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All assessment policies and practices are based on monolingual constructs whereby test-takers
are expected to demonstrate their language proficiency in one language at a time. Thus, the
construct underlying these assessment approaches and/or scales (e.g., the CEFR) is of language
as a closed and finite system that does not enable other languages to “smuggle in.” This view is
in stark contrast to the current understanding of multilingual competencies for which various
languages and aspects “bleed” into one another in creative ways as manifested by a growing
number of users, especially immigrants, who are born into one language and acquire additional
language(s), resulting in multilingual competencies. This is manifested in codeswitching and
in the simultaneous use of different language functions (e.g., reading in one and speaking in
another in the process of academic functioning). Yet, this multilingual functioning receives no
attention in language testing practices. Further, multilingual users who rarely reach language
proficiency in each of the languages that is identical to that of their monolingual counterparts
are always being compared to them and thus receive lower scores. Consequently, they are
penalized for their multilingual competencies, sending a message that multilingual knowledge
is a liability. Given the current policies of cultivating multilingualism in schools and societies
as expressed in the articles in this special issue, I critique the current monolingual assessment
approaches within a political and social context. I argue that these approaches are rooted
in nation-state ideologies that are still attempting to promote national collective agendas of
“wishful thinking” and ignore the reality of how languages are being used. This is followed by
empirical data pointing to the cost of the continued use of monolingual tests for individual
students, especially those who are bilingual, as is the case with immigrants. All of these will lead
to initial proposals and examples for the adoption of different types of multilingual testing
and assessment policies and practices in various contexts. These approaches, I argue, are more
construct valid, as they enable the manifestation of fuller knowledge in integrated ways, thus
highlighting the advantages, rather than the problems, that multilingual users possess.

BETWEEN 1999 AND 2003, T. LEVIN, B. Spolsky, and I worked on a research project for the
Israeli Ministry of Education, the aim of which
was to compare the academic achievements of
immigrant students from the former USSR and
Ethiopia with Israeli Hebrew native speakers. The
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main aim of the research was to answer the question of “how long,” that is, how many years it took
immigrant students to close the gap between them
and the Israeli-born students. The tests used for
the comparison were all in Hebrew, the dominant
official language of Israel and the language of instruction in all Israeli Jewish schools. As expected,
the results of the study pointed to large and significant gaps between the immigrant students and
the native Israelis. It takes about 9–11 years for
students from the former USSR to close the gap,
whereas the Ethiopian students never close it, not
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even in the second generation. Eight years later,
I rethink the ethical dimensions of the comparative study and my own compliance with research,
the aim of which was to compare groups of incomparable conditions. Carrying out these tests
in a language that the immigrants have not yet
acquired is likely to yield lower scores, which will
lead to wrong conclusions regarding their true
levels of academic achievements. Although it is
clear that the immigrant students did acquire vast
amounts of academic knowledge prior to migration, it is not possible to access that knowledge via
Hebrew tests. The lack of Hebrew proficiency
masks that picture. For these students who
acquired academic knowledge via Russian or
Amharic, these types of comparisons are of low
validity and fairness, as the students do not have
the appropriate channel to demonstrate their academic knowledge. Such results are also likely to
have effects on their identity, confidence, and
self-concept. Using such deficient/subtractive research designs denies immigrants the fair opportunity to demonstrate their true academic knowledge. These types of studies are common worldwide and it is easy for researchers to fall into subtractive research designs, believing that pointing
out that the obvious gaps would lead to improved
policies toward the groups—they rarely do. The
expectation to demonstrate academic knowledge
via national languages is the dominant model everywhere. The use of a dominant national language as the means of demonstrating the academic achievements on tests is an example of
buying into research designs that fit national language ideologies of one nation, one language,
and hence mask the real trait that is the target
of the measurement. Researchers and language
testers face dilemmas as to whether they should
refuse to participate in such studies or whether
new methods of assessment should be invented to
highlight the true academic knowledge in which
multilingual students have more than one way to
see beyond just temporary accommodations. This
experience is the impetus for the current article.
It is about ways to address multiple ways of seeing.
The articles included in this special issue of The
Modern Language Journal all argue for the expansion of the language learning construct beyond
monolingual views of language, toward different
forms of multilingualism. There are two main approaches to multilingualism. One approach calls
for the legitimacy and encouragement of teaching and learning of multiple languages within the
same space (i.e., classrooms, schools, regions).
This approach views each language as a closed
and homogenous construct and encourages the
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teaching of multiple independent languages in
the same context. The data used to support this
argument build mostly on the positive transfer
among multiple languages. The second approach
deconstructs the notion of a language as a finite
construct, viewing it as an abstract notion that
is used as a means for negotiating and creating
meanings. Language, accordingly, is made up of
hybrids and fusions and nonnative varieties that
continuously cross over in creative ways with undefined boundaries and open forms of negotiations (Canagarajah, 2006). Translanguaging, as it
is termed by Garcı́a, Sylvan, and Witt (this issue),
is one such example of moving freely within, between, and among languages. These views also follow notions advanced by Makoni and Pennycook
(2006) of “disinventing languages” as well as what
Li Wei and Martin (2009) refer to as “languages
that bleed into one another.” Creese and Blackledge (2010), for example, examined such multilingual varieties of immigrant students in complementary schools in the United Kingdom (see
also Li Wei, this issue). There are clearly multiple ways of moving within a multilingual continuum. The unique aspect of these articles is that,
together, they recognize and legitimize the multilingual phenomena as part of language education.
Although dynamic, diverse, and constructive
discussions of multilingual teaching and learning are currently taking place within the language
education field, the phenomenon is completely
overlooked in the assessment field that continues
to view language as a monolingual, homogenous,
and often still native-like construct. There seems
to be a lack of coordination between the two disciplines of teaching and testing. This is in spite
of the fact that language tests need to build on
an updated language construct of what it means
to know a language as the fundamental step in
the creation of tests of high construct validity. Yet,
although there is ample and convincing research
about multilingual constructs, it is intriguing to
examine the reasons that language tests are still
not addressing these issues, especially given their
powerful effects on learning and their ability to
dictate and perpetuate language realities in educational institutions. Thus, overlooking the construct of multilingualism is likely to result in language tests of limited evidence of validity.
Traditionally, the field of language testing is understood to consist of two major components: one
focusing on the “what,” which refers to the constructs that need to be assessed (also known as “the
trait”) and the other pertaining to the “how” (also
known as “the method”), which addresses the
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specific procedures and strategies used for assessing the “what.” The trait is known to be defined by
the language learning field, which provides definitions of the essential elements of language that
language testers can use to design and develop
valid language tests. The “how,” in contrast, is derived mostly from the field of testing and measurement that has, over the years, developed a broad
body of theories, research, techniques, and practices about testing and assessment. An examination of the developments in the language testing
and assessment discipline since the 1960s reveals,
in fact, that its theories and practices have always
been closely related to definitions of language
proficiency. Thus, discrete-point testing viewed
language as consisting of lexical and structural
items so that the language test of that era presented isolated items in objective testing procedures. In the communicative era, tests aimed to
replicate interactions among language users utilizing authentic oral and written texts, and in the
performance testing era, language users were expected to perform tasks taken from “real life language activities” (Shohamy, 2009a).
Accordingly, the introduction and wide use of a
multilingual construct in much of the literature of
language learning in the past decade should have
had a more direct carryover to the field of language testing. Multilingualism should have provided testers with new and broader definitions
of the language that needs to be addressed by
testers in the creation of language tests. Such tests
are needed, given the multilingual practices, especially within the context of migration and globalization. It follows that there is a need to address the multiple versions and perspectives of the
“what” of languages, along with the approaches
developed for the “how.” Thus, the special focus
on multilingualism today and the diverse contexts in which language testing and assessment
are currently anchored require the incorporation
of these theories into the field of language testing. Testers need to be socially responsible and
accountable to ensure ethicality and professionalism. In other words, as language testers seek to
develop and design methods and procedures for
assessment (the “how”) and its multiple facets and
dimensions, they also need to become mindful
of the emerging insights regarding the trait (the
“what”). This is related to the power of tests, the
responsibility that language testers hold, and their
central functions in education, politics, and society. It is being realized that language testing is not
occurring in homogenous, uniform, and isolated
contexts but rather in diverse, multilingual, and
multicultural societies, a reality that poses new
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challenges and questions to testers with regard to
what it means to know language(s) in education
and society. Thus, the claim made here is that for
tests to be construct-valid, they need to be based
on a construct that follows current understandings and theories of language. Given the multilingual approaches to teaching, learning, and understanding of language, language testing policies, procedures, and tasks need to reflect these
approaches. I will now attempt to explain what
I see as the roots of this continued monolingual
view of language tests within a political and social
context. This will be followed by some empirical
data pointing to the cost of the continued use of
monolingual tests for individual students, especially those who are bilingual, as is the case with
immigrants. All of these will lead to an initial proposal and recommendation for the adoption of
different types of testing policies in various contexts.
THE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL DIMENSIONS
OF TESTS
In the past two decades, a sociopolitical perspective of tests has been introduced (McNamara & Roever, 2006; Messick, 1994; Shohamy,
2001, 2006, among others). Accordingly, tests are
no longer viewed only in scientific and technical terms. Rather, there is strong attention
to the uses of tests and their impact on people, education, and society. As a result, language testers are asked to deal with broader
issues of the tests they develop and to examine their impact and consequences as well as
to understand the motivations for introducing
tests. Tests, then, are not only viewed anymore
as naı̈ve measurement tools, but also as powerful
devices contextualized within broad social, political, and economic realities. Tests and language
go along with the arguments about the political dimensions of language itself, used mostly
by central authorities as an ideological tool for
the creation of national and collective identities
(Ricento, 2006; Shohamy, 2006). The use of
monolingual tests needs to be contextualized
within this political and social reality in which they
operate.
Take for example the introduction of language
tests for citizenship in a growing number of counties in the past decade. It has been argued that
these tests are used as devices to gatekeep immigrants and asylum seekers and thus to exclude
people whom the state is not interested (Extra, Spotti, & Van Avermaat, 2009; Hogan-Brun,
Mar-Molinero, & Stevenson, 2009; Shohamy,
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2009b). Other examples include the introduction
of tests in educational systems often motivated by
an agenda of perpetuating certain political ideologies. These tests are given in monolingual national
languages. It is understood today that language
tests are used as disciplinary tools to create and
impose language ideologies and policies according to the agendas and authority of the nationstate. It is the power of tests that enables those in
authority to use them as a major tool to perpetuate such agendas, given that those who are affected by these tests comply with the test demands,
given the tests’ consequences on their personal
lives (Shohamy, 2001). Tests, then, serve as media through which messages regarding nationalism are being communicated to test-takers, teachers, and educational systems regarding language
priorities. Thus, by conducting language tests in
a given language, messages are being transmitted regarding the priority of dominant languages
while marginalizing others, in line with national
ideologies and agendas.
It is within this widespread practice of the use
of tests as political tools by government and central agencies that the use of monolingual tests
needs to be interpreted. The national ideologies
of most nation-states worldwide are still driven by
the promotion and perpetuation of “one nation,
one language” for the sake of a national collective
identity, a phenomenon that is even more dominant, given the large number of immigrants that
move to many European countries and elsewhere.
National languages still serve as symbols and devices to promote collective national identities. It
is within this context that monolingual tests in
national languages serve as institutional tools to
perpetuate and impose such ideologies. Although
there is some promotion of additional languages
(i.e., foreign languages, mostly English), they are
viewed as added languages and rarely have an
equal status in relation to national languages. Although there are some content-based programs
that will promote English, such as Content Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), given the role
of English as an international language, this is
rarely the case with other languages. In other
words, the connection of national ideologies with
national dominant languages and the continued
role of language as a symbol of identity are manifested in and channeled to monolingual tests.
Thus, although multilingual teaching and
learning are currently promoted, encouraged,
and practiced, especially in the European context,
there are no voices that argue in favor of multilingual tests. Yet, as argued earlier, tests need to
reflect such language definitions so as to ensure

construct validity. Even in the cases of immigrant
students in schools, who are in the midst of the
long process of acquiring the dominant language
of the new place they immigrated to, these languages are still being viewed as liabilities and are
being overlooked for the sake of learning the preferred powerful and prestigious language of the
nation. Rarely do these tests incorporate the languages of “the others” and/or receive any recognition. This is evident not only in the fast-growing
policies, as mentioned earlier, where immigrants
are forced to pass language tests in national languages in condition of residence and citizenship,
but also in the international global tests such as
the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA). This test requires all students to perform exclusively via the national languages of the
countries. Finally, it is important to examine the
widespread instruments, such as the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR) and the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) guidelines, as
the main criteria and yardsticks for judging the
quality of the languages produced on tests. These
are based exclusively on monolingual homogenous constructs that forbid any other languages
to “smuggle in” or “bloom.”
The conclusion of the aforementioned discussion is that given their power, monolingual tests
in national languages serve as tools that perpetuate the monolingual de facto policies of the nation. These policies, in return, have detrimental
effects on learning. Thus, not only are the existing
tests not congruent with the various multilingual
approaches, they in fact work against these approaches (Cheng, 2009; Davies, 2009; McNamara
& Roever, 2006; Menken, 2009; Shohamy, 2001;
Spolsky, 2009).
SOME DATA REGARDING THE COST
OF MONOLINGUAL TESTS
As is the practice worldwide, immigrant students are being compared with native speakers
on their academic achievement via tests in the
monolingual dominant language. Such is the case
with the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) in the
United States, in which all students are expected
to be tested on their academic proficiency. This
includes immigrant students who are in the process of acquiring the dominant languages of their
new American residence and at the same time are
tested in English in the short time after their arrival in the United States. These second-language
learners, it is argued, are bound to be marginalized in comparison to native speakers, given the
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length of time it takes to acquire a new language.
The main point made here is that as long as
such national tests will require nonnatives (i.e.,
immigrant students) to be like natives and to be
measured on monolingual tests in the dominant
language, these students will be not be able to
achieve valid scores. As a result, hierarchies of immigrants and natives are being created and perpetuated, and messages regarding marginality are
being delivered and reinforced. In other words,
these monolingual tests bear costs for multilingual test-takers, as will be demonstrated in the
empirical evidence presented next.
First, monolingual tests overlook various research findings that demonstrate that immigrants
continue to employ their first languages (L1s)
in various academic literacy situations, a long
time after immigration, often even for a lifetime
(Thomas & Collier, 2002). The languages that immigrants possess upon arrival in the countries to
which they immigrate do play important roles in
providing cognitive and educational advantages.
Immigrants bring with them knowledge of the
world, varied content, experiences, and interpretations. For example, in the domain of speaking,
immigrants use mixed codes of L1 accents, grammar, lexicon, syntax, discourse, and pragmatics.
Similarly, in writing, language users continue to
use L1 syntax and vocabulary so much so that they
almost always need to employ editors to improve
and standardize their writing so it will be on par
or close to that of native speakers. Clearly, the use
of a mixed code in writing and in other areas is
still considered a liability. In the domains of listening, contextualized information and schema
provided in the L1 are often needed in order to
process oral information. Finally, in reading, information about history, culture, and politics is
needed for comprehension of most texts. Additional sources and resources that rely on multimodal sources are constantly in use in the form
of images, sounds, and other clues. Even when
decoding is practiced and words are read well,
there is a need for cultural and contextual familiarity. A study by Haim (2010) demonstrated
how significant transfers occur within three languages, from the L1 to the second language
(L2) to the third language (L3) within Russian,
Hebrew, and English (see also the article by Cenoz
& Gorter, “Focus on Multilingualism,” this issue).
Strong predictions were found within the three
languages in reading and writing according to
years of residence. Clearly, the L1 plays a role,
as well as the L2 and the L3. All these language
performances need to be incorporated into multilingual tests.
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In our own research (Levin, Shohamy, & Spolsky, 2003; Levin & Shohamy, 2008), as mentioned
in the preface to this article, immigrant students,
irrespective of age, time of migration, and length
of residence, are being compared with students
born in Israel and are measured on the same
yardstick of monolingual Hebrew test. Yet, multilingual users rarely reach language proficiency
identical to those born into one language, as they
are not on par with the native speakers. The very
question as to whether immigrants can ever be
compared to native speakers, when the test is
conducted in a language that will take them a
long time to acquire, requires special attention.
There seems to be a need to address the channel
through which these students can best demonstrate the knowledge of content areas they possess. By ignoring it, the very academic competence gained by these students in their previous
years of study in their countries of origin, where
they obtained most of their academic learning, is
overlooked. Yet, this knowledge is certainly part
of their academic knowledge, regardless of the
channel through which they can demonstrate it.
Figures 1 and 2 display results that point to the
gaps between immigrants and native speakers. It
is shown that it takes immigrants from the former
USSR 9–11 years to achieve the same academic
level of a native speaker in mathematics and in
Hebrew (Levin & Shohamy, 2008). These findings
were identical for all the three grades tested (5th,
9th, and 11th), whereas immigrants from Ethiopia
could never achieve such high levels as the native
speakers, not even in the second generation.
Yet, the main point raised here is whether this is
even a legitimate question to ask, as it is clear that
immigrants cannot perform as native speakers in a
language they do not know. Moreover, immigrant
students continue to interpret the knowledge via
two languages for a long period of time after immigration. Figure 3 thus portrays the results of a
study in which students from the former USSR
were tested in a bilingual Hebrew–Russian test. In
this test, questions and distracters were presented
in two languages versus a control group, which
was tested in Hebrew only. The results showed that
the students who received the tests in the two languages significantly outperformed those students
who were subject to the monolingual “Hebrewonly” test, an advantage that lasted 12 years after
migration.
Immigrant students therefore continue to rely
on the language they acquired before immigration as a valuable resource for processing the new
academic knowledge. Yet, on the tests that are
administered in most educational systems, this
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FIGURE 1
Grade 9 Hebrew Standard Scores, According to Years of Residence
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FIGURE 2
Grade 11 Standard Scores, According to Years of Residence
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knowledge is denied them. Wright and Xiaoshi
(2008) demonstrated, for example, how students
who performed well in math in their home countries performed poorly in math in the new country due to the new language. The knowledge
was there, but the channel of expressing it was
missing. Figure 4 demonstrates the notion that
immigrants view academic knowledge via two
perspectives—their own home language and the
new language(s). However, upon immigration,
they are expected to see with one eye only. Moreover, that eye happens to be the weak one.
In Figures 5–7, we can see further evidence as to
the degree of the obstacle that the new language
poses to academic achievement. In the following

experiments, performance of students on math
tests was compared in three conditions. One included math tests that included symbols versus
words. Specifically, it was shown that the use of
symbols such as graphs and images on a test, instead of words, increased the performance levels
of students in math. The results are presented in
Figure 5. It can be seen that when students were
presented with visual and symbolic signs in relation to just verbal information, they performed
significantly better.
Lack of familiarity with the topics of the texts
used on academic achievement tests provides yet
another source that penalizes immigrant students
on academic tests. In Figure 6, we can see that
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FIGURE 3
Math Scores, According to Years of Residence: In the Two Conditions
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FIGURE 4
A Portrayal of Pushing Immigrants to Use One
Language Instead of Two

FIGURE 5
Visuals and Symbolic Versus Verbal
Grade 5

Grade 9

Grade 11
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Note. IS = Israel; FSU = Former Soviet Union;
ETH = Ethiopia.
FIGURE 6
Familiar Content
Familiar Topics
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when students were tested on familiar topics, such
as immigration and language learning, they performed significantly better, in comparison to the
identical tests which contained questions on unfamiliar topics.
Another source of difficulty for immigrant students is related to cognitive processing. In Figure 7, we can see that immigrant students, in all
grades, performed significantly better when they
were provided with cognitive guidance for processing math texts when it was presented in the
dominant language being acquired.

Israel
(IS)

49

Through statistical procedures such as Differential Item Functioning (DIF), it is possible to
identify the specific items that discriminate (i.e.,
differentiate) against students of different backgrounds, such as different language backgrounds.
For example, in a study by Levi-Keren (2008),
it was shown that by applying the DIF statistical
methods and analyses, the very test items that
differentiated negatively (and positively) between
students from the USSR and Ethiopia and native
speakers were tracked and identified. This was
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FIGURE 7
Cognitive Guidance
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Note. IS = Israel; FSU = Former Soviet Union;
ETH = Ethiopia.

accompanied by a follow-up study that employed
“think-aloud” protocols to identify the specific cultural and cognitive elements that caused these
students to perform better or worse. The findings identified factors such as lack of background
knowledge, unfamiliar topic, lexicon, and cognitive processing that are responsible for low performance. It is expected that such results will feed
into models that will be instrumental in developing tests that are less biased against these students.
Further work currently being conducted attempts
to follow the process by which immigrants process monolingual texts, often showing that they do
that using both the L1 and the L2 (Logan-Terry
& Wright, 2010). Such studies are relevant to various types of multilingual students, immigrants,
as well as various types of minority students and
those who are born into one language, function
in a number of other languages, and possess multilingual competencies throughout their lives.
The aforementioned data and arguments
demonstrate that the widely used tests that are
based on a monolingual construct result in biased
and often discriminatory scores, as many factors
are not incorporated. Often, these monolingual
tests are also based on the native variety of the
language, whereas it is clear here that very few L2
learners can ever reach such a standard. This phenomenon is even more relevant with regard to English, with its many native and nonnative varieties,
as it is used as a lingua franca worldwide. Even in
these cases, the national L1s of immigrants are
generally being viewed as intrusions to the acquisition of Standard English, as is the requirement
in most English language tests.
One context in which multilingual tests are recognized is in test accommodations. This context
allows for immigrant students to obtain assistance
in performing on academic tests in their L1, such
as with the aid of a dictionary, translation of vocabulary items, and translations in the body of the
text. The rationale behind the accommodation

policy is that they are needed on a temporary basis until the ultimate goal of perfect monolingualism is reached (Abedi, 2004, 2009). Yet, this very
policy implies that immigrant students can perform bilingually until they start ignoring their L1
or ignore bilingualism and adopt monolingualism
again in a different language. However, if, as the
data suggest here, students in fact continue to use
their L1 for a long time, what is the real role of accommodation? One also wonders if the use of accommodations does, in fact, contribute to monolingualism. Current research on school learning
examines various types of accommodation; there
is a trend to view accommodations as reflecting
the complex construct of processing test items for
L2 learners. Thus, when a student processes test
items using the L1 and L2, it is viewed as a more
valid construct and not as the “route to monolingualism.” Therefore, accommodations need to
be viewed as integrated components of academic
performance of bilingual students as L2 students
continue to process language in two languages, as
discussed earlier. This indicates that the view that
reliance on L1 is only a temporary phase, used for
a limited time only, should be rethought. There
is an urgent need to think of a new term that
will address the reality of how L2 learners process
academic language on a permanent basis rather
than as a temporary one. Accommodations need
to reflect the wealth of factors that play a role in
academic processing, not as temporary help but
as an integral component of the newly defined
language construct.
Given the aforementioned findings and arguments, a number of ideas for multilingual
tests are proposed. These address multilingual competencies that many language speakers
possess. Whether in the context of migration, minority groups using multiple languages, or any
other multilingual situations of students acquiring
additional languages in school learning, these
competencies need to be incorporated in new
ways of using tests. These tests will more accurately
reflect the reality of the multilingual construct. Although the principle of the multilingual construct
is important, it clearly is different in diverse language learning contexts. Yet, in all cases, these
types of tests are likely to enable manifestation
of true knowledge and will enhance bilingualism
and multilingualism as advantages rather than as
liabilities.
As was noted earlier, a number of reasons can
account for this dominant phenomenon. One is
that large-scale testing is ideological and political, so that tests are used as tools that define and
perpetuate the varieties that the nation and its
educational system echo and voice and are
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FIGURE 8
Bilingual Construction of a Recipe

believed to serve the system. Then the testers
themselves, mostly contracted and employed by
national institutions, provide the devices to pursue and impose these agendas. Thus, testers are
viewed mostly as technicians who follow the agendas of the nations and provide the technical dimensions of tests (i.e., items, analysis, reliability)
while not arguing with the construct. In most
cases, test institutions are branches of central governments or are contracted by them and thus help
maintain these ideologies. In other words, testers
do not design tests that are based on the reality of how languages are really used and learned
by L2 learners, minorities, and even foreign lan-

guage learners, but rather take the side of the
ideological institutions and therefore serve as servants of the ideology that is in charge of one of
the most powerful devices in modern societies:
tests. Testers choose to overlook the diversity and
complexity of the language construct, what languages are, and continue to produce monolingual
tests that reflect ideologies of those who decide
how languages should be used.
Yet, language testers cannot just stand
aside and ignore the role that tests play in
creating monolingual policies. They should assume responsibility for their tests, especially because tests determine the prestige and status of
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languages and are capable of suppressing language diversity. This finding was shown in a number of studies such as that of Menken (2008a,
2008b) and others who pointed to the phenomenon whereby the introduction of monolingual tests, such as through NCLB, brought about a
growing number of monolingual programs giving
increased attention to the dominant languages
and suppressing other languages that had been
studied and used until the tests were introduced.
Thus, the use of native-like tests tends to standardize languages and perpetuate correctness and purity. The main argument here is that as long as
language tests continue to be based on a limited
and narrow view of language, these powerful tests
will continue to contribute to a limited and narrow view of language.
SOME PROPOSALS FOR MULTILINGUAL
ASSESSMENT
How can language tests best reflect the wealth
of factors that play a role in academic processing
and thus be more congruent with the various types
of the multilingual constructs?
In principle, when tests adopt a broad and
expanded view of assessment, such as when
assessment is used for diagnostic, feedback, and
learning purposes beyond the narrow view of testing as it is used in large-scale tests, then any multilingual pedagogical strategy can be used as an
assessment procedure. Thus, teaching and assessment are totally integrated and inseparable. One
is embedded in the other and there are no clear
and distinct divides. This means that testing leads
to teaching that brings about further assessment
based on diagnosis, as is argued by the theories
of dynamic assessment (Poehner, 2008). In these
cases, the multilingual approaches are integrated
in multilingual assessment tasks in natural and organic ways.
Yet, as to large-scale assessment when testing is
totally separable from teaching, which is the main
critical focus of this article, one needs to follow the
multilingual approaches as outlined in this issue
and as outlined earlier here. It was claimed that
there are two types of multilingual approaches:
one where a number of homogenous languages
are taught in one space, whereas the other focuses
on the integration and mixing of a number of
languages. These two approaches will have direct
manifestations as to the strategies of testing and
can actually be put on a continuum.
On one side of the continuum, language x
is used for certain purposes, such as reading,
whereas language y is used for writing, and lan-
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guage z is used for discussions. In many classes in
Arab schools in Israel, a text in history is read in
English, students are asked to summarize the article in Hebrew, and the oral discussion takes place
in Arabic, either Modern Standard or a spoken
dialect. The extent to which these three (or four,
including the Arabic varieties) languages, used
in the same space, are actually kept homogenous
and separate is probably too idealistic and unreal.
On the other extreme side of the continuum, tests
are based on the approach in which a mixture of
languages and open borders among them is a recognized, accepted, and encouraged variety. This
approach can be translated into multilingual tasks
for which it is understood by the test-takers that
mixing languages is a legitimate act that does not
result in penalties but rather is an effective means
of expressing and communicating ideas that
cannot be transmitted in one language (see also
Canagarajah, this issue). Figure 8 displays such a
writing task—in this case, it is writing a recipe.
The test-taker who authored the text wrote a very
accurate recipe utilizing Hebrew and English. In
cases like this, a monolingual rating scale would
have penalized the student, as it violates the descriptions of “interference from first language.”
What is viewed in monolingual tests and criteria
as interference is viewed here as a more effective
way to transmit language.
The other example, which falls somewhere between the two approaches, is the one mentioned
previously about the math tests for which the test
questions are presented in Hebrew and Russian
(a bilingual test). Both the math text and the
test questions were presented in two versions:
Hebrew and Russian. Although on the surface,
this version of a test seems to follow the approach
of multilingual tests with two homogenous languages, when students were asked about the process they followed in responding to the text, they
admitted to using a bilingual pattern of thinking
while responding. Specifically, they claimed that
they took some words from the Russian version,
understood the syntax from the Hebrew version,
and combined both in the process of meaningmaking. This approach also shows that there
are various strategies. They may still have used
bilingual mixed processing strategies as well as
monolingual ones while reading academic texts.
This, as we mentioned previously, also happens
in monolingual texts (Logan-Terry & Wright,
2010). There are those (Canagarajah, 2006)
who claim that a focus on one language only
is unrealistic, as the main goal should be negotiations and communication. To reach that
goal, many routes can be followed: monolingual,
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bilingual, and multilingual, as well as other communicative and negotiation strategies, including
images and symbols, and other semiotic devices,
as was demonstrated in the examples described in
this article (see also Canagarajah, this issue).
It is clear that the processing and production of
academic texts provide a useful tool for high-level
academic performance. It is a challenge to the
language testing profession to develop and invent
tests and rubrics that will be based on a broader
multilingual construct of language.

CONCLUSION
One central question in the adoption of multilingual assessment procedures is whether it is
even legitimate to compare groups with different
language backgrounds or perhaps regardless of
language backgrounds, we should shift to contentbased tests in which students may react in any
means they find appropriate, but language should
not be the main focus (i.e., challenging the notion of language tests in general, which are detached from content). Can there be any test that
is “language or languages”? Should we adopt separate tests for bilingual and monolingual students
to avoid unjust comparisons, as all monolinguals
cannot perform on bilingual tests?
Rather than ask “how long?” there is a need to
carry out research that looks deeper into meaning construction of bilingual/multilingual teststakers in different settings. Academic knowledge
is a complex construct and additional factors and
dimensions provide resources for meaning construction: L1, cognitive skills, familiarity, previous
experiences, and so forth. The data shown here
point to the exclusion of the complex dimensions
of academic language and thus provide invalid
test scores. Language testing as a discipline has
reached a point where it must examine its underlying constructs in line with developments in
the field of language learning, teaching, and use.
It is time for the language profession to think
of a construct that will better match current research and knowledge and not serve ideologies of
nation-states that are interested mostly in homogenous and monolingual citizens. These constructs need to incorporate the specific and
unique competencies that demonstrate the advantages that bilingual students have in a number of
areas, in spite of not being proficient in the dominant language. Language testers should take the
role of resistance ‘from below’ to imposed ideologies and invent creative ways of testing, which
reflect the diverse populations in this day and
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age and provide equal participation not limited
to dominant languages and dominant people.
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