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”Psycholog;cal Tests“(APA,l

'only from tests to progr

;tlve on evaluatlon (Nevo,_1983), and evaluatlon standaras5

.‘;vfocus on;four major groups of standardS' utlllty, feaslblllty,

" rcould prov1de a w1der b sis forl the deve10pment of a comprehenslve @7hj

("set“of standards for educational ‘as weil as psychologlch'J'”'il

"prOJects and materlals were used ‘to develop 23 standards for test-'
'1ng methods.v Parallel to the J01nt Commlttee s standards, they

-were organlzed in: four groups of standards.- Utlllty, Accuracy,

Feasabiiity and Fairness;- Foilow1ng 1s a descrlptlonfof these newly—‘

';A; Utlllty Standards

S I

974) - They represent an extenslon not
R : e

¥

_evaluatlons'hut also an exten51on from
. LN

,15scope of concern for re11ab111ty and valldlty 1nto a w1de perspec-i

e

B '3

: prop'ietg;and accuracy It seemed reasonabie to appiy these four

J

use to evaJuat;pns of pzdaects and programs.f Such an - applrcatlon

o

Y R e ;;'

<

o

: SR L A ‘s
STANDARDS FOR EDUCATIONAL TESTING METHODS SR

5

-;f'The Utxiity/Standards are 1nﬁe3ded to ensure that a test1ng

L

,audlences.‘ These standards are. ' ;o _ e ;f o,
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k—l Andlencelidentlflcatlon

",Audlences 1nvolved 1n or affected by the testlng should
‘.ibe 1dent1f1ed 8o that the1r needs can be addressed. °

'7i§2f{Tester Credlblllty

'-Eh, e . The persons conductxng the téstqgg should be both trust—

. © 'worthy and competent to perform the ‘testing#so’ that Ehéii'
':'Jflndlngs achleVe max1mum credlblllty and acceptance :
L LA=3 ~Informat10n Scope - ]

S v'iInformatlon collected by the test(s) should be of such
;. .- 'scope as to addréss pertinent questions about students' -
%“ o ?.g'j_‘achlevements and be: responsive to the 1nformation needsq - .

T s f;and 1nterests of spec1f1ed audlences o
& T ' ;Justlfled Criteria ,:" 3'
e
RN
. ~Té5ﬁiﬁgﬁf¥
, L 7 .so that th a and use the findxngs.
R A-7;“géé5££.ﬁiaéiiﬁééé" > .
,4’6.,_h?, Release of testl”g‘results should be tlmely, so that
- #:‘,—"audlences can best ije them. ! :
' - Jooo e
A 8‘\Evaluat10n Impact o Lo
| ‘Testing has a 99§;t§*e Imeaczen Eﬁslicsssbzr}g and ies@;ng,
A process and on *the decision maklng processes of aill partles
o assoc1ated with the testlng .
i' - B. Accuracy Standards o \%‘j y
The Accuracy Standards are 1ntended to ensure\that a testlng,’
”) “ t ‘,-, ‘ ;.
//\ ‘.
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e ’ 4 i ) o / s
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‘{‘avx"‘ (“3 )
L = : : . ~ ) 7 - j =
e These étéﬁ&éfaé are:. '_ » : : S
. "dValld{Measurement .
'é' ) - .;-
o Testlng is conducted'by iﬁsﬁfﬁﬁéﬁﬁs;éﬁdiprocadures prov1d— -
' ‘-1ng reliable 1nformatlon for a glven use. e P o
R 'Eﬁéirfgdeggegzigenfbeﬁessessed and con51dered when assess-
e 1ng the achlevements of each student . - T i
o ?554thest Securlty E . ’ L
S - ) ' ’ : ' PR ‘.
. , Test _ materlals and testlng procedures are safeguarded to--‘.-‘.
, , ,._av01d fraud aﬁa cheatlng e ' : o
/’, Testing data are appropr;eteigiggdisystematlcally analyzed 5
ﬁé : . .to ensure supportable 1nterpretations of test scores.. 5
AR . B=6 Objectlve Reportlng ? L -f?' afg;f. - e TN

. /)/}(MQ*-' : 'Test ‘results are r ported ob3ect1Vely wlthout dlstortlon co
' : by personai feeiings and biases of testers and scorers. B

N

C. Fea51b111ty4$tandards S o ‘;: | v- o '1;'
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’E:method Wlll be reallstlc, prudent and frugal

'are-Tgl

«3’ : ) C l Practlcai Er OCEdHIES

Testlng 1s conducted with minimum disruption of education—'

-

-

“ " .3l and administrative processes at school and thh consid- /.
, eratlon of ex1st1ng constralnts\ ; R « s
. ! .' e R g ;
L “ 3 - B .
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. ; . A -Vn5d‘ ‘ -




“planned and/condu‘
p051t10ns of rio

oo v AT

conflict ‘of Intérést e

'Confllct of Interest frequently unav01dable, is deait Qiih-;

, /
‘Social. Valués

,,* ] / . ,L/'-; ,‘ L e e - :
,Crlterla'h_-— IR R ;_.,, ; .

! - : " e

75V'Tests are based on known and accepted subject matter and

crlterla.,ﬂ, . ._p' ‘ e

> -
75

'?nghts of Human Subjects IR .:_'7' T 5l: i. 2'; L

v

Testing is de51gned and conducted, so that rights and wel-

fare %f human subjects are respected and/protecteda

. e

iaEublicrsrﬂlght,to Know 4%:"7 "t'; ' f : '3" S

— . . K i

A
;The publlc s rlght to know the results of testlng and its

consequences, is respectéd~thh1n ‘the. limits of other related

principles. scch as those deailng thh publlc safety and -

the rlght to . prlvacy I Co ‘/n e

testlng process and resuits._, L

.openly and honestiy,'so that‘lt does not comprcmlse the o

- v

o

v - A

R
/ ” B

/Testing 1s conducted in acccrd w1th soc1ai vaiues and does e

- = - —= s

‘not stlmuiate v1olat10n of nqrms and values accepted ‘at

- . - o .
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'D-6 Balanced héportin§“

-)' " Test resuits are compiete and falr in thelr presentatlon of -

A5 strengths’ and weaknessé@ of the ind1v1dua1 tested _
- : €

The purpose of thlS study was to test the validity and appirca—'

‘blllty of the newly developed standards.f They were app11ed to

;é' - ass é”s four alternative testrng methods of oral prof1c1ency in ©
1]Eng1§sh as a Eorelgn Language (EFL) ’ The four testang methods were:
‘ anyofai 1nterV1eW, a role play, a reportlng task and a group drs-f..

1 test. These methods had to be assessed to develop a recom-~'

y

Engllsh as-a Forelgn Language w1th1n the matriculation exams admln—

”stered at the end of ﬁ;gh Schooi to ali students. ft was apparent

'rpogém,pThus the extenslve scope of the Jolnt Commlttee s Stan-‘

' dards seemed to be .a plauslble approach to thxs probiem.h

Before proceedlng thh the stddy deslgn and 1ts flndlngs Ja}f

"short d1scussron of testzng methods of oral prof1c1ency, on whlch /f_;

. ~5thls study focused w;ll be presented

E

- o ALTERNATEVE TESTTNG METHODS OF EFL ORAL PORFICIENCY A

&
. f

: \\g<! e Tﬁe Increased 1nterest 1n.the teachlng of the communlcattve }'

skigls has.brought about greater emphasxs on both the teachrng and

the testing g

O{aénprof1c1ency., Yet, orai performance 1n/ ommunl—'
SSi

'cative sntuations $8: one of ‘the most dlfflcuﬁt sk111s to a

b

Aithough 1n the past decade several attempts have been made to ,ﬂ#;;;ai

v
Cege a
. g .




.. trained

af s

cgency fMadsén &~jaﬁé§;.199i5; the-research*carrxed'out;on these7‘.‘ 3
: o R ST T e
,tests s‘ tlll very llmlted. : g%?f;,n“gg .i-f‘ ';J’j;, T

y

Currently in Israel EFL’ oral prof1c1ency 1s testéd Wlthln the

@ -

'framework of the high-school leavxng examrnatlon " The Matrlculatlon "L

Exam“) admlnlstered natlonally by the MInIstry of E&ucatron. The

. testlng procedure is a conversatlon 1n wh;ch a tester 1nterv1ews —_ f
_ . R
each student nd1v1dually Studénts' performance on that test :

T

provides the ba31s for the oral proftctency score.t Several defl- -

ciéncies seem to.be found w1th thlS procedure-i_(a) The oral tnter—
.

-

‘v1ew test repr se'ts a narrow domaln of oral performance, and 1t ;" F
IS therefore questlonable whether 1t {s a’ valld 1nd1cat10n of stu- h‘_
“ o ‘, S q'.

‘dents‘ overall,oral profxcxency.; (b) Slnce rater rellablllty 1s o

not ssessed; 1t 1s questlonable whether the score obtained by the S g

‘fﬂc;enc§
scores[ llterally nobody faIis the test This has caused some‘

————— P ST - <

of the oral- test ‘since 1t prov1des little 1nformat10n compared to

flts cost ”-v. ;i““‘f{;:h . Lk
Searchlng for/an alternatrve to the extsting system constl—v;

'tute a problem, slnce among the tests ay allabie har&ly any havev4fg
2 s 3
' been suff&ciently réséarched to allow thelr 1mplementat1on on a”f'g_:“

L natlon-WIde scaie. The only oral test that has been researched

. - i A
o - / S . . . - R P L .

) v, - o ~ o . oy
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(Bachman & Palmer, 1981

o197

R

'-f;qstyles;

: xten51vely is the FSI

..'

:t it does not encompat' a w1de*enough varlety Sﬁjspeech s yies

KA

of oral prof1c1ency tests( rig;eséntxng

FOilOWIng 15 a deSCrlptlon of these four testsﬁ"

:@aiﬁ

g

‘up, where the test-taker was put at ease and: the testér ;‘;::7:

' _used for ll thewather tests."V“

fftoplcs 'The .tesit encompassed a va Iety of: topiEs and .
= represente@ low-hlgh role: reﬂatlonehxg between the par-
~ticipants. The test_ foLlowed ‘the model; of :the FSI; Oral.
;Intervxew (Lowe, 1981; Oller; 1981), w ’ ' ‘.

taker 1is: pushed to -the hlghest4ﬂeVe1'

- tester a$é ; _ %est leVel at whrch the test takerfﬁ

.efunctlon mos
terview w was done. on the: basis af theasamet;atlng scale

'vtaker Eé ﬁféduce pontaneous»speech~behaV1or thhxn the

rutderlved a preliminary indication of the tes E-taker's,
»léVel of proficiency; {2) levei-checkﬁ wherg the teﬁter
-cHécked the functlops and content ‘which:the test-taker

HInoTotls, 1976-'C11fford " ; j

®

':\(.'.'

..._r_¢

gour difféﬁ@pt speecH

The 0ra141nterylew (ox; | q,f,{j w;]u;fﬂ%;f

The ‘rationale underiyxng this test was ‘to gulde the test—m{ef:f
takger into a.dialogue with the testervwhiCh elicits: .. . ;
answers to. questlons asked. b& the: teeter on dif ferent -

of his. oral pro= .
f1c1ency ‘The test consisted of: four phaseS‘ €1) warm—,

uratelyy (3) probf%g, where the -

test take:.

-comfortggiy The scorlng of - the oral Infw"

S— »

AR

The ratxonaie behind'thls test was ta stImulate t,eyteﬁt




dlalogue betweep two part1c1pants whod epresénted various,
frole—relatlonshlps between the speakers (equal, low—hlgh
y,.varied fas required.
The. test-taker was

by ‘the specxfxc 51mulated sxtuatton

l_f-;glf_??fff,; ‘given a card on which he f6uﬁarthe &e%criptxcn 2§/a sltu—h;,?.
w007 % ation ‘and his expected role in-‘it:.. .The tester then.en- ' =
' IR " gaged in. the: slmulated conversation derxved frc@ftﬁe srtu— =

-ation. The test lasted for about ten mlnut St and a.

éét.wasrto stlmulate the-’

'wln@Engllsh .based on authentic
.Hebrew.; Th;svtest requ;red

'shlp bet@eegfthe speaker and the lis tener was' low to hlgh
‘and’ the. @cc351on %was_ formal. The functions involved in. the n
test were: conVeylng facts; explaxnlng ‘and reporting.vahe T

vstudent was ‘given an- article ‘in Hebrew which he was asked,' nr¢

tovread sllently, and then'to réport its general contegtg
own Wt . He''was asked rnot to translate the. text

R s “but'r to»report freely, referring back "Fo the text:

Lo thH"-_flffneeessary._ The tést lasted about 10 minutes -and -

on: the: bas1s of the .same rating scale used to
: ;oflClency for all the other tests. S

ale’underlylng th1s ‘test was i5 stimulate. the
‘% 1ntora spontaheous dxscusslon of a controver—

3d1scussia toplcai sub-'“:““

3 At
elatlonshlp amongfthe part1C1pants was .
1 ed o

g op1 = ussion ‘they .were' abQ
conduct“ They ‘were given a few minutes. to ‘read the car

and plan the procedure of their dxscuss;on ‘among” themselvés#

- before’ sta;t1ng=ﬁhe actual -discussion {(Reves,; '1982) he. :
%j tester listened’ ‘tothe-discussion without :interferi guahﬂx
* ‘the " performan f each of the four tes “takers::o

9




. s i ;n;-f\{ o
: ot & ; -
o . THE STUUY DES GN s o
: The study reporte& 1n thIs pap'h; utased on Eﬁféé seurces'
fa) an experlmental try-out of the fou testlng methods, (b) an
‘?_;‘ eQaluatlon of the testlng methtds b, a panel of experts, and (c)

~an analy51s of the ‘same testxng\meth r poixcy makers.,jFoiloWei :
' ; el r b

ro.
s e U

(a)‘ The experlmental try-out,

.

L : .- ;'~'
. were expertenced EFL teachers who were tralned 1n1adm1nlster1ng and -
R ~ :

1 A

‘_ratlng the dlfferent tests., The ratlng of students' performéECe ;f'




103 students were tested by the exlstrng‘épnventlonal test (Theln_

’ Matrlculatron Exam) rn thelr schools.h It lS on these 77

'asesff“’i

the comparlson between the experlmental tests and the exsttrng test
e e T _\_”_ SRR A

‘was done.,,“5>&¢;,‘_3‘pv'_"~,;y

S

“}f:( ) Eﬂaiﬁatxon by 'experts G

greup of 51xteen 1anguage t ting experts, attendlng a con-'.

..

n‘if;ventron On r’ “'ch on language'testlng, were presented wrth -a def,,;f'

: Q. L
talled descrrptlon of the four orai profic%ency tests as welI as i
Thls group of experts had been preV1ouslyﬁ“;TQ

”'some research ftndfhgs.«
ted '

éXposed to the Standards for Educatlonal Testtng Methods pr

L i E ,
'°ﬁf1n thxs paper.p FollGW1ng the dxscu551on of the four testtng methods,»

the e*perts were asked to »ank each method accordlng to its. Accur-

NG e acy* Utlllty, Fea51b111ty and Falrness.; The ranklng was.. done 1n—4Vfifﬁ
R . . .3 Ry o

) d1v1dualL¥Nyslng a four p01nt scale froﬁ "1" (hiéh) to (low)

The ranktng form alsoylncluded a one-senténce B

W v W -.....o .‘ ‘_ .

for each standard

standard, as a reminder to the experts._ Gn the

deflnrttcn of each

. l'-f]
__.'.'%i e
wl TR IR mw‘ya PSS S S SN S S PR =PAgs = -
of Educatlon as a, pos51b_ehalternative for the ing orai test :

=y B S CZgE




of'Ehé’Matfiéulation'Ekamination, several d1scuss10ns W re held at “f{'

-;the M1n1stry regardlng thls Issue. ,Senxor admxntstrators, assoc1—,ﬁ?’

nated Wlth EFL 1nstruct10n and testlng, and the developers f Eh

- - L. -

four a ternattve testing methods, part1c1patedl}n those dlscussfons ;

‘_:ﬂAs a result—of the dIscussions a decxston was made to further exper-_,i'*

\l

':Matrlcuiatxon orai test.i We use these d1scuss10ns as a: case tudy&lf.v'

[ T

' of alternatlve testlng methods.f 5

o B TR RESULTS

We shall report our flndlngs f"ﬁﬁioh group of standards re—5rf3.gg;

3

o gardlng the four testxng methods dn the baslslof the relevant data R

i(ai} Utlllty standards

o The ut111ty standagfs are 1ntended to ensure that a testlng

5ymethod will serVe.t§§ practlcal 1nformatlon needs of grven.audlencesf,

&
BT

'vto have a posltlve 1mpact on. the teachtng and learning process asrf*""

e — T

‘testing and lts results.:f*{

.hb As can be seen in Table 1 the group of 1anguage téstingheiffn

_perts ranked . the Group Brscusston (GB) test belng the “otie ﬁithtthéf’;

”i*'hlghest utlllty Value among the four testxng methods.f ThIS high

- rank was justlfled by some of the experts w1th the p051t1ve back—_uga o




,ex1st1ng Matrlculatlon oral prof1c1ency test was’ related to 1ts'

: ﬁaéh ffect'that the GD test mlght have on 1nstructlon, stlmulating 5

érouﬁ of pollcy makers con51dered also the back-wash effect of the

fGroup Dlscusslon test as' an lmportant feature of thlS test and de~

Insert Table l about here v S

P

. o , R R -,,,,,,’,;,;,_,; Tt
Itfis interesting=to'no€?'that whlle the-GD test has’been

?ranked hlghest on Utlllty, 1t has been ranked lowest for Accuracy.

';qUIte low (3) on Htllxty,'Q£\spxte of the fact that xt was ranked

”5h1ghest on all other three standards.v'

‘(bli Accuracy standards'

The Accuracy standards are 1ntended to ensure that ‘a testlng

v(r.r

:{method w1ll reveal and convey valld rellable and otherw1se tech—

'fnlcally adequate 1nformat1on on educatlonal achlevements. The ex-

dilng experts prov1ded 1nformat10n ‘on the accuracy of the four test—i

'Tliﬁé‘ﬁétﬁods 1ncluded in our study.y

e e T

Ly Gﬁe'of the~concern5'of the Mlnlstry of Educatlon regardlng the i

i relatlvely hlgh scores and the1r low dlsperslon. Some of the oppon-.

”ents of those tests argued tﬁat sxnce almost every student gets

-

< T . o

& 14 | o



13,

anyhow a hlgh score on thls test why waste on 1t so mueh t1me and

¢

";effort."' And 1ndeed for the students; who part1c1pated 1n the ex-

f1c1encv test a mean score

*;unwere_obtaxned_onﬂthrs.test;(see_a_ te 2).

rff;qthe Reportlng test was r—.81 and for the Roie-Piay 1t was r— 76. __ﬁ~i;»ﬂ

.for the Oral Interv1ew (r— 91) The 1nter-rater rellablllty for"

-Among them the Group DlSCUSSth test seemed to have the 1owest mean

Y’

'lowest standard deVIatIon (S Df—l 32) was obtalned for the Reportlng.

=

‘test. : Conslderlng the relatxonshxp between varlablllty and rella-_;-"~

v;be some kxnd of reflectnon of the rellablllty of the tests . Maxniy,

re11ab111ty assocxated thh errors of fiea s rement that apply to the

‘test content 1tself rather than the btases of the scorers

i

More dlrect 1nformatlon on the tests reixabiitty can be ob-(

e e —

*

\
The ranklng of the tests by the level of thexr 1nter rater

’rellablllty seems to be 1n general agreement w1th the overaii rankxngf'f,:

been cqmputed yet at the preSent t1me. T
B ' PR | | e?fiv: o

15




tovbe enjoylng the testlng experience, although 1n thelr questron-

’

€ !

for accuracy prov1ded by the panel of experts (see Table 1)4 Ehéy

aiso ranked the Orai Interv1ew hlghest on Accuracy, second hrghest

they ranked the Reportlng test; thlrd--the Role Play, ‘and the Group

Drscu351on test was ranked lowest on thlS standard.*;If we conslder

R
P4

judgments prov1ded by a panel of experts...i

(c) Feas;bliltxfstandards

Admlnlsterlng the four tests W1th1n the framework of the ex—A

"

perﬂnental try—out, suggested that- aii of - them can be 1mplemented

‘as feasrble testlng methods to test orai prof1c1ency w1thout any R

maaor dlfflcultlres. The testers, who Were 1n most cases regularff"

v

EFL hlgh school teachers, wen't through a relatlvely short and srm—.

pie tra1n1ng process, “and succeeded in completlng each test in ten‘
- :

mlnutes per student Regardlng the feasrbility of 1mplement1ng

R

gthese tests, there seemed to be no. apparent adVantage for any - s1n—,

'gle test eXCept for the Group Dlscusslon test whlch drd create some
{

-'dlfflcultles in . reachlng unrform procedures among testers and over—
"comlng some’ lOngth problems 1n coordlnating group testlng ses—7"

. slons for students who took all other tests ‘on an 1nd1v1dual ba51s. ,' 5-;

The students partrcrpatlng 1n=the experlmental try-out seemed

. narres they showed some preference for the 0I. and ‘the RPL tests.'

L The panei of experts (see Table i) ranked the Oral Interv1ew




' o
R
g

‘hlghest on feaSlblllty and the Role PBﬁ@ 'test as iowest The sec-

7/7. s : ‘ -
.

Al -

ond 3;owest on feasxblllty they ranked the GrOup Discussion .

4

test’ as was aiso 1nd1cated by the eXperlence galned from the exper-

\
. . - . K . s _‘,)‘

' 1mentab/try-out. | = S T -“':_ R

The pollcy makers expressed concern regardlng the feasrbrllty

;;concerned about the lOngthS of admrnrstertng the Group Dlscu551on

.;test, n con}unctlon with the other tests admlnlstered ‘on an 1nd1V1d—'

1}uai ba31s.

(d) Ealrnessustandards

Two major sourcesfof rnformatron were avallable in this study

..regardlng_the falrness of the four testing methods; the student

*&experrmental try—out and the ranklngs pro—'

were asked to agree or disaéréé ﬁitﬁ ‘a set of statements expressing

the1r att1tude toward the test. One of. those statements was;"Thls‘

’

test reflected my true knowledge 1n speaklng Engilsh " Students

"esﬁoﬁsés to this statement are presénted 1n Table 3.

| Insert Table 3 about here . . .

'if;weVéaﬁgiaéf”éﬁig statement.as a possibie expression-of,téstﬂ

1

fairnéss, we can see in Tabie 3 that the Oral Interv aw W”s per—

/,

L — -

ceived by studénts as the falrest opportunlty to express therr
. . . : ot B o —

-



knowledge in speaklng Engllsh 'Aiﬁést.BS‘percén£76£~tﬁé studénts»
agreed (or strongly agreed) w1th the - statement and 1ts mean ratlng

was §;3 66 The second best for\Falrness came out the Role Play test

for.whlch more than 70 percent of the students agreed that It re-

t

flected thelr true knowledge rn speaking Engllsh.g Students oprn—*i'

Dns seemed to be balanced on the Group stcussron test but were

“‘somewhat negatxve regardlng the Role Play test

- cent of them dld not thInk that th1s test reflected thelr true'knoWlef B

T

edge . in speaklng Engllsh.

-

T stng the mean level of students agreement thh thé statement '

L for each test, we could rank the four tests for FaIrness from h1gh

to low as’ follows" Gral Intervlew, Role Play, Reportlng, and Group
Discussion.. . If we compare Table 3 with Table l "e Wlll f1nd that
students perceptlons ‘on tests’ level of faxrness dlffer from those ffi

of the testxng experts, except for the Oral Intervxew.i Both groups_;;

l\ .-
EI [y

ranked this test nxghest on Falrness but strongly dlsagreed on the

s Role Play test ThlS test was consxdered as second best by studentsf

but was ranked lowest by the experts (see Table l) Unfortunately,'

atestlng experts do not consult students whenever.'ﬁ

<
N

SUMMARY AND BISCUSSION N S

PR s

e Our study demonsﬁ;ated that the Joxnt Camnlttee s Standards_‘

could be adopted .!.OI t st1ng methods and used as a framework to

analyze and assess the merlt of alternatlwe testlng metﬁods 'Béing'”

.

EBiq- “,“ AT hrr-i;;t»ga g};-' » QQRJ;'

,.’




7 & ) . v e
. , 2 »
A : RN 3 B g . .- "

AT N ; 7

. o o s
d"ﬁ‘ -‘showed“that such a f?&mework prov1des a. w1de scope cf 1nformat10n
'“relevant to dec1s10n makers.f Becxslon makers were 1nterested~1n -'ﬁ
2 7the Informatlon regardlng the Utllltffand Feasxblllty of the vari--

s

accordang to the var-f

which.was ranked,hxgh-“

exampié was the OI test

Q

 £§ except Utlilty .Another example‘was the GD ,
V”flemhese f;ndlngs s:‘"””";f" testing experts shqud not };mlt them-tus_~“‘
-ji:j%?’selves to the technlcal aspectssof Accuracy,,and use tHe wxde scccethn~

’ ‘of ail four atandagds to judge“thecmerltggf a test a »h rw;?
g;_;;ﬁhgf» eomparxng the results‘obtalned from the experlmental try—cut ¥

i :;hj-standard th n- another. Therr assessments pf the accuracy of the

I

om the experlmental try out regardlng 1nter—rater .

t

At the sameytlme there was a lack of

,.ceptlons of test falrnessfffvf

;'j ‘ ‘ _fAithough the study prOV1ded scme Interestlng observatlons re— B FRE
’f 4 ,gardlng the appilcablllty of the Standards to the assessment of -
N . ‘~., . ‘ T e - - R ‘-, . - .‘ 2w " B '.i - - ) . _‘-.1. : ) . . -
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testlng methods, it Was based malnly on secondary sources of Infor- _
o matlon and prov:.ded only a partlai attempt to study%e Whole sé&fbé
o 6f _the Sta.ndards; . More systématlc éff6f£§ in
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?' Table 1 f‘*: /

faccordlng o the”b

”;iﬁ%est

Oral InterW1ew (OI)

»Ro&e_?iay‘(RbP) ;

Repor ting (REP)

Group Discussion (GD) 1 4 .3 . . 2

1= High - 4 = Low

' Table 2 ’
L o Méaﬁ Scores, séaﬁaaf& 5évs;é£iaﬁ§ and Inter-
s : féEéf Rellablllty of Oral Prof1c1ency Tests . 'i'v‘~'ﬂ

[ ' . 770 T
Test . . Mean* S.D. .Inter-rater Reli

s 'Oral InterVLew (OI) : é:éé - 1.392 | e e Y

Role Play L) 6017 / P SR R
Reportlng (REP) - . '5;57'f / 1232 L e _

Group biscussion (GD) 6.00 1,93 Co --

Existing Matrxcuiat:on R o SR S P

© | Test 7:79 1.3 - .. =T
*n =103 . ¥x b o= 25 :
N ; . . ‘ . .' .
: i -




| Dlsprxbutxon ef Students' Responses to Statement {ésj
E/efﬁ‘ Fs¢“ f'"Thls ‘test. refiected my . true knowledge ln o
fﬁriépéaggng_Englysh“ by_Test (;p.pexcentage)‘_.iﬂ,yig_ :&;,.,

S e e i - P - R

SR PR T 2 .
Do - ';-7-' A wie D e P -

-~ e

: agree

(ay

. S AJ;A";.;;J:‘L; e e T B LI CoL
1_Or3111nte;V§FW'EGI§'-717,5v-,,; 75610 R

- Role Play (RiP) T 9.8 - 2.7
'f.Repertlng (REP) 3.9 —ff-' 35i@"'

- (_,roup BIscttSSiOn (GD) g.é o ) 45. 6 N '_; S

N
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