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_ DVERVIEW OF PROJECT

- The developing "proficiency” movement within the U.5. language teaching
“field--in large part stimulated by the efforts of the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and with the assistance of several
‘,government,language»training agencies under the auspices of tha Interagency
- Language Roundtable (ILR)--has placed a premium on the Accurate and reliable
- 'measurecent of functional language skills, especially listening comprehension
and speaking, within a real-life language use context. Face-to-face speaking
proficiency tests of the ACTFL/ILR type (i.e., "livye" interviews conducted by a
trained interviewer/rater and scored on the basis of the ACTFL/ILR verbal
descriptive guidelines) ‘have been quite widely implemented within the larger-
volume languages such as French, Spanish, and German by means of tester-
training'workshops and associated testing networks, However, for most of the
' less—Commonly-taUth language progranms in the United States, the economic and
‘organizatipnal'rEalities, at least for the present and near-term future, are
‘such as to preclude the development and deployment of sufficient cadres of
trained interviewers and raters to adequately meet the speaking testing needs
at issue in the adoption of a "proficiency” approach to language instruction.

The major objective of the reported project was to develop and make
available a tape-based, alternative éoproach to interview-based speaking
proficiency testing that would be economically viable for use with languages

“having relatively low student volumes, but that at the same time would be
closely modeled on, and readily interpretable in terms of, the ACTFL/ILR
proficiency guidelines. To accomplish this goal, four alternate forms of
'such a test were-developed in Chinese and validated on a representative student
population taraugh direct statistical comparison with the regular ACTFL/ILR
interview and rating procedure. Validation results showed a substantial
cofrespondéhte_betneen student scores on the tape-based tests and the results
.the "live" interview, providing considerable confidence in the value of the
taped test as an. appropriate and effective alternative to the live interview in
situations where use of the the latter was not financially or administratively
feasible. "The second, Closely related objective was to develop an
informational handbook describing the overall project, the format and content

~ specifications developed for the tests and the rationales underlying these

- specifications, and the step-by-step procedures followed in producing,
administering, and evaluating these instruments, for use by interestegd ,
individuals, organizations, or groups .considering the development of similar .
assessment procedures for other;less-commonly-taught languages. Since much of
the information concerning test development and administration procedures that
would'ordiharily appear in a final project report is provided 'in this handbook
(included for reference at the end of this report), the following pages will
concentrate on an overview description of major project activities and on a
procedural and statistical repart of the test'validation‘phase of the project.
The reader is asked to refer to the handbook ‘section for more detailed
discussion of test rationale and test development, as well as to the Chinese
test booklets and scripts themselves, which are reproduced in Appendix A.

~ MAJOR PROJECT ACTIVITIES

v?%ojettyuorking Committe Meeting/Initial Test Plénning

" The day—tb—day work of the prbject kas conducted primarily at the Center

| BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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'for~Applied;Linguistics (CAL) by the project director, John L. D. Ciark,
- working with other CAL staff and in close coordination with the project co-
director, Dr. Ying-che Li (University of Hawaii). Project planning, review of
materials, and expert consultation throughout the project period was provided
by a Working Committee consisting of, in addition to the project director and
co-director:

Dr. Albert Dien (Stanford University)

Dr. Shang-Hsien Ho (University of Hawaii)

Dr. Timothy Light (Dhio State University)

Dr. Eugene Liu (University of Pennsylvania)
Dr. Pardee Lowe (CIA Lariguage School)

Dr. A. Ronald Walton (University of Maryland)

A major planning meeting of the committee was held on August 3-5, 1985, in
which both the proposed format and question types for the test were developed,
subject to possible modifications on the basis of clinical tryouts of a draft
form of the test. The test as initially designed consisted of five separate
sections, as follows:

Personal conversation - Student listens to conversational guestions in
Chinese and responds to each Question as it is asked. :

Singlevpicture descriptions - Examinee looks at detailed lire drawings
and answers questions about then.

Picture sequences - Examinee describes a series of events in a narrative
tashion, based on a sequence of 3-5 line drawings. '

English-cued discourse - Relatively ionger discourse is elicited by means
of printed English questions to which the examinee replies in Chinese.

Situations - Examinee reads a printed description nf a real-life situation
in which a specified interlocutor and communicative task are identified.
,Examinee is to carry out the indicated task.

Draft Test Administration

Over November 1984 - January 1985, a preliminary version of the test based-
on the above content specifications was administered to a total of 27 students
of Chinese at five'institutions: Cornell University , Defense Language
Institute (Monterey), University of Hawaii, University of Pennsylvania, and
Stanford University. Based on this tryout, the overall format and content of
the test were generally confirmed, with relatively minor modifications
suggested (e.g., some shortening of the English directions; moderate increase
in time allotted for student response to certain questions, etc.). ‘

Pfeparationydf Final Test Forms/Validation Admihistration

© - Dn fﬁe‘bésis;Of the information obtained during the trial administration,
tour separate final forms of the test were developed, each using similar
-formats and-question types but having different topical content. To validate

each of the tests, both as (1) constituting essentially interchangeable
v.versionsfof the test»(i;e.;'producting similar examinee resu1t§ independently



~of the particular form administered) and (2) producing the same scoring result
as.a regular "live" interview for any given examinee,‘an;administration'plan
was developed in which each of 32 students took two forms of the project-
‘developed test, as well as a face-to-face interview.

. Based on_test administrations conducted at Brigham Young University and at
the University of Hawaii in spring 1986, the resulting student response tapes
(3 per student--one for each of tws of the project-developed tests and one of
the live interview) were independently scored by each of two certified ACTFL
interviehér/réters, @ procedure which allowed for the determination of bouth the
inter-rater reliability of the project tests and the extent of correlation
between the project tests and the scores assigned on the bLasis of the face-to-
face interview. These results are described and discussed in the following
section. :

Validation Study and Results

As indicated above, the test validation paradigm used in this study
consisted of the administration of a highly face-valid criterion instrument

of the experimental semi-direct test to each of 32 native English-speaking
learners of Chinese, consisting of 16 students of Chinese at the University of
Hawaii and 16 students at Brigham Young University. At both institutions,
participating stuiznts were drawn from among a volunteer group expressing
interest in the project, with final selection made (on the basis of
instructors’ general familiarity with their speaking performance) so as to
provide a wide and, to the extent possible, rectangular distribution of
proficiency levels. Each participating student received a small honorarium of
$10 for.the approximately 1-1/2 total hours of testing involved. The Chinese
specialists responsible for administering and rating the live interviews as
well as for listening to and rating the student response tapes for each of tue
semi-direct tests were Dr. Richard Chi of Brigham Young University and Dr.
Shang-Hsien Ho of ‘the University of Hawaii, both ACTFL-certified
interviewer/raters in Chinese. :

.. For all students at both BYU and Hawaii, the live interview was
adninistered first, followed by two forms (out of the total of - four forms) of
the tape-administered semi~direct test. Designation of the two particular
forms to be administered to a given student, as well as the order in which ‘the .
forms were administered, was on the basis of a Latin square design which served
to control for possible sequence effects in test form administration, To rule
‘out the pbssibilityvthat'prior knowledge of a student's language background or
qenéralllevgl'of‘abirity would influence the fate-to-face‘intervieuing :
Procedure and/or rating assigned, Dr. Chi conducted each of ‘the interviews of
the University of Hawaii students and 0r. Ho carried out each of the live

iﬁtervieus at BYU.

; Except in 2-3 instances in which scheduling diffficulties mandated the
testing of a given student over a two-day period, all tests (live interview
plus two taped-test forms) were administered within a single day. Informal
-conversation with the students following test administration indicated that
they did not consider the amount of testing (approximately 15-35 minutes for
the:live interview and 35 minutes each for the taped tests) unduly onerous or
fatiguing. In addition to the cassette recordings of the taped test, audio
recordings of the face-to-face intervies were also made, using lavalier




- microphones which picked up- well both the interviewee's and tester's voice,

- During the interview, the tester was free to make brief notes as desired, but
~the'official»scoring,nas"in all instances based on a later ra-listening '« the
interview tape recording by the eriginal interviewer and, as a check on
“interrater reliability, by the second rater,

On completion of test administration, the cassette tape recordings of the
32 live interviews (16 students at each of the two institutions) were assigned
arbitrary code numbers and were randecmly sequenced for independent rating by
both Dr. Chi 2nd Dr. Ho. Similarly, all 464 cases of student‘responses to the
semi-direct tests (8 for each of Furms #y, B, C, and D; for each of the twa
institutions) were assigned an identification code and randomly sequenced for
rating., The entire rating process for al! of the tface~to-face interviews and
semi-direct tests occupied pach of the raters an a partial-time hasis gver
an approximately six-week period. In general, during this period, each of the
raters would listen to and evaluat? a series of several of the semi-direct
tests, interspersed with the rating of a pertion of the interview tapes. This
served to break thefmonotony of scoring the large number of semi-direct tests
involved, and also provided an opportunity for the rater to "re-anchor" himself
in the traditional interview/intervieu scoring process from time to time in the
course of rating the semi-direct tests.

For both the live-interview recordings and semi-direct tests, the rater
was asked to “fast forward" the tape past the spoken name of the student (given
at the beginning_of the live interviéu and as the first question of the sepi-
direct test) and to evaluate and record the rating results only with reference
to the indicated code nuaber, Discussions with the two raters in the course of
the rating process indicated that the tapes were being evaluated on an :
essentially anonymous basis and that, as a result of the large total number of
tapes and the random presentation sequence, there was little or no recognition
of individual students or recollection of their performance in the live
interview.

Rating of both the live interview and the tape-based semi-direct tests
was done on a 13-point scale combining both ACTFL and ILR rating scales as
follows: ‘ '

ACTFL/ILR Level Coded As:
Novice-Low 01
Novice-Mid 02
Novice-High 03
Intermediate-Low 04
Intermediate-Mid 05
Intermediate-High 04
Advanced 07
Advanced-Plus ‘ 08
Level 3 . 09
Level 3+ 10
Level 4 11
Level 4+ 12
Level § 13

The several tables below provide descriptjve statistics, interrater
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reliabilities, and test-retest data obtained in the study. Table 1 shows the
range, mean score, standard distribution, and other basic statistics for the
ratings assigned by each. of the two raters, Dr, Chi (hereafter, Rater 1) and
Dr. Ho (Rater 2), to student performances on each of the semi-direct test forms
and on the live interview,

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics fer Scoring Levels Assigned, Taped and Live Tests

Test Form Rater 1 , Rater 2
RANGE
A (N=16) 4-11 4-11
B (N=15) 4-11 4-1
C (N=16) 5-11 4-10
D (N=16) | 5-11 4-10
Interview (N=32) 4-11 . 4-12
MEAN
m"\‘«a\ A 8.0 6.9
B 7.8 6.9
c:\ 7.6 6.6
D 7.3 - 6.5
Interview 7.7 7.3
MECIAN/MODE
A ‘ 8/8 7/7
B o 8/8 | 717
C 8/5,8 (bimodal) - 7/7
D | 8/8 6.5/4

Interview 8/8 777

STANDARD DEVIATION
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product-moment correlations) between the
ose assigned by Rater 2 for each of the
live interview are shown in Table 2 below.

Correlation

forms, with the same rater scoring both forms, are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

| Test-Retest Reliabilitijes (Same Rater)

Tests Taken By Student

Forms A and B

Forms C and D

Table 4 shows test-retest reliabilities for students
torms, “each form scored by a different rater,

Rater 1|

95

. 95

Rater 2

. 99

. 93

taking two different test



Table 4

Test-Retest Reliabilitics (Different Fores and Raters)

Rater/Form Combination Correlatian

‘Rater 1/Form A - Rater 2/Form B .90
- Rater 1/Form B - Rater 2/Form A .94
Rater 1/Form C - Rater 2/Form D .91
Rater 1/Form D - Rater 2/Form C .91

Correlations of semi-direct test scores wWith the live face-to-face interview
are given in Table S5 below.

Table 5

Correlations with Live Interview

Rater/Foram Inter, as Scored by Rater 1 Inter. as Scored by Rater 2
Rater 1/fForm. A .98 .86
Rater 1/Form B ' 97 .91
Rater {/Form C .96 .90

Rater 1/Fora D .97 .89

Rater 2/Form A : .90 .98
Rater 2/Form B .93 .97
Rater 2/Foram C : .92 .92
Rater 2/Form D » .91 W92

Interrater reliability of the live interview scoring was .BB. (Test-retest
reliability information for the live interview is not available, since all
interview scoring was based on both raters listening to a single tape-recorded
interview for any given student.)

Asva theral summary o? the statistical information above, it may be
stated that all four forms of the experimental semi-direct test reveal high
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Rater 1 - Form C
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Rater 2 - Form A
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Table 13
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Table 14

Rater 1 - Form A

X-Axis:

Rater 2 - Form B

Y-Axis:
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Table 15

Rateb 1 - Form B

X-Axis:
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Table 17

Rater { - Form D
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Table 18

Rater { - Form A .

X-Axis:
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Y-Axis:
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Table 19

' Rater 1 - Form B
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Table 20

Rater { - Form C

X-Axis:

Rater 1 - Interview Score

Y-AXis:
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Table 21
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Table 22

Rater 2 - Form A
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Rater 2 - Form B
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Rater 2 - Form C
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Rater 2 - Form D
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Rater 1 - Form A

X-AXis:

Rater 2 - Interview Score
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Rater 1| - Form B

X-fAxis:
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Table 28

Rater { - Form C
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Rater 2 - Interview Score
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Table 29

Rater 1 - Form D

X-Axis:

Y-AXis:

Rater 2 - |nterview Score
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Table 30

Rater 2 - Form A

X-Axi5:
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Rater 2 - Form C
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Rater 2 - Form‘D
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o or-different test forms or the live

24

scores for Forms A and B, with only two plus-point discrepancies in total. For
Forms C and D, all discrepancies are within a "plus" point, but in a greater - -
total number of instances (8 of 16}; there is no apparent pattern of generosity
for .one or another of these test forms. As a genéral»sunmary, quite similar
test-retest scores were observed for both raters in the two form-to-form
comparisions available (A/B and C/D), with a large number of identical scores

in the two instances and with practically no discrepancy greater than a “"plus"”
point. g

Rs would be expected, there is somewhat greater inter-form variation in
assigned scores when different raters, as well as different forms, are
involved. As indicated rather clearly in Tables 14-17, scoras assigned by
Rater 1 are almost ‘always higher tkan those assigned by Rater 2, a tendency
which is in evidence across all of the test form comparisons involved (A/B,
B/A, C/D, D/C). In addition, the magnitude of %he discrepancy reflects a full-
level difference in several instances, '

‘Criterion validity. Tables 18-33 show correspondences between scores assigned
to students on the semi-direct tests by comparision to those given on the basis
of the live interview. These results: appear very similar to those obtained for -
test-retest comparisions involving alternate forms of the semi-direct test, as
discussed immediately above. Khen both the semi-direct test and the interview '
are evaluated by the same rater (Tables 18-21 for Rater 1; Tables 22-25 for
Rater 2), the obtained pairs of scores are either identical or (except for

an occasional "fyll-level® discrepancy on the part of Rater 2)’differ,by no
~#ore than a "plus" point in either direction. However, .when different raters -
are ‘involved, either in evaluating the semi-direct test or»the-ihterView,’the

~ scoring differences are much more appreciable, with Rater 1§ clearly more
generous than his colleague, regardless of whether Rater 1 is evaluating the
student on the basis of the semi-direct test (Tables 26-29) or the interview
(Tables 30-33). ) S

. In summary of the above, it may be suggested that, to the extent warranted
by the two-rater, four-test-form comparisions available in this study, it is =
possible to obtain.a high level of congruence of the absolute values of - FER
assigned ratings (as well as ‘very high product-moment correlations) between
both the Various‘fornsﬂofﬁthe”semi-diréct‘tést‘andtbetween‘the’semi-directjtestﬁf
and live interview scores when the tests/interviews are being evaluated by a .
'single rater. When two different raters are,involved, either_scoring'the,same o

intérview'vsy_théjtipéd‘tést,fan7;_;ﬂ

- appreciably higher incidence qf‘differehces in}the;abéqlutg'yalues;bf the .
.sctores is shown, even though the linear ;prrelations ;hgnse1veshremain,high.

"“ ‘j1NitH,regard1t6 thé;pféctiEa1 appljc;tibns_o¥ fhé:séhi;direCtVtééf, andg; v

(1) Holding the rater constant, different forns of the semi-direct test
. provide 1arge1y:equivalént;SCDringuresultsion]a testf(fte5tjb§§i5-7 ' L
'Eff7 *(2) Thé[§émi¥dikéEtateéfﬁforms deVe1bbedfin £hfsfétu&ynpbeidé_scbrihQi ]if 

;,résdlts?thgtiareflargglylequnglgnt to those obtained in the live interview,
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Again,hoiding the rater constant for both

‘(3) Sbme discrepancy may be anticipa
form of the semi-direct test vs. another

interview results, when different raters

The observed discrepancies do not appear
other characteristics of the semi-direct

about the same magnitude and effect in th

 separate raters. In both types of testin

effectiveness of the rater training proce
deveioped ability to assign identical sco

 would seem to be in order.

STUDENT FEEDBACK ON SEMI-DIRECT TESTING

' Feedback information from the partic

aspects of their experience with and opin

procedure were elicited by means of a sho
was administered after both the live and
completed. Twenty-seven of the total of
cospleted questionnaire, the results of w

The first two questions asked for a

~interview and semi-direct formats in term

testing approaches had succeeded in-elici
perfbrmance of which they were capable.

'Ovef]thé'cbursé of,the live interview, d

speaking ability in Chinese was adequatel

"Over. the course of the taped test, do yo

narrative situations, and other types of
probe your maximum level of speaking prof

~The generafiy]cbﬁpafable,relative,percent

_.each of:ﬁhéSe,qugstions1(Fjgur25'lsand 2)
‘most part found neo difference between the

to'the depth and-thorcughness with which

~been elicited.” A second pair of question

.the‘oVérall.?fairngss"jof,the two testing

- "In the live inték&iew},kére théré any qu

: réquired,nhich.you:feltfuére‘in any way

“In the taped tésf;.héfé‘thefe any pictur

-situations, or other questions that you f

'Aéyéhb&ﬁ ih Fighfé§ 3uahdr4, virtually no
asked “any "unfair® ‘questions. by the live-
~that ‘at least some portion of the taped t

‘Write-in:comments indicated that, for the

thié“itémngo~partithar‘ngstions,theyTha

for lack.of proficiency, rather than as a
;qUestipns;or,testihghprocedures per se,
the directions for .the series-of-pictures
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types of test.

ted in the scoring results for one
form, or for semi-direct test vs. live
are used to provide these data.

to be attributable to the format or
test as such, but also occur with
e.scoring of the live interview by twa
g, close attention to the nature and
§s as related to the participants’

res to a given candidate performance

ipating students toncerning various
ions about the semi-direct testing
rt questionnaire (Appendix B) which
semi-direct testing had been

32 participants (B4%) returned a
hich are summarized below.

student comparison between the ljve

s of the extent to which each of these
ting the highest level of language

The two questions read as follows:

0 you feel that your maximum level of
y probed by the tester?"®

u feel that the descriptions,
questions in the test were adequate to
iciency in Chinese?"

ages,bf ”yes"‘and "no" responses for

suggest that the examinees for the

live and taped formats with respect
their maximum speaking performance had -
s asked for a similar comparision of -
dpproaches: :

estions asked or speaking situations
unfair‘?“ .

e/descriptibhs,'narratives,

elt were in any uayfu'nfair"?'I

students felt that they had been
interviewer, while 30 percent felt
est had included such questions. _
‘most part, students were referrint in
d'not been able to deal with pri-z. 'v
result of intrinsic flaws in the =<
However, two students suggested that
section should be revised to indicate




26

Figure 1
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Figure 3
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Figure 5

IN WHICH TEST MORE NERvVOUE?
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Figure 7

TAPE PAUSES LONG ENCUGH?
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Figure 8
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100
90 F S
80 +

701

60 1
SO0t
4D T
30T
20t

. m

10 ;

NN 89

0

LEGEND
INTERVIEW (N=24)
B arep =1y

BOTH THE SAME (N=2)




31

more clearly that each of the pictures in the set should be addressed in a
sequential manner.

Figure 5 summarizes the responses to the question, "In which of the two
types of test--live interview or taped test--did you feel the more anxious or
nervous?" A clear majority (63%) of respondents felt that they had been more
tiervous during the taped test, while equal numbers (19% in each case) were
divided between considering both types of test equally nervousness-producing or
attributing this characteristic predaminantly to the live interview.

Notwithstanding the essentially equivalent scores which they obtained
under both the live and taped tests (scoring results were not communicated to
the students until several days after questionnaire administration), the great
‘majority (78%) considered the taped test "more difficult" than the live
interview, with only 7 percent having the opposite opinian (Figure 6).

With regard to certain technical aspects of the taped test, most of the
respondents (56%) felt that the length of pauses provided on the tape was
- “usually about right" for them to respond as fully as they desired or were
able. Pauses were considered generally "too long" by 19 percent and “too
short® by 26 percent (Figure 7). A large majority (BS5%) considered the taped
test directions "sufficiently clear and detailed," with only 12 percent of the
~contrary opinion (Figure 8).

To the "bottom-line” question, “Assuming that you would receive the same
score through both techniques, would you personally rather take a live
interview or a (single) taped test in order to show your speaking
proficiency?," examinee responses were overwhelmingly (89%) in favor of the

live interview, with only 4 percent expressing a preference for the taped test
(Figure 9). '

The overall results of this brief survey of student opinions concerning
the seni-direct‘testing‘procedure,»both in its own right and by comparision to
direct face~to-face interviewing, appear to suggest that while students view .
the taped test as generally_uell_constructed‘andisufficiently probing from the
- standpoint of elicitaticon procedures, they feel it is more difficult than the =

live interview and tend to consider at least portions of the test as “unfair.®
In a forced choice between the two types of -testing, the great majority of
examinees indicate @ personal preference for undergoing a live interview rather
than a tapz recorded test. Fron an administrative viewpoint, implications of -
the student questionnaire data would seem to be that face-to-face interviewing
is prefereble whenever the necessary resources can be made available, but that
when“an'alternative;qpproach is required, the students involved will generally
consider themselves adequately tested through semi-direct means, albeit as a
"second choice" procedure. ' '

DISSEMINATION OF STUDY RESULTS

» Camera-ready copy for all four forms of the tests developed under this
prbject,_as»nellvas naster.stimulus.tapes,'i5’presehtly housed ‘at the Center
for Applied Linguistics (CAL). CAL intends to make copies of the test S
~ materials, as well as a test scoring service, available to the field on a cost-
‘recovery fee basis, within the near future.. Copies of the test development

héndboquwjllga150~be‘available‘through CAL.
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