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OVERVIEW OF PROJECT

The developing "proficiency" movement within the U.S. language teachingfield--in large part stimulated by the efforts of the American Council on theTeaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and with the assistance of several
government language training agencies under the auspices of the Interagency
Language Roundtable (ILR)--has placed a premium on the accurate.and reliablemeasurerent of functional language skills, especially listening comprehensionand speaking, within a real-life language use context. Face-to-face speakingproficiency tests of the ACTFL/ILR type (i.e., "live" interviews conducted by atrained 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-taught language programs in the United States, the economic and
organizational realities, at least for the present and near-term future, aresuch as to preclude the development and deployment of sufficient cadres of
trained interviewers and raters to adequately meet the speaking testing needsat issue in the adoption of a "proficiency" approach to language instruction.

The major objective of the reported project was to develop and makeavailable a tape-based, alternative approach to interview-based speakingproficiency 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 onl'and readily interpretable in terms of, the ACTFL/ILR
proficiency_guidelines. To accomplish this goal, four alternate forms ofsuch a test were-developed in Chinese and validated on a representative student
population L'or..jugh direct _statistical comparison with-the regular ACTFL/ILRinterview and reting procedure. Validation resulti showed a substantial
correspondence.between student .scores on the tape-based tests and the resultsthe ulivel interview, providing considerable confidence in the valUe of thetaped test as an Appropriate and effective alternitive to the live interview in
situationswhere use of the the latter was not financially or administrativelyfeasible. The second, closely related objective was to develop an
informational han.dbook.describing the overall project, the format and content
specifications developed for the tests and'Ahe rationales underlying these

, specifications, end the itep-by-step procedures ,followed in producing,
administering, and evaluating these instruments, for use by interested
individuals, organizations, or groups considering the'developMent of similar -assessment procedures for otheriess-commonly-taught languages. Since much ofthe information concerning test.development and administration procedures thatwould ordinarily appear in a final project report is provided in this handbook
(included.for reference at the end of this report), the following pages willconcentrate on an overview.description of major prOject activities and on aprocedural and statistical report of the tesAvalidation 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

Project' Working Committe Meeting/Initial Test Planning

The day-to-day work of the project was conducted primarily at the Center



for ApOlied.Linguistics (CAL) by the project director,_John L. D. Clark,
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 (Ohio State University)
Dr. Eugene Liu (University of Pennsylvania)
Dr. Pardee Lowe (CIA Language 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 questions in
Chinese and responds to each question as it is asked.

Single picture descriptions - Examinee looks at detailed lire drawings
and answers questions about them.

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

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

Situations Examinee reads a printed description of 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.).

Preparation of Final Test Forms/Validation Administration

On the basis Of the information obtained during the trial ,administration,
four,separate final -forms of the test were developed, each using similar
formats,and'Auestion types but having different topical content. To validateeach of the testsi both as (1) constituting essentially interchangeable

.versiOns'of the test producting similar examinee results independently
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of the particular form adminiitered) and (2) producing the same scoring resultas 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 atthe University of Hawaii in spring 1986, the resulting studert response tapes(3 per student--one for each of 'two of the project-developed tests and one ofthe live interview) were independently scored by each of two certified ACTFL
interviewer/raters, a procedure which allowed for the determination of both the
inter-rater reliability of the project tests and the extent of correlation
between the project tests and the scores assigned on the basis of the face-to-
face interview. These results are described and discussed in the followingsection.

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
(face-to-face interview using ACTFL-trained interviewer/raters) and two formsof 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 students were drawl 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 toprovide 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 Chinesespecialists responsible for administering and rating the live interviews aswell as for listening to and rating the student response tapes for each of Ue
semi-direct tests mere 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
administered lirsf, followed by two forms (out of the total of-four forms) of
the tape7administered semi-direct test. Designation of the two particularforms to be administered to a given student, as well as the order in which Ahe -forms were administered, was on the basis of a Latin square design which servedto contro.l for possibje sequence effects in test forth administration. 10 ruleout the possibility that 'prior knowledge of a student's language background orgeneral- level of.ability wOuld influence the face-to-face-interviewing
procedure:r.nd/or rating.assigned, Dr. Chi conducted each of the interviews of
the University of Hawaii students and'Or. Ho carried out each of the liveinterviews at OYU.

Except in 2r3 instances in which scheduling difff.iculties mandated thetesting of a given.student oyer a tWo-day period, all tests (live interview
plusrAwo taped-test forms) were administered,within a single day. Informal
converSatiOn with the stUdents following test administration indicated that
they didAOt 'consider the amount of testing (approximately 15-35 minutes for
theliVe interview and 35 minutes each for Ahe taped tests) unduly onerous orfatiguing. :In' addition to the cassette recordings of the taped test, audiorecordings of Ahe 'face-to-face interview Were also made, using lavalier



microphones which picked up well,'both thn interviewee's and tester's voice.During the interview, the tester waS frre to make brief notes as desired, butthe official scoring was in all instances based on a later re-listening theinterview tape recording by the original interviewer and, as a check oninterrater reliability, by the second rater.

On completion of test administration, the cassette tape recordings of the32 live interviews (16 students af each of the two institutions) were assignedarbitrary code numbers and were randomly sequenced for independent rating byboth Dr. Chi end Dr. Ho. Similarly, all 64 cases of student responses tp thesemi-direct tests (8 for each of Forms A, B, C, and D; foreach of the twoinstitutions) were assigned an identification code and randomly sequenced forrating. The entire rati.ng process for al:: of the face-to-face interviews andsemi-direct tests occupied each of the raters:, on a partial-time r?asis overan approximately six-week period. In general, during this period, each of theraters would listen to and evaluate a series of several of the semi-directtests, interspersed with the rating of a portion of the interview tapes. Thisserved to break the monotony of scoring the large number of semi-direct testsinvolved, and also provided an opportunity for the rater to "re-anchor" himselfin the traditional interview/interview 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 raterwas asked to "fast forward" the tilpe past the spoken name of the student (givenat the beginning of the live interview and as the first question of the semi-direct test) and to evaluate and record the rating results only with referenceto the indicated code number. Discussions with the two raters in the course ofthe rating process indicated that the tapes were being evaluated on anessentially anonymous basis and that, as a result of the large total number oftapes and the random presentation sequence, there was little or no recognitionof individual students or recollection of their performance in the liveinterview.

Rating of both the live interview and the tape-based semi-direct testswas done on a 13-point scale combining both ACTFL and ILR rating scales asfollows:

ACTFL/ILR Level Coded As:

Novice-Low
01

Novice-Mid 02
Novice-High 03
Intermediate-Low 04
Intermediate-Mid 05
Intermediate-High 06
Advanced

07
Advanced-Plus 08
Level 3

09
Level 3+

10
Level 4

11
Level 4+

12
Level 5

13

The several tables below provide descriptive statistics, interrater



reliabilities, and test-retest data obtained in the study. Table 1 shows therange, mean score, standard distribution, and other basic statistics for theratings assigned by each of the two raters, Dr. Chi (hereafter, Rater 1) andDr. Ho (Rater 2), to student performances on each of the semi-direct test formsand on the live interview.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Scoring Levels Assigned, Taped and Live Tests

Test Form

A (N=16)

B (N=15)

C (N=16)

D (N=16)

Interview

Interview

A

Interview

Rater 1

RANGE

Rater 2

4-11

4-11

4-10

4-10

4-11

4-11

5-11

5-11

(N=32) 4-11 4-12

MEAN

8.0 6.9

7.8 6.9

7.6 6.6

7.3 6.5

7.7 7.3

MEDIAN/MODE

8/8 7/7

8/8 7/7

8/5,8 (bimodal) 7/7

8/8
6.5/4

8/8 7/7

STANDARD DEVIATION



A

Interview

2.2

1.9

2.0

1.8

1.9

2.1

1.9

1.8

2.0

2.0

Interrater reliabilities (Pearson product-moment correlations) between theratings assigned by Rater 1 and those assigned by Rater 2 for each of the
semi-direct test forms and for the live interview are shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2

Interrater Reliabilities

Test Form
Correlation

A
.89

.96

.93

.91

Interview
.88

Test-retest reliabilities for the same student taking two different testforms, with the same rater scoring both forms, are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Test-Retest Reliabilities (Same Rater)

Tests Taken By Student

Forms A and B

Forms C and D

Rater 1 Rater 2

. 95 .99

. 95 .93

Table 4 shows test-retest reliabilities for students taking two different testforms, each form scored by a different rater.



Table 4

Test-Retest Reliabilitios (Different Forms and Raters)

Rater/Form Combination

Rater 1/Form A - Rater 2/Form B

Rater 1/Form B Rater 2/Form A

Rater 1/Form C - Rater 2/Form D

Rater 1/Form D - Rater 2/Form C

Correlation

. 90

.94

. 91

. 91

Correlations of semi-direct test scores with the live face-to-face interview
are given in Table 5 below.

Table 5

Correlations with Live Interview

Rater/Form Inter. as Scored by Rater 1 Inter. as Scored by Rater 2

Rater 1/Form A

Rater 1/Form B

Rater 1/Form C

.98

.97

.96

.86

.91

.90

Rater 1/Form D .97 .89

Rater 2/Form A .90 .98

Rater 2/Form B .93 97

Rater 2/Form C .92 .92

Rater 2/Form D .91 .92

Interrater reliability of the live interview scoring was .88. (Test-retest
reliability information for the live interview is not
interview scoring was based on both raters listening
interview for any given student.)

available,
to a single

since all
tape-recorded

As a general summary of the statistical information above, it may be
stated that all four forms of the experimental semi-direct test reveal high



interrater reliabilities, with Pearson product-moment correlations uniformly'at around'the .90 level or higher. Test-retest reliabilities are also in the.90 and higher range under the most "severe" conditions (i.e., different ratersrating two different forms) and are even higher (mid-.90s) for test-retest
comparisons involving the same rater. Test validity coefficients (correlationsof the semi-direct tests against the live interview as an external criterion)are also very high, ranging from .86 to .98, with a mean value of .93 across 16
different test form/rater/interview rater combinations.

These correlation results appear to indicate that there is a strong and
consistent linear relationship among sets of assigned scores on the four semi-
direct tests for a given group of students, from the three basic standpoints of
interrater reliability, test-retest ("alternate form") reliability, and
correlation with an external more highly face- and content-valid criterion
measure. However, in addition to reliability coefficients per se, a second
aspect of test performance which

requires examination is the extent to which
the absolute values of the assigned ratings remain the same across different
raters and test forms. Alternatively stated, it is necessary to determine theextent to which:

(a) for any given semi-direct test form, students will receive similar
scores regardless of the particular rater evaluating that test;

(b) students who receive a given score on one form of the test willreceive the same score on each of the other test forms, whether these are ratedby the original rater or some other rater;

(c) whether a student rated at a given level on the basis of the semi-
direct test will receive the same rating on a live face-to-face interview.

Tables 6-33 show the two-way crosstabulations of raters, semi-direct testscores, and interview scores that address these three questions.

Interrater reliability. As indicated in Tables 6-9, there appears to be aclear pattern of at least slight generosity in rating on the part of Rater 1 bycomparison to the scores assigned by Rater 2--a tendency which is in evidence
across all four forms of the test. For the most part, the magnitude of the
discrepancy is a single point difference (for example, "Intermediate-Mid" vs."Intermediate-High,")--a degree of variation that would be characterized aswithin a "plus" point on the regular ACTFL/ILR scale. However, in a fewinstances, the difference is a full level, and in one case (Table 6), two fulllevels, an apparent "one-time" anomaly considering the rating pattern as awhole. For comparision purposes, crosstabs for interrater reliability for thelive interview scores (Table 34) show a similar clear pattern of
proportionately higher scores on the part of Rater 1.

Test-retest reliability. Cross-tabs for different test forms as scored by thesame rater are shown in Tables 10-13. Overall, there appears to be a strong
absolute-value correspondence between the scores assigned on alternate forms ofthe semi-direct test as these are being scored by the same rater.. Form A vs.Form B as scored by Rater 1 shows only occasional "plus-point" variations whichara not consistently in either direction; for Form C vs. Form D, four of the-16data pairs show plus-point generosity in favor of Form C, with one full-level
difference in the same direction observed. Rater 2 gives virtually identical



X-Axis: Rater 1 Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form B

9

Table 6

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
I I I I I I I I IInter-Low (4) 1 2 I 1 I 1 1 I I I I
I I I -I I I I I IInter-Mid (5) I I I 2 I 1 I I I I
I I I I I I I I IInter-High (6) I I I I I I I 1 I
I I I I I I I I 1Adv (7) I I I I I I 2 I 1 I
I I I I I I I I IAdv-Plus (8) I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I ILevel 3 (?) I I I I I I I I 1 I
I I I I I I I I ILevel 3+ (10) I I I I I I I I I 1 I7 I I I I I I I I ILevel 4 (11) I I I I I I I I 1 I
I I I I I I 1. I I

Taille 7X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form B

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form B

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 1 I

Inter-Mid (5) 1 1 1

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7) I 6
1

Adv-Plus (8) 1

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11) 1

1
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Table 8

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form C

(4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
I I

Inter-Low (4) I I 2 I 1

I I

Inter-Mid (5) I I 2
I I

Inter-High (6) I I I 1
1

I I

Adv (7) 1 I 3 2
I I

Adv-Plus (8) I I

1
I I

Level 3 (9) I I
1 1

I I

Level 3+ (10) I I

1
I I

Level 4 (11) 1 1

I I

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form D

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form D

(4)

Table 9

(5) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I 4

Inter-Mid (5) I 1 1

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)

2

2

3

1



X -Axis: Rater 1 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Form B

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
I

I I I I IInter-Low (4)
1 1 I

I I 1

I
I

I I- -1Inter-Mid (5) 1 I

I

Inter-High (6)
I 2
I

Adv (7) I
1

I

Adv-Plus (8)
I 1 4 I 1

I

Level 3 (9)
I Ii
I I- -Level 3+ (10) I I

I
I I I 1

I
I !-

Level 4 (11)1
I I I I liii
I

I

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Forn D

Table 11

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I

I - I

Inter-Mid (5) I I 4 1

1

Inter-High (6) I 1 1

1

Adv (7) I 1

1

Adv-Plus (8) 1 4 2 1

Level 3 (9) I 1

1 1

Level 3+ (10) I 1

Level 4 (11)



X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form B

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 2 I

Inter-Mid (5) 1 I 1

Inter-High (6)

1

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9) I
1

1

Level 34 (10) I 1
1

1

Level 4 (11)

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Fonm D

Table 13

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
1

Inter-Low (4) 2 I 2
1

Inter-Mid (5) 1 I

1

Inter-High (6) 1 1 1

Adv (7) 1 2
1

Adv-Plus (8) I 2 1

Level 3 (9) I

1 I 1

Level 34 (10) 1

1

Level 4 (11) 1

1



13

Table 14
X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form B

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 2 I

Inter-Mid (5) I I I I 1

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7) I I I I 4 I 2

Adv-Plus (8) 1

Level 3 (9) I I

I 1

Level 3+ (10) I

1

1

Level 4 (11)

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form.B

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form A

(4)

Table 15

(5) (8) (7) (8) (9) (10) (ii)

Inter-Low (4) I I 1

Inter-Mid (5) I I 2

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7) I I 6 1

1

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)

1
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Table 16

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form D

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I 4

Inter-Mid (5)
I 2

Inter-High (6) I
i 1

Adv (7) I 2

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9) I

I I 1

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (II)

X -Axis: Rater 1 - Form D

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Form C

Table 17

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1

Inter-Low (4) I 2

Inter-Mid (5) I 2

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7) I
I 5

Adv-Plus (8)
1

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10) I

1

Level 4 (11)

1
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X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form A.

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Interview Score

Table 18

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I 2

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6) I 1

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)
1 5 1

Level 3 (9)
1

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)
1 3

X-Axis: Rater I - Fonm 8

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Interview Score

Table 19

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I 1

l- -I
Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6) 1

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)
1 6

Level 3 (9)
1

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)
1 2

17
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Table 20

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) I I 1

Inter-Mid (5) I I 3

Inter-High (6) I

Adv (7) 1
1

-- I

Adv-Plus (8) I 3 2

Level 3 (9) I

1 1
1

Level 3+ (10) I

1
1

Level 4 (11) I

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Foom D

Y-Axis: Rater I - Interview Score

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)

Table 21

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) ocq (II)

4

6

2
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Table 22

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5) 3

Inter-High (6) 2

Adv (7) 5

Adv-Plus (8)
2

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)
1

Level 4 (11)
2 1

Table 23

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form B

Y-Axis: Rater 2 7 Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4)

-
Inter-Mid (5) 1

Inter-High (6) 1 1

.Adv (7) 5

Adv-Plus (8)
2

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)
1

Level 4 (11)
1

Level 4+ (12)

1



Table 24

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 2 Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6) 1 1 1

Adv (7) 1 3

Adv-Plus (8)

Level 3 (9)
1

Level 3+ (10)
1

!-

Level 4 (11) I

Table 25

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form D

Y-Axis; Rater 2 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (g) .(10)

Inter-Low (4) 1 I 1

Inter-Mid (5) 1

Inter-High (6) 2

Adv (7) 2 2

Adv-Plus (0)

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)
2

Level 4 (11)

20
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Table 26

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5) a
1

Inter-High (6) 2

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)
1

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10)
11, _1

Level 4 (11) I 1

1

X-Axis: Rater 1 Form B

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Interview Score

Table 27

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
I I I I I I I 1 IInter-Low (4) I I I 1 1 I I I I
1 I 1 I I 1 I 1 IInter-Mid (5) I 1 I I I 1 1 1 I I 1 I
1 I I I 1 1 1 1 1Inter-High (6) I I I 2 I I I I 1 1
I I I I I I I I IAdv (7) I I I I 1411 I I I
I I I I I I I I IAdv-Plus (B) I I I I I 2 I I I I
I I I I I I I I ILevel 3 (9) I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I ILevel 3+ (10) I I I I I I I 1 I II I I I 'I I I I ILevel 4 (11) I I I I I I I I 1 II I 1 I I I I I I(12) I I I I I I I I 1 I
I I I 1 I 1 I I I

Level 4

21
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Table 28

X-Axis: Rater 1 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6) I 3 1

Adv (7) I 3 1

Adv-Plus (8) I

1 1

Level 3 (9)

Level 3+ (10) I

I I 1

Level 4 (11)

g -Axis: Rater 1 - Form D

Y-Axis: Rater 2 - Interview Score

Inter-Low

Inter-Mid

Inter-High

Adv

Adv-Plus

Level 3

Level 3

Level 4 ,

Table 29

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 000 (11)

(4)

(5)

(6) 3

(7)
4

(8)
3

(9)
1

(10)

(11)
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Table 30

X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form A

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 2

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6) 1

Adv (7) 1

Adv-Plus (8) 1 6

Level 3 (9)
1

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 (11)
1 2 I 1

Table 31

X-Axis: Rater 2

Y-Axis: Rater 1

Form B

- Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 2

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6)
1

Adv (7)
1

Adv-Plus (8) 1 6

Level 3 (9)

Level 3 (10)



X-Axis: Rater 2 - Form C

Y-Axis: Rater 1 - Interview Score

Inter-Low (4)

Inter-Mid (5)

Inter-High (6)

Adv (7)

Adv-Plus (8)

44

:fable 32

(4) (8) (7) (8) (9) MO

1 I 1

1 4 1

Level 3 (9)
2

Level 3+ (10)

Level 4 . (11)

X-Axis: Rater 2 Form D

Y-Axis: Rater I Interview Store

Table 33

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
I I 1 I I I I 1 IInter-Low (4) I I I I I I I I I
I I -1 I I I 1 I Iinter -Mid (5) I 4 I I I I I I 1 II I I I I I I I IInter-High (6) I I 2 I I I I 1 I I
I I / I I I I -I IAdv (7) I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I -TI I I IAdv -Plus (8) I 1 I 2 I 2 I 2 I I I 1
I I- -I I I I I I ILevel 3 (9) I I I 1 I I 1 1 1 I I1 I 1 I I I I I I

I I 1 I I I I I I
I I I 1 I I I
I I I 1 I I I
I I I I I 1 I

Level 3+ (10) I

(11) ILevel. 4



X-Axis: Rater 1

Y-Axis: Rater 2

- Interview Score

- Interview Score

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) '(9) (10) (11)

Inter-Low (4) 1

Inter-Mid (8) 2 J 1
I 1

Inter-High (6) 2 2

Adv (7)
I 8 I 1

Adv-Plus (8)
1 4

Level 3 (9)
I 1

Level 3 (10)
I 1 1 1

Level 4
. (11)

I 2

Level 4+ (12)



scores for Forms A and B1 with only two plus-point discrepancies in total. ForForms C and DI all discrepancies are within a "plus" point, but in a greatertotal number of instances (8 of 16); there is no apparent pattern of generosityfor one or another of these test forms. As a general summary, quite similartest-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 scoresin the two instances and with practically no discrepancy greater than a "plus"point.

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

Criterion validity. Tables 18-33 show correspondences between scores assignedto students on the semi-direct tests by comparision to those given on the basisof thelive interview. These results.appear very similar to those obtained fortest-retest comparitions involving alternate forms of the semi-direct test, asdiscussed immediately above. When both the semi-direct test and the intervieware evaluated by the same rater (Tables 18-21 for Rater 1; Tables 22-25 forRater 2), the 'obtained pairs of scores are either identical or (except foran occasional "full-level" discrepancy on the part of Rater 2) differ:by nomore than a ,P.Iplus" point in either direction. However, .when.different ratersare ,involved, either in evaluating the semi-direct test or.the interView, thescoring differences are much more appreciable, with Rater 1 clearly moregenerous than his colleague, regardless of whether Rater 1 is evaluating thestudent on the basis of the semi-direct test (Tables 26-29) or the interview
(Tables 30-33).

In summary of the above, it may be suggested that,:to the extent warranted
by'the two7rater,

lour7test-,form:_comparieiOns available in this Study, it ispossible toobtain a high level of Congruen-ce of theabsolute valuei ofassigned ratings (as well as very high
.product7momentcorrelations) OetweenbOth the var.ious forms,:of-:the 'semi-direct tett and[between,the semi.-directHtestand liVe interview scores When the Aests/interviews are beingevalUated bY asingle rater When two:differentraters are involyed,,:eithecoring the:laMeordifferent:Aestorms::or the live intervier0s.-Aherta0ed

appreciably higher:in,cidence Of differences :int.1)e,:!bsolute
stores iS shOwni eVen though Ahe linear correlations themselvesremain high.

With:_regard to:thel3ractical application! of.the -.semi-HdirecttesA, and
.,'...pendingfurtherexamination of the:scoringre0abilitY:of both Ahe semiTdirect:,Aestand the live intervie0 in 4:number,'HOf other', conteXtsAnVolying, aHvarietycif:differentraters

andexaminee±pOpUlationsi:the_following tonclusions may beAentatiVely made:

..(1):).1olding the rater conitant0iifferentforMs of the semi7direct teitprOvide largelYeqUivalent scorinl resultsHon a testretest basis.

(2) The semi.-direct test forms developed in this study provide scoringresults that are largely equivalent to those obtained in the live interview,

,
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again holding the rater constant for both types of test.

(3) Some discrepancy may be anticipated in the scoring results for oneform of the semi-direct test vs. another form, or for semi-direct test vs. liveinterview results, when different raters are used to provide these data.The observed discrepancies do not appear to be attributable to the format or
other characteristics of the semi-direct test as such, but also occur withabout the same magnitude and effect in the scoring of the live interview by twoseparate raters. In both types of testing, close attention to the nature andeffectiveness of the rater training process as related to the participants'
developed ability to assign identical scores to a given candidate performancewould seem to be in order.

STUDENT FEEDBACK ON SEMI-DIRECT TESTING

Feedback information from the participating students concerning variousaspects of their experience with and opinions about the semi-direct testing
procedure were elicited by means of a short questionnaire (Appendix B) which
was administered after both the live and semi-direct testing had beencompleted. Twenty-seven of the total of 32 participants (847.) returned a
completed questionnaire, the results of which are summarized below.

The first two questions-asked for a student comparison between the liveinterview and semi-direct formats in terms of the extent to which each of thesetesting approaches had succeeded in eliciting the highest level of language
performance of which they were capable. The two questions read as follows:

"Over the course of the live interview, do you feel that your maximum level of
speaking ability in Chinese was adequately probed by the tester?"

"Over the course of the taped test, do you feel that the descriptions,
narrative situations, and other types of questions in the test were adequate toprobe your maximum level of speaking proficiency in Chinese?"

The generally comparable relatiye percentages:of "yes" and "no" responses for
each of:-..thete:_questions(FigUres T:and 2) .suggest that the examinees for themost .part found no dijference between the live and taped formats with respect

'..to'ithedeOth:'.andithoroughnest with:which their4aXimum spea.king performance had12-peri elitited.... A teCondair:iof .1Uestioni atked for a similar comparision of
the-overall "faiTn.eSt."of the two testing approaches:

"In thelive interview, were there any questions asked or speaking situations
required AohithjOu _felt Were in eny way 'unfair'?"

."In the taped test,:were there any pi,cture/descriptiOns, narratives,
situations, or other questions that:-you felt were in any way'unfair'?"

As shoWrOnFigures-_3and 4, virtually no students 4elt that they had :beenask64 *fly '"urifaluettiOns.:byithe
live;:intervieweri :While 30 percen.t felt

:th..atatleast.sOMe;port.iOh "Of the taped test had included such questions.
!:Nrit'etIhcoMment*:.indircated.:that, fOrl.the Ost,part,-;,students were referrifv: in '
thisAteMto4i,rti,CUldr queitiOni they: hid 'not been able to deal withipri,..c.:1Y
'forjlackOf proff,ciency, rather than asa result of intri-nsic'flaws ir0he
questionsOrtestI:ng,.prOcedures per se. NoWever, two studentS suggested th-atthe direCtions .fOrHthe series-of-pictures section should be revi-sed to indicate
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Figure 1
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100

90

BO

LI0 70
0
Cr] 60
LAI

L. 500

1.%
40

0
ceLa 30

20

10

0

100

90

80
cri

70
0
ma- 60
LI

500
40

wce 30

, 20

Figure 2
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Figure 3

UNFAIR QUESTIONS IN LIVE INTERVIEW?
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EM YES (N=1)
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Figure 5

IN WHICH TEST MORE NERVOUS?

Pr)
(0

LEGEND

El INTERVIEW. (N=5)
1111 TAPED ,(N=5)

BOTH THE SAME (N= 7)

Figure 6

WHICH TEST MORE DIFFICULT?
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Figure 7

TAPE PAUSES LONG ENOUGH?
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Figure 8

TEST DIRECTIONS CLEAR?
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more clearly that each of the pictures n 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 i:aped test--did you feel the sore anxious or
nervous?" A clear majority (637.) of respondents felt that they had been more
'nervous during the taped test, while equal numbers (197. in each case) were
divided between considering both types of test equally nervousness-producing or
attributing this characteristic predominantly 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 opinion (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 (85%) 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 (897.) 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 semi-direct testing procedurellioth in jts own right and by comparision to
direct face-to-face interviewing, appear to 'suggest:that while students view
the taped test as generally. well ,constructed and sufficiently probing from'the
standpoint of elicitation 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 forceAchoice between'the two types of:testing, ,the great majority of
examinees.indicate e personal preference for undergoing a live interview rather
than A itape.,recorded test. From in,administrative viewpoint, implications of
the studentAuestionnaire data would leem to-be that face-to-face interviewing
is preferable Whenever. the .necessary resources can be made available, but that
When-an alternatiye:approach 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 deve/oped under this
PrOject, as well: at master .sti.mulus t.apet, isrpresently houseckat the Center

Lingui.sti,cs (CAL). :CAL intends tb:makecopies of the test:
tateri.als, AS Well As a test.scoring service, available'to the field.on a Cost7
recoVery ..feeAiasis,:within the near future.: Co0es of the test Aevelopment
hanAbook will:also bp 4vail..able through CAL.
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