Towards less-biased language assessment: Exploring dynamic and
processing-based assessments in diverse bilingual children
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assessments and processing-based tasks in kindergarten-aged
bilingual children with diverse L1s
« Reliability: are these assessments internally consistent and consistent over
time?
« Structural validity: do these assessments converge on a single language-
learning ability or on multiple factors?
« Concurrent validity: do these assessments agree with parent and teacher
reports of language ability?
« Predictive validity: do these assessments predict growth in the L1 and in
English? Can they predict risk for poor language outcomes?



