?
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Individual highlights – Utah
● Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Portuguese, Russian
● W e acquired final course grades for all students tested in 2015-17.
● L etter grades were converted to grade points using the following scale:

○ A = 4.0, A- = 3.7, B+ = 3.3, B = 3.0, B- = 2.7, C + = 2.3, C  = 2.0, C - = 1.7, 
○ D+ = 1.3, D  = 1.0, D- = 0.7, E  = 0.0

● Assessment scores were converted using the following scale:
○ 0 = 1; 0+ = 2; 1 = 3; 1+ = 4; 2 = 5; 2+ = 6; 3 = 7; 3+ = 8; 4 = 9; 4+ = 10; 5 = 11

● C omposite scores were calculated by averaging speaking, reading, and listening 
assessments scores. C omposite scores were only calculated for students who took 
all three assessments at the end of a given semester.
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Take-aways

● Grading practices are not clearly aligned with proficiency development. 
● T his lack of alignment is more evident when students have a non-classroom 

learning background. 
● T his may indicate that grading is based to a large extent on classroom-related 

behaviors ( attendance, participation, extra credit, etc.)  and other factors that are 
unrelated to ( or separate from)  proficiency.
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3. Ongoing Initiatives: Combining Databases 
● We will use a combined databaseto 

investigate background variables’ 
effects on proficiency in college 
programs.
○ We will model the effects of high 

school experienceon growth and 
attainment.

○ Such data can promote high 
school language requirements. 

○ We should all think about 
students’ high school-developed 
language/knowledge and how to 
leverage that for recruitment. 33
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● Identify opportunities in the curriculum for 
Advanced-level oral discourse.

● Develop an approach that includes curricular 
interventions for promoting advanced-level 
discourse.

● Assess effectiveness of implementation.

3. Ongoing Initiatives: Advanced Speaking Project

34
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ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 2012 -- Speaking 
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Promoting Advanced-Level 
Speaking

Pre-speaking activities 
( T hompson, 2009)

C ollaborative dialogues 
( Swain, 1997)  

Instructional conversations 
( T harp &  G allimore, 1991)

● Balance between content (generate ideas, 
facilitate elaboration) and form (review of 
grammar/vocab, anticipate errors)

● Activate background knowledge

● Pre-task feedback

● Set expectations

● Weekly questions

● Discussion in pairs outside of class

● 5-15 minute length requirement

● Provide accountability

● Can be tied to student self assessment● Alternative to I-R-E

● Plan for questions that elicit extended response

● Build on student responses

● Elicit participation from many

● Teacher self-reflection & analysis

Presenter
Presentation Notes
KateThese are the three types of activities we have prioritized in our project to help TAs and faculty design tasks that promote student talk and elicit more advanced speaking functionsCLICK for three call-out boxes explaining each -- BE PATIENT, they appear and disappear slowly!!NEXT SLIDE: list of courses that were the focus of this project



UMN
● Advanced Arabic 2 
● French: Speaking of Love in the Middle Ages
● German: “More Than Decadence: Literature around 1900” 
● Spanish: “The End of Times/Apocalypse in Span Lit & Culture”

Utah
● Business Portuguese & 3rd-year Grammar and Culture
● Saints and Sinners: The 19th Century Russian Novel
● Japanese 2nd-year Conversation

MSU
● Women in War (French)
● French Linguistics 
● Intro into Reading Hispanic Literature 

3. Ongoing Initiatives: Advanced Speaking Project

37

Presenter
Presentation Notes
KateNEXT SLIDE: measuring impact → speaking tasks (not shown) and student self-assessment



I c
an

 de
sc

rib
e a

 ch
ar

ac
ter

 fr
om

 a 
lite

ra
ry 

tex
t

38



I c
an

 te
ll a

 pa
ra

gr
ap

h-
len

gth
 st

or
y u

sin
g c

on
ne

cti
ng

 w
or

ds

39



I c
an

 na
rra

te 
a s

tor
y w

ith
 de

tai
ls 

fro
m 

pe
rso

na
l e

xp
.

40

Presenter
Presentation Notes
NEXT SLIDE: wrap-up / questions to consider for curriculum



“I think that there were more opportunities to speak in this class than in other upper level 
Spanish classes, which I  appreciated. I  think the out of class opportunities were even more 
helpful though because I  think I 've had enough experience from previous Spanish classes to 
be fairly confident with basic question-answer type situations, but the activities really made 
me realize how limited my abilities can be with more complicated topics or when I  need to 
add a lot more detail than just a few sentences.” ( Spanish Student, Survey 2)

“[ T he collaborative discussions]  helped because 1)  I  knew roughly on what the in-class 
discussion would be focused on, based on the topics of the questions we were given. Also, 
discussing them allowed me to hear another person's ideas and bounce ideas off of them, as 
well as practice talking about a certain text. Often I  discovered vocabulary needed to talk 
about about the text and looked it up, and which prepared me further for class discussions.” 
( G erman Student, Survey 2)

41
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Impacting Curricula, Articulating Goals
● How can an increased understanding of students’ proficiency trajectories inform 

articulation of curricular goals in language departments?

● W hat are effective ways of integrating language- and content-oriented curricular 
goals based on the findings of the proficiency initiative?

● W hat other knowledge and abilities should departments assess/profile/showcase 
( document)  apart from proficiency?

● W hat can be inferred from this project’s findings about specific strategies that 
should be incorporated into curricula ( attention to vocabulary development, 
focus on speaking at higher levels, focus on listening at lower levels, listening in 
languages with deep orthographies, self-assessment, etc.) ?

42
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Thank you! 
Questions?Fernando Rubio & Jane Hacking, University of Utah 

Dan Soneson &  K ate Paesani, U niversity of M innesota
Paula W inke &  E mily H eidrich, M ichigan State U niversity
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● Utah: Corpus

4. Next steps: Changing the curricula, articulating goals
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Takeaway for Flagship
High School language study a strong catalyst for advancing proficiency

Differentiated instruction needed to meet classroom composition of several 
proficiency levels

Study Abroad supports Oral Proficiency development

C ourse grades do not necessarily correspond with proficiency
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So far, the 3 Institutions have investigated Background 
Variable Impact on Outcomes, with more Merged-Datasets 
Analyses forthcoming
In joint meetings, we spent considerable amount of time in defining our constructs to 
ensure comparability across institutions.
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Local/Institutional Impact
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● Gass, S., Rubio, F., Soneson, D., & Malone, M. (2018, November). Meeting expectations: Proficiency assessment and curricular response.Panel presented 
at the annual conference of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). New Orleans, LA.

● Hacking, J., Heidrich, E., Paesani, K., Rubio, F.,  Soneson D., & Winke, P. (2018, June). Foreign language outcomes.Plenary panel at the ADFL Summer 
Seminar North, East Lansing, MI. 

● Rubio, F., Hacking, J., Winke, P., Gass, S., & Soneson, D. (2018, May). Flagship proficiency initiative panel. Plenary panel at the Language Flagship Annual 
Meeting. Philadelphia, PA.

● Soneson, D., Paesani, K., Rubio, F., Gass, S., & Winke, P. (2018, January). Large-scale language proficiency assessment: Pedagogical and curricular 
implications. Panel presented at the Sixteenth Annual Hawaii International Conference on Arts & Humanities, Honolulu, HI. 

● Soneson, D., Rubio, F., Hacking, J., Gass, S., & Winke, P. (2017, June).  Foreign language outcomes. Panel presented at the annual ADE-ADFL Summer 
Seminar Midwest, Minneapolis, MN.

● Winke, P., Gass, S., Rubio, F., & Soneson, D. (2017, May). Proficiency initiative results. Panel presented at the Language Flagship Annual Meeting, 
Bloomington, IN.

● Soneson, D., Gass, S., & Hacking, J. (2017, January). The state of language proficiency in United States postsecondary education. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Modern Language Association (MLA), Philadelphia, PA.

● Rubio, F., Gass, S., Winke, P., Soneson, D., Tschirner, E., & Malone, M. (2016, November). Large-scale implementation of ACTFL computerized 
proficiency testing.Panel presented at the annual meeting of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), Boston, MA.

● Tschirner, E., Gass, S., Winke, P., Hacking, J., Rubio, F., & Soneson D. (2016, October). Correlations between speaking, listening, and reading proficiency 
scores. Paper presented at the annual conference of the East Coast Organization of Language Testers (ECOLT), Washington, DC.

● Soneson, D., & Rubio, F. (2016, April). Language proficiency initiative. Paper presented at the annual ProjectGO meeting, San Diego, CA.
● Winke, P., Soneson, D., Rubio, F., & Malone, M. (2016, March). Assessing college foreign language learners’ proficiency: What, why and how.Colloquium 

panel at the annual Georgetown University Roundtable (GURT) on Languages and Linguistics, Washington, DC.
● Winke, P., Gass, S., Rubio, F., Soneson, D., & Malone, M. (2015, October). Outcomes in higher-education world language programs: Results and 

implications. Panel presented at the annual conference of the Consortium for Useful Assessment of Language in Higher Education (CUALHE), 
Washington, DC.

● Tschirner, E., Winke, P., Gass, S., Rubio, F., & Soneson, D. (2015, May). Language proficiency initiative.Panel presented at the Language Flagship Annual 
Meeting, Norman, OK.

National Impact: Presentations - MSU/UMN/UU
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● Killackey, S., & Barnett, B. (2018, July). Proficiency testing in French: Post-secondary results informing the K-16 curriculum.Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Association of Teachers of French (AATF), La-Pointe-du-Bout, Martinique. 

● Paesani, K. (2017, October 16). Do you hear what I hear? Foreign language listening and the multiliteracies framework.Paper presented 
at the Language Resource Center, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

● Paesani, K., & Menke, M. (2017, November 19). Making multiliteracies real: A tool for analyzing instructional materials.Paper 
presented at the annual conference of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), Nashville, TN.

● Soneson, D. (2017, November). Impact of high school study on post-secondary proficiency.  Paper presented at the American Council 
on Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Annual Convention, Nashville, TN.

● Stone, S., Strawbridge, A., Elsherbiny, H., Carrillo Cabello, A., & Soneson D. (2017, June). Systematic professional development for all: 
Can it be done?Paper presented at the biennial meeting of the International Association for Language Learning with Technology 
(IALLT), Moorhead, MN. 

● Sweet, G., Olivero-Agney, A., Carrillo Cabello, A., & Soneson, D. (2017, June). Student language proficiency self-assessment: The 
BOSSA protocol. Half-day pre-conference workshop presented at the biennial meeting of the  International Association for Language 
Learning with Technology (IALLT), Moorhead, MN.

● Paesani, K., & Soneson, D. (2017, June)Reconfiguring the two-tier curriculum divide in language programs. Pre-seminar workshop, 
presented at the annual ADE-ADFL Summer Seminar Midwest, Minneapolis, MN.

● Soneson, D., & Carrillo Cabello, A. (2017, May). Gearing towards large-scale self-assessment of language proficiency: How and why. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Computer Assisted Language Instruction Consortium (CALICO), Flagstaff, AZ.

● Carrillo Cabello, A., Soneson, D., & Sweet, G. (2017, May). Contextualizing, reviewing, and adopting self-assessment instruments to 
promote language proficiency, Pre-conference workshop presented at the annual meeting of the Computer Assisted Language 
Instruction Consortium (CALICO), Flagstaff, AZ.

● Soneson, D. (2017, April). PACE:A systematic program of proficiency assessment and professional development.Paper presented at 
the ProjectGO Annual Meeting, Charleston, SC.

National Impact: Presentations UMN

50



● Carrillo Cabello, A., & Menke, M. (2017, March). PD interventions and curricular changes: Towards an integrated PD approach for 
supporting higher language proficiency.Roundtable presentation at the annual meeting of the American Association of Applied 
Linguistics (AAAL), Portland, OR. 

● Mack, S., & Sweet, G. (2017, March). Self assessment and learner agency: A new approach.Paper presented at the annual American 
Association of Applied Linguistics (AAAL) convention, Portland, OR.

● Carrillo Cabello, A., Soneson, D., & Sweet, G. (2016, October). Scaling up self assessment while managing technology overload: The 
one-touch BOSSA protocol.Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Midwestern Association for Language Learning and 
Technology (MWALLT), Ann Arbor, MI.

● Soneson, D., Sweet, G., Carrillo Cabello, A., & Tarone, E. (2016, September). Root locally, stretch globally: Students empowered 
through higher language proficiency.Paper presented at the annual Internationalizing the Curriculum and Campus Conference, 
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.

● Sweet, G. (2016, March).Supporting college-level language learners through training in self-assessment.Paper presented at the annual 
Georgetown University Roundtable (GURT) on Languages and Linguistics, Washington, DC.

● Dillard, B. (2016, April). Lesson study in higher education: Mediating language teacher conceptual development through shared 
inquiry. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Association for Applied Linguistics (AAAL), Orlando, FL.

● Tarone, E. (2016, April). How can a systematic program of proficiency assessment and professional development impact pedagogy in 
higher education?Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Association for Applied Linguistics (AAAL), Orlando, FL.

● Sweet, G., & Mack, S. (2015, November). BOSSA: Transforming classroom practice through student self-assessment.Paper presented 
at the annual conference of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), San Diego, CA.

● Dillard, B., Inada, M., & Mita, A. (2015, May). Lesson study in higher education: Enhancing instructor learning by placing students in 
the center.Paper presented at the ninth International Language Teacher Education Conference, Minneapolis, MN.
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● Tigchelaar, M. (2018, March.) Assessing the validity of ACTFL can do statements for spoken proficiency. Paper presented at Language Assessment 
Research Conference (LARC) at Iowa State University, Ames, IA.

● Winke, P., Gass, S., & E. Heidrich. (2018, February.) Individual differences in Advanced Spanish proficiency: Cluster and case-matching analyses on 127 
Advanced learners. Paper presented at Evolving Perspectives on Advancedness: A Symposium on Second Language Spanish at the University of 
Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.

● Tigchelaar, M. (2018, February.) Assessing the Validity of ACTFL Can-do Statements for Spoken Proficiency in Spanish. Paper presented at Evolving 
Perspectives on Advancedness: A Symposium on Second Language Spanish at the University of Minnesota, February 17, 2018, Minneapolis, MN.

● Winke, P. & S. Gass. (2017, November.) Modern-day foreign language majors: Their goals, attainment, and fit within a 21st century curriculum. Paper 
presented at the American Council on Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) conference, Nashville, TN.

● Isbell, D. R., Winke, P. & S. Gass. (2017, October.) Using the ACTFL OPIc to monitor progress in a tertiary foreign languages program. Paper presented at 
the East Coast Organization of Language Testers (ECOLT) conference, Washington, DC.

● Van Gorp, K., Reed, D. & S. Gass. (2017, May.) Comparing speaking performances across tests and languages: Evaluating the success of an institutional 
rater training program. Paper presented at ALTE 6th International Conference, Bologna, Italy.

● Van Gorp, K. & P. Winke (2017, May.) How big should the carrot be? An investigation into effects of differential incentivization on students’ 
standardized proficiency test scores.Poster presented at ALTE 6th International Conference, Bologna, Italy.

● Winke, P. (2017, May.) Advanced proficiency: How to get there. Poster presented at ALTE 6th International Conference, Bologna, Italy.
● Kraemer, A. (2017, March.) Testing Foreign Language Proficiency to See How We’re Doing. Paper at the Central States Conference on the Teaching of 

Foreign Languages, Chicago, IL.
● Tigchelaar, M. (2017, March.) Using self-assessments to predict spoken French proficiency. Paper presented at the American Association of Applied 

Linguistics (AAAL), Portland, OR.
● Winke, P. (2016, October.) Let’s listen and talk about listening: Theories and practice on listening for the language teacher. Talk and workshop at the 

Language Resource Center at Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.
● Van Gorp, K., Winke, P.,  VanPatten, B., & Gass, S. (2016, October.) Incentivizing students to reach stated proficiency goals. Paper at the Midwest 

Association of Language Testers (MwALT) at Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN.Gass, S.,  VanPatten, B., Winke, P., & Van Gorp, K. (2016, June.) 
Incentivizing students to reach stated proficiency goals. Paper presented at the International Language Testing Research Colloquium (LTRC), Sicily, 
Italy
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● Hacking, J., Schnur, E., Rubio, F.  “MuSSeL: Designing and building a corpus of multilingual second language speech.” SlaviCorp 2018 
C onference. Prague, C zech R epublic.

● Schnur, E ., H acking, J., R ubio, F. “M uSSeL : Designing and building a corpus of multilingual second language speech.” American
Association of C orpus L inguistics. Atlanta.

National Impact: Presentations - Utah
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● Hacking, J. & Rubio, F. (2016). A proficiency-based articulation project between two post-secondary institutions. In P. U rlaub & J. 
W atzinger T harp ( E ds.) , The interconnected language curriculum: Critical transitions and interfaces in articulated k-16 contexts. 
Boston: Cengage/Heinle.

● Hacking, J. & Tschirner, E. Reading proficiency, vocabulary development and curricular design: The case of college Russian. Foreign 
Language Annals, 50(3), 1-19.

● Suvorov, R., Carrillo Cabello, A., & Janssen Sánchez, B. (Forthcoming). Professional Development in Language Centers: Approaches
and Guidelines for Design and Implementation. In E. Lavolette & E. Simon (Eds.). Language Center Design(pp. 197-222). Alabama: 
IALLT. 

● Tschirner, E., Hacking, J. & Rubio, F. (forthcoming). Reading proficiency and vocabulary size: An empirical investigation. InEcke, P. & 
Rott, S. (eds.) Understanding vocabulary learning and teaching: Implications for language program development. Boston: 
Cengage/Heinle.

● Mack, S. & Sweet, G. (2017).  Taking the next step and empowering students with self-assessment. The Language Educator 12(3), 37-
39.
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● Winke, P., & Gass, S. (in press). Individual differences in advanced proficiency. In P. A. Malovrh & A. Benati (Eds.), The Wiley 
handbook of advanced proficiency in second language acquisition. Malden, MA: John Wiley & Sons.

● Winke, P., & Gass, S. (in press). When some study abroad: How returning students realign with the curriculum and impact evidenceof 
learning. In C. Sanz (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of study abroad. New York: Routledge.

● Tigchelaar, M., Bowles, R., Winke, P., & Gass, S. (2017). Assessing the validity of ACTFL can-do statements for spoken proficiency. 
Foreign Language Annals, 50(3).

● Van Gorp, K., Reed, D., Gass, S., & Winke, P. (2017). Comparing speaking performances across tests and languages: evaluating the
success of an institutional rater-training program. In Savage, J., M. Marulli, & A. French (Eds). Learning and Assessment: Making the 
connections (pp. 194-200). Cambridge, UK: Association of Language Testers in Europe.

● Cox, T. L., Malone, M. E., & Winke, P. (2018). Future directions in assessment: Influences of standards and implications for language 
learning. Foreign Language Annals, 51(1), 104-115. 

● Isbell, D., Winke, P., & Gass, S. (under review). Using the ACTFL OPIc to assess proficiency and monitor progress in a tertiary foreign 
languages program. Language Testing.
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Effect of High School Study on Postsecondary Proficiency
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We’ve done a combined database summary, so don’t need individual summaries (this and next few slides)
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UMN - Curriculum Revision Projects

Targeted Listening
FREN 3015-16 (third year)
GER 1001-1004 (first two years)
SPAN 1003-1004 (second year)

Targeted Speaking
KOR 3021 (Third year)

Differentiated Learning
ARAB 5101-5102 (Third year)

4. Next steps: Changing the curricula, articulating goals
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Measuring Impact

● Measure students’ perceived 
speaking proficiency at start and 
end of semester

● Based on AC T FL  “can-do” 
statements

● Intended to develop student 
autonomy and self-awareness

● M easure students’ speaking 
performance at start and end of 
semester

● Story ( re) telling to assess students’ 
ability to narrate in the target language

● Intended to gauge difference / 
speaking improvement based on 
quality, content, critical thinking , and 
quantity/fluency of student discourse

STUDENT SELF-ASSESSMENTSPEAKING TASK

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Kate Two different tasks to measure the impact of this project. Speaking tasks will vary by course/language, self assessment will be the same across courses. NEXT SLIDE: implications and future directions





Language Flagship Meeting

Outcomes and Observed Trends from the 
Flagship Proficiency Initiative

May 22, 2018, Philadelphia, PA

Fernando Rubio & Jane Hacking, University of Utah 
Dan Soneson &  K ate Paesani, U niversity of M innesota
Paula W inke &  Susan G ass, M ichigan State U niversity

Presenter
Presentation Notes
2:45- 4:00pm 
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