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Example 1

My name Troy Cox. | a professor at
Brigham Young University. |
here since 1996. | part of the Center
for Language Studies. | to
Heidi, and we three children. They
Cameron, Hannah and Millie. We
two dogs: a mother and her son.
Her name Jolo, and hisname Remy.
When | , | like to my bike,
photos, , and yoga.

Total word count :
Number of different
words :

Sentence count :
Average sentence

length (words) :
Longest sentence
(words):

Shortest sentence
(words):




Example 2

My name Troy Cox, and full-time at Brigham Young
University since 1996. While | currently in the Center for Language Studies
(CLS), the first 17 years of my work at the Y me at the English Language
Center where | concurrent with my pursuit of a PhD. After my
doctorate, | for a faculty position at the CLS as the research and
assessment coordinator, , and working there in 2013. As a
scholar,|  research in second language learning, teaching and assessment.

to the wonderful Heidi Cox for a few months longer than I’
at BYU, and we are the parents of three children: Cameron, Hannah and

Millie. We’ finally = empty-nester status and the owners of a two Boston
Terriers, the mother who JoJo but the monicker “the little angel”,
and her son, Remy who a striking resemblance to Stitch from the Disney
franchise. The byline from my social media account my life up fairly well:
Disciple; Husband & Father; Amateur Cyclist, Yogi, Cook & Photographer;
Professor (Applied Linguistics/Language Testing).

I first and foremost as a man of faith and one who his family, but
when | in activities with my church or work, me road
7 yoga (power for the most part), or on my
photography skills.

Total word count :
Number of different
words :

Sentence count :
Average sentence

length (words) :
Longest sentence
(words):

Shortest sentence
(words):




IS

am
have worked

am

am married

are

have
IS IS
don’t work ~ride
cook practice

receiving

began

I’'ve been married
ve been

are
has

identify

I’'ve been working
am
had
worked
applied
was hired
do

is named
has

am not engaged
you’ll find cycling practicing

cooking  working




The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 2012

* Not what you KNOW about the
language, but what you can DO

SPONTANEOUSLY in real world »
situations.

» Five major levels (each subsumes all i
lower levels) that describe a

ADVANCED HIGH
Conﬂ Uuence Of: h“s,, ADVANCED MID
@ F un Ct| on ”}";t ADVANCED LOW

INTERMEDIATE HIGH

INTERMEDIATE MID
[ ] A INTERMEDIATE LO
ccuracy o

NOVICE MID

” Co ntent/context j erEen

® Text Type

Keep your

FACTs straight

and you can

determine the

major level!
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ABOUT THE SHOW

The Great British Bake Off is the ultimate baking battle where passionate amateur baking fans compete to be crowned

the UK's Best Amateur Baker. Over the course of 10 hour-long episodes, the series follows the trials and tribulations of
the competitors, young and old, from every background and every corner of Britain, as they attempt to prove their

baking prowess. Each week the bakers tackle a different baking skill, which become progressively more difficult as the

compelition unfolds.







THE CHALLENGES

SIGNATURE BAKE

SHOWSTOPPER BAKE

Testing the bakers’ personality, creative flair and baking
ability, the main challenge here is to produce something
cute, rustic and altogether home-made-looking. It's in this

test that the Bakers get to show off their tried-and-teste

This challenge separates the wheat from the chaff. Take
one basic recipe, with the same ingredients and
instructions, and ask our bakers to produce the finished
product... sound easy? Well, any variation on 1§
finished product will be a result of their own technica
knowledge and experience — or lack of. Bakers are laid

bare in this task and this is where the pressure’s really on
in the Bake Off.

The oven gloves are off in this final challenge where the
bakers are able to showcase their depth of skill and
talent. The complexities of this task call for a professio
standard in taste and appearance. Are they up to it2 T
judges will be looking for the most impressive and

elaborate creations — that better taste first-class too.

Performance

Proficiency



Proficiency Guideline Criter

d

Level

Functions

Accu racy
Conte nt

Text Type

Keep your FACTs straight and you are at a major level.

Novice/ILRO

Communicate minimally
Use formulaic utterances
Produce words, lists and
phrases

Only understood by patient,
sympathetic listeners accustomed
to nonnative speakers

Self

Intermediate/ILR 1

Create with Language
Participate in Simple
Conversations

Ask and Answer Questions
Engage in simple transactions

Understood by people
accustomed to speaking to
nonnative speakers

Self
Daily Life

Sentences
Strings of sentences

Advanced/ILR 2

* Narrate and Describe in All
Time Frames
* Past
* Present
* Future
* Linguistically negotiate
situations with complications

Can be understood without
confusion by monolinguals not
accustomed to speaking to
nonnative speakers

Self

Daily Life
Non-autobiographical Topics
Topics of General Interest

Paragraphs

Superior/ILR 3

Discuss Abstract Topics
Extensively

Support Opinion with Nuanced
Language

Explore hypothetical realities
vis-a-vis conjecture

No patterns of errors in basic
structures. Errors virtually never
distract or impede communication

Self

Daily Life
Non-autobiographical Topics
Topics of General Interest
Abstract Topics

Extended Discourse
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Researchers noted that <is” (vocabulary) needed more

'y
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Function

Group Work: How would you predict the CALF

Accuracy
model would vary across the FACTs of the c..
proficiency levels? .
Text Type
ILRO ILR1 ILR 2 ILR 3
Novice Intermediate Advanced Superior

Complexity
Accuracy

Lexis

Fluency

© Troy L. Cox, 2025 21



Troy's Proposed Intersection

ACTFL Levels CALF Model Notes

Function Function dictates Accuracy,
Content/Context and Text Type

Accuracy Accuracy Roughly equivalent

Content/context Lexis What is being discussed?
With whom?

Text Type Complexity What structures are used?

Fluency How are those structures
articulated/executed?

© Troy L. Cox, 2025
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Oral communicative

ragmatic Competence
Functional (Xi, 201 5)

Sociolinguistic
Sociocultural

Textual |, teractiona

diSCOU_rse Openings and
Cohesion closings

Coherence Meaning

Organization & pegotiation
development of 1,
speech

Higher-Order

Foundational

Grammatical Body Language  Automaticity

Range
Lexical Complgxity Phonological ~ Gestures Speech rate

Range  ‘Acouracy Pronunciation Posture Pause time &

Sophistication Intonation _ SPace structure
Precision Stress Facial expressions Fillers

taking




SUPERIOR

Oral communicative

ADVANCED HIGH ragmatic Competence
Functional (Xi, 2015)
Sociolinguistic
ADVANCED MID Sociocultural
Textual ;
. Interactiona
ADVANCED LOW discourse (penings and

INTERMEDIATE HIGH Cohesion closings
Coherence Meaning

Organization & neqotiation
INTERMEDIATE MID development of Tu?n-taking

INTERMEDIATE LOW speech

N7 NOVICE HIGH Higher-Order
.-." NOVICE MID | | | | | | | | |
/ _ Foundational
NOVICE LOW Graénmatlcal Body Language Automaticity
ange

i Gestures
Complexity Phonological Speech rate

Accuracy  Pronunciation Posture Pause time &
y : Space structure
Intonation . .
Facial expressions Fillers

Lexical
Range
Sophistication
Precision Stress

© Troy L. Cox, 2025 24
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2

1996

e Attended Barker
Lecture and saw
Chantal Thompson
present on proficiency
and authentic material

e Was hired at the

English Language

Center

-
e .

e Attended OPI

Workshop led by
Chantal & Became OPI
Tester

e Implemented ACTFL

scale with ELC
curriculum

e, ,-"’/
7 :
. >’

o

Started cycling
more seriously

i j
-
. /’é

2013-14

® Received PhD
* Moved to the Center
for Language Studies

o Assisted with
Scandinavian OPI
Workshop

Started practicing
yoga and
incorporating
mindfulness

2016

e Under mentorship of

Cindy Martin, became

an OPI Tester
Trainer/Facilitator

“




Pre-COVID Research Presentations at
Academic Conferences—Testing

* Testing (R,W, L, and other)—27
» Speaking Assessments—21

* Temporal Fluency—5

» Self-Assessment—4

Cox, T. & Thompson, G. (2017) The Effect of
ACTFL OPIc Speaking Prompts on Temporal
Fluency Features of L2 Speakers of Spanish

by Proficiency Level

© Troy L. Cox, 2025 29









Subjects

OPI Level

Novice Mid
Novice High

Intermediate Low
Intermediate Mid

Advanced Low
Advanced Mid
Advanced High

Number of
Ratings

10

20

30

40

50

60



ACTFL Rating and Temporal Fluency

Articulation Rate Mean Length of Utterance Silent Pause Ratio
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liat Intermediate  Advanced Low Advanced Mid Advanced High

High
OPIcNumeric

ANOVAE (5, 143) = 2837, p < 001 ANOVAF (5,143) = 19.73, p < 001 ANOVA F (5, 143) = 1815, p < 001



ACTFL Ratings and Temporal Fluency Features

* The effect size (Cohen’s D) is strong ( , medium and
) over the full range of ratings.

Articulation
Rate

I NI



\ @
N ~ >

S O
8
Ron
/ N
\L. % \J ,,H/
g /// n/yﬂﬁ/ -
, ) A A
\. DA
> SO
\ o r,...ﬁfr
S



Language Testing

Impact Factor: 2.4
5-Year Impact Factor: 3.1

Open access CL®® Research article First published online November 9, 2022

Request permissions [

Temporal fluency and floor/ceiling scoring of intermediate and advanced speech on the ACTFL

Spanish Oral Proficiency Interview—computer

Troy L. Cox W, Alan V. Brown, and Gregory L. Thompson View all authors and affiliations
Volume 40, Issue 2 https://doi.org/10.1177/02655322221114614

"— Contents @ roreruB «e+ More

Abstract

The rating of proficiency tests that use the Inter-agency Roundtable (ILR) and American Council on the Teaching
of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) guidelines claims that each major level is based on hierarchal linguistic functions

that require mastery of multidimensional traits in such a way that each level subsumes the levels beneath it.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/02655322221114614
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39" LANGUAGE TESTING
RESEARCH COLLOQUIUM
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Am | self-aware
and aCtlng On my 3:\117 Oct 17, 2020 .
own?

Move

1,285cal 104m|n 14hr
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iy IR ACTIVITY

27 of 31days

Or am | waiting for [BEEEIEIEPIEY  weekly summary

You beat last week's 720

someone else to HIMHHH IHHDHOTRITS = | ~ calorie daily Move goal 6
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8 |
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Pre-COVID Research Presentations at
Academic Conferences
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Spring 2020 Problem

o .
/- Language department chairs

were concerned about the

disruption COVID-19 would ' &%
have on the language ability = 7§ =
for students in advanced = e
language classes whose. .
missionary service was. . -
disrupted. e SEWRL

» Would WebCAPE wo

s

L



(Web-Computer Adaptive
Placement Exam) ’

e
t .

e Adaptive algorithm gives e/a’c-h
student a unique setof ~ (N

questions at varied difficulty a‘fg\/

levels to determine score.

e Results are low stake. ©~
.
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s language learning

a finite or an infinite FINITE

N FINITE
INFINITE GAME

game? GAMES  THE
(o0 of e 0 Ploy ord Possisily INFINITE

Carse, . (2011). Finite and infinite games. Simon
and Schuster.

Sinek, 5. (2019). The infinite game. Penguin.

NFINITE

LA NMIES P C A RISE
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Scale Design and Description
s

Construct

Format

Languages

Results

Delivery

Indirect measure Speaking and Writing proficiency

Section 1 (Fixed form)

e Language Learning Background

* Willingness to Communicate (26 items (random subset, 100% time scale)
* Language Learning Grit (9 items, 5 pt. scale)

» Self-Assessment of Speaking and Writing (24 items, 5 pt. Scale)

Section 2 (items targeted at the self assessed level from section 1)

* Writing and Speaking

Can be adapted for most languages

ACTFL scale (10 Point) from NL to S (not official). Self-assess results moderated by language
learning background, length of immersion, and distance from English.
Sent to both student and instructors who have (hopefully) been trained in the proficiency scale

Qualtrics (not proctored)




Post-COVID Research Presentations at Academic
Conferences—Psychology Behind Language Learning

» Self-Assessment—10
 Testing (RW, L, and other)—6
* Willingness to Communicate—2

Virtual
Cow, T. (2022) Tactical Conskderations Price so Deploying Compaters in Language Testing, NATO Bureau for
Inberrational Language Coordiation (BILC) Arsusal Conferece. Losrtn, Haby (May 22-37),

* Temporal Fluency—1

» Speaking Assessments—0

© Troy L. Cox, 2025 61
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GRIT Participants

Studying a foreign language at a large US University and took LASER

Language Frequency Percent
Spanish 1455
French 165
Portuguese 140
German 68
ltalian 63

Russian 11 . | B

M ISSIng O Spanish  French Portuguese German Italian  Russian
TOtaI 1 902 Language

v
(@)
©
S
(@)
c
(4]
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GRIT and Proficiency

Mean = 3.91, SD .56, n=1,904
[F(3,1900) = 14.51, p < .001]

Effect size (w? = 0.021) = The effect
is small. OPlc proficiency explains
about 2.1% of the variance on the

GRIT scale.
Tukey Post Hoc
| . . | Al vs AM = Significant (p = .001)
IH AL AM AH

OPIcRating

u
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WTC Participants

Studying a foreign language at a large US University and took LASER

Language Frequency Percent
Spanish 1,883

French 304
Portuguese 220
German 105

Italian 67 : >0

Russian 37 . J --___
Missing 0 : [ | . | ] .

Total . LanguageToSurvey

et
o
o
o

v
(@)
©
>
(@)
c
gy]
-l

Spanish  French Portuguese German Italian  Russian
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WTC and Proficiency

IH
OPICRating

Mean (logits)= 2. 61 SD445 N= 2 594
[F(6, 2,599) = 39.99, p < .001]

Effect size (w? = 0.041) = The effect
is small to moderate. OPIc
proficiency explains about 4% of the
variance in WIC logits

Tukey Post Hoc

* IMvs IH = Significant (p < .001)
e |Hvs AL - Marginal (p = .069)
Al vs AM - Significant (p = .027)
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Self-Appraisal Accuracy Participants

Studying a foreign language at a large US University and took LASER

Language Frequency Percent
Spanish 1,883

French 304
Portuguese 220
German 105

Italian 67 : >0

Russian 37 . J --___
Missing 0 : [ | . | ] .

Total . LanguageToSurvey

et
o
o
o

v
(@)
©
>
(@)
c
gy]
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Spanish  French Portuguese German Italian  Russian
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Calculating Calibration

* Calibration = Self Assessed Rating - OPlc Rating

Value Meaning

Perfectly calibrated. No difference between perceived
and actual ability.

Positive Students OVER-estimate their ability.

Numbers

Negative Students UNDER-estimate their ability
Numbers

troycox.xyz



Speakl ng Cahbratlon Mean = .52, SD 1.38, n=2,604
1.5 F(6, 2609) =15.77, p < .001

Effect size (w” = 0.033) - The effect is

small approaching moderate. OPlc
I proficiency explains about 3.3% of the
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variance in calibration

Tukey Post Hoc
e AlLvs AM = Significant (p = .027)
» AM vs. AH - significant (p < .001)
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Aggregation of Marginal Gains

B 1% Improvement
B 1% Decline

© Troy L. Cox, 2025
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