Background information

This talk was presented at the EALTA workshop on
Sign Language Assessment in Rome, 2017.

Contact information:
Eveline Boers (eveline.boers@hu.nl)

Beppie van den Bogaerde (beppievdb@hotmail.nl)
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NGT Functional Assessment (NFA)
Rating Scale

CEFR Cmmmploliilﬁyjf NFA

Ratin Rating
8

NFA Descriptor

C2 | Canexpresshim/herself
spontaneously atlengthwith
a natural colloquial flow,
avoiding or backtracking
around any difficulty so
smoothly that the
interlocutor ishardly aware
ofit.

Superior

Can have a fully shared conversation, with |
in-depth elaboration for both social and work
topics. Very broad sign language Ve ocabulaw,
tive-likeor near jonand
fluency, excellentuse of sign language
grammnhcal features, and excellent
1si rate

c1 Can expresshim /herself
fluently and spontaneously,
almosteffortlessly. Only a
conceptually difficult subject
can hinder anatural, smooth
flow of language.

Advanced

Can have a generally shared conversation
with good, sp i both
social and work topics. Broad signlanguage
vocabulary knowledge and clear, accurate
duction of si dfi ngata

normal /near-normalrate; occasional
do notdetractfrom
conversational flow. Good use of many sign
Imguage gxammahcal featuresand
d fornormal si;

B2t | Canproduce stretchesof Inter-
language withafairlyeven |mediate
tempo; althoughhe /she can
be hesitant ashe/she
searches for patterns and
ions. There are few
noticeably long pauses.

Can discuss withsome confidenceroutine |
social md ‘work topics wnhm a
generally 3-to-5. senlences. Good knowledge
and control of everyday /basic signlanguage
vocabulary with some sign vocabulary errors.
Fairly dear signing atamoderate signing rate
w:th some slgnmgpxgm Fairuse of

ical features and

fm]v good p ion for a d £
normal fevw d
rephrasing of quzshons may ‘beneeded.
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n = 18 (4% year students) @ n=14 (pilot study
% n = 13 (teachers Deaf school ) 1* and 3trd year students)
(3 n =23 (parents of deaf children)  (5)n=9 (teachers Deaf school)

@a interraterreliability-sessions






Rater sheet

Name fax Blabber Rater: E&

Date 06-06-20iz

Function: &2
Form: /%2

Vocabulary:
Fluency:

Production of signing:

Gert:r”n‘f\[:;' example, example, example
example, example, example, example

Comprehension:

example, example, example, example
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Strengths

Conversation

No influence of written
language

Student is pushed to highest
level

Two (or more) raters

Raters and interviewers
must be certificated

Introvert persons in
disadvantage

Positive (what can the
student sign)

Weaknesses

Artificial situation
Preparation

Quality interview influences
results

Does not cover all areas of
language acquisition

Other disadvantages:

Intensive training
interviewers and raters

 Time-consuming (but: we

conduct less tests overall)
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Time-independent, for formal reasons linked to courses C, H and J



4% year teacher-students [n=16] 4% year interpreter-students [n=37]
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8 students awarded B2 (50%) 14 students awarded B2 (38%)
C-levels: deaf students no C-levels




1st year teacher-students, 1st NFA 1st year interpreter-students, 1st NFA
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2nd year teacher-students, 1st NFA 2nd year interpreter-students, 1st
NFA
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Wake up call!



Inter-rater reliability
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Work to do!

* |ncrease inter-rater reliability NFA (85-90%)
e Raise levels of students (cohort-study)

* Develop summative production tests in
addition to test-battery

* increase feedback/formative testing

* encourage use of self- and peer-assessment
through portfolio

* Manage workload
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Drawings by Eveline Boers

All illustrations were composed by Eveline
Boers; icons: 123RF.com
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