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Introduction

After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Ressian language, which
was a dominant language in all 15 former Sovieubéps, was overtaken by
English and has become the most widely learnedgiod@anguage in the Republic
of Uzbekistan. It has become an important vehitlgromoting an open society in
the newly independent state and the number of @setdearners of English grew
rapidly because of its important place in the jodirket and global education. The
emerged need for integration to world community fedncreased popularity of
English in Uzbekistan and its use in different domalike, business, culture,
academia, medicine and many others significantlyeased. Especially, it became
popular and prestigious among the youth, interestecan access to world
technology and culture.

The role of English can be viewed from the perspestof Braj Kachru s
model of Concentric Circles. He has described fireasl of English in terms of
three concentric circles: the inner circle, theeoutrcle, and the expanding circle.
Kachru s grouping is based on the following créaefttypes of spread, the patterns
of acquisition [and] the functional domains in whi&nglish is used across
[cultures] and languages” Kachru, 1985). The inciecle consists of countries
where English is spoken as a native or primary dagg: the UK, the USA,
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. The outereczolntries are mainly former
British colonies, like India, Nigeria, Singaporegi§a, etc.

As for the Expanding Circle, it comprises countwésere English is learned
as a foreign language. These are: China, Europeantrees, Latin American
countries, and former Soviet Union countries. Adaay to Kachru, ‘it is the
[users] of this circle who actually [further] stgghen the claim [of] English as an
international [or] universal language” Uzbekistagldmgs to the Expanding Circle
as English is not officially used, and its funcgadn various fields is rather limited.
In the Constitution of the Republic of Uzbekistatopted on December 8, 1992, it
Is stated that Uzbek is the only state languagenandther indigenous or foreign

languages are given any official status in the tquhus, English is primarily
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learnt through formal schooling the quality of whistill leaves much to be
desired. More and more adult EFL learners are tplknglish classes at both
private and public language learning centers. Tioeeased demand for learning
English raised the question of reforming the fonelgnguage learning system in
Uzbekistan.

The government of Uzbekistan has always acted psnaary initiator of
educational reforms, and special attention has hmed to foreign language
learning. The importance of the reform of the etioca system should be
considered in the specific demographic context plbékistan: about 41% out of
total population of about 30 million people are end7 years of age. Radical
reform of the education sector in Uzbekistan sthite1997 with the adoption of
the Education Act and the National Program for ®&angl Training (NPPT). The
two documents have provided a legal basis for migkgucation and further
development of the educational system in Uzbekidtational policy in the field
of education, including legislation on higher edima is based on the
Constitution of the Republic of Uzbekistan, Decredsthe President of the
Republic of Uzbekistan and Resolutions of the Caibiaf Ministers of the
Republic of Uzbekistan.

In the framework of the Law of the Republic of Uklstan On Education and
the National Program for Personnel Training in tdmaintry, a comprehensive
foreign language teaching system aimed at creairgarmoniously developed,
highly educated, forward-thinking young generatidumther integration of the
country to the world community, has been createduririy the years of
independence, over 51.7 thousand teachers of fotaigguages graduated from
universities, English, German, and French multimddtorials and textbooks for
5-9 grades of secondary schools, electronic ressufor learning English in
primary schools were created, more than 5000 secgnschools, professional
colleges and academic lyceums were equipped witjukage laboratories.

On December 10, 2012, President of the RepublidJntbekistan Islam
Karimov signed the Decree on measures for the durtmprovement of the
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System of Foreign Language Education. Accordingh® decree, starting from
2013/2014 school year, instruction of foreign laages, mainly English, will be
offered from the first grade of schools. MoreovEnglish will be a primary
language of instruction at the institutions of lagHearning, especially those
providing technical and international education.siles, as declared by the
Decree, the salaries of foreign language teacherexpected to be increased of
30% and 15 % in rural and urban areas (respecjively

The National TeleRadio Company, State Committee dmmmunications,
information and telecommunication technologies, Wge for Press and
Information of the Republic of Uzbekistan are apped to prepare and broadcast
language-learning programs, significantly increagecess to international
educational resources vidiyonet educational network, promote publication of
foreign language textbooks, magazines and otheerral. The State Testing
Centre, along with other relevant agencies, isestad to prepare draft proposals
on introducing foreign languages testing to theasmte examinations for all higher
educational institutions.

Although much has been done in this domain, thdysaisaof the current
system of organizing language learning shows teatning standards, curricula
and textbooks do not fully meet the current requensts, particularly in the use of
advanced information and media technologies. Edutas mainly conducted in
traditional methods. Though English is taught dtost from the first or second
grade through ninth, and continued in collegessiyas, and institutions of higher
education in Uzbekistan, students can hardly preduny English by the time they
graduate. Very often the Language program encosraggdents to memorize
isolated lexis items and grammar rules and oftemili$ to build communicative
abilities. Even those students, who had quite gkmalwledge of grammar and
vocabulary, actually, cannot speak English fluently

The actuality of this research workis that it describes reasons for the partial
implementation of innovative ELT methods and chantpat fit with the paradigm

shift, most often described as communicative lagguaaching.
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English language learners (ELLs)—students who ati# developing
proficiency in English— represent a large and rigpgtowing subpopulation of
students in English language classrooms.

The aim of this Qualification Thesisis to highlight the role of Testing and
Evaluation as one of the important aspect of tleegss of language learning and
teaching. A Linguistics approach to language teagis a scientific and objective
approach and is based on the theoretical knowletigenguistics. Since language
testing involves language, one cannot ignore theumaptions of Linguistics.
Linguistics has to offer many things to the teaghiof native and foreign
languages. Similarly it is also recognized thatguistics can be of great help in
evolving the methodology of the construction ofgaage tests.

The subject of the paperis the process of Assessing and Testing students’
knowledge.

Testing and evaluation has attracted much attentibrthe Scholars of
Linguistics as well as language teachers. Mucharebehas been done in this
particular area. There have been revolutionary gbam the method & procedure
of language testing. Research has been conducted@n to find out a scientific
and standard method for language testing. Varioguists have suggested the
measures which one has to take into account whihstoucting a language test.
There are various requirements of a test, withdutklva test cannot be considered
a valid and standard. Ingram (1974:319) observatttie search for ‘objective’
testing methods is the direct out come of dissattsdn with the unreliability of the
marking of traditional examinations.

Like in any other field, change seems to be comstaeducation. Although
the paradigm shift was initiated several years @gstjll has been only partially
implemented. Even when teachers and other stakketsoare striving to go toward
the new paradigm, in many cases, while teachindghoast have become more or
less communicative, teaching methodology itself a@s with the traditional
paradigm, very often as teacher-centered and tlys whassessing and testing is

traditional as well.
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At a typical English lesson delivered at schoatelym, or even institution, a
teacher explains the rules and then students ystrahslate sentences from
Uzbek/Russian into English or reverse. Moreovermtiney use a communicative
textbook, which became possible owing to the neworsgary textbooks
recommended by the Ministry of Education, they témdave students read the
texts aloud taking turns, translate them into thaiother tongue, make up
sentences with the new words, etc. and consequémédgk the idea of the
communicative textbook.

The Practical Value of this workis that the methods and strategies which we
are going to investigate in this paper will helpth® teachers and students of
English Language Department in their Professiorealdlbpment.

This situation corresponds to the simile of Jimi&zrer, who claims that
“traditional teaching [is imagined to work as] ‘jagmd mug - the knowledge being
poured from one receptacle into an empty one.” Wikespread attitude based on
the precondition that “being in a class in the pneg of a teacher and ‘listening
attentively is enough to ensure that learning wiKe place” (Scrivener) is quiet
popular in Uzbekistan. Mainly the responsibility feaching and learning is put on
the teacher and it is believed that if studentspaesent in the lesson and listen to
the teacher’s explanations and examples, theybillble to use the knowledge.

An interesting issue is that there are many teacimetJzbekistan who claim
that they use modern methodology. However, mosthieg at our schools and
universities is described as traditional by stuslemid observing teachers. Even in
the case when interactive methods are effectiveduthe assessment remains as
traditional, mainly in the form of traditional testvhich simply assess bits of
memorized knowledge and ignore the use of langakijs.

The Theoretical significanceof the research work is that data collected for
this paper can be used as the resource duringimggetactice, designing portfolio,
manuals and lectures on Methodology. Obviouslyayrteachers are encountering
resistance, challenges and frustrations and therenany who are confused by

changes and simply do not know what to do or dowwanit to accept the change.



9
And number of questions arises regarding the tegcpractices in Uzbekistan: Is
the teaching these days traditional, or modernsamnething unspecific? Do we
perceive it to be ‘traditional because of our etpagons? And if the teach ing
really is traditional, why do so many teachers rlaihey use the modern
methodology?

It is difficult to find the answers to these quess, because people have
different backgrounds and language learning expeei®, and share different
beliefs about language learning and classroom ipesct Also, all methods have
some positive as well as negative aspects, whiehighlighted by professionals
in their publications.

The Qualification Paper consists of Introductionyot Main Chapters,

Conclusion and the list of Literature used.
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Chapter I. Theoretical Aspects of Testing and Assement

The increasing demand for evaluation, assessmaiot, agcountability in
education comes at a time when the fastest growstuglent population in
Uzbekistan is learners whose home language is mglidh. This presents several
challenges to practitioners and school systemsrgiyna/hen they lack familiarity
with important concepts such as second languageisaibon, acculturation, and
the role of socioeconomic background as they relatetest development,
administration, and interpretation. Because ass&sism key in developing and
implementing effective curricular and instructiorsdrvices that are required to
promote student learning, English language leafiBet) students have the right
to be assessed to determine their educational ne€&dsugh individual
assessments, teachers can personalize instrupteke adjustments to classroom
activities, assign students to appropriate progmatements, and have more
informed communication with parents. They can atkmntify learning problems
that may require additional outside assistance. @Addcational systems need to
know how ELLs are performing in order to make propéjustments to their
programs and to effect necessary policy changeswvitiistanding the increasing
need, states have struggled to develop strong saseas programs with

appropriate instruments for use with young ELLSs.

1.1. Factors Influencing the Assessment of English Langge
Learners

Different linguistic backgrounds ELLs possess aewrdnge of linguistic
backgrounds. While the majority of ELLs come fronzbdk- or Karakalpak-
speaking backgrounds, it has been estimated thatoxdamately 400 different
native languages are spoken by ELLs nationallys Tiparticularly important to
keep in mind when considering the use of nativeglage testing
accommodations, since it may not be possible teigeoassessments in all native

languages represented in a large school districa @tate. Varying levels of
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proficiency in English—ELLs vary widely in their ‘el of English language
proficiency, and furthermore, ELLs may have varylagels of oral and written
English proficiency. Do not assume that student® whn converse easily in
English will have the literacy skills necessaryuttderstand the written directions
for a standardized test. Some ELLs may be proficienthe English used for
interpersonal communications but not in the acadefmglish needed to fully
access content-area assessments. Studies showththatevel of language
proficiency has an influence on processing spaedther words, compared with
native speakers, ELLs generally take longer onstgsksented in English. This is
important to keep in mind when designing and sgptite assessment, as well as
when making decisions about testing accommodatiorerying levels of
proficiency in native language - ELLs also varytheir levels of proficiency and
literacy in their native languages. Therefore, db assume that speakers of other
languages will be able to understand written teséctions in their native
languages. In fact, a large proportion of ELLs wieoen in Uzbekistan and may
not have had any formal schooling in their nati@eguage. This is important to
keep in mind when considering the use of nativgglage accommodations.
Educational Background Factors

Varying degrees of formal schooling in native laage—As mentioned
previously, ELLs vary widely in the level of formathooling they have had in
their native languages. The degree of native-laggdarmal schooling affects not
only native language www.ets.org Guidelines for thgsessment of English
Language Learners proficiency—specifically, litgra the native language—but
also the level of content-area skills and knowledga example, students from
refugee populations may enter the Uzbekistan emunzdtsystem with little or no
formal schooling in any language. These studentst tearn English and content-
area knowledge simultaneously, while also beingadiaed into a school context
that may be extremely unfamiliar. Other ELLsS maymeowith more formal
schooling and may have received instruction in dbetent areas in their native

languages. The primary challenge for these studensmply to transfer their
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existing content knowledge into English. Again,sadactors come into play when
making decisions about appropriate accommodations.

ELLs also vary in the number of years they havenspe schools where
English is the language of instruction. A distinatimay also be made between
students who have studied English as a foreignulageg while in their home
countries. Furthermore, ELLs differ in the typeimstruction they have received.
Bilingual, full English immersion, and English asecond language are but three
of the many existing instructional programs for mative English speakers, and
there are great variations in how these programagplemented.

It should not be assumed that all ELLs have hadsHrme exposure to the
standardized testing that is prevalent. Studens®ime countries may have had no
exposure to multiple-choice questions, while thinee other countries may never
have seen a constructed-response question. Evers Eidm educationally
advantaged backgrounds and with high levels ofiEndghnguage proficiency may
not be accustomed to standardized, large-scalessameats and may be at a
disadvantage in these testing situations. Guidelioethe Assessment of English

Language Learnemsww.ets.org

Cultural factors can also be potential sourcesooftruct-irrelevant variance
that add to the complexity of appropriately assep&tlLLs. Varying degrees of
acculturation to U.S. mainstream—ELLs come from i@ewrange of cultural
backgrounds, and cultural differences may place £kt a disadvantage in a
standardized testing situation. Lack of familiantyth mainstream American or
British culture, for example, can potentially haae impact on test scores for
ELLs. Students who are unfamiliar with American @rdish culture may be at a
disadvantage relative to their peers because tray hold different assumptions
about the testing situation or the educationalremvnent in general, have different
background knowledge and experience, or possefesatif sets of cultural values
and beliefs, and therefore respond to questiorerdiitly. Students from cultures
where cooperation is valued over competition, foameple, may be at a

disadvantage in those testing situations in theéddnGtates where the goal is for
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each individual student to perform at his or hestlmn his or her own. Students
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds may aéspond to questions
differently and may have background knowledge afqpeBences that are different

from those presumed by a test developer.

1.2. Types of Tests and their Requirements

Tests are set up so as to eliminate any differemcessults due to variations
in the judgment of one marker at different timelse Dbjective type test derives its
name from the objectivity in scoring. Since they@mly one correct answer to such
a test and since in most cases the answer is gileyg with the test and the
candidate is simply required to indicate the cdregswer with a tick or a number,
the subjective judgment of the examiner cannotatgtithe scoring. As far as
scoring is concerned, these tests are highly felis@ome of the popular types of
objective type tests are: Constant-Alternative, rResement type, Multiple-
Choice type, Matching type, True-False type, YesMswer type, Completion
type (Fill-in the blank type) etc.

The objective type tests have certain distinct athges over the traditional
essay type tests, i.e. (a) objective type testscomrr a large area of syllabus in a
relatively short time and (b) objective type tesigs be scored easily & objectively.
Traditionally, the system of evaluation was sulyectn nature. Bhat (1992) is of
the view that the present examination system islectied to determine fail or pass
of the participants. The examinations test the Kadge of textbooks and the
competence of the teacher rather than the competehdahe student. Major
portions of syllabus are deleted while setting wesgion papers. This infused a
stigma of “Choice Making” on the part of learnersldhe aim is only to pass the
examination rather than master the course. Thigiboted to the degeneration of
the evaluation system. A subjective test is basedroopinion or judgment on the
part of examiner, which is expected to match wiit of an examinee. It involves

more of memorization on the part of learner, wlale objective test is scored
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mechanically and involves measurement. Some opdipellar types of Subjective
type tests are: Simple Question type, Short Ansiype, Long Answer type,
Problem solving, Completion etc.

A test has been defined as a “measuring deviceasMi®@ment is the process
of assigning numerical value to the response fajiven task to each of the
members or a set of objects or group of personmalty examinees.

Ingram (1974:313) is of the view that “tests, lilkexaminations, invite
candidates to display their knowledge or skillsaironcentrated fashion, so that
the result can be graded, and inferences made thenstandard of performance
that can be expected from the candidate, eithéneatime of the test or at some
future time”. A test is conducted to measure thevledge of an individual and to
compare him with other individuals who belong te #ame group. According to
Carrol (1965: 364), “the purpose of testing is alsved render information to aid in
making intelligent decisions about possible courskeaction. Some times these
decisions affect only the future design or usedhef tests themselves, in which
case we are dealing with solely experimental udesests. Some times the
decisions have to do with the retention or alteratf courses of training, as when
one decides that poor tests results are due tdfectiee training”. Pit Corder
(1973:351) is of the view that “language testsragasuring instruments and they
are applied to learners, not to the teaching nateor teachers. For this reason
they do not tell us ‘directly’ about the contribarti of the ‘teacher or the
‘materials’ to the learning process. They are demigto measure the learners
‘knowledge of’ or ‘competence’ in the language attigular moment in his course
and nothing else. The knowledge of one pupil maycbepared with the
knowledge of others or with that of the same papa different time, or with same
standard or norm, as in the case of height, wetghtperature etc.” According to
Halliday, et al., (1966:215), “tests are an attengptonstruct an instrument for
measuring attainment, or progress, or ability mglaage skills.” Thus, testing is a
set of techniques of questioning and observinginid but how far learning is

taking place, whether the students are followirgytékacher or instructor, and what
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are the problems of the students? It is also useakssess the knowledge of the
students in order to compare one individual to la@otindividual in the same
group. The term evaluation in modern educationatfice is used for “tests” and
“examination”. It is a general term that covers hbott is a much more
comprehensive term than either test or examinafitre term test refers to the
measurement of the competence of the learnersrafithence to the particular area
of knowledge, whereas the term examination refeygatticular standard that is to
be achieved by the learner after a particular le&dkest is regarded as an attempt
to see whether the things taught have been leawtatf examination is regarded
as an attempt to find out whether the students ha#&aened certain predetermined
standard. Thus, a test is directly concerned vaitthing while an examination is
linked with an externally fixed standard of achieent. However, since both tests
and examinations have the same common functionelyagvaluation, it has
become conventional to call them ‘tests’.

In the area of testing and evaluation, evaluatiefers to the judgment of
performance as process or product of change. ler atlords, it is the process of
testing, appraising and judging achievement, groywtbduct, process or changes
in these, through the use of formal and informats@and techniques. The process
of evaluation is global in conception and applicati There are three major
components that constitute the concept of evalnasiod testing, i.e. Content,
Method and Purpose. Content: Content has diffecentotation in testing. The
general assumption is that whatever has been tasght be tested. Hence,
whatever is assumed as content for teaching wdblme the content for testing
too? In Second Language teaching, structure getséa as main content. In First
Language teaching, meaning gets the main focusratite area of education, the
traits of personality. Method: A means or mannepraicedure, especially a regular
and systematic way of accomplishing something. threowords, it refers to the
plans or procedures followed to accomplish a taskttin a goal. In testing, it
refers to the procedure to be followed according tefinite, established, logical

or systematic plan. Purpose: In the field of tepiinis defined as the reason for
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which something exists/happens. It is synonymouskgd to represent the terms
goal, aim and objective. Goal refers to a very traad ultimate category, aim to a
more specific set of purposes, and objective asnibst precisely defined ends
which can be described in terms of behavioral auein the field of education.

Tests are designed for different purposes, whidp e making decisions
about possible course of action. Keeping in view fhurpose, tests may be
characterized as follows:

Proficiency tests: It is designed to find out howat of a language a person
actually knows. As Davies (1977:46) suggests, ‘iprency tests, as we see it, are
concerned with assessing what has been learned kofown or an unknown
syllabus”. This test may be used generally befangliage teaching programme in
order to prepare the teaching materials for thenieg programme. On the basis of
the information collected through this test, larggiéeachers prepare their teaching
materials. This test is very helpful in order togamize teaching materials
according to the current need.

Achievement tests: This test is constructed td it that how much of a
course a learner has actually mastered. Patere®:(BJ6) is of the view that “An
achievement test is an inquiry to see if what hasnbtaught is retained”. It
determines that how much of the material of a ecolnss actually been mastered
by the learner. This includes only what has beaghtito him. These tests are
generally given at the end of the teaching programm

Prognostic tests: This test is designed to pradetknowledge of a person,
that, up to which level he is able to learn. Tleisttis very useful for selecting the
students in any language learning programme andhtterial of teaching, which
Is sufficient to the learner in any teaching prognze.

Diagnostic tests: Diagnostic test differs from ottests on the basis of the use
of the information obtained and to the absenceskilain the learner. The purpose
of this test is to find out what remains to be tatuduring the course of learning.
As Davies (1977:47) points out that, “a diagnottst may be constructed for itself
or it may be an additional use made of an achiememeproficiency test. If it is
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specially constructed it could perhaps be arguedl sbhme element of learner’s
skills, or rather absence of skill, is involved &ese the tester is concerned with
discovering what might be termed non-achievemeRttough this test a teacher
can know where the learner needs more attentiowainth area of language skills
has to be practiced more. This test also pointdlmishortcomings of the learner
and of teaching materials. And if teacher will knethwortcomings of the learner
and of teaching materials, he could adopt certamedial methods in order to
remove the learning difficulties.

Objective tests are designed to elicit specifipoases. It can be quickly
judged as correct or incorrect. Objective tests lmarof two types: discrete items
and passage items. Tests can be constructed sudlyessly after the objectives
of the course are finalized. An instructor haseétednine the objectives of the test
as well as prepare a general plan in advance. Idemolanguage teaching
programmes, an equal emphasis is given to all t&cblanguage skills i.e.
Comprehension, Speaking, Reading and Writing, fileenbeginning of the course,
and language tests are to be prepared accordimglgnguage testing, time is an
important factor. Both the duration of a test asdoroper administration at regular
intervals are essential factors to be kept in mifttere are three main stages of
preparation of a test.

(i) Planning: It covers outlining test, listing of topj casting of
ideas for items and material collection.

(i) Composition: This includes the composition of attteans and
choice for objectivity.

(i) Analysis: It consists of determining difficulties na
discrimination of test items. Speediness of testl @cope for its
improvement.

As Bachman (1992: 119) suggests, a language tesbeazlassified in terms

of five characteristics, which are as follows:



18

* Test can be distinguished according to their irtendse, such as
selection, entrance, readiness, placement, diagnpsbgress, attainment
and mastery.

» Tests can differ in content; Achievement testskaeed on syllabus,
while a proficiency test derives a theory of langgiability.

» Different frames of reference can provide the baks test
development and score interpretation norm refeitests are developed to
maximize differences among individual test takersl & test score is
interpreted in relation to the score of the tekets.

» Tests can be classified according to the scorieggquiure (the act or
process of evaluating responses to test situatians evaluating
characteristics of whomever or whatever is beingedalt consists of
checking the student’s response to each item taf sees correct. Scoring
objective tests is purely mechanical process whietjuires no special
skills);

Objective tests require no judgment on the pathefscorer but in subjective
tests, the scorer must judge the correctness dedtdaker’s response. Tests may
employ different testing methods, such as dictatioloze, multiple choice,
completion, composition and interview.

A test has been characterized by certain featuvegsh can be termed as
“requirements of a test”. Ingram (1974:313) hasubsed these requirements of a
test. A good test must meet at least six requirésnarhich are as follows:

(i) Discrimination: It is one of the most importarequirements, which is
necessary for a test. It means that a test mudesigned in such a way that it can
discriminate among the students. If we want to meashe height of the school
children, we should use such a measuring devicehw suitable for the students
whom we are going to measure.

(i) Reliability: Reliability refers to the accunaof a measuring instrument

that is if a student is tested again and againrébelt or score must always be the
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same, regardless of who is giving and marking &.Paterno (1965:379) suggests
that, “A test that lacks reliability is as usel@ssa thermometer that gave different
reading when the temperature of the air was thees&mest is reliable if it will
always give the same results under the same consliti A test must have
consistency in it. As Davies (1977:57) is of thewithat, “ A reliable test
possesses consistency of results. An inconsisesttviould give meaning less,
random results. Before looking at the meaning eflilts, it is important to ensure
that they are reliable”.

(iv)  Validity: It means that the test should measuresdmme for which it
has been devised. If it does, it is a valid tesa test of pronunciation tests only
pronunciation and nothing else, it is a valid tedt pronunciation. Paterno
(1965:378) suggests that, “Validity can only beamtdd when we state clearly the
objectives of our teaching, break them down intiissknd abilities involved, and
define them in separable elements; and then touneasach in situations which
comes as close as possible to the real circum&anashich they will be used”.
For instance if listening comprehension in Englshkimed at, it must be tested in
a variety of ways that approach the actual, noroed of language. Ingram
(1974:315) is of the view that, “the most obviouaywof achieving validity is to
arrange for a job sample. If you want to know hosodj a person is at writing
essays, you ask him to write an essay, if you @mnow how fluent he is in a
foreign language, you ask him to talk to you. Tioeible is that, validity is limited
by reliability; no test or examination can be anyengalid than it is reliable. So if
it turns out that the reliability of marking essaysof rating command of spoken
language is low, then validity of the marks or mgi must be correspondingly
low”. If the reliability of a test ensures its castency, validity ensures its
meaningfulness. A test is meaningful, within therte of what is wanted from the
test.

(v) Scorability: It refers, that the test should bered with ease so that
the user may be able to handle it. Subjective w&ti0t easy to score as compared

to objective tests. Secondly there should not be differences in scoring. The
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difference will affect the accuracy of the test) fsconomy: This is practical
criterion the test should measure what it wantgs$d and it should also measure in
a reasonable time. If it does, the test is pralcéind economical.

(vi)  Administerability: It means that a test should bebsthat it may be
given under the conditions that prevail and thesqenel (person who is
conducting the test) that are available. For instamf a test requires electronic
equipments and the service of highly trained temhni then it is not administrable
since these facilities are not available in moghefschool and even most colleges

and Universities.
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Chapter Il. The Role of Assessment in Language Edation

Assessing the development of ELLs demands an uaaeliag of who these
learners are in terms of their linguistic and ctigaidevelopment, as well as the
social and cultural contexts in which they areadisThe key distinguishing feature
of these learners is their non-English languagé&dracind. In addition to linguistic
background, other important attributes of ELL cteld include their ethnic,
immigrant, and socioeconomic histories (Abedi, ketter, & Lord, 2004; Capps
et al., 2005; Figueroa & Hernandez, 2000; Hernandé@6). Though diverse in
their origins, ELL students, on average, are mikelyl than their native English-
speaking peers to have an immigrant parent, toitivew-income families, and to
be raised in cultural contexts that do not refi@einstream norms (Capps et al.
2005; Hernandez, 2006).

Decades of research support the notion that leaiggr competently acquire

two or more languages (Garcia, 2005). Relationstupdinguistic properties
between languages are complex, and several thdwmiesbeen presented over the
years to explain how language develops for youtigdual learners. Among the
major theoretical approaches, available empirie@dlence suggests that transfer
theory best explains the language developmentuolests managing two or more
languages (Genesee, Geva, Dressler, & Kamil, 20065 theoretical position
asserts that certain linguistic skills from theivealanguage transfer to the second.
In like manner, errors or interference in seconmdyleage production occurs when
grammatical differences between the two languagegresent. Language that is
contextually-embedded and cognitively undemanding-atdomatic, over-learned
communication—does not lend itself well to transf€ontextually-reduced and
cognitively demanding language skills, on the othend, tend to transfer more
easily between languages. Higher order cognitivélsskelevant to academic
content are more developmentally interdependent #melefore, amenable to

transfer (Genesee, Geva, Dressler, & Kamil, 2006)the process of cross-
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linguistic transfer, it is normal for children tobm(or “code-switch”) between
languages. Mixing vocabulary, syntax, phonology,rphology, and pragmatic

rules serves as a way for young bilingual childeeenhance meaning.

2.1. Using Statistics to Evaluate the AssessmentcaBcoring

Alderson et al (1995: 9 — Document 4.1 Pack b)ingefest specifications in
the following way:

A test’s specifications provide the official statsmhabout what the test tes
oW it tests it. The specifications are the blugpio be followed by test and

Jriters, and they are also essential in the establishafe¢he test’s construct vali

Deriving from a test’s specifications is the tegtadbus. ... A test specificati
. detailed document, and is often for internal pegs only. It is somet
onfidential to the examining body. The syllabusipublic document, often 1
implified, which indicates to test users what tiagt will contain. Whereas th
pecification is for the test developers and thelse need to evaluate whether
)as met its aim, the syllabus is directed morestwhers and students who w
repare for the test, to people who need to makesidas on the basis of test s

ind to publishers who wish to produce materiabsteel to the tes

McNamara (1996: 96 — Document 0.4, Pack b)) givesndar definition, but
adds several other features relating to assessmtanta, training of raters and the

reporting of results.

Based on the definitions, and with a model of dpmtions for Cambridge
CAE (Document 4.2, Pack b)), a first attempt wasden&o convert the needs
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identified in step 3 into a set of specifications the ESP graduating exam (see
Appendix D). A number of points emerge from thegecifications:

+ These are very much draft specifications, buftioeess was important as it
gives an indication of as the product gives andatiibn of "what the test tests and
how it tests it'.

+ While these are draft specifications which wouéénto be revised in the
light of more reliable needs analysis data andlarfunderstanding of the practical
constraints, they are sufficient to move on tortbgt stages of the test construction

process — drafting of a pilot version and benchimagrk

McNamara (1996: 96) provides an introduction tos tbtage of the test

construction process.

A pilot version of the test instrument or procedumast be
developed (from the specifications) and properlyalled on an
appropriately representative population (this maydfficult in the case
of a highly specific test, that is, one where th& population is small, if

test security is not to be compromised).

At this stage of the ESP graduating exam developmerhas not been
possible to develop a full sample or pilot versadrihe test. The emphasis so far
has been on developing sample writing and speatengs. The reason for this is
the generic/specific nature of the test. As wadest earlier (see also West &
Tompos 2003 — Document 0.3), the aim is to haverawd versions of the exam
for different academic/professional specialiti@he ways in which this might be

done are set out below, skill-by-skill.

Writing  Each test item would begin life as a ‘genetiem, i.e. an item not

related to any specific speciality or disciplinéhis generic or ‘template’ item is
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then converted into a number of parallel items ddferent specialities. For

example:

Each version of the item is similar in terms of:

+ Genre tested (in this case, a professional refsotite same.

+ Length of written output is the same (500 words).

+ Rubrics are very similar.

+ The amount of time available for answering thestjoe is the same.

+ The criteria and levels for grading are the same.

+ The procedures for administration, evaluationemdtaining, etc are the

same.

Based on this concept of ‘generic’ testing, a nunifeitems were drafted,

with both generic and specific versions (see appeid

Speaking The same technique is applied to the speakinggéahe exam,
although it may remain generic, allowing the caatkdto supply his or her own
specific realia, picture, etc relating to his/h@mofield, a technique referred to as

‘portable specificity’. An example item is includlen Appendix F.

Reading The problem of how to make a reading test womhld be suitable
for different disciplines was discussed and thecudision moved beyond the

proposals in the specifications. It was suggettatithere should be two texts:

Text A: A general text of a factual nature dealinigh broad professional
issues which might be of interest to students g@fdiacipline. This text would be
of a known CEFR level (B27?), calculated using thefo@ Text Checker
(Appendix G).
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Text B: A specific text selected by each instdatior even each department,
in order to ensure that the reading component ef édkam has the required
specificity. Again, the text would have to havee tbesignated CEFR level,

calculated by the Oxford Text Checker.

Of course, the difficulty level of a reading testmore than a matter of text
difficulty — the difficulty of the task(s) is alsa factor. In an institutional test, the
overall difficulty level of a reading test is unkmable without extensive trialling
or pre-testing, which may not be possible. Fos tieiason, the difficulty level of
the reading component would be calculated after #&xam, and scaled
appropriately to ensure that scores on reading tebtch were discovered to be
too easy/difficulty were adjusted in order to betaia that no student received a
mark which was too high/low. This is discussedHter under ‘derived scores’ in

section 7 below.

Listening As for reading.

McNamara (1996: 96-97) discusses this stage omdyiyar

It is normally assumed that trialling must takecglabefore the exam goes
live, and this is the case with large-scale putdsts. However, with institutional
testing, this may not be possible but item analgEsven the most basic kind (e.g.
facility index) will reveal ‘rogue’ items which malge eliminated from the final
scores or compensated for in some way.

Multiple sources of empirical evidence should lzhgred to evaluate the
fairness of assessments and scoring. The ETS $tEnfta Quality and Fairness
state that, whenever possible and appropriate i.eample sizes are sufficient),

testing programs should report analyses for differacial/ethnic groups and by
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gender, and that testing programs should use expperior research to identify any
other population groups to be included in suchwatadns for fairness. Therefore,
we recommend that in K-12 assessments, testinggrmyshould, where possible,
report disaggregated statistics for native Engdigbakers, ELLs, and former ELLS,
so that the distributions of scores for these gsooan be evaluated. Programs
should also review differences in scores acrossintesvariations (types of
accommodations and test modifications). Whenevpragpiate, programs should
report analyses for test variations commonly emgdiowith ELLs. These include:

* language of assessment, translated versionseote$t or dual language
booklets (e.g., English vs. Spanish),

* linguistically modified (or plain English) versis of tests, and

 extended time, reading aloud instructions, aselaf bilingual glossary.

Differential Impact For each studied group (or testiation, if appropriate),
the following statistical information can provideigence regarding the validity of
an assessment for different examinee groups:

» Performance of studied groups. Provide statisilosut the performance of
studied groups on the whole test, subtests, amasit€sroup differences in the
distribution of scores and item and test statistiocs worthy of investigation in
order to determine the underlying causes of théeehces.

For the test and, if appropriate, for subtests, mas score distributions and
summary statistics—means, standard deviationscte€elepercentiles (the 10th,
25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th)—and percentages ofestsdin each achievement
level. This section assumes familiarity with psyciedric and statistical concepts.
Guidelines for the Assessment of English Languaggrhers www.ets.org26

For individual items, report item difficulty, itetest correlations, and item
characteristic curves.

« Differential item functioning (DIF). Report DIRtaistics, if sample size
allows, using ELLs as the focal group and non-Elassthe reference group. If
sample sizes allow, DIF results could also be replousing former ELLs as the

focal group. Examine test items that are flagge@xmsbiting DIF against one or
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more examinee groups in order to identify the pglestauses, which can be useful
in making decisions about possibly removing itersf scoring.

» Differential predictive validity. Report statisél relationships among
reported scores on tests and subtests and criteaonables (such as scores on
other tests given in later years) for ELLs and Bdh-s. Gather information about
differences in prediction as reflected in regresseguations, or differences in
validity evidence for studied groups. Evidence dfedential predictive validity
indicates that the test functioned differently flifferent examinee groups and
suggests that further investigations into the comsstvalidity of the test for all
groups may be warranted.

Reliability - To investigate whether scores ardisigntly reliable to support
their intended interpretations, the following sthts for each of the examinee
groups are particularly informative:

* If sample size permits, provide the following feported scores, subscores,
and cutscores (if available): Reliability estimat@&counting for a variety of
sources of measurement error), information funstiomdex of classification
consistency (consistency of the pass/fail decisimased on cutscores), standard
error of measurement (for raw and scaled scoresl),canditional standard errors
of measurement around cutscores.

* When comparing test reliability across studiedugs, evaluate differences
in group dispersion (for example, ELLs may be mboenogeneous than non-
ELLs). If reliability coefficients are adjusted foestriction of range, provide both
adjusted and unadjusted coefficients.

* For scoring constructed responses, follow theS EGuidelines for
Constructed Response and Other Performance Ass@ssine., estimate inter-
rater reliability for individual items). Since ELLwriting skills in English are in
most cases lower than those of English-proficiewtwets.org Guidelines for the
Assessment of English Language Learners studewddyate whether there are
interactions between rater scoring and ELL memlpersWalidity The ETS

Standards for Quality and Fairness recommend gathevidence about whether a
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test is measuring the same construct(s) acrossreiif subpopulations. These
standards also indicate that, if the use of ansassent leads to unintended
consequences for a studied group, the testing amogghould review validity
evidence to determine whether the consequences &ms invalid sources of
variance—and, if they did, revise the assessmergdoce, to the extent possible,
the inappropriate sources of variance. For ELLswad as non-ELLs, some
methods for investigating validity include:

» Analyses of internal test structure. Report statl relationships among
parts of the assessment (e.g., intercorrelation®ngmsubtests, item test
correlations, dimensionality and factor structure). Relations to other
variables/constructs. Report statistical relatigpstamong reported scores on the
total test and subtests and with external variabld®st speededness. Because of
ELLs’ lower reading fluency, test time limits mayfext their performance
disproportionately relative to non-ELLs. For timesbkts, evaluate the extent to
which there are differential effects of test speke@ss on ELLs. Report the number

of items not reached and omitted for each exangneep.

2.2. Alternative Assessment and Its Types

Alternative assessment is a blanket term that sowamy number of
alternatives to standardized tests. While the ticathl paper and pencil tests may
be effective to assess some of the skills (sudisi@ning), they are not sufficient
to assess the productive skills of speaking antingri The nature of proficiency-
oriented language learning calls for a variety s§essment options reflecting the
numerous instructional strategies used in the @ass Authentic assessment,
performance-based assessment, and portfolio fdirutiis category. Assessment,
Articulation, and Accountability, 1999. Authentic sdessment Authentic
assessment is an alternative assessment, it iteeghee assessment of traditional
academic content with the knowledge and skills irtgoad to lifelong learning

using a variety of techniques, including "real wibr$ituations. (McREL Institute,
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1993). For an assessment to be authentic, the xtpmierpose, audience and
constraints of the test should connect in some twakeal world situations and
problems. Tests can be authentic. Performance-lesssabsment is an alternative
assessment, it “requires students to construcéspanse, create a product, or
demonstrate application of knowledge” in authentaontext (Authentic
Assessment for English Language Learners, p. 23Hrformance-based
assessment requires the development of new assassks and scoring rubrics.
Regardless of the terms, these assessments sharal ®®mmonalties.

1. They are alternative to the traditional testing.

2. They involve some kind of performance or taskktmng to real-life
situations.

3. They are process-oriented.

Following are some reasons for incorporating aditve assessment in the
foreign language classroom.

o To capture complex outcomes. Alternative assessmees beyond the
assessment of knowledge and facts to the more esnguals of assessing and
developing life-long skills of creative thinkingrgblem solving, summarizing,
synthesizing, and reflecting. With authentic assesg, products and processes are
equally valued. Assessment, Articulation, and Actahility, 1999

o To address realistic tasks. With authentic andfopmance-based
assessments, students are involved in tasks, penfmes, demonstrations, and
interviews reflecting everyday situations withirlistic and meaningful contexts.

0 To include good instructional tools. Assessmeatiastruction interact on a
continuous basis. Assessment can be used to adstpiction and to provide
feedback for monitoring students’ learning. Alteérma assessment focuses on the
students’ strengths, therefore enabling the teatthget a more accurate view of
students’ achievement, of what they can do, amnhait they are trying to do.

0 To communicate what we value. Assessment artdugt®n need to be
aligned. If we value oral proficiency but only asséhrough written tests, students

infer that only the written language matters.
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0 To meet the students’ different learning styldternative assessment offers
a broad spectrum of assessment possibilities taeaddthe different learning
styles. Some students might choose to demonstnaterstanding by writing about
something while others might prefer to performdisplay visually, or to create a
timeline.

0 To collaborate and interact with students. Etleough schools usually
focus on students working alone, the real worldvedl and encourages people to
talk, ask questions, get help and receive feedbaekying students the right to
cooperate and collaborate diminishes the authgnb€ithe achievement.

Following is a list of possible alternative assessts.

o Performance-based assessments (projects, eahgjitirole playing,
experiments and demonstrations) o Open-ended quossti

o0 Writing samples o Interviews o Journals and le@rtogs

o Story of text retelling o Cloze tests o Portfslio

o Self and peer assessments o0 Teacher observations

0 Checklists

While objective tests are easy to grade, authemmid performance-based
assessments require a more subjective judgmertteopart of the teachers. Thus,
criteria and rubrics need to be developed priotht students’ assignments (see
section on rubrics). These criteria define the daiaahs for acceptable performance
and can be used for self-assessment, peer evauaiioteacher evaluation.
Wiggins (1994) feels that making the criteria clead de-mystifying them helps
foster self-assessment.

The following principles, adapted from the “Pript#s of Assessment”
developed during a symposium at the Center for ikdgdlinguistics, are based on
the assumption that the purpose of language ingirucs to prepare students to
use language with cultural understanding and kndgéein real-life contexts.
While these principles were developed for earlyeiigm language learning, they
apply to language instruction. Assessment, Artiooiie and Accountability, 1999
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161. The purposes for assessment should be clear.plirposes determine the
frequency and types of assessment to be done.

1. Assessment should be tied to curricular prastitet are informed by
second language theory and research and shoul@rsupp goals and objectives
of the instructional program as determined by tiesl, the district, and the state.

2. Assessment should be developmentally appropriate

3. Assessment should reflect student progress aaantinuum from simple
to progressively more complex tasks. The desigas#ist should be curriculum-
embedded and part of the teaching/learning process.

4.Assessment should be both formative (to continuedsess the degree to
which short-term objectives have been met so that‘tuning” can occur with
instruction and learning) and summative (to asgthssdegree to which final
objectives have been met).

5. Assessment should allow students to demongtrabeability to function in
a variety of cognitively engaging tasks. When assest is performance-oriented,
the students’ work will result in a product, wriiter oral performance, or problem
solving.

6. Assessment employs a broad range of data-gagherethods over time
and should be based on multiple sources of evidéviakiple sources of evidence
allow for assessing a student’s progress in maeagsaand also take into account
the different learning styles.

7. Assessment should be conducted regularly andérely.

8. Assessment is authentic in that it reflects whatdents do in the
classrooms on a regular basis. The relationshipd®at instruction and assessment
Is constant. Teachers should assess the effectivafavhat they teach and use the
results to improve instruction.

9. Assessment activities should be contextualizad anclude practical
contexts and culturally appropriate situations.

10. Assessment should encourage students to reftetheir own progress.

For this reason, it is essential to design assedsnaich are learner-centered and
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to share assessment expectations with studentes#wment, Articulation, and
Accountability, 1999

11. Assessment results should be reported in atyast ways depending on
the target audience. 12. Educators should use smssas efficiently so that
demands on instructional time are reasonable.

A wide range of factors should be taken into acteuren assessing students’
language, including their maturation level, leagistyles, learning disabilities,

physical disabilities, and other characteristids@ing their performance.

2.3. Evaluating the Tasks Through Tryouts

Trying out or field-testing items can provide extrely useful information
during the test development process. When condpctim item tryout, use a
sample of examinees similar to those who will tale assessment once it is
administered operationally (for official score-rejimg purposes). This step is
particularly important for items that will be usedth ELLs. Purposes of Item
Tryouts There may be several reasons to conduct ttgouts. Data may be
collected in order to:

» inform decisions about how appropriate the itesms for a sample of
examinees similar to the operational population,

* inform content and fairness reviews of the items,

* evaluate timing requirements for new or exisiiegn types,

« evaluate the clarity of instructions to examinees

* support the scaling or equating of test forms,

* inform the standard setting process by providiegformance data, which
panelists will receive as feedback on cutscoresliff@rent groups, and

» assess whether ELLs of different proficiencyelevwcan understand the text

of the items. This is important when English lamggigproficiency is not the
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construct of interest. Guidelines for the AssessméiEnglish Language Learners
www.ets.org. Types of Item Tryouts Item tryouts ntake several different forms,
ranging from one-on-one interviews with studertspiigh small-scale pilot tests,
to large-scale field tests. As with other actiataescribed within these guidelines,
it may not be possible to implement each of thgped of item tryouts in a given
testing program because of resource constraintaeier, we describe them here
so that readers can make informed decisions abbahvand whether each type
may be useful.

One-on-one interviews with students who have Bministered the items
can provide much useful information. These intamgiecan take the form of
informal debriefings after students have completieel tasks, or more formal
cognitive laboratory activities where studentsiaterviewed either while they are
answering the questions or afterward. Because ishaV interviews are time-
consuming to conduct, it is usually not possibleirteolve large numbers of
students. The information that such interviews djietan sometimes be
idiosyncratic. However, the quality and type ofoirmhation interviews provide can
offset that concern. Interviews allow studentsat& about the cognitive processes
they employed when answering the item, whetherhamgtconfused them, and
how they arrived at their answer. The interviewan also ask students what they
think the item is asking them to do or what theykhthe item is measuring.
Qualitative summaries of this feedback can be Veipful for the item review
process. This type of item tryout is particulangpiortant for items that will be
used with ELLs, since the interviewer can ask thdmectly about their
understanding of and response to the items. ForsEldterviews are extremely
useful for identifying potential threats to the idaly of tests that measure
knowledge in content areas other than English lagguarts. To determine whether
items require a high degree of English proficienoyelated to the construct, it is
important to assess ELLS’ understanding of the dagg of the items. While
external reviewers with expertise in ELL issues qamavide valuable insights,

working directly with ELLs to gather their impresss of test materials can
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generate even more detailed and useful informa&amce one-on-one interviews
may be costly and time-consuming, it may not besids to conduct them as part
of an ongoing testing program. They may be mostulsehen trying out a new
item type. Testing officials will need to decide ather the information they may
gain from these interviews is worth the time andemse. www.ets.org Guidelines
for the Assessment of English Language LearnersllS$oale Pilot Tests Small-
scale pilot tests may also provide useful infororaton how students respond to
the items. In this data collection format, testa@lepers administer the items to a
larger sample of students than is used for onermninterviews, and, generally,
one-on-one debriefing does not take place. Becdnese samples may not be fully
representative of the test-taking population, temistatistics provide only a gross
measure of whether students were able to answateaimecorrectly. Including a
small-scale pilot with an oversampling of ELLs n@pve very helpful during the
item development process to discover issues speafiELLs. Again, however,
budgets and schedules may not allow for these tgpgslot tests to take place.
Such activities may be most appropriate when intcoty a new item type. Large-
Scale Field Tests In large-scale field tests,destlopers administer the items to a
large, representative sample of students. Becaliskeosize and nature of the
sample, statistics based on these responses araljgaccurate indicators of how
students may perform on the items in an operatiadatinistration. If the tryout
items are administered separately from the scdesalsi motivation may affect the
accuracy of the results. When the tryout items eardedded among the scored
items, students do not know which items count ahttkvdo not, so motivation is
not a factor. Consequently, many states conducteddsed field testing and are
increasingly moving toward placing the tryout itemsrandom positions within
each test form. Conducting a large-scale field é@st group in which ELLs are
well-represented will allow for the evaluation ¢ém difficulty and other item
characteristics specific to ELLs. Guidelines fantt Evaluation The type of tryout
should be tied to the goals of the evaluation. Btaim information directly from

students about their thought processes while amsgvére items, conduct one-on-
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one interviews. To obtain information directly fronkLLs about their
understanding of complex language in items meaguwontent areas other than
English language arts, conduct one-on-one intei&valuate the extent to which
complex language generates comprehension difiesufior ELLS relevant to the
construct being measured. If there appears to bea@ssary linguistic complexity,
review the item and revise it as appropriate befbesoperational administration.
Field test it again if necessary (for example,ha tase of pre-equated tests). To
inform judgments about how items will work, condacsmall-scale pilot test—but
remember that the data from such pilots usuallysdoet come from a
representative sample. To Guidelines for the Assest of English Language
Learners www.ets.orgl8 obtain reliable and valatistics that can be used when
selecting items for test forms or equating, conduetrge-scale field test. Try items
out on a sample that is as similar as possiblé&aéoppbpulation that will take the
operational administration. However, oversampling_-& during pilot testing is
recommended; such oversampling increases theHdad of uncovering issues
that may be specific to those students. Documenptbcedures used to select the
sample(s) of examinees for item tryouts and theltieg characteristics of the
sample(s). Try out all item types, including bo#lested-response, constructed-
response, and hands-on tasks or activities. Iftoaocted-response items are tried
out, score them using scorers and procedures thaisasimilar as possible to those
used for operational administrations (but consigerssible security risks
engendered by exposing prompts before the adnatict). Evaluate responses to
constructed-response items according to the foflgwcriteria, per the ETS
Guidelines for Constructed-Response and Other ieafoce Assessments:

* Do the examinees understand what they are sugposo?
* Are the tasks appropriate for this group of exsees?

* Do the tasks elicit the desired kinds of respefise

» Can the responses be easily and reliably scored?

» Can they be scored with the intended criteriaratidg scale?
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» Are the scorers using the scoring system inwhg it was intended to be

used?

To ensure accessibility for ELLs, it is also imjaort to ensure that rubrics
focus on the construct of interest and do not mhelaonstruct-irrelevant variance
by placing inappropriate emphasis on English lagguproficiency unrelated to
the construct. For example, scoring rubrics shetatle clearly that, when English
language proficiency is not defined as part of ¢bastruct, raters should ignore
errors in English when scoring for content. For enarformation, see Scoring
Constructed-Response Items. Limitations of Itemolitg Even when field test
samples and operational populations seem comparabtifferences in
demographics, curriculum, and culture may make @ispns difficult. Document
any limitations of the representativeness of ted&lftest sample. Such limitations
are most likely to be present for one-on-one ingevg and small pilot samples.
Motivational level can also be a factor as fieldttparticipants are often not as
highly motivated to do their best as are operatioegaminees. In sum,
www.ets.org Guidelines for the Assessment of Ehglianguage Learners field
testing is valuable for trying out new tasks andrisg criteria, but use the results
of field testing with caution for higher-stakes @&mns such as setting the standard

for passing the assessment.

2.4. Testing Accommodations for English Language lagners

Purpose of Testing Accommodations for English Legge Learners The
main purpose of providing examinees with testingoaamodations is to promote
equity and validity in assessment. For ELLs, thempry goal of testing
accommodations is to ensure that they have the sppartunity as students who

have English as their first language to demonstitae knowledge or skills in a
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content area. Reducing or eliminating construeia@wrant variance from the testing
situation increases the likelihood that score uselisbe able to make the same
valid interpretations of ELLS’ scores as they méakeother examinees. In general,
the main sources of construct-irrelevant varianceontent area assessments for
ELLs are the effects of English language proficieme answering test items.
Unless language proficiency is part of the constbheing measured, it should not
play a major role in whether an examinee can ansaveest item correctly.
Accommodations refer to changes to testing pro@guwhich researchers have
traditionally considered to include presentation tet materials, students’
responses to test items, scheduling, and teshgefis a general principle, testing
accommodations are intended to benefit examinedgsdiquire them while having
little to no impact on the performance of studewtso do not need them. At
present, the research basis regarding which accoietmaos are effective for ELLs
under what conditions is quite limited. Relative research on students with
disabilities, research on accommodations for EL4S & much shorter history, with
the results from studies often seeming to conttagich other. Some state policies
distinguish between testing accommodations (changesthe assessment
environment or process that do not fundamentaltgralvhat the assessment
measures) and testing modifications (changes inaisessment environment or
process that may fundamentally alter what the ass&st measures) and refer to
both as testing variations. In these guidelines, tdrm testing accommodation
refers to changes that do not fundamentally alier donstruct being assessed.
Identifying Students Eligible for AccommodationsliBies for identifying ELLS
who may be eligible for testing accommodations ic& to evolve. At present,
there are no uniform guidelines or policies atféaeral level regarding the use of
accommodations for ELLs. For students with disaed| eligibility for
accommodations is part of a student’s IndividuaiZéducation Plan (IEP);
however, ELLs do not have any corresponding doctatien. Across states and
local school districts, both the eligibility reqements as well as the www.ets.org

Guidelines for the Assessment of English Languagearhers23 specific
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accommodations available to ELLs vary widely. lctfasome policies are not
transparent with respect to how eligibility for aoemodations is determined or
who is making the decisions for ELLs. As a generaiciple, if an ELL's English
language proficiency is below a level where ansssent administered in English
would be considered a valid measure of his or lbatent knowledge, then that
student may be eligible for one or more testingpawnodations. Typically, ELLs
who regularly use accommodations in the classro@msually eligible to use the
same accommodations in testing situations. Howes@ne accommodations that
may be appropriate for instruction are not appadprfor assessment. For example,
some ELLs routinely have text read aloud to thenpad of instruction. But if
decoding or reading fluency is being assessed @sopacading comprehension,
this would not be an appropriate accommodation usecat would change the
nature of the assessment from one of reading cdrapsson to one of listening
comprehension. Further, an accommodation sucheasigbd of a native language
glossary of terms that could be appropriate fortaper subjects such as
mathematics or science would not be appropriate Boglish language arts,
because the use of a glossary would change whagimng assessed and would
provide an unfair advantage to those who have acdesit. ldentifying
Accommodations Testing accommodations for ELLs loarbroadly grouped into
two categories: Direct linguistic support accomntade (which involve
adjustments to the language of the test) and icdidenguistic support
accommodations (which involve adjustments to theddmns under which a test
iIs administered). To be ELL-responsive, an acconanod should provide some
type of linguistic support in accessing the contexihg tested. To date, the limited
number of research studies on accommodations fdrsEhdicates that direct
accommodations appear to benefit student perforenamore than indirect
accommodations. Examples of direct linguistic supp@commodations include
providing a translated or adapted version of th& ia the student's native
language or providing test directions orally in gtadent’s native language. The

use of translated tests is a complex issue becpestions can arise as to whether
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the original and translated versions are measuhagsame construct in the same
manner. Translated versions of items may or mayhawé the same meaning as in
their original versions. Therefore, some educatioagencies have created
transadapted versions of tests, which are tramslagesions of tests that have been
culturally adapted for the examinees. Furthermtire,use of translated tests may
only be of limited benefit to examinees, particlylaf the language of instruction
and the language of the test are not the samehdfarbore, unless a test can be
translated into all of the native languages spdiethe students in a school district
or state, questions of equity may arise. In addjtia some states, public policy
may prohibit the assessment of students in languatier than English. Examples
of indirect linguistic support accommodations imgduextended testing time or
having the test administered individually or in #mgroups. Some of these
accommodations do not address construct-irrelevanance due to language;
however, they may be useful or necessary to fatglitest administration for ELLs
or for all students. Because state and local mdiare evolving at a rapid pace, we
have not provided with these guidelines a complisteof accommodations that
state or local school districts allow for ELLs. Tetevelopers and interested
readers should contact the appropriate educatiagahcies to obtain the most
current assessment policy and list of accommodsatarailable to ELLs. Some
states have simply extended to ELLs the use of moemdations originally
intended for students with disabilities. Howevesme of these accommodations
are clearly inappropriate when applied to ELLs (sas the use of large print
versions of tests, which are appropriate only fadents with a relevant disability
such as a visual impairment). Recent reviews in€ittzat fewer than two thirds of
the accommodations for ELLs found in states’ asses$ policies address the
unique linguistic needs of ELLs exclusively.

At present, there are no existing standards thatedinitively guide the use
of testing accommodations for ELLs. The appropriase of accommodations
depends on a number of factors including: a stuslgmbficiency in English as

well as his or her native language, the academipjests being assessed, the
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student’s familiarity with the accommodations, taeguage in which the student
receives instruction, and the range of availabaenodations for examinees. To
the extent practical, decide on accommodationsndividual students, not as a
collective group. The accommodation or combinabbaccommodations that may
be most appropriate for one ELL may or may notee liest choice for another
student.6 Within the past decade, some progresshéas made in developing
systems for making decisions on testing accommonatior ELLs, but additional
work is necessary before any of these systemseay rfor use by administrators
or teachers. Currently, without sufficient reseaficilings to inform appropriate
use of accommodations for ELLs, accommodation dwewsare best guided by the
following operating principles: Most importantly,c@mmodations for ELLS
should not alter the construct being assessed;ighmarticularly critical when
students are tested on their academic content lealy®l and skills. In 6 Status as
an ELL is much more dynamic than disability statuscognitive status, and a
student’s ELL proficiency level may change from orear to the next. For this
reason the student’s need for a given accommodataynchange from one year to
the next due to increased English language profigieThis means ELLs should
receive the greatest degree of linguistic suppodommodations—such as a

glossary or bilingual dictionary—necessary in orieensure this outcome.

2.5. Different Test-taking Skills

Testing skills (also known as test taking strategige often seen as a sneaky
shortcut learners can use to get around their ¢éhdknglish. However, on a well-
designed standardized test it's actually not ptesstbspoof your way into a score
significantly higher than your actual ability.
That being said, | do believe test taking skills arvalid and important part of an
effective exam preparation course.

The reason for this is that language ability is thet only challenge learners face
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when taking a standardized test. The design anddoof the test, the way the
information is presented, and especially the tinmadlure of the questions all
present additional difficulties for learners. Irctfiaafter several decades of being
involved with testing and test preparation, | amwoced that these factors cause
a very large percentage of test takers to sigmflgainderperform relative to their
actual language knowledge and ability.
So what are test taking skills? In a nutshell taking skills are nothing more than
effective language skills (reading, writing, lisitegy, speaking) that are chosen to
overcome challenges related to specific aspectth@eftest design or timing.
These include:

» Familiarity with the test format, instructions amgiestion types Although on
most standardized tests the instructions are priatel exemplified at the start of
each test part, familiarity with these will helpethest taker avoid confusion on

exam day.

» Time management The tight timings found on most standardizedstese one
of the most challenging factors for many learn&sse not accustomed to dealing
with a lot of language in a short time often hav#ialilty completing all the
guestions. Encouraging learners to monitor theietcarefully and teaching skills
such as skimming (quick reading to get a geneed)idnd scanning (quick reading
to pick out specific details) can help learners dmidtheir time effectively and
allow them to allocate more time to those placeth ke best potential score

payoff.

« Efficiency of information processingThe lengthy listening and reading passages
commonly found on standardized tests make it eisdehtat learners are able to
read and listen efficiently within the allotted 8mThis can include (where
possible) previewing the questions and answer ekdiefore listening/reading to

allow them to predict what they will hear/see. Rrading the questions also allows
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them to focus their attention only on what is neede answer the question.

» Awareness of features that can make incorrect ansh@ices attractive- With
any multiple-choice test, incorrect answer chomesdesigned so as to be in some
way attractive. Being aware of the common formssé¢hé&listracters’ take will

enable learners to avoid them and choose the ¢orranswer.

Developing test taking skills maximizes the chanited learners will be able to
fully demonstrate the extent of their English dpiliTime spent working on these
areas can result in significant gains in a readgnsibort time, especially with
learners unfamiliar with the test format. For ex&npvith inexperienced test
takers, score increases of up to 100 points o @i€lC are not unusual within the

span of a typical 20 hour course.

Linguistic skills
Although significant short-term gains can be magefdcusing on test taking
skills, once a learner has become familiar with th&t format and the related
approaches to deal with its challenges, furthamigant progress requires a major
increase in overall language competence.

Key areas for linguistic development include:

» Understanding language in ugeonversational English) — The English used in
standardized tests like the TOEIC, TOEFL and ElIKteRects everyday usage as
encountered in offices, on the street, or (in thsecof the TOEFL) in academic

situations. An important element of this is undamsling the ways native speakers
appropriately handle such common functional siaretias requests, complaints,
suggestions, etc. For example in Part 2 of the TO®WE may hear a question

based around a conversation like this:

Q-"Can you help me fill out this form?”

A -“Sure, it's actually pretty simplé.
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In this example there are no clear grammaticakricél links between the initial
guestion and the (most appropriate) response.derdo do well on questions like
this, learners must be familiar with the common svélyat native speakers make

and respond to requests, and other high-frequeranygubge functions.

» Familiarity with different native speaking accert3 he listening sections of the
TOEIC and TOEFL tests include US, Canadian, Brjtestd Australian speakers.
Due to their past learning experiences many learderelop a bias for a given
style of English and have difficulty understandsyeakers of other dialects. To
overcome this it is important that learners be eepioto English from a variety of

English-speaking countries.

» Awareness of the sound changes that occur in nhimglish speech Many

learners are unaware that the sound of words spwkeatural conversation can
differ dramatically from words spoken in isolati¢g@.g. ‘going to’ often sounds
like ‘gonna’ in natural spoken English).
In the past, learners may have had instructors shirelded them from exposure to
such natural language on the grounds that it wdg smitable for advanced
learners, or even that it was representative ofgsta ‘lazy’ English. This has led
to many learners finding it very hard to follow watl conversation. Helping
learners become aware of the ways that sounds @riced, dropped and
changed in natural speech can significantly impribngr listening comprehension

on standardized tests.

» Vocabulary and grammatical understanding/ocabulary is arguably the single
most significant factor in doing well on standastiztests, both in terms of
individual words, and multiword groups such as lstpbrases and expressions.
Any effective study program should include an orged system for noting and
reviewing words and phrases that learners encowdethey study. Grammar,

though of course an important aspect of languags,tended in the past to be
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somewhat over emphasized in test preparation cauBsrause the current trends
in standardized testing are moving away from anrtof@cus on accuracy, |

generally devote little class time to discrete gran study.

The bottom line on helping learners improve thewres on standardized tests is
that there is no single ideal approach. In ordeméke significant gains learners

must work on a number of separate but highly ietated areas.
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Conclusion

Thus, testing and evaluation are very useful ingheparation of language
teaching materials as well as after the actuahiagchas taken place. These tests
are used to place the students into categorieseisas/to judge the problems of
teaching. On the basis of these tests, languagbedefocuses his or her attention
towards the areas of difficulties which the learfaares in any language teaching
programme and these areas of difficulties can bdigted by the effective use of
language tests. So, without effective testing mglege teaching programme can
be successful. We must mention here another impiontatter: a comprehensive
language testing covers all the levels of Lingasstisuch as phonology,
morphology, syntax, lexicon, grammar and semaraic without the knowledge
and application of Linguistics these areas canmotelsted properly. A linguistic
approach to language testing, therefore, is anoagfpr which makes use of the
theoretical knowledge of Linguistics. For instanta, testing the listening and
speaking skills, the knowledge of the phonologsyatem of the target language is
essential. Only then appropriate tests can be carnetl and the required skill can
be tested properly.

So why should we bother ourselves thinking abostirtg and assessment?

Well the obvious answer for many students and achlike, is that we are forced
to. Most test takers take these tests becauseattenjutely need the scores either
for school or work. Failure to get the desired gradn result in the student being
barred from the university of their choice, or ngetting a desired job or
promotion. Similarly, most teachers end up teachinage types of courses because
their faculty head or Director of Studies assidrean to teach the class, rather than
out of personal choice. In fact, these sorts dffesparation courses are often seen
as boring, ineffective and generally unrelatechto practical real-world skills they
purport to assess. Sadly this perception is oftanfar from the truth. Many test

prep courses are approached with a mind-numbiraylgel number of practice
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guestions, followed by a painfully detailed breakdoof errors, and often with a
hefty dollop of discrete grammar to cap it off.

It's for these reasons | decided to take on tHishwo. First of all, the stakes for test
takers are so high, and the typical expenditurenoé and money so significant,
that the need to make the process as quick andieiffi(and successful!) as
possible becomes obvious. Secondly, given the atmoiutime that teachers and
students spend preparing for these tests, | thmkeally owe it to all concerned to
take a long hard look at whether the currently cammpainful and often

demotivating study methods are in fact, the best feastudents to get the scores
they need.

The sort of methodology described above is abdglutet the best way to

approach the situation, and we plan over the coafri@s column to present some
alternative approaches that are not only more @ffe@t raising test scores, but
will also help to make test prep classes more rabhyg, practical and yes, even
fun! | don't claim however, to hold the final wonh the issue of testing and
assessment, and definitely welcome comments, iapdtalternative ideas from

readers.



47
Bibliography

1.Allen, J.P.B. and S. Pit Corder (eds.) 1974. Theples in Applied
Linguistics: the Edinburgh course in Applied Lingtics. London: Oxford
University Press. Vol. 3.

2.Bachman, L.F. 1992. “Assessment”. In Bright, Véd.J International
Encyclopedia of Linguistics. London: Oxford UniviysPress. Bhat, R. 1992.
“Role of testing in Language Teaching”.

3.In Khan, I.H. and Hasnain, S.l. (eds.) Linguistand Language Teaching.
Department of Linguistics, AMU, Aligarh. Carrol, BJ. 1965. “Fundamental
Consideration in Testing for English Language Rieficy of Foreign Students”.

4.In Allen, J.P.B. (ed.) Teaching English As a $etbanguages. New York:
McGraw Hill, Inc. Davies, A. 1977. “The constructiof language tests”.

5.In Allen, J.P.B. and Davies, A. (eds.). The Edngh Course in Applied
Linguistics: Testing and experimental methods. VOl. London: Oxford
University Press. Halliday, M.K.A. et al. 1966. Thenguistics Science and
Language Teaching. London: Longman.

6.In Allen J.P.B. and Corder, S.P. (eds.). Techesgum Applied Linguistics:
The Edinburgh Course of Applied Linguistics. Vol.Ldndon: Oxford University
Press. Paterno, A. 1965. “Foreign Language Testing”

7.In Allen, J.P.B. (ed.) Teaching English As a Secbanguages. New York:
McGraw Hill, Inc.

8.Abedi, J. (2002). Standardized achievement tast$ English language
learners: Psychometric issues. Educational AssegsBe231-257.

9.Abedi, J. (2006). Language issues in item devetopg. In S. M. Downing
& T. 10.M. Haladyna (Eds.), Handbook of test depetent (pp. 377-398).

11.Abedi, J., & Gandara, P. (2006). Performanceérglish language learners
as a subgroup in largescale assessment: Interaction of research andypolic

Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 2Z546.



48

12.Abedi, J., Hofstetter, C. H., & Lord, C. (2004)Assessment
accommodations for English language learners: bapbns for policy-based
empirical research. Review of Educational Reseafl¢hl-28.

13.Abedi, J., & Lord, C. (2001). The language fadto mathematics tests.
Applied Measurement in Education, 14, 219-234. Acaer Educational Research
Association, American Psychological Association, Mational Council on
Measurement in Education. (1999).

14.Standards for educational and psychologicalinggstwWashington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

15.Bailey, A. L. (2007). The language demands @bst Putting academic
English to the test. New Haven, CT: Yale Universtyess. Educational Testing
Service. (2002).

16.ETS standards for quality and fairness. Pringetd: Author. Educational
Testing Service. (2003).

17.ETS fairness review guidelines. Princeton, Nlithdr. Educational
Testing Service. (2006). ETS guidelines for comged-response and other
performance assessments. Princeton, NJ: Author.

18.Kopriva, R. J. (2008). Improving testing for Haly language learners.
New York: Routledge. Kopriva, R. J., Emick, J. Hipolito-Delgado, C. P., &
Cameron, C. A. (2007). Examining the impact of ioyad decision making on
scores for English language learners. Educationaladdrement: Issues and
Practice, 26(3), 11-20.

19.Martiniello, M. (2008). Language and the perfante of English language
learners in math word problems. Harvard EducatioRalview, 78, 333-368.
Martiniello, M. (in press). Linguistic complexity fomath word problems,
schematic representations, and differential itenctioning for English language
learners (ETS Research Report).

20.Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. Rabitz, S. N., & Sato, E.
(2006). The technical adequacy of assessmentsittynate student populations:

Guidelines for consumers and developers.



49

21.San Francisco: WestEd. Rivera, C., & Collum,(Eds.). (2008). State
assessment policy and practice for English langubggeners: A national
perspective. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

22.Thurlow, M. L., Thompson, S. J., & Lazarus, S(Z06). Considerations
for the administration of tests to special needsdesits: Accommodations,
modifications, and more. In S. M. Downing & T. Malddyna (Eds.), Handbook
of test development (pp. 653-673).

23.Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. Young, J. W., Cho, Y., Lifg., Cline, F.,
Steinberg, J., & Stone, E. (2008). Validity andrriass of state standards-based
assessments for English language learners. Edoabf\ssessment, 13, 170-192.

24.Young, J. W., & King, T. C. (2008). Testing acooodations for English
language learners: A review of state and distradices (College Board Research
Report No. 2008-6; ETS Research Report No. RR-08-M8w York: College

Entrance Examination Board.



50

Appendix Glossary - assessment in language learning

A

Achievement

tests

Aptitude tests

Attainment tests

Backwash effect.

Battery tests

Tests which look back over a long(ish) period aifglaage
learning to test how much of the syllabus has Heamt.
Internal end-of-year and external school-leaving
examinations are both examples of achievement téds®

calledattainment tests.

Tests which are usually given before any of theeifpr
language has been learnt in order to discover which
potential learners are likely to be good at leagnin
languages. Therefore aptitude tests have to attéop
measure probable language learning ability in tneiré
rather than actual learning achievement in the. p@hts is
done by identifying factors which are likely to ¢obute to
success in language learning, e.g. sound discrimnma

memory, eftc.

Seeachievement tests.

Seewashback effect.

Tests made up of large number of (usually) disepeiat
items or a series of sub-tests assessing diffegpects of
language performance. The purpose of such tesistadke
a wide sample of language so as to assess leaovensil

language proficiency.
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Bottom-up Bottom-up processing refers to the readers’ oetrist’s
processing ability to interpret the language of the text, tlee words,
grammar, discourse markers and sounds. The other

component in processingtigp-down processing.

C-test A form of clozein which the second half of every second

word is deleted from the text.

Can-do Seedescriptors andscale.
statements
Cloze tests Tests in which words are deleted from a text. hem

must use a range of language skills to restoredédieted
words. In conventional cloze tests, the wordsdsleted
at regular intervals — every'67" or 8" word, typically. In
modified clozethe tester deletes the items s/he is interested
in testing, e.g. all the articles or prepositionSloze has
been used as a test of reading or listening (bgetidel
words from a spoken test) but is now used mainlg &sst

of grammar or overall language proficiency. Ses &l-

test
Concurrent This asks whether a new test produces results wdnieh
validity similar to those produced by an established testa or

teacher’s predictions. If it does, it is said tave good
concurrent validity. Concurrent validity is asssbsoy
correlating results from the experimental test aanl

established test or a teacher’s rankings. Seevalgbty.

Construct This asks whether a test is theoretically sourdl, is it

validity constructed according to sound theories of language



Content validity

Criterion-
referenced

testing

Descriptors
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language learning? Obviously a test devised daogito
audio-lingual or structural theories is unlikelyhave good
construct validity if one believes in communicative
language learning. This can be a major probleteai€hing
and testing are based on different theories orstants’.
Construct validity is a matter of personal opiniand

cannot be measured. See alabdity.

One of the criteria for judging whether a testa®d or not.
It refers to the extent to which a test actuallgesses
relevant language content. Relevance may be diiedm
in two broad ways: backwards-looking relevance. (i.
whether the test assesses the language taughdydiataus)
and forwards-looking relevance (i.e. whether thst te
assesses the language needed in the target siui
Content validity is a matter of personal opiniothea than

measurement. See alzalidity.

Tests in which learners are assessed accordingriteaon
rather than comparing them with other learners.r Fo
example, eye tests are criterion-referenced — canrgad
certain print or not? In language testing, théeaa might
be, for example, can learners produce correct {ease
forms? business letters? acceptable consonamids®

See alsmorm-referenced testinganddescriptors.

Brief descriptions of real-world language performan
usually arranged on ascale. Learners’ language
proficiency is described in terms of what they ahnat

each stage on the scale, and so descriptors ardrabsvn



Diagnostic tests

Dictation

Direct testing

Dirty testing
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ascan-dostatements. Descriptors are normally used with

criterion-referenced testing.

Tests which look back over a long(ish) period oifglaage
learning to establish how effective that learnirag lbeen
The purpose of diagnostic testing is to establidas of
weakness or deficiency, so that future learningtigay can
focus on these areas. Traditional diagnostis tesused
on vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation, but
communicative diagnostic tests usually usself-
assessmentto determine areas of weakness such as
speaking on the telephone, writing letters, reagingnals

or listening to announcements.

A testing technique in which the tester/teachedsea text
in short sections and the learners then write dadkan
spoken text as accurately as possible. Originatgnded
as a listening test, dictation has been used nemently as

a test ofintegrative language proficiency.

Testing which consists of assessing real-world uage
performance. For example, asking learners to waite
business letter is a direct test of this real-wdddguage
task, whereas asking them to answer a series dfphedl
choice grammar questions (for example) isralrect test

because this is not a real-world language task.

Testing which makes only a quick, approximate estenof
learners’ language level, often by assessing omgraow

range of language skill?lacement testsare often ‘dirty’.
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Discrimination The ability of a test to separate strong studaots fveaker
students. Most norm-referenced tests especially
achievement tests should discriminate well, whereas

diagnostic testsneed not have this quality.

Discrete-point ‘Discrete’ means ‘separate, single, distinct’. Aalete-
point test, therefore, is made up of a large numidfer
separate items, each testing a different partefahguage,
for example grammar pointsBattery tests are usually

discrete-point tests.

Distracter Seemultiple-choice.

Dual-choice A test item which offers learners two choices, e.g.
true/false, same/different. Such items are easptstruct
but learners have a 50% chance of guessing the righ
answer and so most public tests prefaultiple-choice
items with four or more distracters, but classrdests may

make use of dual-choice items.

Face validity This asks whether a test seems like a good andargl¢est
of language. Face validity is established by megathe test
either to the syllabus (does it test language wheh been
taught?) or to the real world. Learners who comgptlaat a
test is irrelevant to their needs are complainibguad its
face validity. Face validity is a matter of opinioather

than measurement. See alsdidity.

Formative Formative tests are administered during the proadss



assessment

Fragmentary

comprehension

Free-response

item

Gate-keeping

Global
comprehension

Global item
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language learning and are designed to assist thaégs.
Placement, diagnostic and pogress tests are all

formative. Contrasted wittummative tests.

Comprehension of isolated details of a text rathan its
overall message. Some texts (e.g. telephone direst
dictionaries) are fragmented and so we want only
fragmentary comprehension when we refer to therthelO
texts (newspaper stories, novels) demarglobal
comprehension  Fragmentary comprehension can be
assessed  through discrete-point items;  global
comprehension requires global lwlistic items. Whether

a test assesses fragmentary or global comprehension

depends on the original purpose of the text.

A test item which elicits an uncontrolled sample of
language, i.e. the learner can say/write whateviee s
wishes within the constraints of the test questidiriting
tests such as compositions are usually free-respondl

free-response items asabjectivein their scoring.

Refers to the function of certain tests, @cementand
proficiency tests, to permit or restrict access to
opportunities, e.g. entry to further education, Eyment

or immigration.

Seefragmentary comprehension.

Another term for arintegrative item; the opposite of a

discrete-point item.



Global testing

Holistic
comprehension

Indirect testing

Information

transfer

Integrated

testing
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Another term folintegrative testing.

The opposite ofragmentary comprehension.

The opposite ofdirect testing. Indirect tests sample a
learner’'s underlying language competence or knoyded
(e.g. mastery of the grammar or other formal paftthe
system) rather than its application in the perforosaof
real-world language tasks. Most ‘language’ tess,
opposed to communicative tests, are indirect. réaditests
lend themselves taliscrete-point items and objective

scoring.

An integrative testing technique which requires ldeaner
to transfer information from a verbal to a non-\a@fadsual
form.  The transfer can work in both directior
transferring information from a non-verbal sourae &
verbal output (Describe the person in this pictuig)
composition; transferring information from a vdrbaurce
to a non-verbal output (Draw a picture of the perso

described in this text) is comprehension.

Tests which assess two or more of the traditicaagliage
skills (reading, writing, listening, speaking) in sangle
item. Integrated testing is generally regarded bas
practice because of the danger of penalising thenés
twice but it is used in some EAP tests (e.g.Make notes
on the following three texts about witcheés.Use the notes

that you made earlier to write 500 words about “Tbkes



Integrative

testing

ltem

Modified cloze

Multiple-choice

Multiple-
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of witches in society.

Test items which seek to draw on a wide rangergjuage
knowledge rather than those which test isolatetsprthe
language (=discrete-point itemg. In the past, all
integrative items were subjective (e.g. writing a
composition or speaking during an oral interviewylore
recently, objective techniques of integrative testing have
been developed, notabtyoze anddictation. Note: Some
people prefer the terrglobal testing to avoid confusion
between the totally unrelated termsgegrative testing and
integrative motivation (= motivation to learn a foreign
language because you identify or are sympathetic thie
target language and its people and culture),iategrated

testing andintegrative testing.

An individual question in a test. Some peoplerresthe
term to questions in laattery test of discrete-point items

but others also include itemsiimtegrative tests.

A form of cloze testingin which items are deleted at
irregular intervals so as to test a particular espa

language, e.g. articles, irregular past tenses, etc

A test item which presents the learner with a qaesir an
incomplete statement (stem) and several choices or
options from which to choose the best answer (=k#yg,

while rejecting the incorrect ones (= tthistracters).

A form of multiple choice in which learners areepented
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with a number of questions or statements, and taofis
possible answers. They then have to match the best
answer(s) to each question or statement. Multiple-
matching offers a number of advantages over tcathti
multiple-choice, especially where a question mayeha

several answers. For example:

The opposite ofriterion-referenced testing. Tests which
compare students with each other. Norm-referenesis
rank the students (i.e. put them in order fromttmpottom
or first to last). Results are then determinedvamious
ways: a) a learner may be given a rank (e..di of43;
b) a learner may be told that s/he is above orvbelo
‘average’; c) a learner may be placed in a pasdicbiand
(e.g. the top quarter, the @Percentile); d) above or below
a ‘pass mark’, which is usually calculated in reglatto the

average or ‘mean’.

Objective tests are those which can be scored on a
right/'wrong basis. The scoring is therefore sadbe
‘mechanical’ and can, in most cases, be carriedbyua
computer if required. The answers should not Ineatier
of dispute as long as the item has been properly
constructed. Objective tests have higkliability .

Objective tests are contrasted wsthbjective tests.
One of the possible answers imaltiple-choice item.

Tests which require learners to produce a sample of

language, either in writing (e.g. a composition)rospeech
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(e.g. an interview). Such items are often desigoedy to
replicate language performance in the real wc
Performance tests are usually marked subjectiueding

scaleswith descriptors.

Tests designed to arrange learners into groupdasses,
usually by establishing their relative languageelsy so
that learners of roughly the same level can stodgther

(= streaming). Placement tests usually have to be carried
out in a hurry and so they tend to ddgective and‘dirty’ .

A selection tests a special kind of placement test in which
lower-scoring learners are not accepted by th&urisin or

organisation.

At its simplest, a portfolio is simply a file in wdt to store
evidence of a learner’'s language proficiency, iditlg
samples of his/her language output and test scamels
certificates. More sophisticated portfolios, suah the
European Language Portfolio produced by the Couwfcil
Europe include scales for self-assessment andssadlieh
have been broken down into different series ofnliear

objectives.

One of the criteria by which a test is assessede-atso
validity andreliability. Practicality is the extent to which

a test is quick, convenient and cheap to construct,
administer and score. Tests with high practicalgyally
test large numbers of students at the same tima,simort
time, with little equipment, are easy and economica

administer, and are quick and simple to score. yTagrd,
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therefore, to baliscrete-point and objective, and to test

receptive language skills rather than productiveson

The extent to which a test predicts future language
performance accurately. Predictive validity can be
measured by correlating the results of two testsr av
period of time: the first might be amaptitude or
placement test administered at the start of a course; the
second arachievementor proficiency test at the end of

the course.

A student’s present level of language ability, wafarly
his/her ability to use that language in real-world

communication.

A forward-looking test which assesses whether ankra
has the necessary language skills to undertakekartahe
future, e.g. studying at an English-medium unitgrar

working in an English-medium environment. Profrag

tests therefore usually have an ESP flavour and tkes
language of the target situation. Note: The Caogler
Certificate of Proficiency in English (CPE) is n&tally a

‘proficiency’ test in this sense.

A statement of a learner’s test results or language
proficiency which shows not a single mark/grade hut
series of assessments in various language argasalty

reading, writing, listening and speaking.

Small-scale test which look back over recent laggua
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learning/teaching to assess how effective this Iean.
Progress tests may be used for continuous assesdmeén
their main use is to provide information so tha teacher
can decide whether further teaching is neededanh dhea
of language or whether the class can progressetoéit

area on the syllabus.

Rater Someone who scores, marks, grades or rates artpsirto
of a test. The term is used particularly with ratef
writing and speaking tests, where a rigorous paHs

rater training may be required.

Reliability One of the criteria by which tests are assesseslialfiflity
refers to the consistency with which a test casdmred —
consistency from person to person, time to timacelto
place. We can distinguisinter-rater reliability (the
closeness of the scores when a test is marked by tw
markers at much the same time) amida-rater reliability
or mark-remark reliability (the closeness of scores when
a test is marked by the same person on two differen
occasions). Objective tests have better reliability than

subjectiveones.

Rubric The instructions for a test and each section/itethat test,
including the time available. Rubrics may be givan
English or the mother tongue and are frequently
accompanied by an example to show how the itemlghou

be answered.

Scale A ‘ladder’ describing language performance, onecivha
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number of ‘rungs’ or levels are identified, eachthwi
accompanyinglescriptors or can-do statements.Perhaps
the best-known scales are those of the Counciluobie’s
Common Framework of Referen(2001), which have six
main levels. Scales have various uses, including
assessment, self-assessment and setting of learning

objectives.

A selection test is a special kind pfacement testin
which lower-scoring learners are not accepted by th

institution or organisation.

Tests in which learners are asked to assess their o
language level (seiflacement testy or language
difficulties (diagnostic testy. Self-assessment usually
involves some sort of questionnaire or asking learto

estimate their level onscale

A test’s specifications provide the official statmabout
what the test tests and how it tests it. The $ipatbns are
the blueprint to be followed by test and item wsteand
they are also essential in the establishment ofetbiés
construct validity. (Alderson et al 1995: 9)

Seemultiple-choice.
Dividing learners into groups, classes or ‘streamsually

with each group at the same level. This is usuadlyieved

through gplacement test.
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Subjective tests  Subjective tests are those which require a teastester’s
judgement in their scoring. The scoring is, theref a
matter of opinion and variable. Subjective tesismally
have lowerreliability than objective tests, but this has
been improved recently through the use sohles and
descriptors. All tests of productive skills (writing and

speaking) are subjective. Contrasted wibifective tests.

Summative Summative tests are administered at the end ocdhge sbf
assessment language learning and are designed to assess holw mas
been learnt or what level has been reached. Tieegften
used as ‘high-stakes’ tests for purposes of ceatitbon or
selection for further education or employme
Achievement and poficiency tests are both summativ

Contrasted witHormative tests.

Technique A method of testing, e.g. multipehoice, cloze, etc
Techniques can be broadly divided betwediscrete-

point/objective andintegrative/ subjective.

Top-down Top-down means using our prior knowledge and
reading/ listening experiences; we know certain things about certapics
and situations and use that information to undedsta

reading or listening texts.

Utility One of the criteria by which a test is assessedilityJ
refers to the amount of information that a testpsep to
the teacher/tester for the purpose of planning réutu
learning/teaching. Raw scores provide little such

information; tests which giverofiles indicating areas of
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strengths and weaknesses in particular languags aie/e
higher utility.

One of the criteria by which tests are assessehadby,
validity means the extent to which a test actuallgesses
what it was intended to assess. Traditionallyretze five
types of validity: concurrent, construct, content, face
and predictive (dl glossed separately in this glossar
Generally, different types of tests require différgypes of
validity:

One of the criteria by which tests are assessede T
washback effect (also called thackwash effec} is the
effect that tests, especialgchievementand proficiency
tests have on learning/teaching. Traditionally, testigh
as multiple-choice have been thought to have a poor
negative washback effect, so that changing a higkes
test such as the school-leaving exam into a contatine
test may be the most effective way of reformingglzege
teaching practices, so that the washback effecsuich

cases would be positive.

One of the criteria by which tests are assessdte té&rm
was invented jokingly but it aptly captures a pwsit
feature of many tests. It refers to the extewitach a test
includes and tests language which is relevant ¢opibst-
learning target situation. Proficiency tests therefore,

should have a good washforward effect.
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