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SUMMARY

The research project presented in this thesis investigates one aspect of redesigning a
compulsory English as a foreign language curriculum at a Japanese university to match
intended target CEFR proficiency levels. Specifically, this thesis focuses on the creation and
validation of institutional standardised tests of English reading and listening proficiency
intended to be aligned to levels A2 and B1 of the CEFR.

Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) argument-based approach to test validation, which firstly
elaborates an Interpretation/Use Argument (IUA), and secondly uses a validity argument to
evaluate evidence gathered to support the IUA, is used as a framework for the validation of the
tests in question, known as the Bunkyo English Tests (BETs). Inferences in the IUA are also
drawn from Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson (2008), and the warrant for the final inference is
drawn from Bachman and Palmer (2010).

To substantiate the validity argument, data were collected from a variety of sources,
including test results and test specifications, course outlines, surveys administered to teachers
and students, interviews with teachers and university senior administrators, student course
grades and assessment results, and student results from two other standardised tests, the Oxford
Online Placement Test® and the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC®).

Results indicate that the BETs seem to have functioned sufficiently as course placement
tests, but not as class streaming tests to divide classes within courses. Further analysis shows
that the tests did not function effectively as achievement tests aligned to CEFR levels A2 and
B1. This study demonstrates that Kane’s approach to test validation is viable for small-scale,
in-house testing programs in the development phase, as it facilitated the selection of validity

evidence, the analysis of which exposed areas of weakness in the tests and the test



specifications, indicating clear avenues for improvement. Results also point to the need for

further validation research on in-house tests which aim for CEFR alignment.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction to the Study

1.0 Introduction

This chapter outlines the central elements of this study. Firstly, the main focus of the
investigation is summarized. Secondly, an argument for the importance of the study is
presented, and the study’s research questions are listed. Thirdly, a detailed explanation of the
context of the study and the history of the language tests which are the subject of this
research is presented. This is followed by a description of the position of the researcher and
my approach to research reflexivity in this study. The chapter ends with an outline of the
chapters of the thesis.
1.1 The research problem

From 2014-2016 a general English as a foreign language curriculum at a small private
Japanese women’s university was redesigned with the aim of bringing it into alignment with
levels A2 and B1 of the CEFR (see sections 1.4.4.3 and 1.4.4.4 for the reasons behind this
CEFR-aligned renewal). A crucial component of this alignment project was designing and
validating standardised language tests with the dual main purposes of placing students into two
courses targeted at separate CEFR levels, and of measuring student English language
proficiency against the curriculum’s target CEFR levels. To achieve these purposes, a suite of
three standardised tests of English targeted at three skills, and labelled as the Bunkyo English
Reading Tests (BERTS), the Bunkyo English Listening Tests (BELTS), and the Bunkyo English
Speaking Tests (BESTs) were designed. Of these three tests the BERTSs and the BELTSs are the
focus of the research presented in this thesis. For the purpose of conciseness, when the BETs

are referred to in this study it is in reference to the BERTSs and the BELTS, not to the BESTS.



The research problem addressed and investigated by this thesis is the extent to which
the BETS achieved their intended functions within the GE curriculum, that is the validity of the
BETSs. The process of evaluating the evidence-based interpretations or inferences made from
test scores is known as validation. This study utilizes an argument-based approach to test
validation to clarify what evidence needs to be gathered to assess if the BETs are valid and
achieving their stated purposes in terms of test score interpretations. The argument-based
approach used also guided the gathering of such evidence, and a critical evaluation the evidence
to see if the BETS stated goals were achieved.

A significant challenge of this study is the validation of multiple test score
interpretations within a single study, as different test score interpretations require different
types of validity evidence. The BETSs in the frame of this study were intended to be used both
as streaming/placement tests, which require separating students into different groups, a norm-
referenced decision, and as achievement tests, which require assessing if students meet a
minimum defined standard, an absolute decision (Brown 2005, Brown and Hudson, 2002). In
addition, the BETs examinded in the frame of this study were intended to have positive impact
on English language education in the BECC. Validating these separate intended BET uses thus
requires gathering and analysing evidence within both the norm-referenced and criterion-
referenced paradigms, and also adopting a mixed-methods research approach.

1.2 The significance of this study

Although it has been the subject of some criticism (see Jin, Wu, Alderson & Song, 2017
for a useful overview of criticisms of the CEFR), the Common European Framework of
Reference for languages (CEFR) commands a large and growing influence in the field of
foreign language education (Figueras, 2012). As part of its increasing global uptake the CEFR
is also gaining popularity in Asia, notably in China (Alderson, 2017), Vietnam (Huy & Hamid,

2015) and Japan. Evidence of the impact of the CEFR in Japan is the creation of a localized



version of the CEFR called the CEFR-J (Negishi, Takada, & Tono, 2012; Tono & Negishi,
2012). Research has also begun to appear on the development and implementation of local,
small-scale, in-house testing programs in Asia, which aim to either place students into courses
with CEFR-based achievement goals, and/or to assess achievement of those goals (Y. Lee,
2011; Liu & Jia, 2017).

In spite of the CEFR’s widespread use across language and test situations there remains
an insufficiency of research in English into the creation and validation of localized tests based
on the CEFR, such as localized tests in Japan. This thesis contributes significantly towards
addressing this gap in the research literature. In addition, this thesis provides major benefits for
the General English program at the Bunkyo English Communication Center at Hiroshima
Bunkyo Women’s University, by identifying rebuttal evidence found in BET validity argument,
which needs to be addressed through revisions to the BETS, the BET specifications and some
updates to the GE curriculum. These revisions will strengthen the evidence-based approach for
important inferences which are made from BET scores.

This research provides evidence of the efficacy of the BETs for their placement and
streaming functions, and also of the inefficacy of the BETSs for their achievement function
during the first two years of test development. Suggestions are made based on this evidence
in section 7.3 for improvements to the BETs, which may lead to BETs better fulfilling their
placement and streaming functions, and eventually fulfilling their achievement function.
These suggestions may be beneficial for several stakeholder groups in the GE curriculum
including teachers, students, and administrators. More specifically, these suggestions are
likely to lead to improvements in the structure of individual test tasks, more accurate test
specifications, better representation of the curriculum in BET tasks, and improved reliability

and validity of the BETs. Another significant aspect of this study is the recommendations



made for clearer communication about the BETSs to various curriculum stakeholders (sections
7.3.7,7.3.9 and 7.3.10).

In addition, the lessons learned from the first two years of BET development can serve
as a very useful reference for other institutions in Japan and elsewhere, which may choose to
adopt the CEFR as a framework for their foreign language curricula. This study exemplifies
the challenges involved in aligning small-scale, institutional reading and listening assessments
to the CEFR. Whilst several large scale commercial tests now claim alignment to the CEFR,
for example the TOEIC and TOEFL® (Tannenbaum & Wylie, 2008), there are few examples
of smaller institutions attempting to design in-house tests and claiming CEFR alignment of
those tests. This study provides a useful example, along with some guidelines and lessons
learned for other small institutions who may attempt similar projects. Given the increasing
prevalence of the CEFR globally it is probable that many other institutions are attempting or
will attempt similar projects.

Lastly, this study makes a valuable contribution to research in the field of language test
validation in three areas. It provides a useful example of an effort to validate a dual purpose,
in-house placement/streaming and in-house achievement test, and a rare example of how an
argument-based approach to test validation can be applied to the validation of an in-house
language test. Such research is still limited, particularly for language tests. Mattern and
Packman (2009, p. 1) state that “research on the topic [of placement tests] is largely limited
and has produced mixed results, which makes it difficult to make definitive statements
regarding the utility of placement tests and subsequent course placement.” In addition, this
study provides a useful reference for validation of an in-house achievement test, as this remains
an under-researched area in the field of language test validation. This thesis utilizes the most
recent version of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) argument-based test validation framework,

incorporating further inferences suggested and used by Chapelle, Enright and Jamieson (2008),



and drawing on some warrants suggested in Bachman and Palmer’s Assessment Use Argument
(AUA) (2010). Kane’s Assessment Use Argument consists of two main arguments: an
Interpretation/Use Argument (IUA) and a validity argument. An IUA clearly details the
inferences necessary for sound interpretations and uses of scores from a test, as well as the
assumptions underlying each inference. The IUA also describes the kinds of evidence which
are needed to back up each of the interpretations and assumptions. The second major argument
in Kane’s framework, the validity argument, critically analyses evidence gathered to support
the IUA.

This study represents a rare example in the literature of a full and detailed IUA and
supporting validity argument for in-house reading and listening tests, which covers all of
Chapelle et al.’s (2008) inferences. It also provides both comprehensive backing and rebuttal
evidence for each inference, which remains uncommon in argument-based validation studies.
The full and detailed examination of evidence in the BET validity argument presented here,
allows readers to understand the BET validity argument in more depth than for previous
comparable, argument-based validation studies, and it also provides a clear roadmap for
insiders to revise the tests comprehensively, based on weakness found in the validity argument.
1.3 Research questions

1. To what extent did the BETs within the frame of this study fulfil their functions as
course placement and streaming tests in terms of inferences in the validity
framework?

2. To what extent did the BETs within the frame of this study fulfil their function as
achievement tests in terms of inferences in the validity framework?

3. Based on any weaknesses found in backing for inferences in the BET validity

argument across two academic years from 2015-17, what recommendations can be



made for changes to the BETs and their accompanying documents, procedures and
policies?
1.4 Context of the study
1.4.1 Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University

Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University (HBWU) is a small, private women’s
university in Japan. The university was chartered as a junior women's college in 1962, and
became a four-year university in 1966. Like many universities in Japan HBWU faces
challenges presented by a declining student population, a symptom of an overall demographic
decline in Japan (Matsutani, 2012). This means increased competition amongst universities for
a shrinking pool of students. It also means an overall lower standard of academic proficiency
of university entrants to mid to low-level universities such as HBWU, as institutions are forced
to lower their entry requirements in order to maintain student numbers. In this context, in 2007
HBWU was looking for ways to boost student enrolments after several years of decline by
enhancing its English language programme.

1.4.2 The Bunkyo English Communication Center

In 2008, in spite of the declining tertiary student population in Japan, Kanda University
of International Studies (KUIS) in Chiba, Japan had been able to increase its enrolments for
several years and to be consistently oversubscribed.

In an effort to gain a competitive advantage in the shrinking tertiary education sector
HBWU engaged the services of the Kanda External Language Consultancy Center (ELCC) to
create an English language learning centre, to provide staff for the centre, and to create a
general English language curriculum for all of HBWU’s first and second year students.

The Bunkyo English Communication Center (BECC) was founded at (HBWU) in 2008
with a mission of providing a communicative English language curriculum for all first and

second year students at the university, along with a Self-Access Learning Center (SALC) to



support student autonomous English study. The creators of the BECC were a team of educators
from Kanda University of International Studies in Chiba working for the Kanda ELCC.

The original BECC academic staff consisted of four English teachers and one learning
advisor. Seven years later when this study began in 2015 the BECC staff had grown to include
ten English teachers and three learning advisors. The BECC is responsible for overseeing and
renewing a General English curriculum for non-English-language majors from four of the
university's departments of Early Childhood Education, Welfare, Nutrition and Psychology.
The BECC also manages the curriculum for a new Global Communication Department of
English language majors, established in 2010, and continues to improve the learning materials
and learner support available in the SALC.

1.4.3 The General English Curriculum

The GE Curriculum is two years long and is broken into two courses: Freshman English
(FE) for first years and Sophomore English (SE) for second years.

The original conception of the BECC General English Curriculum was a
communicative curriculum, incorporating the principles of task-based learning. The curriculum
emphasised theme-based project learning aimed at keeping students’ interest by combining
themes of interest with language learning materials that emphasised integrated learning skills
(Thompson & Foale, 2008).

1.4.4 Evolution of the BECC General English Curriculum

From its inception in 2008 the evolution of the BECC GE curriculum can usefully be
divided into four phases. The first phase was the creation of the curriculum in 2007 and 2008.
The second phase was three, yearly rounds of renewal of lessons and assessment criteria based
on teacher feedback from 2009-2011. The third phase was a renewal attempt based on the
Common European Framework of Reference—Japan or CEFR-J from 2012-13, and the fourth

phase which encompasses the period of this study, was a curriculum renewal undertaken from



2014-16, which aimed to remake the GE curriculum by creating two streams of courses at
CEFR Al1-A2, and A2-BL1 levels based on two of the foundational documents for the CEFR:

Waystage 1990 (van Ek & Trim, 1998b) and Threshold 1990 (van Ek & Trim, 1998a).

1.4.4.1 Phase 1 - Initial setup

Initially the GE curriculum and the accompanying lesson materials for first-year
students had to be created within a window of a few months in late 2007. Subsequently,
materials and curriculum for the second-year course were created in 2008 while the first-year

curriculum was being taught.

1.4.4.2 Phase 2 — Piecemeal improvements

Problems were identified with the level of difficulty of much of the materials being
pitched too high for the students, and a lack of appropriate scaffolding leading up to lesson
final tasks. From 2009-2011 the GE curriculum went through three one-year cycles of
curriculum renewal. For each of these cycles, the major focus was on improving the content of
individual lessons to make them more engaging and to include more scaffolding to make the
lessons suitable for lower proficiency students. Can do statements were also added as lesson
goals for the second-year curriculum. In addition, there was an effort made to broaden the types
of assessment included in students’ final grades, and to standardize some assessments for the

curriculum.

1.4.4.3 Phase 3 — Adoption of the CEFR-J

In 2012, a decision was made by BECC management to adopt the CEFR-J as the
framework for further GE curriculum renewal. The CEFR-J is an ongoing project in Japan to

create a localized version of the CEFR for the Japanese educational context. In 2012 the CEFR-



J primarily consisted of a self-assessment grid of localized CEFR can do statements in both
English and Japanese and localized CEFR vocabulary lists. A defining feature of the CEFR-J
is that it has split the lower CEFR proficiency levels into further sub-levels in order to give
Japanese students a sense of achievement, and thus enhanced motivation, when moving up
through these easier-to-achieve sub-levels. Specifically, the CEFR-J includes a Pre-Al level.
It also divides the Al level into three sub-levels (Al.1, A1.2 and Al.3), the A2 level into two
sub-levels (A2.1 and A2.2), and the B1 and B2 levels each into two sublevels (B1.1, B1.2 and
B2.1 and B2.2). (See Negishi, Takada, & Tono, 2012, and Tono & Negishi, 2012 for succinct
and useful overviews of the CEFR-J at this stage of its development.)

BECC management felt that the CEFR-J would provide increased structure, and
transparency for the GE curriculum, which lacked a clear organizing framework. The CEFR-J
also seemed to align with the existing underpinning pedagogical principles of the GE
curriculum which were based on communicative language teaching, task-based learning and
fostering learner autonomy (for a full description and evaluation of Phases 3 and 4 of the GE
curriculum renewal see Bower et al., 2017).

Phase 3 of curriculum renewal was seen to be successful in terms of increased teacher
knowledge of the CEFR-J, creation of clearer lesson and curriculum goals, and the introduction
of a more structured approach to fostering learner autonomy through the use of self-assessment
checklists and supporting SALC activities. However, after two years of this project there was
a feeling among many teaching staff that little progress had been made in aligning lesson
content to the CEFR-J.

During phase 3 of renewal, methodological problems became apparent with the attempt
to align the GE curriculum to the CEFR-J self-assessment grid, which consisted of levelled can
do statements across five language skills in both English and Japanese, with each can do

statement being a single sentence of up to three clauses. Judging how these single-sentence can
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do statements should be actualized in the lesson materials, and the extent to which the content
of existing lesson handouts matched the statements in the CEFR-J self-assessment grid proved
to be quite problematic. (The CEFR-J self-assessment grid can be downloaded from this web

site: http://www.cefr-j.org)

1.4.4.4 Phase 4 — CEFR-based renewal

In early May 2014, the Oxford Online Placement Test (OOPT) (Pollit, 2009; Purpura,
2010), a standardised commercial computer adaptive test of listening and spoken interaction
designed to place learners at their English CEFR proficiency level, was administered to a
representative sample of 71 entering GE students. The representative sample was formed by
administering the OOPT to one class from each of three ability streams (high, middle and low),
which had been made based on the 2014 BET results. The results of the 2014 test are not
admissible for this study as informed consent forms were not signed by students. Therefore,
the OOPT was run again at the beginning of 2015 and provided results very similar to the 2014

administration. The results of the 2015 OOPT are shown in the Figure 1.1 below.
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Figure 1.1. 2015 Entering GE Students' CEFR levels according to the OOPT

From Figure 1.1 it can be seen that according to the OOPT the vast majority of GE
students enter at either the Al or the A2 level. 47% of entering students are either at the pre-
Al or Al levels, and 49% are at the A2 level. Just 4% of entering students are at the B1 and
B2 levels. Based on this OOPT data, and also on the difficulties encountered in attempting to
align the GE curriculum to the CEFR-J in phase 3, a further phase of curriculum renewal was
initiated in 2014. In this phase course materials for two course streams were created for GE
classes, a lower stream aimed at raising students from CEFR levels pre-Al or Al to A2 over
two years of study, and a higher stream aimed at raising students from CEFR level A2 to level

B1 over two years of study.
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Table 1.1 summarizes the evolution of the BECC GE curriculum from 2008-2016.

Table 1.1. Phases of BECC GE Curriculum Renewal

2008 2009-2011 2012-2013 2014-2016
First-year Yearly renewal | ¢ Attempt to map Two levels of
curriculum cycles with the curriculum to courses  created
designed in late improvements the CEFR-J (Al-A2 & A2-
2017, made to|e Can do B1)
implemented in individual lessons statements added All lessons,
2008 Lesson as learning targets assessments, and
Second-year assessments and self- course materials
curriculum improved assessment tools redesigned  with
designed in 2008 Can do to all lessons the aim of CEFR
and implemented statements added | e Course goals alignment
in 2009 to  second-year revised and

lessons clarified.

1.445 The CEFR

The CEFR is a product of the Council of Europe, an organization which promotes
cooperation between European countries. The CEFR was preceded by an earlier Council of
Europe document The Threshold Level for Modern Language Learning in Schools (van EK,
1976) document, which aimed to give learners the minimum language competency required
for living in a foreign language environment, such as being able to complete everyday
transactions, and being able to build personal and work relationships (Trim, 2012). The
Threshold was successful beyond the expectations of the group that organized its creation, and
due to popular demand subsequently two more documents with specifications along the same
lines as Threshold were created. Waystage detailed a level below Threshold, and Vantage
detailed a level above. Waystage became the basis for the CEFR A2 level, and Threshold the

basis for the CEFR B1 level.
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The CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001a) was published commercially in French and
English in 2001, and it has since had a huge impact on second language education not only in
Europe, but in many countries around the world. Trim (2012) explains that the CEFR consists
of three major parts.

1. scales of proficiency
2. ataxonomy of language use and competences
3. methodological options for learning, teaching and assessment

The CEFR has become best known for the first of these parts, its scales of proficiency
or “can do statements”, which describe second language learner proficiency divided into six
levels of increasing proficiency from A1-C2, across many language subskills (see Little,
2006 for an accessible overview and description of the CEFR). The complete CEFR scales of
proficiency, including the scales for the A2 and B1 levels, which were the target of the two
new levels of GE courses and the BETSs in this study, can be downloaded from a URL
provided in the references section (Council of Europe, 2001b).

The GE curriculum designers drew on CEFR related resources such as Waystage 1990
(van EK & Trim, 1998b) for the A1-A2 course design, Threshold 1990 (van EK & Trim,
1998a) for the A2—B1 course design, the Core Inventory (North, Ortega, & Sheehan, 2010),
and textbooks which claim CEFR alignment, in order to systematically redesign the
curriculum based on target CEFR levels A2 and B1. The making of the new GE curriculum
began with a planning phase in the first semester of 2014 and continued with one semester of
GE materials being made each semester from second semester 2014, until the new curriculum

was completed by mid-2016.
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1.4.5 History of institutional English proficiency tests in the GE Curriculum

Table 1.2. History of Institutional English Reading and Listening Proficiency Tests for the
BECC's GE Curriculum

Standardised Reading and Listening
Year Curriculum Changes Tests (Administered in January and
April)
First-year GE curriculum based on the
Kanda University of International
Studies curriculum taught to first year
2008 students only Kanda English Proficiency Test (KEPT)
Second-year GE curriculum
developed with themes focusing on
students’ major subjects
2009 New GE second-year curriculum KEPT
taught to second year students
2010 Individual lessons revised based on KEPT
feedback
2011 Individual lessons revised based on Kanda Assessment of Communicative
feedback English Test (KACE)
2012 Individual lessons revised based on Bunkyo English Achievement Test
feedback (BEAT)
FE and SE revised based on feedback . .
2013 and to bring them closer to the CEFR- Bunkyo English Achievement Test
j (BEAT)
Plan for recreating the GE curriculum
based on the Threshold and Waystage
created .
2014 Bunkyo English Test (BET)
New first semester FE materials
completed
New FE second semester materials, | oo c0q BET based on KET and PET
2015 and new SE first semester materials .
style questions
created
New SE second semester materials to
created. Feedback and revision | Revised BET with lengthened reading
2016 : o .
process on the new GE curriculum and listening sections
began
Further revisions based on teacher | Revised BET with slightly lengthened
2017 o :
feedback listening section

From 2008-2010, a video-based English listening and reading proficiency test from

KUIS known as the Kanda English Proficiency Test (KEPT) was used to assess the English

proficiency of GE students. KEPT results were also used for class streaming. In 2011, another
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KUIS test known as the Kanda Assessment of Communicative English Test (KACE) was used.
However, because both tests were perceived to be too difficult for GE students, and were not
able to measure achievement of the GE curriculum, new tests called the Bunkyo English
Achievement Tests (BEATS) were trialled in 2012 and 2013. The name of these tests was
changed to the Bunkyo English Tests (BETSs) for their 2014 January and April administrations,
and the specifications for the tests were revised with the intent of aligning them to levels A2—
B1 of the CEFR. The structure of the BETs was revised in 2014 for their 2015 administrations
and again slightly revised in 2016 for their 2017 administrations (for more detailed information
about the history of institutional tests of reading and listening at the BECC see below and
Bower, Rutson Griffiths, & Sugg, 2014).
1.5 The Bunkyo English Tests
1.5.1 Rationale for choosing BET task types

BET reading section testlet types were chosen by examining testlets from the reading
and writing section of Cambridge’s Key English Test (KET), which is a criterion-referenced
certification test of English at the A2 level, and Preliminary English Test (PET), which is a
criterion-referenced certification test of English at the B1 level. Tasks which seemed to relate
to a reading construct rather than to a writing construct, and which were able to be administered
in a multiple choice or matching format amenable to machine grading with a bubble sheet
reader were selected. Test specifications for these testlet types were then written by analysing
official KET sample tests and by using information available in the KET Handbook for
Teachers (University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2012a), and the PET Handbook for
Teachers (University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2012b).

BET listening section testlet types were similarly selected by adapting testlet types from
the listening section of the KET and PET, which were able to be scored using a bubble sheet

reader.
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1.5.2 Writing the BETs

The BETs are written and revised by a group of BECC teachers, all of whom have
several years of teaching experience, and nearly all of whom have at least masters in TESOL
or related field. The first BEATSs administered in 2012 were made by a single teacher. Just two
teachers, including the researcher, worked on the 2013 BEATS. In 2013, this team grew to three
teachers to make the 2014 BETSs. From the beginning of 2015 the team grew to four teachers
and was officially named the General English Assessment Committee (GEAC), which is
pronounced ‘geek’ with the pun intended. In 2016 the team grew to seven members. In 2015
and 2016 the GEAC was also responsible for making other assessments for the GE curriculum,
including vocabulary quizzes, grammar quizzes writing and presentation rubrics, listening and
reading assessments, and speaking tests known as the Bunkyo English Speaking Tests (BESTS).

Original material was written for the 2015 and 2016 BET testlets by GEAC members,
based on the BET specifications and on GE curriculum content. Responsibility for writing
testlets was divided between team members, and then a round of feedback was given on the
items by all team members, and revisions made accordingly. Another round of feedback on the
testlets and their items was given once all of the testlets had been assembled into test papers.

For the 2017 BET testlets, draft test papers were uploaded to web-based application
called Moxtra (A mobile first, embeddable collaboration platform, n.d.). Each new or revised
testlet then received feedback from at least three GEAC members, revisions were made based
on the feedback, and a final round of feedback was given, and modifications made as needed.

Unfortunately, due to limited resources and a tight timeline it was not possible to pilot
versions of the BET before using them with the actual student population, which means that
changes to the BET structure were made quite slowly on a year by year basis in which statistical
analysis and teacher feedback on one year’s test administrations led to changes in the structure

and content of following year’s tests.
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1.5.3 BET administrations

The 2015-17 BETs were administered using a DVD which was projected on a screen
easily visible to all test takers. The DVD automated the timing and delivery of the test. All
aural DVD test instructions and item instructions in the question booklets were given in
Japanese, and the timing of the reading section was displayed using a countdown timer. All of
the listening section testlet instructions and listening passages were also played from the DVD.

Students received a bubble sheet, a question booklet and a sheet of blank paper to make
notes. After the test, the question booklets, and completed bubble sheets were collected. All
scratch paper was also collected to maintain test security, so that test items could be used again
for future test administrations.

There are two BET administrations each year. BETs 2 and 3 are administered at the end
of each academic year in January. BET2 is used as an achievement test for students finishing
the first-year curriculum, known as the Freshman English (FE) curriculum, and was worth 15%
of students’ second semester FE grades in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years. BET2
results were also used for streaming students into their second-year Sophomore English (SE)
classes. BET3 is intended to be an achievement test of the whole GE curriculum and it was
worth 15% of students’ second semester SE grades in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years.
The BET3 is also ultimately intended to form the basis of issuing the reading and listening
components of proficiency certificates at CEFR levels A2 and B1 for students who have
completed the GE curriculum.

BET1 was administered to new students at the end of March, before they started their
GE classes in April. There are just a few days to run the bubble sheets through the bubble sheet

reader, score the tests and stream FE classes before the first FE class of semester 1.
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1.5.4 BET 2015 format
The 2015 BETSs consisted of four sections, a reading section which had four tasks (or
testlets) and 27 items, a short vocabulary section with a single task and five items, a grammar
section which was a single task consisting of ten items, and finally a listening section which
had five tasks and 26 items. Test takers were given 30 minutes for the reading section, 10
minutes for the vocabulary and grammar sections, and approximately 30 minutes for the
listening section.
1.5.5 BET 2016 format
Changes were made to the test specifications for the 2016 iterations in attempt to
increase the reliability of the tests by lengthening both the BERT and the BELT. The grammar
and vocabulary sections of the BERT were changed to be subsections of the BERT, and a ten
item testlet with a true/false response type and a longer reading passage was added to the BERT.
In addition, a six item, true/false testlet was added to the BELT, and the target level of the first
seven item section of the BELT was increased from A2 to B1 level.
1.5.6 BET 2017 format
Just one small change was made to the 2016 BET format for the 2017 BETSs. Listening
Part 1 was increased in length from seven items to ten items. The structure of the 2015 and
2016 BETSs is summarized in the attached Appendix A.
1.5.7 BET versions
There are three versions of the BET. The three BETs are designed from the same test
specifications so are of the same length, and contain the same sections and task types. This is
to allow the BETs to be equated using horizontal equating (Skaggs & Lissitz, 1986). The
thematic content of the tasks for each BET varies somewhat according to how far students have
moved through the GE curriculum, but the BETSs should be of the same approximate difficulty

because the specifications of the tasks are written to make testlets of the same difficulty in
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terms of cognitive processing. For example, the text length for the focus texts in testlets of the
same type for reading and listening and reading comprehension should be the same across all
three BETs. The complexity of grammar, the vocabulary range, and the cognitive demands of
items for equivalent testlets should also be similar across all three BETs although the topics

and themes will change. The purpose and content of each of the three BETSs is briefly outlined

in Table 1.3.

Table 1.3. Purposes and Contents of the BETs

BET1

BET2

BET3

e To place entering
students into the
two FE courses,
and stream them
into classes within
the courses

e To give teachers
and students
diagnostic
information about

e To place second-
year students into
the two SE courses,
and stream them
into classes within
the courses

e To give teachers
and students
diagnostic
information about

e To assess student
achievement of the
overall GE
curriculum goals

e To form the basis
for placing students
into CEFR levels
for reading and
listening for
achievement

Purposes students’ reading students’ reading certificates
and listening and listening | ¢ To measure gains
ability ability in students’ reading
e To assess student and listening
achievement of the ability
FE curriculum
goals
e To measure gains
in students’
reading and
listening ability
50% based on the FE | All content based on | 50% based on the FE
Content curriculum the FE curriculum curriculum

50% based on the SE
curriculum

50% based on the SE
curriculum

Administration
Time

Before the start of
semester 1 in late
March/early April

At the end of students’
first year of study in
mid-January

At the end of students’
second year of study in
mid-January
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1.5.8 Presentation of BET grades

For the 2015 BETSs students and teachers were provided with raw scores for the reading,
vocabulary, grammar and listening sections. For the 2016 BETSs students and teachers were
given raw total BET scores and raw scores for the listening and speaking sections. Students
were also provided with average BET total, listening and speaking scores for their class and
stream in 2015 and 2016. For the 2017 BETS students were again given their raw scores for the
whole test, and for the listening and reading sections. They were also given their relative
position or ranking in their class and in their course stream.

1.5.9 Purposes of the BETs

The BETs are intended to serve four somewhat overlapping purposes.

1. To place students into appropriate English language courses and to stream them into
classes within courses based on English language ability

2. To objectively measure improvements in students’ reading and listening ability after
one year and two years of study in GE courses in terms of the CEFR designated levels

3. To form part of the basis for issuing proficiency certificates at the CEFR A2 and B1
levels upon completion of the GE program, including can do statements to show student
competencies

4. To have positive impact on all stakeholder groups. Including positive impacts on
student learning, teaching practice, and management attitudes to the BECC and GE assessment.
1.6 The scope of this study

This study focuses primarily on functions 1 and 2 of the BETSs listed in the previous
section, which are the BETs placement/streaming and achievement functions. There is also a
minor focus on function 4, the impact function of the BETs. The intended function 3 of the
BETs is not addressed, as achievement certificates were not issued to students within the frame

of this study. The placement/streaming function of the BETSs is the focus of research question
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1 of this study, and the achievement function of the BETSs is the focus of research question 2.
Research question 3 focuses on the development phase of test validation, and details insights
for further test development based on weakness found in the BET validity argument.

The timeframe of this study covers the first two academic years of BET development
and implementation, which coincided with the design and implementation of the new GE
curriculum from 2014 to 2016. Thus, five sets of reading and listening tests (referred to as the
BETs in this study) are examined. The BETs which are examined in this study are summarized
in the Table 1.4.

Table 1.4. The BETs Covered by this Study

Test Administration Date GE Student Cohort
BET1 2015 April 3, 2015 Students entering in 2015, or the 2015 cohort
BET1 2016 April 4, 2016 Students entering in 2016, or the 2016 cohort

The 2015 cohort at the end of their first year of

BET2 2016 January 18, 2016 study in the GE curriculum

BET?2 2017 January 19, 2017 The 2(_)16 cohort at the end of their first year of
study in the GE curriculum

BET3 2017 January 20, 2017 The 2015 cohort at the end of their second year

of study in the GE curriculum

It is important to note that most frameworks of language test development and
validation assume that the domain of a test can be well-defined before test development
begins (Bachman & Palmer 2010; Kane 2006). However, in this case, out of necessity, the
BETs were developed and revised at the same time as a new GE curriculum was being
created and revised from 2015-16. Thus, there was two-way feedback in which the creation
of the BET specifications influenced the design of reading and listening tasks in the GE
lessons, and the curriculum also strongly influenced BET testlet creation, as lesson topics,

tasks and vocabulary from the GE curriculum were used as a basis for making BET testlets.
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1.7 The position of the researcher and efforts toward reflexivity

In qualitative and mixed-methods research it is well accepted that the position of the
researcher within the context of research may cause bias in the research methodology chosen
as well as in the interpretation of results. Kane (2012) also emphasises that there is a
tendency toward “confirmationist bias” (p. 4) in validation studies such as the current one,
which are in the development stage of validation. Efforts to acknowledge a researcher’s
position and point of view, and the possible influences of these on research methodology and
conclusions, as well as to try to minimize this source of bias are known as reflexivity (see A.
Lee, 2011 for a brief overview of reflexivity).

In the timeframe of this study the researcher worked firstly as the BECC Assistant
Director for the 2014/15 academic year, and the first semester of the 2015/16 academic year,
and then as the BECC Director for the second semester of the 2015/16 academic year and for
the 2016/17 academic year. Over this time period the researcher was also the head of the
General English Assessment Committee and was in charge of BET development. This
position could lead to two possible sources of bias in the current study. These two possible
sources of bias are described in the following paragraphs along with efforts made to mitigate
them. The approach to reflexivity in this study is what A. Lee (2011, p 3) refers to as
“methodological reflexivity” in which there is “A focus on the methods ... deployed in
research as well as an acknowledgment of the role of the researcher” (p. 3).

The first possible source of bias can be called confirmationist bias and may result
from the researcher’s role in leading the BET development process and a natural tendency to
find evidence that supports the effectiveness of the BETS in their proposed uses. In order to
minimize this type of bias, | have done my best to review the evidence in the BET validity

argument in this study as objectively as possible. In addition, attempts were made to include
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the opinions of as many other stakeholders in the BETSs as possible, such as student, teachers
and managers.

The second source of possible bias in the results of this study is that teachers who
responded to surveys and in the focus groups knew that the researcher was a BECC director,
and this may have had an unconscious effect of causing them to answer survey items and to
respond to focus group questions related to the BET in a positive way. Efforts to minimize
this possible source of bias were made by making the teacher surveys anonymous, and by
recruiting an outsider academic to lead the teacher focus groups.

1.8 Organization of the thesis

The remainder of this thesis is organized into six chapters. Chapter 2 firstly provides a
broad review of the literature on language test validation across the 20™ century and the
beginning of the 21% century, and then explains the argument-based approach chosen for this
study. Chapter 3 presents a review of exemplary argument-based language test validation
studies, which have been conducted both on large-scale commercial tests and on small-scale,
in-house language tests. Chapter 4 presents the details of the BET Interpretation/Use Argument,
and Chapter 5 describes the methods used to seek backing in the BET validity argument.
Chapter 6 presents, and analyses results found from backings sought for the BET validity
argument.

In the final Chapter 7, the results of the BET validity argument for each inference in
the BET IUA are summarized and conclusions are drawn. Each of the research questions of
this study is then answered, followed by a description of the study’s limitations. Reflections
are presented on using Kane’s argument-based approach in the context of this study, and
contributions of this study to the literature on language test validation are outlined. Finally,

suggestions for further research are made.
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CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review: An Overview of Validity and Validation in Language

Testing

2.0 Introduction

The American Educational Research Association (AERA), American Psychological
Association (APA), and National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) Standards
(2014) define validity as “the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations
of test scores for proposed uses of tests” (p. 11). According to Xi (2008), validation is the
procedure of gathering and analysing evidence to support proposed interpretations and uses of
test scores. Thus, validation describes the processes involved in evaluating test validity.
Different conceptualizations of validity lead to different types of validation procedures and, in
turn, to gathering different types of evidence for the conceived validity. Accordingly, validation
frameworks give guidance on how to select, combine and appraise validity evidence.

This chapter first briefly outlines major periods in the history of test validity theory in
the 20" and early 21% centuries. An overview of progress in validity theory in the wider fields
of social science and education from the 1920s to the 1990s is presented, followed by a
summary of how these advances were applied in the field of language testing. Secondly, the
most recent advances in test validity theory into argument-based approaches are explained,
followed by an overview of how argument-based approaches have been broadly adopted and
adapted in the field of language assessment. Finally, the argument-based validation framework

constructed for this study is explained.
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2.1 Major periods in the history of test validation
2.1.1 Pre-Messick: componential perspectives on validity

From around 1920-1950 criterion validity along with content validity were the
dominant validity models in educational testing. Criterion validity (or criterion-related validity)
involves comparing the results of a designed test to some criteria or standards. In criterion
validity, a newly designed test is considered valid to the extent to which it provides comparable
results to those of a valid criterion.

Criterion validity is divided into two types: ‘predictive validity’ and ‘concurrent
validity’. If the criterion is obtained sometime after the test, when the test taker performs in the
target language domain, it is called predictive validity, and if the test score and the criterion are
obtained around the same time it is called concurrent validity. An example of predictive validity
in language testing is comparing students’ language proficiency test scores to their later
academic performance. An example of concurrent validity in language testing is administering
an in-house reading test and comparing the results with those of a commercial reading test
(which has strong validity evidence). From a criterion validity perspective, validity is defined
as the congruence between test takers’ performance on a newly designed test and on a valid
criterion; the corresponding validation procedure is usually calculating correlations between
the test takers’ performance on the test and its criterion, with high correlations considered as
being strong evidence for validity.

Kane (2006) notes two major advantages of criterion-related validity. The first
advantage is that in many cases the criterion is clearly related to a test’s uses and interpretations.
For example, if a test claims to predict later academic performance then it is obviously useful
to check this claim empirically by correlating test scores with later academically achieved
grades. The second advantage, as Kane notes, is that an assessment of criterion validity is fairly

objective, as long as the test is well designed, and the criterion is carefully defined and chosen.
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The major limitation of criterion validity is that in some cases it is very difficult to find
a suitable criterion (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Kane, 2006). For example, for abstract
constructs such as ‘assertiveness’ or ‘attachment’ there is no real-world, easily-measured
criterion available. There is also the problem of validating the criterion, which may lead to a
circularity, or to an infinite chain, as further criteria are sought to validate each criterion.

Content validity was considered the major alternative to criterion validity from 1920-
1950. Content validity allows for test validation without reference to a criterion. For content
validity, a test is validated by how well it samples from its target domain. The target domain is
the content, knowledge, or abilities which the test aims to assess. An example of content
validity would be how well the questions on an achievement test represent the contents of a
curriculum, or how well the tasks on an achievement test assess the course learning objectives.

For a test to have content validity it should elicit a “representative sample” of tasks
from the target domain (Guion, 1977). Anastasi (1998) states that for a test to have content
validity “the behaviour domain to be tested must be systematically analysed to make certain
that all major aspects are covered by the test items, and in the correct proportions” (p. 132).

The validation procedure for content validity is generally based on expert judgment.
For atest to have high content validity it is important that the target domain be clearly defined,
that task specifications have been designed carefully to tap the skills or content of the target
domain, and that the test is administered consistently and evaluated properly (Kane, 2006).

A major advantage of content validity is that it allows a test to be validated without
having to refer to external criteria. For tests of a specific, clearly defined skill, such as writing
ability, or piano playing, a good argument can be made that the samples obtained by the test
are representative of the overall ability of the target domain. However, Messick (1989) pointed
out that content validity, while providing useful evidence of a test’s representativeness of the

target domain, does not address other important areas of validity such as inferences to be made
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from test scores and social consequences of a test. Thus “in a fundamental sense so-called
content validity does not qualify as validity at all” (p. 17).

In addition, caution needs to be maintained with the use of expert judgment, as some
studies have shown expert judgment to be inconsistent, and unreliable. For example, Alderson
and Lukmani (1989) and Alderson (1990) conducted studies which elicited content area expert
judgments of reading skill level, and specific reading skill targeted for three tests of English as
a foreign language: an in-house reading test used at Bombay university, the Test of English for
Educational Purposes (TEEP), and the English Language Testing Service (ELTS) a
predecessor to the IELTS® test. The results showed disagreement by content experts on:

1. classifying reading test items by level of reading skill (higher order, middle order or

lower order)

2. classifying reading test items by specific reading skill from a list

3. defining which reading skills items were testing

In addition, in the above Alderson studies, items defined by content experts as testing
higher order skills did not correspond with higher item difficulty or discrimination. In a further
study reported by Alderson (1993), in which test makers were asked to predict the difficulty of
test items for a new National Certificate of English (NCE) test in Sri Lanka, found that “the
judgments of experienced testers about item difficulty are simply too variable and inaccurate
to be trustworthy” (p. 51).

Finally, a more recent study by Alderson and Kremmel (2013) replicated parts of a
study by Shiotsu (2010) in which expert judges distinguished between items testing syntax and
lexis. Alderson found that several of the items judged as testing syntax for a test in Shiotsu’s
study should have been excluded from the test based on the expert judgment in the replication
studies. These results cast doubt on the results of Shiotsu’s study, and also further highlight the

need to include other methods in addition to expert judgment as sources of validity evidence.
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2.1.2 Construct validity

In the early 1950s a third theory of validity and approach to test validation arose, known
as construct validity. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) argued that for tests for which there is no
clear criterion to predict and no available domain of content to sample from, and for which the
construct to be measured may be abstract and only theoretically defined, construct validity is
necessary. For construct validity, a theory of the construct must be clearly defined and the test
results evaluated in light of how well they fit the theory. If test results do not match those
features outlined by the theory, the measurement instrument may need to be revised. In addition,
the theory may need to be re-evaluated if test results consistently contradict the theoretical
positions. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) proposed a nomonological network, consisting of a
theoretical framework of interrelated constructs, which lay above an empirical framework. The
theoretical framework should be linked to the real world through observations, and the results
of observations are used to confirm or modify the theoretical framework.

Cronbach and Meehl’s theory of construct validity expanded validity theory to include
a framework for validating the measurement of abstract psychological constructs. In addition,
construct validity moved the focus of validation from a focus on validating tests to a focus on
validating interpretations of test scores. As Cronbach and Meehl stated, it is not the test which
is validated but “a principle for making inferences” (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955, p. 297).

Cronbach and Meehl (1955) suggested a number of methods which can be used in
construct validation, including: (i) demonstrating differences between groups expected to
measure high and low on the construct, (ii) correlation matrices with other measures of the
same construct (iii) factor analysis to explore and confirm dimensions of the construct (iv)
measures of internal consistency (v) studies of change or stability in the construct over
occasions, for example, if the construct is stable over retests, and if the construct changes as

predicted by experimental interventions, and finally (vi) observations of subjects’ actual
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performance on the test, which may lead to the discovery of unexpected sources of test score
variance, such as poor reading ability lowering math test scores.

Cronbach and Meehl’s seminal work created a context for the evolution of a unitary
concept of validity as suggested by Messick, which is explained in the following section.

2.1.3 Post-Messick: A unitary conceptualization of validity (Late 1980s—
1990s)

By the early 1990s the construct theory of validity had become widely accepted as a
general theory of validity which subsumed the other two types of validity, namely, criterion
and content related. Messick (1989) argued that the theory of validity had moved to an
understanding that content validity, criterion-related validity (predictive and concurrent
validity), and construct validity, were in fact all facets of a larger conceptualization of construct
validity and not distinct from it. Thus, criterion and content validity were reduced to types of
evidence to be gathered to support a larger argument for construct validity (Carr, 2011).
Messick’s 1989 paper was massively influential, and it is widely regarded as a watershed in
test validity theory.

Rather than slicing up the concept of validity into the three traditional categories of
content, criterion and construct, Messick put forward the following conceptualization of
validity denoting a unitary concept with four facets of evidential basis, consequential basis,

test interpretation and test use, as illustrated in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Messick's Unitary Model of Validity

TEST TEST USE
INTERPRETATION
EVIDENTIAL Construct validity Construct validity
BASIS +Relevance/Utility
CONSEQUENTIAL | Value implications Social consequences
BASIS
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In addition, Messick (1989, 1996) described six components of construct validity.
These components are firstly content knowledge, secondly substantive (skills and processes),
structural (nature of the construct), and generalizability across time and setting (from
Loevinger, 1957), and lastly external (comparison with other relevant criteria) and
consequential (test impact). Each is summarized briefly in the following paragraphs.

Messick emphasised that test content remained as a critical aspect of overall construct
validity, including considerations of content relevance and representativeness. However, he
also stressed that test content is insufficient by itself as a basis for validation. In addition,
Messick argued that judgments of test content inevitably involve considerations of construct
theories such as the processes test takers use to answer questions, making test content
considerations essentially inseparable from construct considerations.

The substantive component according to Messick involves specifying the skills covered
in the domain in terms of the construct theory, and then creating tasks, items and rubrics based
on the theory-grounded domain specifications. After item analysis those items that do not
function statistically as they should according to the construct theory should then be removed
or revised. Evidence for this component should show that the processes engaged in by test
takers and correlations are in line with those predicted by theory. This approach is in contrast
to a purely content-based approach in which items are only included in a test based on content
expert judgments, and to purely empirical approaches which only base the selection of items
from a pool on statistical considerations.

The structural component of construct validity involves providing evidence that scores
attached to a test make sense in terms of the distinct behaviours that the test claims to measure.
Theoretical predictions that a construct is unidimensional or made up of multiple components
or facets should be supported by data analyses of the test, and by correlations between test

sections, and between test items and the overall test.
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The generalizability component investigates how well test scores and interpretations
based on test scores generalize across different test taker populations, in different settings, and
in different task domains and contexts. This includes examining if relationships between the
test and criterion remain stable across time and in different settings. Part of Messick’s
generalizability component overlaps with his content component, in that for generalizability,
as for content, the test should include a wide representative sample of tasks from the target
domain to allow for test scores to be generalized to the wider target domain. In addition,
Messick (1996) distinguished between generalizability as reliability, which refers to traditional
concepts of reliability in that “the consistency of performance across the tasks, occasions, and
raters of a particular assessment” (p. 250) should be consistent, and generalizability as transfer
which refers to “consistency of performance across tasks that are representative of the broader
construct domain” (p. 250). Generalizability as transfer refers to the aspects of performance
that the test task helps learners to learn, and also the aspects of performance that the test is
predictive of. Evidence for generalizability could come from correlations with other tests that
claim to measure performance of the same domain, or from correlations with later measures of
performance on the actual domain tasks. Thus, Messick’s generalizability as transfer
component incorporated previous conceptions of criterion-related and predictive validity.

The external component of construct validity assesses the extent to which relationships
between test scores and other external criteria matches that predicted by the construct theory.
For example, a test of numeracy should correlate highly with other tests of numeracy, but not
with a test of reaction time.

The final and most important aspect of Messick’s (1989) framework was an emphasis
on the consequence component of test utilization. Messick argued that both meaning and values
should be considered when interpreting test results to make decisions. By this he meant that a

validation framework should take into account both test score interpretations and the
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consequences of decisions made based on those interpretations. Social consequences of testing
may include for example negative effects of a test on a particular social group. Another example
of test consequences is washback (Messick, 1996) in which educational practices are changed
in a positive or negative way as a result of the introduction of a test or changes to test content.

Messick also made the important point in his 1989 chapter that validation is a
continuing process for the life of a test given the changes in theorisation of concepts as well as
testing circumstances. There is no end point at which a test can be said to be valid. Rather
validation continues as long as the test is in use.

2.1.4 Critics of Messick’s unitary conceptualization of validity

Messick’s unitary theory of validity is predominantly an interpretive theory that focuses
on test score interpretations and consequences, rather than on the tests per se. Some validity
theorists are critical of the dominant interpretive perspective that test validity should focus on
the interpretations and uses of test scores, and also that validity should include considerations
about the consequences of test use. These critics follow a realist perspective and prefer to focus
on the test itself, viewing validity as the extent to which a test measures what it purports to
measure. Borsboom, Mellenbergh and Heerden (2004), for example, argue for a simpler
approach to validity, which focuses more narrowly on defining the theory of attribute, and
establishing that variations in the attribute cause systematic variations in the measurement of
the attribute from the test. They argue that validity should be considered a property of tests and
not of the inferences made from test scores. To them the theory of a construct to be measured
by the test should be the central concern, and making tests based on a theoretical idea of the
construct to be measured should be the important part of validity, rather than having the primary
focus on validating the test after construction. They accept that concepts such as reliability,
predictive power and consequences are important to consider when analysing tests, but they

insist that these should not be part of validity. To them (following the construct validity theory
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of Cronbach and Meehl, 1955) validity should only focus on defining the construct in terms of
the processes involved and assessing if the test effectively measures variation in the test takers’
performance in correspondence to the defined construct. As such, they argue that only direct
causal evidence should be used to support the validity of a test and that the continued
acceptance of correlational evidence for some components in the unitary concept of validity,
such as correlation evidence for generalisability, and correlations with external criteria is
flawed.

Another critic of the unitary concept of validity, Newton (2012), made an argument that
several aspects of the definition of validity in the 1999 Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing, which draws on Messick’s framework, needed to be clearer, and more
consistent. In his 2012 article Newton argued against some aspects of Messick’s validity
framework. Firstly, Newton, in line with Borsboom et al. (2004), argued that validity should
not include ethical and social evaluations of consequences of the use of test scores. For Newton,
especially in the case of producers of commercial tests, these aspects of test evaluation should
be left up to other stakeholders other than the test makers, such as test users, and should not be
considered a facet of validity. Including these aspects would place too much burden on test
makers.

Secondly, Newton argued that designers and users of tests should have separate
validation responsibilities. Designers of commercial tests should only bear responsibility for
validating their explicitly stated uses of a test. If tests are later employed for other purposes by
test users, then the test users would bear responsibility for validating those uses.

In summary, the previous sections, and the current section described the evolution of
the broad field of test validity theory in the 20th century. Initially, from a componential
perspective, validity was generally conceived to consist of two types, criterion validity which

consisted of correlating test results with a criterion, and content validity which assed how well
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test content represented and matched its target domain. A third type of validity known as
construct validity emerged in the second half of the 20th century thanks to the work of
Cronbach and Meehl (1955) which sought to validate abstract constructs through defining and
verifying nomonological networks. Finally, at the end of the 20th century the field of test
validation reached a wide consensus (although a few critics still remain) that validity is a
unitary concept, and that what had previously been conceived as separate kinds of validity were
actually facets of construct validity.
2.2 Validity in the field of language testing 1950s-1990s

Both Chapelle (1999) and Xi (2008) provide thorough overviews of how conceptions
and approaches to language test validity evolved from the 1950s through to the 1990s. The
consensus on validation theory for language tests in the 1950s and 60s is exemplified by Lado’s
(1961) classic text Language testing. The focus of language test validation at that time was on
the test as a measurement instrument, and whether or not a test measured what it claimed to
measure. Validation work mainly focused on validating multiple choice tests through criterion
and content approaches, and reliability was seen as separate to validity.

In the 1970s more focus on communicative language tests rather than multiple-choice
tests emerged. This trend was dubbed “communicative language testing” by Morrow (1979).
Those in favour of communicative language testing argued that multiple-choice tests could not
measure real communicative language ability. Communicative ability could only be measured
by having test takers engage in communicative tasks similar to real-life situations, and by
scoring their performance on these tasks. Such concerns had been raised in previous decades,
but they came to the forefront of language testing in the 1970s and 1980s (Fulcher, 2000;
Morrow, 2012). Communicative language testing advocated testing aspects of language use

such as context and authenticity. Communicative language testing also advocated more
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qualitative assessment methods using human raters. However, validity approaches in the 1970s
were still restricted to content and criterion types (Clark, 1975).

By the late 1970s and early 1980s the construct validation approach began to influence
language testing research. New methods emerged to investigate the meaning of test scores,
such as looking at test taking strategies (A. Cohen, 1984), comparing different test methods,
(Shohamy, 1984), and analyzing test bias through item analysis (Z. Chen & Henning, 1985).
The first book of papers on construct validation studies of language tests also appeared at this
time (Palmer, Groot, & Trosper, 1981).

After 1990, thanks to Bachman’s (1990) book Fundamental considerations in language
testing, Messick’s work on a unitary concept of validity also became the dominant validity
model in language testing in the 1990s. Bachman’s book introduced Messick’s ideas to the
language testing field, and was tremendously influential. One indication of the book’s influence
is that it was the most cited book in the respected journal Language Testing in the decade
following its publication (McNamara, 2003). In the book’s chapter on validity Bachman
advocated the unitary concept of validity, along with the idea that the subject of validation
should be the inferences made from test scores, not the test itself. Test consequences were also
included in Bachman’s conceptualization of validity.

2.2.1 Bachman & Palmer’s test usefulness framework

Bachman followed up the important ideas expressed in his 1990 book with a second
book co-authored with Adrian Palmer entitled Language Testing in Practice (1996). In the
book, Bachman and Palmer’s attempt to make Messick’s work more interpretable and easy to
implement for language testers by introducing the idea of ‘test usefulness’. This is because
although Messick’s (1989) explanation of validity is theoretically exquisite, in practice it was
quite challenging to comprehend and implement (McNamara, 2003). In their book, Bachman

and Palmer describe test usefulness as comprised of six components: reliability, construct
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validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and practicality. Reliability corresponds to the
traditional definition of this term in testing as the consistency of scores. Construct validity
involves clearly defining the construct and assessing the extent to which test scores measure
the construct. Authenticity reflects the extent to which test tasks are representative of tasks in
the target language use domain, which was the major concern of the communicative language
testing movement of the 1970s and 80s mentioned above. Interactiveness examines the
individual test taker characteristics involved in completing test tasks. Impact refers to the
effects of introducing a test on education systems and society. Finally, practicality involves
doing a cost-benefit analysis of test development.

Bachman and Palmer argued that the relative importance of each of the six components
in their framework will vary depending on the particular language test and the language testing
situation. They further stated that none of the components should be neglected, but the
emphasis placed on each component, and the type and amount of evidence to be gathered will
vary depending on the test and context.

Language Testing in Practice was an important contribution to the field of language
test validity, because it further introduced concepts from Messick’s unitary conception of
validity to a wider audience of language teachers, and it also presented test validity concepts
in an easily comprehensible form. A couple of problems with this book however, were firstly
a lack of connecting the components of their test usefulness framework to existing frameworks’
terminology in the test validity field. Bachman and Palmer’s new terminology for established
concepts could be confusing for readers. Secondly, the book gave only a very cursory treatment
of the types of evidence that can be gathered to support inferences from test scores, how to
select appropriate types of evidence to gather, and how to prioritize sources of evidence. The
types of feedback listed in the book focused only on test takers and not on other stakeholders,

for example, for collecting washback evidence.
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2.2.2 Further work on the consequences of test use in the language testing
field

Advancing on Messick’s important contribution in recognizing the crucial nature of test
consequences for test validity, in the 1990s a wider movement arose which argued that the
consequences of testing should also be considered an important part of validity. This is aspect
of validity is often called consequential validity. For example, Shephard (1993) argued that
validation should not just assess whether a test measures what it claims to measure, but also
whether a test does what it claims to do.

Other authors coming at validity from the perspective of “critical language testing”
emphasised the importance of social consequences of tests. Shohamy (2001), for example,
argued that tests can often be used as a means for exercising power in society. She claimed that
tests are frequently used to maintain the exclusivity and power of elite groups. As a way of
compromising test hegemony, Shohamy recommended using multiple methods of assessment
rather than a big final standardised and centralized test. The use of multiple and varied
assessment tasks should, Shohamy argued, decentralize, and democratize the testing process in
favour of different stakeholders. She also emphasised, in agreement with Davies (1997), that
test developers should bear some responsibility for how their tests are used, not just for making
the test. Shohamy states that “Studies of the use of tests as part of test validation on an ongoing
basis are essential for the integrity of the profession” (p. 390).

B. K. Lynch (2001) put forward a validity framework rooted in post-modern political
theory. Lynch’s framework is intended for validating alternative assessments such as portfolios,
and it places a strong emphasis on ethical considerations including the power relations involved
in an assessment context. Lynch’s framework consists of five categories: fairness, ontological
authenticity, cross-referential authenticity, impact/consequential validity, and evolved power

relations. While Lynch’s framework does expand the boundaries of validity and created useful
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areas for debate, it suffers from a lack of specific examples of validation studies within this

framework, making it difficult to interpret how the framework would be utilized in practice. In

addition, the framework was criticized by Bachman (2005) as being simply a list of validity
categories, which does not show practitioners a clear pathway for validating test interpretations
to test uses.

Kunnan (2008) put forward a Test Fairness Framework (TFF), which he further
elaborated ten years later in his book Evaluating Language Assessments (Kunnan, 2018). In
the latest iteration of his framework Kunnan presents two main principles, each with
accompanying sub-principles. The first main principle is the principle of fairness, which entails
treating each test taker fairly and equally. The sub-principles of the fairness principle are:

1. An assessment ought to provide adequate opportunity to acquire the knowledge, abilities
or skills to be assessed for all test takers.

2. Anassessment ought to be consistent and meaningful in terms of its test score interpretation
for all test takers.

3. An assessment ought to be free of bias against all test takers, in particular by avoiding the
assessment of construct-irrelevant matters.

4. An assessment ought to use appropriate access, administration and standard-setting
procedures so that decision-making is equitable for all test takers. (Kunnan, 2018, p. 80,
emphasis in original)

The second main principle of Kunnan’s framework is the principle of justice which
mandates that the test should have beneficial consequences for society, and promote justice
and positive values . The sub-principals for the justice principle are:

1. An assessment institution ought to foster beneficial consequences to the test-taking

community.
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2. An assessment institution ought to promote positive values and advance justice through
public reasoning of their assessment (Kunnan, 2018, pp. 80-81, emphasis in original).

Shohamy, Lynch and Kunnan’s frameworks all helped to raise awareness of the
importance of examining the consequences of language tests for individuals and minorities and
to strengthen the case for including test consequences as part of language test validation.

Although Messick’s framework and the following work on test fairness and
consequences, and Bachman and Palmers concept of test usefulness were major steps forward
for validation theory, there remained a lack of a comprehensive framework to give practical
guidance on the best types of evidence to gather to support a specific test score interpretation
and use, and guidance on when to stop a validation investigation. In order to address these
deficiencies, argument-based frameworks arose as the next major advance in validation theory.
These argument-based frameworks are described in the next section.

2.3 Argument-based validation frameworks 1990s—early 2000s

Argument-based validation frameworks appeared in the wider field of educational
measurement in the late 20" century (see, e.g., Cronbach, 1988; Kane, 1992), and early 21°%
century (see Kane, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2006; Mislevy, Steinberg, & Almond, 2002, 2003).
Argument-based test validation frameworks have also become prominent in the field of
language testing, especially with the contributions from Bachman (2005), Chapelle, Enright,
and Jamieson (2008) and Bachman and Palmer (2010).

Argument-based approaches to test validation do not add any new qualitative or
quantitative methods to the test validation arsenal; however, they do provide a more logical,
coherent, and organized framework for selecting and incorporating existing validation
techniques within an argument, which is a big leap ahead compared to previous approaches
(Chapelle, 2010). Proponents of an argument-based approach perceive it is as more practical

and efficient than the preceding unitary construct validation approach (Messick, 1989), because
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it provides a framework for deciding what kind of validity evidence to gather, how much
evidence to gather, and when to stop gathering and examining the evidence (Kane, 2013a,
2013b).

In argument-based approaches to validity, test developers or researchers must construct
an argument for the selection or design of a test, for the interpretation and use of a test, and for
the decisions to be made based on test results (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). The following
sections summarize developments in argument-based approaches to validation both in the
wider field of educational assessment and in the field of language assessment in the late 20™
and early 21% centuries.

2.3.1 Toulmin’s argument structure

Most argument-based approaches to test validation (Bachman, 2005; Bachman &
Palmer, 2010; Kane, 2006, 2013a, 2013b; Mislevy, Steinberg, & Almond, 2002, 2003) are
based on Toulmin’s (1958) informal argument structure. Toulmin’s informal argument
structure describes how practical arguments in non-philosophical, and non-mathematical fields
like the law, art criticism, and history are used to build a case for a particular conclusion.
Toulmin divides the parts of an argument into a claim or conclusion, and data or grounds. The
claim is the assertion of an argument, and the data are the facts on which the argument is based.
Claims are hedged with the use of “qualifiers” such as ‘most likely’ ‘almost certainly’ etc.
Claims and data are linked by “warrants”, which are general rules, principles, or accepted
procedures which authorize the inference from the data to the claim. Warrants are also
supported by “backing”, any evidence which can be collected in favour of or against the
warrants. The type of backing depends on the field of the argument, and may include scientific
theories, laws, precedents, statistics or other forms of evidence. In addition, conditions or

exceptional circumstances under which the inference from data to claim may be rejected are
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known as rebuttals, or negation of warrants. Figure 2.1 shows a generic illustration of

Toulmin’s argument structure.

=n

a

€« unless... —[ Rebuttal ]
. A
[ Warrant ]— SINCE... =—p

A SO...

{ Backing ] [Rebuttal data]
Data

Figure 2.1 A generic illustration of Toulmin's informal argument structure
(Toulmin, 1958)

To illustrate the categories in Toulmin’s argument structure more clearly, an example
of a specific argument is shown in Figure 2.2. In this case, the claim can be, for example that
a woman named Elizabeth is eligible to vote in Australia. The data to back this claim is
Elizabeth’s Australian passport, which shows her age and citizenship. The warrant states that
Australian citizens over the age of 18 are eligible to vote, and the backing for this warrant
comes from Australian laws and statutes. A rebuttal to this claim is that Elizabeth has given up
her Australian citizenship. Available rebuttal data is that Elizabeth has a Japanese passport,
Japanese law stating that Japanese citizens must give up citizenship of another after the age of
22, and statements from Elizabeth’s friends and family that she has relinquished her Australian
citizenship. In this case the rebuttal data severely weakens the claim that Elizabeth is eligible

to vote in Australia.
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Figure 2.2. An example of Toulmin's informal argument structure
Toulmin’s informal argument structure has been adopted by several theorists in the field
of test validation in educational assessment, to become the basic building block of argument-
based approaches to validity. For test validation, multiple inferences join together to form a
“web of inferences” (Mislevy et al., 2003, p. 3), or “chain of inferences” (Kane, 1992, p. 530).
This web or chain of inferences forms the structure of a test validity argument, with each of the
multiple inferences in the larger validity argument being built using Toulmin’s informal

argument structure.
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2.3.2 Kane’s multiple inferences

Kane (1992) argued that in practice for test validation multiple inferences link together
to form a coherent conclusion. Later Kane, Crooks and Cohen (1999) elaborated this idea to
show how an interpretive argument could be constructed for a performance assessment. In
Kane’s description, three inferences are represented as bridges to be crossed on the way from
an example of test-taker performance, to a judgment about test taker ability in the target domain.
The target domain is the areas of performances about which one wishes to make inferences
based on test scores. Each of the bridges is built on assumptions, which should be explicitly
stated, and which require support from evidence.

The first bridge was first called ‘observation’ (Kane, 1992), and later ‘scoring’ (Kane,
Crooks and Cohen, 1999, Kane, 2008) and ‘evaluation’ (Kane, 2001, 2002, 2004). This is an
inference from an observation of test-taker performance to an observed score. This inference
rests on two assumptions. The first assumption is that the criteria used to score the performance
are suitable and have been properly applied, which means that, for example, (a) the answer
keys for a multiple choice test have one clear answer for each item, (b) rubrics for constructed
responses have clear and appropriate criteria, and (c) are applied consistently by the raters. The
second assumption is that the test was conducted under suitable conditions to assess test-taker
ability or skill. For example, that there were no problems with equipment, that test takers were
motivated, and that no test-takers received any extra help. The backing for the first assumption
can come from, for example, a sound answer key for a reading test, or a rubric for constructed
response answers in speaking and writing, and intra- and inter-reliability indices. Instructions
for test administration in the test specifications and reports of suitability of test administration
locations can provide backing for the second assumption too.

The second inferential bridge in Kane’s framework is called “generalization”. It is

usually not possible to include all possible tasks from the target domain on a test, so a narrower
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range of possible tasks from the target domain is selected for testing. This narrower range of
tasks is called the universe of generalization. Kane, Crooks and Cohen (1999, p. 8) “refer to
the subdomain for which it is plausible to consider the observed performances to be a random
or representative sample as the universe of generalization and ... refer to an individual's
expected score over the universe of generalization as the individual's universe score for the
assessment procedure.”

The generalization inference allows interpretation to extend from interpretations about
scores on a single test or the ‘observed score’ to interpretations about scores on other possible
tests or tasks in the same universe of generalizations, or the ‘universe score’. The universe
score refers to the score from a universe of possible observations that would be obtained from
other versions of the test focusing on the same narrow area of the target domain. One
assumption supporting the generalization inferential bridge is that tasks on the test are
representative of tasks in the ‘universe of generalization’. Evidence for this assumption could
come from an analysis of test content compared to the defined universe of generalization.
Another assumption underlying the generalization inference is that the test-taker would score
the same on alternate, parallel versions of the test or the test tasks. Evidence to support the
generalization inference can come from reliability studies which show the consistency of scores
across raters, tasks and occasions. Further backing for this inference can come from evidence
showing that the test specifications are clear and specific, and that the test tasks in alternate
forms of the test match the test specifications. In addition, statistical analyses providing
evidence for equating of alternate test forms can provide backing for this inference, as can
generalizability studies.

The third and final inferential bridge is an ‘extrapolation’ from the universe score to the
target score. Kane, Crooks and Cohen define the target score as, a test taker’s “expected score

over all possible performances in the target domain” (1999, p 7). In other words, for the
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extrapolation inference, test scores from the narrower sample of tasks from the universe of
generalization, are taken to indicate test-taker performance in the wider target domain.
Evidence to support this inference can come from criterion related studies in which other
measures of performance in the target domain are correlated to scores on the test to be validated.
Support can also come from a coherent argument that the tasks in the narrower universe of
generalization cover a large area of the target domain, as the more of the target domain that is
covered by the universe generalization, the stronger the support for the extrapolation inference
will be.

A diagram of Kane, Crooks and Cohen’s three inferential bridges is provided in Figure

2.3.

Evaluation Generalization Extrapolation

Observation Observed Universe Target
Score Score Score

Figure 2.3. Kane, Crooks, and Cohen’s (1999) inferential bridges in an argument-based
framework

2.3.3 Advances in Kane’s approach—interpretive and validity arguments
and a further inferential bridge
In his later work, Kane (2001, 2002) clarified that his argument-based approach consists
of two main arguments. The first is an interpretive argument and the second is a validity

argument. The interpretive argument details the proposed interpretation and use of test scores,
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and the validity argument assesses the credibility of the assumptions and backing for the
interpretive argument.

Subsequently, Kane (2004, 2006) adopted Toulmin’s informal argument structure as
means to provide logical and clear support for each of the inferences in the interpretive
argument. Each inference is supported by a warrant, which is a rule leading from data to a
claim. In turn, each inference is supported by assumptions. Assumptions are the postulates
upon which the warrant and ultimately the inference rests, and Kane makes it clear that these
postulates should be explicitly stated along with their proposed supporting evidence. This
supporting evidence for assumptions is known as backing in Toulmin’s informal argument
structure and Kane’s argument-based validation framework. A useful analogy could be to
consider each assumption as a building block forming the foundation of each inference in the
interpretive argument, each assumption is in turn supported by building blocks which are

backing as shown in Figure 2.4.

[ Inference 1
[ Assumption 1 ] Assumption 2

/N / \

| Backing1 | | Backing2 ] [ Backingl | [ Backing 2 ]

Warrant for }

Figure 2.4. Argument structure for inferences in Kane's interpretive argument

Kane (2001, 2002, 2004, 2006) further extended his framework to include the
consequences of test use for common decisions which are made on the basis of test scores
including acceptance into courses of study, and awarding of certifications. Kane’s work has

been very influential in the field of educational assessment, and has also become influential in
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the field of language assessment. In the following sections three major efforts by language
testing scholars to adapt and apply Kane’s framework are described and discussed.
2.4 Developments of argument-based approaches in language testing

The following sections outline the major contributions, Bachman (2005), and Bahman
and Palmer (2010), and Chapelle et al. (2008) to bringing argument-based approaches to test
validity to the field of language testing.

2.4.1 Bachman 2005—more fully integrating test uses and consequences into
argument-based validation

In an important article in the journal Language Assessment Quarterly in 2005 Bachman
argued that previous argument-based approaches to test validation, although providing a useful
framework for examining assertions made based on inferences from test scores, neglected to
include matters of test use and consequences. Bachman also observed that preceding work on
test validation in the language testing field (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Kunnan, 2003) mainly
presented lists of questions or qualities to be addressed, without providing a means for
assimilating these into a clear set of procedures for language testers to follow.

Bachman (2005) thus proposed that an overall ‘Assessment Use Argument (AUA)’
should be created to validate the uses of language tests. Bachman’s AUA as described in his
2005 article consists of two parts an ‘assessment utilization argument’, and a ‘validity
argument’, both of which are based on Toulmin’s (1958) argument structure. The validity
argument in Bachman’s AUA links test scores to interpretations, while the assessment
utilization argument is similar to Kane’s (2002, p. 32) “decision based interpretation” which
aims to make clear links between the score-based interpretations of the validity argument and
test use decisions made based on these interpretations. Bachman’s AUA, however placed more

emphasis on the decision inference than in Kane’s work, and it also provided a new and useful
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breakdown of types of warrants which are needed to support an assessment use argument.

Figure 2.5 shows Bachman’s structure of an AUA.
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Figure 2.5. The structure of an Assessment Use Argument (AUA). Reprinted from “Building
and supporting a case for test use”, by L. F. Bachman, 2005, Language Assessment Quarterly:
An International Journal, 2(1), p. 25. Copyright 2005, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Reprinted with permission.

The four types of warrants which Bachman argues are needed to support an assessment

use argument are ‘relevance’, ‘utility’, ‘intended consequences’ and ‘sufficiency’. Relevance

deals with how closely the test tasks represent tasks in the Target Language Use (TLU) domain.

Utility focuses on how much the score-based interpretation increases the likelihood of making

suitable decisions. Intended consequences relate to the beneficial outcomes the test is intended

to bring about. Finally, sufficiency deals with the test providing sufficient information for the
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decisions to be made. Each of these warrants requires backing which can consist of various
forms of evidence depending on the particular warrant.

Bachman (2005) argued that his AUA approach to language test validation was able to
accommodate the expanded list of concerns raised about the uses and consequences of test
scores in the years preceding the paper. These included test usefulness (Bachman & Palmer,
1996), ethics and validity (B. K. Lynch, 2001), fairness framework (Kunnan, 2003) and critical
language testing (Shohamy, 2001). The ways in which Bachman argued that these previous
frameworks which addressed the consequences of test use could be incorporated into an AUA
are briefly summarized in the following three paragraphs.

Bachman argued that test usefulness as previously defined in Bachman and Palmer
(1996) as consisting of six qualities of reliability, construct validity, authenticity,
interactiveness, and impact (this list excludes practicality, which lies outside an AUA) could
be included in an AUA by making warrants for each of the first five qualities part of an
assessment validity argument, and a warrant or warrants for the impact quality as part of the
assessment utilization argument. Bachman also argued that four of the aspects of B. K. Lynch’s
(2001) framework (ontological authenticity, cross-referential authenticity,
impact/consequential validity and evolved power relations) could be incorporated into an AUA
as warrants of the ‘intended consequences’ type. However, Bachman also claimed that the
fairness category as defined in Lynch’s framework was more an aspect of overall test design,
development and use that as such it was not related to a particular test use, and should not form
a part of an AUA.

Bachman further contended that Kunnan’s five qualities of fairness, as outlined in his
2003 paper, of validity, absence of bias, access, administration, and social consequences could
also be integrated into an AUA. The qualities of validity and administration in the 2003 version

of Kunnan’s test fairness framework can be covered by warrants supporting a validity argument
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in an AUA and the other three qualities of absence of bias, access and social consequences can
be covered by warrants of the intended consequences type in an assessment utilization
argument.

Finally, Bachman claimed that the key concerns of critical language testing (Shohamy,
2001) can also be addressed in an AUA. For example, the focus of critical language testing on
the purposes for which tests are used can be addressed via warrants of the intended
consequences type, and critical language testing’s call for multiple types of assessment to be
used for decisions about test takers rather than a single test, can be addressed through warrants
of the sufficiency type in the AUA.

2.4.2 Chapelle, Enright & Jamieson 2008—a further two inferential bridges

A relatively recent, outstanding example of an application and adaptation of Kane’s
argument-based framework to language test validation which integrated Bachman’s utilization
argument is the validation argument for the new TOEFL test (Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson,
2008). The authors of this study added an additional two inferences to those suggested by Kane
(2001, 2002, 2004). These additional inferences are ‘domain definition’, and ‘explanation’. In
addition, Chapelle et al. included a final ‘utilization’ inference, which took its name from
Bachman’s AUA, and which links test scores to test uses.

Figure 2.6 on the next page shows the chain of inferences for the interpretive argument

in Chapelle et al.’s (2008) TOEFL validation study.
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Figure 2.6. TOEFL validation interpretive argument. Adapted from Building a Validity
Argument for the Test of English as a Foreign Language (p. 15), by C. A. Chapelle, M. K.
Enright, & J. Jamieson, 2008, New York, NY: Routledge. Copyright 2008 by Routledge.
Adapted with permission.
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The domain definition inference links test tasks, which are defined in the domain
definition, to real-world target domain tasks. The warrant supporting this inference states that
the test tasks are representative of those language use situations for which the test seeks to
measure language proficiency. Bachman and Palmer (2010) define a “Target Language Use
(TLU) Domain” as “a specific setting outside of the test itself that requires the language user
to use language use tasks” (p. 60). This corresponds to Kane’s (2013b) “target domain”, which
“specifies the kinds of tasks and the ranges of contexts and conditions of observation associated
with the observable attribute” (p. 22). For Chapelle et al.’s TOEFL validation study the domain
was “language use in the English medium institutions of higher education” (Chapelle et al.,
2008, p. 60). The warrant to supporting the domain definition inference is that the test tasks
elicit “relevant knowledge, skills and abilities in situations representative of those in the target
domain” (Chapelle et al., 2008, p. 14). Backing for this warrant can come from a thorough
analysis of the target domain, and evidence that the test tasks are a representative sample of the
target domain.

The explanation inference links observed test performance to a construct of language
proficiency. For language testing the constructs will come from theories of second language
acquisition and theories of second language competence. Theories of language proficiency
provide definitions of what a test measures, and also the criteria that should distinguish learner
ability at different levels of proficiency. Evidence to support the explanation inference can
come from correlations with other measures of the same trait the test claims to measure (what
used to be known as concurrent validity), factor analysis to confirm that the different theoretical
language components the test claims to measure exist in the test data, analysis of task difficulty,
and cognitive processing studies to confirm that the cognitive processes elicited by the test are

actually those predicted by the theory (Weir, 2005a).
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Finally, a decision-making or utilization inference links the target score to decisions
made about test takers based on the test scores. This inference focuses on aspects of
“consequential validity” as was suggested by Messick (1989) in his unitary approach to validity.
The utilization inference assesses the extent to which the test results are effective for their
intended uses, for example, whether the use of a test for making immigration decisions is
appropriate or not. The importance of this inference is emphasised by both Bachman and
Palmer (2010) and Kane (2013a, 2013Db). Indeed, Chapelle et al. took the term ‘utilization” for
their interpretive argument from Bachman’s (2005) work.

The utilization inference may also include aspects of test consequences, or
consequential validity. As noted in section 2.3.2, consequential validity emphasizes the
importance of test scoring not being biased against any particular social group (Xi, 2010), and
that test scores should not have unfair negative consequences for some test takers (Bachman &
Palmer, 2010). Consequential validity is also concerned with test washback. According to A.
Green (2013), “Washback refers to the impact that a test has on the teaching and learning done
in preparation for it” (p. 40). Cheng, Sun and Ma (2015) state that “When researchers use the
term WASHBACK, they tend to ask questions about the influence of the introduction of a new
test, or an existing test, on classroom teaching and learning” (p. 437). For example, the
introduction of a new test may have positive or negative effects on classroom teaching and
curriculum content. (Cheng, Sun, & Ma, 2015 give a useful overview of washback research in
language assessment).

For the TOEFL validation study the warrant to support the utilization inference was
that “estimates of the quality of performance in English-medium institutions of higher
education from the TOEFL are useful for making decisions about admissions and appropriate
curricula for the test takers” (Chapelle et al., 2008, p. 22). This inference is based on

assumptions that test scores are easy to understand for all stakeholders, and that the tests have
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a positive influence on the way English is taught. Backing for the first assumption can come
from demonstrating that materials are available to explain the test clearly to all stakeholders,
while backing for the second assumptions underlying the utilization inference can come from
washback studies.
2.4.3 Bachman and Palmer 2010—a comprehensive guide to building an
AUA

In 2010, an updated version of Bachman and Palmer’s previous influential work
Language Testing in Practice (1996) was published, re-entitled Language Assessment in
Practice. In this book, the authors present a thorough framework for creating or selecting
language assessments, and for justifying their use. The major change from their 1996 book is
a move to structuring test development around an updated version of Bachman’s (2005)
Assessment Use Argument (AUA). As in Bachman’s 2005 paper, Toulmin’s argument
structure forms the backbone of the AUA, and the main focus of Bachman and Palmer’s
particular argument-based approach is on justifying assessment use, rather than on interpreting
test scores. Similar to Kane’s model Bachman and Palmer’s model involves two iterative stages,
which feedback into each other. The first stage is clearly describing the AUA, and the second
stage is gathering evidence to support it, which Bachman and Palmer call justification.

Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) argument-based framework is illustrated in Figure 2.7.
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Figure 2.7. The Structure of Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) Assessment
Use Argument

Bachman and Palmer detail four claims that any AUA should include. These are:

. That the consequences of the test are beneficial to stakeholders.

Stakeholders that can be affected by assessments include the test takers,
teachers, educational programs, and institutions, and even society at large.

. That the decisions made based on test results take into account community values and
are equitable for stakeholders affected.

Test scores should not show any systematic bias against a particular group.
Test scores should not be contrary to local cultural norms.

. That interpretations about the ability to be assessed are:

a) meaningful with respect to a particular learning syllabus, an analysis of the
abilities needed to perform a particular task in the TLU domain, a general theory of
language ability, or any combination of these

b) impartial to all groups of test takers

¢) generalizable to the TLU domain about which decisions are to be made
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d) relevant to the decisions to be made
e) sufficient for the decisions to be made.
4. That assessment records are consistent across different assessment tasks and aspects
of the assessment procedure (e.g. forms, occasions, raters).

Figure 2.8 from Bachman and Palmer illustrates the structure of their AUA.
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Figure 2.8 Claims and warrants in an Assessment Use Argument. Reprinted from Language
Assessment in Practice: Developing Language Assessments and Justifying their Use in the
Real World (p. 104), by L. F. Bachman, 2010, Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
Copyright 2010 by Oxford University Press. Reprinted with permission.
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2.4.4 Kane’s Interpretation/Use Argument (IlUA)

In the most recent iteration of his argument—based approach to validity (2012, 2013a,
2013b), perhaps influenced by Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) work, Kane places more
emphasis on the importance of test use, while maintaining the centrality of the importance of
test score interpretations. Kane had mentioned the importance of test use in his earlier work,
however in his 2013 papers, to indicate a greater importance of test use in his theoretical
framework, Kane changed the name of the first of the two major arguments in his model from
‘interpretive argument’ to an Interpretation/Use Argument (IUA). According to Kane (2013b)
his preference is to give interpretations and uses of test scores “equal billing” (p. 2) in an IUA.

Kane divides test consequences into three categories:

1. Intended outcomes

These are decisions that are based on test scores, for example, certification, hiring or

enrolment or placement in a course.
2. Adverse impact

This refers to negative consequences of test score uses for certain groups, for example
minority groups.

3. Systemic effects

This refers to effects on an educational system, or what is commonly known as
washback.

In his 2013 explanations Kane gives a good summary of the history of considering test
consequences as part of validity and how the list of consequences to be included in a validity
argument has grown over time, however, he failed to give clear examples of specific kinds of
warrants for a decision inference or of the kinds of evidence that can be gathered to support
warrants for the decision inference. Other authors such as Bachman and Palmer (2010) do a

more thorough job of elaborating the kinds of warrants and support needed to support
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inferences about test use. Indeed, Kane’s most recent conception of evaluating the uses of a
test in a validity argument is far narrower than Bachman and Palmer, because Kane mainly
focuses on test takers for evaluating negative consequences (Kane, 2013b). Bachman and
Palmer (2010) on the other hand clearly argue that all stakeholders should be considered in an
Assessment Use Argument, and they suggest a warrant that “The consequences of the decisions
will be beneficial for each group [italics in original] of stakeholders” (p. 186). In short, while
Kane’s 2013 TUA goes further toward explaining the role of test uses in his argument-based
approach than his previous versions, more elaboration and examples are needed to help
practitioners to plan the decision inference part of an IUA, and to choose the types of evidence

needed to support warrants for a decision inference.

2.4.4.1 Development and appraisal stages of test validation

Kane (2013b) explains that although the distinction between the IUA and validity
arguments is a useful way to conceptualize the test validation process, in practice the two are
interwoven and are not strictly sequential. Kane divides validation into two stages. The first
stage is the development stage in which usually happens at the beginning of developing or
adopting a test as stated below.

the goal is to develop (or adopt) a testing program and to develop an IUA that represents
the proposed interpretation and use of the scores and is consistent with the characteristics
of the test. If any assumptions are found to be untenable, the test, the IUA, or both can
be modified to resolve the discrepancies. This iterative process of development and
revision continues until the fit between the test and IUA is considered acceptable (Kane,
2013b, pp. 16-17).

After the development stage comes the appraisal stage. The appraisal stage occurs once

development of the test and the IUA are complete. In the appraisal stage the IUA should be
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critically analysed and challenged preferably by a third party, who was not involved in the test

development.

Kane’s development stage of test validation is particularly relevant to this thesis, which

focuses on the development and simultaneous early validation of the BETSs.

Figure 2.9 summarizes the development stage of Kane’s argument-based approach to

test validity. The boxes summarize the IUA and the validity argument and the arrows represent

a feedback loop in which problems revealed by analysis of the validity argument can lead to

modifications to the test and the IUA, which in turn entail changes to the validity argument.

Interpretation Use Argument
(What test scores mean and how are
they used.)

Inferences: Conclusions, claims and
decisions made from test scores.

Warrants: A rule leading from the
data to a claim for each inference.

Assumptions: The postulates upon
which each warrant rests.

Types of backing: Specifies the types
of backing required to support each
assumption.

Validity Argument
(Provides evidence for the credibility
of the interpretive argument.)

¢ Presents the backing evidence
supporting each of the warrants and
their underlying assumptions.

¢ Analyses the backing to assess
the strength of the argument for the
interpretations and uses of test
scores.

Figure 2.9 The structure of the development stage of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) argument-based

approach to test validation
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2.5 The uptake of argument-based approaches to validation in language testing

In recent years, thanks to the introduction of argument-based approaches to language
testing through the work of Bachman (2005), Bachman and Palmer (2010), and Chapelle et al.
(2008), argument-based approaches to validation have become more popular in language
testing. This section briefly summarizes this trend by outlining Chapelle and Voss’s (2014)
historical review of validation approaches in language testing. Some more recent exemplary
research in language testing employing an argument-based approach to validation for tests of
second/foreign language reading and listening proficiency are summarized in Chapter 3.

Chapelle and Voss (2014) conducted a review of all validation research in the journals
Language Testing and Language Assessment Quarterly from 1984-2011 to get an overview of
how approaches to test validation had changed over this period. They searched these two key
journals’ databases through their webpages for terms related to test validation, and then
examined each study to confirm that it was an empirical validation study related to
interpretation and use. This resulted in a list of 123 studies from 1984-2011. Each paper was
then classified into one of four approaches to test validation:

1) One question three validities — which indicates studies that used the approach to
validation dominant before the 1980s consisting of criterion, content or construct
validity as are outlined in sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of this thesis.

2) Evidence gathering — refers to studies which used Messick’s (1989) framework to
gather evidence to support construct validity which is summarized in section 2.1.3 of
this thesis.

3) Test usefulness — refers to studies utilizing Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) validation
framework from in their important book Language Testing in Practice, which is briefly

outlined in section 2.2.1.
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4) Argument-based approach — refers to studies using the approaches outlined in sections
2.3 and 2.4 of this thesis.
The results of Chapelle and Voss survey of studies in the two key language testing
journals are reproduced in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Types of Validation Studies Appearing in the Journals Language Testing and
Language Assessment

—r " Gathering Test Argument-
Time Period aNrgdch Noto/eo ?r?)l e One()zt(ﬁ)s 4L evidence usefulness based
%(n) %(n) %(n)
1984-1990 20 70.00% (14)  30.00% (6) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0)
1991-1995 18 61.11% (11) 11.11% (2) 27.78% (5) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0)
1996-2000 18 88.89% (16) 0.00% (0) 11.11% (2) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0)
2001-2005 22 77.27% (17) 0.00% (0) 13.64% (3) 9.09% (2) 0.00% (0)
2006-2011 45 66.67% (30) 0.00% (0) 13.33% (6) 8.89% (4) 11.11% (5)
Total 123 88 8 16 6 5

Note. Adapted from “Evaluation of Language Tests Through Validation Research” by C.A. Chapelle and E. Voss.
in A. Kunnan (Ed.), The Companion to Language Assessment, 3(2) 2014, Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell.
Copyright 2014 by Wiley-Blackwell. Adapted with permission.

These results show that language test validation studies increased markedly in the
period from 2006-2011, slightly more than doubling from the previous five-year period from
2001-2005. They also show that argument-based approaches to test validation made their first
appearance in these journals at this time, although the overall number was still relatively small.
2.6 The Argument-based validation framework used for this study

This study utilizes a combination of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) IUA, Chapelle et al.’s
(2008) expanded chain of inferences used for their TOEFL validation, and Bachman and
Palmer’s (2010) AUA. The aspects utilized from each of these frameworks, and the reasons for
their use in this study are explained in the following paragraphs.

The overall theoretical framework for the argument-based approach employed in this
study uses Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) model, which consists of first articulating an IUA describing
the claims to be made about the interpretations and uses of BET scores, and then building a

validity argument which gathers and analyses evidence to evaluate the claims of the IUA. This
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study also focuses on the development stage of test validation as defined by Kane (2013b) and
outlined in section 2.4.4.1. The reasons for this choice are that Kane’s IUA is the most up to
date iteration of his influential work, and the IUA also addresses the flaw in previous iterations
of Kane’s approach in which not enough attention was paid to the consequences of test use. In
my opinion Kane’s IUA also seems to strike the right balance between emphasis on score-
based interpretations and inferences, and justifications of test usage, by placing equal weight
on each of these elements. | would argue, as does Kane (2013b), that Bachman and Palmer
(2010) perhaps place too much emphasis on test usage in their framework at the expense of the
essential foundation of building argument for score-based interpretations.

The structure of the particular ITUA for this project draws heavily on the excellent
example provided by Chapelle et al.’s (2008) validity argument for the TOEFL. One reason for
structuring the IUA for this study around the chain of inferences detailed in Chapelle et al.’s
study is that their work provides a transparent, coherent, and logically structured argument. In
addition, the chain of inferences in their inferential argument expands on Kane’s work by
articulating an extra two inferences of ‘domain definition’ and ‘explanation’. These two
additional inferences are relevant both to the TOEFL iBT as a norm-referenced test, and also
to the BETSs as criterion-referenced tests. In addition, Chapelle et al.’s model provides clear
examples of the types of evidence to be gathered to support an IUA for validating a standardised
language proficiency test like the BETSs.

Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) AUA, whilst detailed, comprehensive and insightful
does not appear to be the ideal choice for use as the overarching framework for this validation
study. One reason for this is that most of the final two claims of Bachman and Palmer’s AUA
are adequately covered in Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) IUA and Chapelle et al.’s (2008) expanded
chain of inferences. The warrant that interpretations about the test taker ability to be assessed

are to be ‘meaningful’ is covered by Chapelle et al.’s explanation inference. The warrant about
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interpretations being ‘impartial’ is covered by the evaluation inference, and the warrant about
interpretation being ‘generalizable’ is also covered by the domain and extrapolation inferences.
Finally, the fourth claim in Bachman and Palmer’s AUA, that assessment records are consistent
is equivalent to the evaluation and generalization inferences in Chapelle et al.’s interpretive
argument and these same inferences in Kane’s ITUA.

Bachman and Palmer’s ‘relevancy’ and ‘sufficiency’ warrants would seem to be,
however, very useful conceptually for this study. Therefore, they are incorporated in the BET
IUA utilization inference section, in assumptions assessing the efficacy of BET score-based
course placement and class streaming decisions, and the use of the BETs as achievement tests.
Relevancy and sufficiency are included only in the BET utilization inference, because in
Bachman and Palmer’s AUA these two warrants are used to support decisions made based on
test scores.

Another reason for not using Bachman and Palmer’s AUA entirely is that the second
major claim in their chain of inferences, that decisions are values sensitive and equitable, while
being an important area to consider for all tests, does not seem to be a major concern in the
context of the BETs. One reason for this is that Japanese students are quite used to taking
standardised tests, so using such tests as part of course grading, and to place students and
measure their progress, aligns with the local testing culture. Indeed, Japan has a strong testing
culture in which students are used to being graded and selected based on large-scale exams,
with competitive entrance exams for private schools beginning right from kindergarten and
continuing through to university (Coleman, 1996). In addition, Bachman and Palmer’s claim
about tests being equitable, which aims to ensure that a test is not biased against any particular
group of test takers would be very important in contexts in which the same test is taken by
people from a variety of cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds, however, the BETs are taken

by a very homogeneous group of students all of the same culture, sex, general age, and the
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same general socio-economic status. For the 2015-17 BETs which are covered by the span of
this study, to the best of my knowledge, only Japanese students took tests as there were no
international students enrolled in BECC courses. Therefore, in this context equitability as
defined by Bachman and Palmer would not appear to be a major concern.

However, the great strength of Bachman and Palmer’s AUA is the way in which it
demands clear articulation of intended consequences of test use, and a thorough examination
of actual test consequences. Bachman and Palmer’s fourth claim in their AUA about a test
being beneficial to all stakeholders seems particularly relevant to the context of the BECC at
HBWU, because of the precarious situation of the university in an environment in which
increasing competition for enrolments in a shrinking pool of students creates pressure on the
BECC as an institution to demonstrate the effectiveness of its language programs to a range of
stakeholders including the university administration, the university public relations department,
students, and parents of students. In addition, one of the most important stakeholder groups is
the BECC teachers, because if they are not convinced of the utility of the BETs the washback
on the GE curriculum would be under question. Thus, the IUA for this study incorporates some
of the warrants recommended by Bachman and Palmer for their ‘consequences are beneficial’
claim.

In summary, this study uses the latest version of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) argument-based
validation framework to build an Interpretation Use Argument (IUA) which is structured
around Chapelle et al.’s (2008) chain of inferences for their TOEFL validity study. The BET
IUA also draws on selected aspects of Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) AUA for a key warrant
and assumptions.

The argument-based framework for the BETs consists of two major arguments an
Interpretation/Use Argument (IUA), which outlines the major inferences in an argument for

the proposed interpretations and uses of test scores, and a validity argument which analyses the
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evidence gathered in support of the IUA, to critically assess each of the warrants and backing
for each inference in the IUA. Equal emphasis in this study is, therefore, placed on the final
‘utilization’ inference as is placed on the sum of the preceding five inferences of the BET IUA.
This balance is what is recommended in Kane’s latest iteration of his argument-based approach,
and it is also congruent with the importance placed on test usage in Bachman and Palmer’s
(2010) Assessment Use Argument (AUA). In addition, it reflects the fact that the intended uses
of the BETs examined in this study, for placement and streaming, measuring student progress
in reading and listening ability, and the intended consequence of having positive impact on
stakeholders, are central aspects of test validity to be investigated. For the final utilization
inference, the warrant is modelled on that recommended by Bachman and Palmer for their
‘consequences are beneficial’ claim and the ‘relevancy’ and ‘sufficiency’ aspects of their third
claim about interpretations based on test scores is incorporated into two assumptions beneath
the utilization inference warrant.

Table 2.3 below outlines the major components of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b), Chapelle et
al.’s (2008), and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) argument-based validation frameworks. Where
different terms for the same concepts are used in each framework the term used in this study is
noted. More details are given for Bachman and Palmer’s framework, because the warrants and
claims in their AUA do not fit neatly into Kane’s framework and Chapelle et al.’s adaption of

it.
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Table 2.3. Aspects of Argument-based Frameworks Used in this Study

Kane’s Chapelle Enright and

Interpretation/Use | Jamieson’s TOEFL iBT .

Argument (2013a, | Interpretive Argument LY IO T ety A D (AU
2013b) (2008)

Domain definition
inference

Claim 3: interpretations are
» generalizable

» Warrant 1: The characteristics of the
assessment tasks (i.e., setting, input,
expected response, types of external
interactions) correspond closely to those of
TLU tasks.

Scoring inference
(labelled as the
Evaluation
Inference in this
study and also in
some of Kane’s
earlier work)

Evaluation Inference

Claim 4: assessment records are consistent.

» Warrant 1: Administrative procedures are
followed consistently across different
occasions, and for all test taker groups.

» Warrant 2: Procedures for producing the
assessment records are well specified and
are adhered to.

Claim 3: interpretations are
e meaningful

» Warrant 2: The assessment task
specifications clearly specify the conditions
under which we will observe or elicit
performance from which we can make
inferences about the construct we intend to
assess.

» Warrant 3: The procedures for
administering the assessment enable test
takers to perform at their highest level on
the ability to be assessed.

*Claim 3: interpretations are
e impartial

Generalization
inference

Generalization
Inference

Claim 4: assessment records are consistent.

» Warrant 5: Scores on different tasks in the
assessment are internally consistent (internal
consistency reliability).

» Warrant 8: Scores from different forms of
the test are consistent (equivalence, or
equivalent forms reliability).

» Warrant 9: Scores from different
administrations of the test are consistent
(stability, or test-retest reliability).

» Warrant 10: Assessment records are of
comparable consistency across different
groups of test takers.

*Theory-based
Inferences

Explanation Inference

Claim 3: interpretations are
e meaningful
»  Warrant 4: the procedures for
producing an assessment record focus on
those aspects of the performance that are
relevant to the construct we intend to assess.
» Warrant 5: Assessment tasks engage
the ability defined in the construct
definition.
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» Warrant 6: Assessment records can be
interpreted as indicators of the ability to be

assessed.
Claim 3: interpretations are
» Meaningful

» Warrant 1: The definition of the
construct is based on a frame of reference
such as a course, syllabus, a needs analysis
or a current research and/or theory, and
clearly distinguishes the construct from
other, related constructs.

Extrapolation
inference

Extrapolation Inference

Claim 3: interpretations are generalizable

» Warrant 2: The criteria and procedures for
recording the responses to the assessment
tasks correspond closely to those that are
typically used by language users in assessing
performance in TLU tasks.

Decision inference
(labelled as the
Utilization
Inference in this
study)

Utilization Inference

Claim 1: consequences of the test are beneficial
(This is the warrant for the BET IUA utilization
inference)
*Claim 2: decisions are
e values sensitive
e equitable
Claim 3: interpretations are
e relevant
o sufficient

Warrant 7: The test developer communicates the
definition of the construct to be assessed in terms
that are clearly understandable to all stakeholders.
(These are incorporated in two of the assumptions
underlying the BET Utilization Inference.)

Note. The parts of each framework not used in this study are indicated by plain text and an asterisk.
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CHAPTER THREE

Literature Review: Empirical Investigations Relevant to the Current Study

3.0 Introduction

The first section of this chapter reviews exemplary recent studies which used an
argument-based framework for validation of large-scale, commercial language tests used for
placement and/or certification. Due to limitations of space and relevancy, only studies of tests
which include a listening and/or reading component are reviewed. In the second section of this
chapter, validation studies which used an argument-based approach to validation of in-house
placement tests are reviewed. The two sections in this chapter provide additional background
on how other researchers in other contexts have validated their target language tests.
3.1 Exemplary argument-based validation studies of commercial language

proficiency/placement tests with a focus on listening and reading

Due to the incentives involved, most detailed validation research has been conducted
on large, high-stakes commercial language tests. These incentives are firstly the importance of
validating the claims made based on these tests to ensure fair and equitable outcomes for all
stakeholders, and secondly the availability of research grants provided by large testing
organizations to validate their tests. For example, research grants are provided on a competitive
basis for validation studies by ETS the provider of the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL), for IELTS by joint funding from the British Council, Cambridge English Language
Assessment and IDP: IELTS Australia, by Pearson for their language proficiency tests, and for
the Cambridge suite of exams by Cambridge English Language Assessment.

The first study to be reviewed in this section is Chapelle, Enright and Jamieson’s (2008)
ground-breaking work, which details an interpretive argument and a validity argument for the

new Internet-based version of the TOEFL, known as the TOEFL iBT. Before the TOEFL iBT
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was launched, many studies were done over a ten-year period to develop and evaluate it, and
in their book titled Building a Validity Argument for the Test of English as a Foreign Language
the authors organize and synthesize the evidence from these studies into a coherent validity
argument to support an interpretive argument, which builds on the previous work of Kane (e.g.,
2004, 2008) and others.

The structure of the TOEFL iBT interpretive argument has already been outlined in
section 2.4.2, so in this section a brief summary of the contributions of this this book to the
field of validation, and areas where TOEFL iBT interpretive argument validity argument could
be improved are be given. The strengths of this book are a) that it focuses on what Kane (2013b)
refers to as the development stage of test validation, b) that it exemplifies argument-based test
validation through a clear chain of inferences with supporting evidence, and c) that it provides
a practical path for test validation, which avoids focusing on controversial and incomplete
theoretical constructs. Some possible weaknesses of the TOEFL validity argument presented
in the book are a) that counter arguments or rebuttals are not presented, and b) that due to the
timing of the volume the utilization inference had insufficient backing.

The first reason that Chapelle et al.’s study is an exemplar of an argument-based
approach to validation is that, as Barkaoui (2009) points out, it focuses on the development
stage of validation, in which the test and the Interpretation/Use Argument are developed and
modified until satisfactory versions of both are produced. The vast majority of previous
validation studies in the literature focus on the validation of tests that are already completed,
so Chapelle et al.’s detailed account gives practitioners valuable insight into the process of test
validation intertwined with the test development process.

Secondly, Chapelle et al.’s volume is an excellent example of the implementation of a
chain of inferences within Kane’s argument-based framework. It gives practitioners actual,

clear examples of the kinds of evidence that can be used to support the assumptions for each
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inference in an interpretive argument. The current study has also used the same six inferences
for the BET IUA as were used in Chapelle et al.’s study.

A final reason for the importance of Chapelle et al.’s validation of the TOEFL iBT is
that it provides a way for practitioners to frame validity as an evidence-based argument to
support the interpretations and uses of test scores, rather than placing the construct at the centre
of validation (Chapelle, 2010). Thus, Chapelle et al.’s example shows a practical way to frame
validation in terms of the real-world uses of a test, and it downplays the importance of clearly
defining complex constructs such as language proficiency, which may lack an agreed-upon
definition. In this approach, the construct forms one part of a chain of inferences in a validity
argument, rather than taking centre stage.

One criticism that has been levelled at the validity argument detailed in Chapelle et al.
is that it does not include rebuttals or counter claims (Barkaoui, 2009). However, Chapelle
(2008) argues that this is because of the early stage of the TOEFL iBT, which focused on the
development stage of validation. She states that “Such an argument might ultimately include
rebuttals, which would weaken the strength of the inferences, but at this stage of design validity
the emphasis is on the warrants supporting the inferences and their backing” (p. 321).

However, it is possible that there may be some confirmatory bias in the TOEFL iBT
validity argument, so more research will need to be done by outside researchers focusing on
possible evidence for rebuttals to the TOEFL iBT interpretive argument.

Another weakness of the TOEFL iBT validity argument as presented in the Chapelle et
al. (2008) volume is that the utilization inference was not well supported. This is because
Chapelle et al.’s study focused on the development stage of test validation. Therefore, all the
evidence presented was gathered before the test was used commercially. This meant that the
assumptions underlying the warrant for the utilization inference that “estimates of the quality

of performance in English-medium institutions of higher education are useful for making
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decisions about admissions and appropriate curriculum for test takers” (p. 344) lacked
sufficient supporting evidence. These assumptions included claims that all stakeholders are
able to interpret test scores, that the test has positive backwash on how English is taught. N.
Chen (2010) also points out that issues of test fairness, such as differential item functioning for
various test taker groups had not yet been conducted for the TOEFL iBT, and that this is
important for future validation research.

The next exemplary argument-based validation study of a major commercial test to be
reviewed in this section is Aryadoust’s (2013) validation study of the listening section of the
IELTS test. In this study Aryadoust applied an interpretive argument based on Chapelle et al.’s
(2008) example. He employed a chain of inferences which included all those used in Chapelle
et al.’s study except for the domain inference. Aryadoust’s study focused on addressing five
gaps in the IELTS research, which informed his four research questions. His research questions
were:

1) What listening sub-skills does the IELTS listening test assess? Is there evidence
indicating that test items are tainted by construct-irrelevant factors?

2) Does the test method (in particular the item format) affect test performance?

3) Is the IELTS listening construct represented similarly across different gender,
nationality, and other subgroups?

4) What are the construct-relevant factors that determine test item difficulty in the IELTS

listening test? (Aryadoust, 2013, pp. 13-15)

The evidence to answer each of the research questions for this study also made up
essential components of supporting evidence for the evaluation, generalization, and
extrapolation inference warrant of his IELTS validity argument. Aryadoust found both support

and rebuttal evidence for some of the inferences in his IELTS validity argument. The
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supporting and rebuttal evidence for each of the inferences is briefly summarized in the
following paragraphs.

For the evaluation inference, Aryadoust presented backing that the test administrations
of IELTS are strictly standardised and that both academic and non-academic texts are used. As
rebuttal evidence, he found that some correct answers were not recognized by the rubric for the
IELTS official sample test that he examined, and that the items did not cover a full range of
academic listening skills. Aryadoust also argued that IELTS’ claim to be able to predict both
academic and general listening ability was not well supported.

For the generalization inference, Aryadoust gave backing evidence that IELTS reported
high reliability for their tests and that he found that “As testified by Rasch person reliability
analysis and low measurement error test items did stratify test takers into several ability levels”
(p. 217).

For the explanation inference, Aryadoust presented rebuttal evidence from factor
analysis, which he claimed showed that the construct of academic listening was
underrepresented on the IELTS test he examined. He also gave rebuttal evidence from factor
analysis which showed that IELTS test items in the test that he reviewed were contaminated
by construct irrelevant variance from test method effects and students’ backgrounds.

Finally, Aryadoust offered correlational evidence to support the extrapolation inference.
He found a moderate correlation (r = .454; r?> = .201) between the IELTS listening section
sample test he examined and “an academic listening test developed by Educational Testing
Service’s (ETS) researchers” (p. 10), which he argues “somewhat supports” (p. 206) the
extrapolation inference. In addition, a self-assessment questionnaire of English academic
listening ability designed by the researcher, which elicited abilities on six academic listening
subskills showed small-medium correlations (r = .144—.322) with the IELTSs listening section,

however these correlations were statistically significant for only three of the six academic
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subskills on the self-assessment survey, which Aryadoust claims may be further evidence of
construct underrepresentation in the IELTS listening section, thus weakening the argument for
the extrapolation inference.

Aryadoust’s study is a significant contribution to the body of literature using an
argument-based approach to language testing for several reasons. Firstly, Aryadoust’s study
serves as an excellent example of the types of backing that can be used for generalization,
explanation and extrapolation inferences of a validity argument for a second or foreign
language listening test. Secondly, his validation study of the IELTS listening test showed how
Rasch analysis can be used to support the inferences in an argument-based approach. Thirdly,
his research showed how rebuttal evidence can be organized in an argument-based validation
framework, to suggest improvements to a test.

Some limitations of Aryadoust’s study are firstly that the analysis of test items for his
research questions 1 and 2 relied on three human raters, and as noted previously in section 2.1.1
above, human rating of test items has been criticized for a lack of reliability. Secondly, the
utilization inference only cites anecdotal evidence as rebuttal evidence (p. 232), which is a
major gap, as this is widely regarded as the most important inference in modern argument-
based approaches (Bachman, 2010; Kane, 2013a, 2013Db). Finally, Aryadoust’s study was based
on a single official sample IELTS test, so further analysis of more IELTS listening section
samples is needed to confirm the results.

The final exemplary argument-based study to be reviewed in this section is Kumazawa,
Shizuka, Mochizuki and Mizumoto’s (2016) validation study of the Visualizing English
Language Competency Test (VELC®). This study is important to the current study, because it
uses an argument-based to approach to validation for a placement test, which like the BETS, is
designed specifically for the Japanese context. In Kumazawa et al.’s study the authors provide

backing for four inferences in a validity argument. These inferences are scoring, generalization,
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extrapolation and decision. Firstly, the backing provided for each of these inferences in the
VELC interpretive argument will be presented, followed by a brief analysis of the strengths
and weakness of the VELC validity argument.

For the scoring inference Kumazawa et al. present backing for the assumption that “The
VELC Test items work on test-takers to make placement decisions” (p. 14) in the form of a
high Rasch item separation index of 31.07, and the fact that only 19 out of 120 (around 16%)
items on the test had item discrimination values below .2.

For the generalization inference, they provide support for the assumption that “The test
score is generalizable to other observations so as to reduce the measurement error” (p. 14) by
presenting Cronbach’s reliability coefficients for the whole test of .93, and multivariate D study
reliability of .89 for the whole test, and also a small standard error of measurement of 4.5 for a
test with a total score of 120 points.

For the extrapolation inference the authors give backing for the assumption that “The
test score indicates what test-takers can do with their English proficiency” (p. 14) by presenting
the results of confirmatory factor analysis indicating three latent variables of vocabulary,
listening and reading, along with correlational analysis with the TOEIC as a criterion. They
also present the results of a self-assessment survey using can do statements given to 550
students in conjunction with the VELC test. Scores on the self-assessment survey were then
used to indicate what students can do by comparing the participants’ self-assessment survey
results to their VELC scores. In addition, the authors have reported elsewhere a coefficient of
determination (R?) of VELC scores with TOEIC scores of .68 (Shizuka & Mochizuki, 2014).

Finally, backing for the assumption underlying the decision inference that “The test
score is appropriate for making placement decisions and useful for test-takers’ further learning”
(p. 14) is provided in the form of Rasch person separation measures for the whole test in the

range of 2.55-3.66, which the authors argue is evidence that the test is able to divide test takers
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into three levels, which in turn supports the decision inference, because most Japanese
universities divide their English courses into three levels. The authors also present the score
reports given to students as backing for the decision inference, but no warrant or assumption
about score reporting is stated in their interpretive argument.

The strengths of Kumazawa et al.’s (2016) validity argument as presented in this paper
are that they provide solid statistical evidence of the tests reliability and item properties.
However, a major weakness is that the validity argument still lacks sufficient backing. The
authors did not provide statistical correlations between their can do self-assessment survey and
VELC test results for the extrapolation inference. Nor did they give details on how they linked
self-assessment survey results to VELC scores. Furthermore, no detailed information is given
about how the alternative VELC forms were equated to back warrants for the generalization
inference. In addition, the backing for the VELC interpretive argument decision inference did
not include any backing from the various VELC stake-holder groups that the test is fulfilling
its intended uses. Overall, the VELC interpretive argument needs to be expressed in more detail,
with more explicit statements for the assumptions underlying each warrant, and also more
backing for the warrants and assumptions for each inference.

In conclusion, Chapelle et al.’s (2008) validation study of the TOEFL iBT remains the
best example of a language test validation study using an argument-based approach, which
includes a focus on reading and listening. This is because of the breadth, and detail of the
interpretive argument, and the depth of the backing for the validity argument. Although
argument-based validation studies of language tests are becoming more popular, most studies
focus on presenting partial backing for a limited selection of inferences in the interpretive
argument. This is likely due to limitations of time and resources for researchers, and to space
limitations for journal articles. However, exemplary, innovative argument-based validation

studies are beginning to appear two of which were outlined and examined above. Aryadoust’s



7

(2013) argument-based validation study of the IELTS listening section provides excellent

examples of the types of backing and rebuttal evidence that can be marshalled for a validity

argument for a second/foreign language listening test, and Kumazawa et al.’s (2016) validation

study of the VELC test provides a good example of the types of statistical backing that can be

used in the validity argument for a placement test in the Japanese context.

3.2 Previous argument-based validation studies of in-house placement reading or
listening tests

In this section, previous second/foreign language test validation studies relevant to the
current study, because they included a reading or listening test component, and examined an
in-house test are presented and critiqued. Such studies remain relatively few in the literature,
so this review covers three PhD dissertations/theses, all of which also formed the basis for
published studies. As in the previous section the relevant studies are presented
chronologically.

Pardo Ballester (2007, 2010) employed Bachman’s (2005) Assessment Use Argument
(AUA) framework (see section 2.4.1) for the validation of the design and implementation of
an online Spanish second language listening test called the Spanish Listening Exam (SLE),
designed to place students into university Spanish classes. Pardo Ballester’s AUA for the
SLE consisted of six claims. The backing for each claim is briefly summarized in the
following paragraphs.

The first claim of the AUA is that the “scores that were obtained from test-takers’
performance and the ratings of different raters across different assessment tasks are
consistent” (p. 196). Evidence to back this claim comes from presentation of the internal
reliability of test scores in the form of Rasch reliability statistics which were .87 for the
persons and .94 for the items. In addition, Rasch fit statistics were presented for persons and

items.
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Claim 2 was that “SLE scores were interpreted as indicators of Spanish Proficiency”
(p. 196). Evidence to support this claim was sought from backing for a construct validity
warrant that “SLE scores are valid indicators of the construct” (p. 196). Backing for this
warrant came from expert opinion from four raters who rated test tasks by their content
relevance and task difficulty, and whose ratings showed a high degree of consistency. For
criterion-relatedness the class level that students were enrolled in prior to taking the test was
compared to their Rasch ability with a one-way ANOVA which showed significant
differences in Spanish language ability between the three groups. Evidence for content
coverage came from a two-way ANOVA, and a Tukey post-hoc test which examined the
relationship between the linguistic features of items and task difficulty levels, and which
showed that lexical and syntactic features were useful for discriminating between test taker
ability levels but phonological features were not.

Claim 3 was that “students were involved with the tool used for assessing listening”
(p. 197). Backing came from evidence of test-takers correctly using the test software on
which the test was administered, gathered from a post-test survey, which indicated that the
overwhelming majority of test takers followed the test instructions correctly, and had no
trouble understanding the test instructions.

Claim 4 was that “The SLE listening tasks were generalizable to the classroom
domain” (p. 198). Backing for this claim came from test taker survey responses which
indicated agreement that the test tasks were similar to classroom tasks. Backing was
presented both from open answer questions and also from Likert scale items, which showed
that a majority of test takers agreed that the test tasks were similar to classroom tasks.

Claim 5 was that “The consequences of using the SLE were beneficial to the
stakeholders in order to assess Spanish comprehension for student placement” (p. 198).

Supporting evidence for this claim came from backing for the impact warrant, which
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consisted of overwhelming agreement from test-takers that the test was a good technique for
measuring their Spanish listening comprehension, and from instructor’s perceptions that SLE
cut-scores are reliable and can place learners into different proficiency levels.

Claim 6 was that the “SLE was a useful and practical web-based test” (p. 199).
Evidence for the sixth claim also came from test taker survey responses, which indicated that
nearly all test takers agreed that the tests web-based system was easy to use.

Pardo Ballester’s study is particularly useful and relevant to the current study, because
it validates the design and use of an in-house listening test. Overall, it is a sound example of
an argument-based validity study, with thorough backing. The study is also an excellent
example of the explicit statement of potential rebuttals in an AUA, which remains fairly
uncommon in such studies. In addition, it provides a good example of the kinds of backing
that can be used to support a validity argument for an in-house test, particularly backing
arising from student survey data. Furthermore, this study provides an example of a standard
setting attempt for an in-house test. This is the only example | know of such a standard
setting or cut-score study for an in-house test within an argument-based framework.

One problem | see with the study, however, is that the way the argument and
supporting evidence is organized is not as clear for the reader as with available examples of
applying Kane’s argument-based approach. Evidence to support claims in the SLE AUA is in
some cases scattered between various warrants in the validity and utilization arguments,
which makes it somewhat difficult for the reader to get a quick overview of the backing
evidence. This seems to show that Kane’s (1992, 1999, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2006) framework
and Chapelle et al.’s (2008) adoption if it, with its linked chain of inferences, and also later
examples of implementing it by other researchers (Aryadoust, 2013; Koizumi, In’nami,
Asano, & Agawa, 2016; Kumazawa et al., 2016; Li, 2015a, 2015b) provide a more coherent

and easily interpretable validity argument than Bachman’s (2005) framework.
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The second study, which used an argument-based approach for the validation of an in-
house placement test is a validation study by Johnson (2012), and Johnson and Riazi (2015,
2017). This study used a combination of Kane’s (2006, 2008) approach, Bachman’s (2005)
and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) AUA to validate the use of a standardised placement
instrument, the Accuplacer Companion (AC), and a locally made graded essay or Writing
Sample (WS) to place students into levelled classes in a developmental English program, or
to exclude them from the program. Five claims were presented in the study. These were an
evaluation claim, a generalizability claim, an extrapolation claim, a decision claim and a
consequences claim. Johnson brought to bear a variety of backings and rebuttal evidence
including student and instructor survey data, a faculty focus group interview, institutional
procedures, multi-facet Rasch analysis of essay grading, test reliability statistics, and
correlations between test scores and later course results. Overall Johnson found that rebuttal
evidence gathered for his hybrid validation framework greatly outweighed the backing, thus
indicating that neither the AC nor the WS were effective as placement tests in the local
institutional context.

Strengths of Johnson’s study are that it provides a useful example of how to apply an
argument-based approach to validating a specific local use of a large-scale standardised test
(for which there are few examples in the literature). It also shows the benefits of argument-
based validation studies for suggesting changes and reforms to the use of placement tests in
local contexts resulting from examining rebuttal evidence in a validity argument.

Limitations of the study are that individual student AC scores were not available,
which limited the types of statistical analysis that could be done. In addition, no analysis was
done to analyse the domain relevance of the AC and the WS, by examining actual test content
in comparison to curriculum content. Such an analysis may have provided even stronger

rebuttal evidence for the course placement function of these two tests.
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The final study reviewed here, which used an argument-based approach for the
validation of an in-house placement test was validation study of the English Placement Test
(EPT) at lowa State University by Li (2015a, 2015b). Li presented an IUA which used the
same six inferences as used in Chapelle et al.’s (2008) study, except that the utilization
inference was renamed as a ramification inference. His study focused on the last two
extrapolation and ramification inferences. The backing Li marshalled for these two inferences
in briefly summarized below, followed by a critique of the strengths and limitations of the
study.

As backing for the extrapolation inference Li reported correlations between the EPT
and the TOEFL iBT. Disattenuated correlations between the two measures ranged
from .600-.684, and also disattenuated correlations between a student self-assessment and the
subskills measured by the ETP were reported and were .288 for reading, .411 for listening
and .440. for writing. Li judged this evidence to provide partial support for the extrapolation
inference.

For the ramification inference Li presented backing for an assumption that “the
decisions of ESL course placement are justifiable and comprehensible to test stakeholders”
(p. 177) from the results of semi-structured interviews with three stakeholder groups of ESL
students, academic advisors, and ESL instructors, and the results showed generally positive
perceptions about placement decisions. The second assumption was “that that the decisions
are beneficial for learners’ improvement of academic English proficiency” (p. 177). Backing
for this assumption was sought from pre and post scores in an English course which students
took after taking the placement test, which showed that students made statistically significant
score gains. However, the proportion of students who passed the post-test was quite low

(26.5%), and students in two other courses who were placed by the EPT also showed a low
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hypothetical passing rate (50%) when their essays were rated by EP standards. Thus, this
assumption was judged to lack sufficient support.

The third assumption beneath the warrant for the ramification inference was that
“EPT performances are predictive of ESL learners’ academic achievement at the university”
(p. 178). Backing for this inference came from structural equation modelling which showed
that EPT scores had an effect on the test takers first semester GPA (standardised regression
coefficient = .306).

The strengths of Li’s study are that like the previous studies it provides a rare example
of applying an argument-based approach to validation to an in-house language proficiency
placement test, and that it focuses on the impact of the test through an argument-based
framework, which is also an understudied area. The study also provides a good example of
how mixed methods such as Rasch analysis, self-assessment, factor analysis, and semi-
structure interviews can be utilized as backing and rebuttal evidence in a validity argument.

Limitations of the study are that it focused only on the final two inferences in a chain
of six inferences in the proposed IUA. This would seem to be a somewhat backward
approach given that Kane views the inferences as a sequential series of bridges each which
must be passed in turn by amassing sufficient backing for the assumptions beneath the
warrant for each inference (Kane, 1999).

3.3 Closing comments

This chapter summarized and evaluated three exemlary argument-based validation
studies of large scale commercial tests which included a reading or listening component. It
then reviewed three exemplary argument-based validation studies of in-house tests with
reading and/or listening components. From this brief review of relevant literature it is
apparent that fully-elaborated argument-based validation studies of in-house reading and

listening tests are few, and that more studies similar to the current study are needed to enrich



the literature in this area. In the next chapter the BET Interpretation and Use Argument for

the development phase of validation covered by this study is described in detail.
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CHAPTER 4

The Bunkyo English Test Interpretation/Use Argument

4.0 Introduction

The argument-based validation framework used in this study, as outlined in section
2.6, is based on the latest iteration of Kane’s (2013a, 2013b); argument-based framework and
the inferences focused on in the BET IUA are modelled on those used in the interpretive
argument for the TOEFL (Chapelle et al., 2008). In addition, some warrants and assumptions
in the BET IUA are influenced by the work of Bachman and Palmer (2010).

This chapter outlines the BET IUA, which consists of a chain of six inferences, each
supported by one or more warrants. The assumptions underlying each warrant are also
detailed, along with evidence sought as backing for each assumption, and rebuttals which
could arise resulting from counterevidence. Where necessary, additional literature specific to
a warrant or assumption is reviewed to support decisions made in formulating the BET IUA.
4.1 Domain definition inference

This section describes the rationale for defining the domain of the BETs as the GE
curriculum. As described in section 2.4.2, including a description of the domain or “the
context of interest in which the ability test would be observed” (Chapelle, 2012, p. 20), was
an inference first explicitly included in an application of Kane’s argument-based approach in
the validity argument for the TOEFL (Chapelle et al., 2008).

Bachman and Palmer (2010) point out that for language tests there are two general
types of Target Language Use (TLU) domains. These are language teaching domains and
real-life domains. When developing language tests, for a language course, the test developers
must decide which of these two domains to focus on. Messick (1989) made a powerful

argument for defining the domain of achievement tests in terms of lessons and curricula
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goals. He stated that “if the intended testing purpose is to certify minimal or desirable levels
of knowledge and skill acquired through a course of instruction or to evaluate the
effectiveness of the instruction, the nature of the curriculum or of actual classroom
experiences similarly serve to delimit the domain™ (p. 37).

In addition, researchers also argue that placement tests should match the curricula of
the courses in which they place students (Brown & Hudson, 2002; Fujita, 2005, Pardo
Ballester, 2007). This is important for three reasons:

1. it provides a baseline for measuring student progress through the curriculum

2. the test can be written to match the ability of the learners, so low-proficiency learners
will not be discouraged by taking a commercial norm-referenced test in which most
questions may be too difficult for them.

3. the test can be based on curriculum goals, which is likely to lead to more appropriate
placement decisions than a commercial proficiency-based test with a very broad TLU

domain.

As both placement and achievement tests, the domain of the BETs in the BET IUA is
defined as a language teaching domain, which for the BET IUA is defined as the BECC
General English curriculum. More specifically, as the BETSs are tests of reading and listening,
the domain definition for the BETS is the reading and listening skills needed to function
effectively in GE classes.

Table 4.1 summarizes the warrants, assumptions, backing sought and potential
rebuttals for the BET IUA domain definition inference. Whether the backing is relevant to the

placement/streaming or achievement function of the BETS is noted in the far-right column.



Table 4.1. The BET IUA Domain Definition Inference
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Domain Definition Inference

Warrant for the BET Placement/Streaming Function IUA: Observations of performance on the BETSs reveal the level of reading and listening skills and abilities
needed to function effectively in GE courses, and are representative of reading and listening performance in the General English curriculum.
Warrant for the BET Achievement Function ITUA: Observations of performance on the BETSs reveal achievement of the General English course goals for reading

and listening.

Assumptions
underlying the
warrant

Backing sought to support assumption

Potential Rebuttals

Placement/Streaming
or Achievement IlUA

1. BET content is a
representative

. Tables show a wide representation and even

proportion of lesson materials from each GE unit on
which items in each BET were based.

Tables of GE unit representation in the BETs show
that some target GE units are not represented in some
BETSs.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

sample of the GE [2. An analysis of teacher and student survey responses | An analysis of teacher and student survey responses Placement/streamin
curriculum. shows that these stakeholders think BET tasks are shows that these stakeholders view BET tasks as being . g
. . X . and Achievement
representative of the targeted GE curriculum. unrepresentative of the targeted GE curriculum.
1. Can do statements for testlets in the BET Analysis shows that several_of the target can (.jo . .
e . statements for BET testlets in the BET specifications Placement/streaming
specifications accurately reflect the GE curriculum . .
- are not well-matched to the testlet tasks or curriculum | and Achievement
goals and testlet characteristics.
2. BET task goals. : :
' - 2. Can do statements for BET testlets from the BET Only a narrow or incomplete range of subskills at the
characteristics o . . ’ . .
match the GE specifications cover a wide range of subskills at the | curriculum target CEFR levels for reading and Placement/streaming

curriculum goals

curriculum target CEFR levels for reading and
listening.

listening is covered by the target can do statements
from the BET specifications.

and Achievement

BERT and BELT lexical profiles are similar to other
tests which target the same CEFR skills and levels.
i.e. KET and PET reading and listening sections.

BERT and BELT lexical profiles are substantially
different to KET and PET reading and listening
section lexical profiles.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

3. BET task types
are representative
of reading and
listening task
types in the GE
curriculum.

1. Tables analysing the representation of BET type

tasks in the GE curriculum show a broad and even
representation of BET type tasks in the curriculum.

Tables analysing the representation of BET type tasks
in the GE curriculum show a lack of representation
and/or an uneven representation BET-type tasks across
the curriculum.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

N

An analysis of teacher and student survey responses
shows that these stakeholders view BET tasks as
being broadly similar to reading and listening tasks
in the GE curriculum.

An analysis of teacher and student survey responses
shows that these stakeholders view BET tasks as being
broadly dissimilar to reading and listening tasks in the
GE curriculum.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement
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4.1.1 Domain definition warrants

As can be seen in Table 4.1, in order to reflect the two main uses of the BETSs to be
validated in this study there are two warrants for the domain definition inference in the BET
IUA, one to reflect the placement/streaming function of the BETS, and the other to reflect the
achievement function. These two warrants are supported by three assumptions.

4.1.2 Assumption 1 of the domain definition warrant

The first assumption is that BET content is a representative sample of the GE
curriculum. This is based on criteria that tests should sample representatively from their
domain of interest. As Kane asserts, agreeing with Guion (1977) “it is legitimate to take the
observed performance as an estimate of overall performance in the domain, if ... the
observed performances can be considered a representative sample from the domain” (Kane,
2006, p. 19).

The methodology used to seek the first backing for assumption 1 of the domain
definition inference warrant of creating tables showing GE course content represented in the
BETSs covered by this study, can be found in section 5.3.1.1, and an analysis of the results can
be found in section 6.1.1.

The methodology for the teacher and student surveys from which questions were used
to seek the second backing for assumption 1 of the warrant for the domain definition
inference are explained in sections 5.3.5.1 and 5.3.5.2, and the results for the relevant
questions are presented and discussed in section 6.1.2.

4.1.3 Assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant

The second assumption beneath the domain inference warrants is that BET task
characteristics match the GE curriculum goals. As the domain of the BETs is defined as the
GE curriculum, it is clearly important that BET tasks match the reading and listening goals of

the curriculum, which are defined in the form of CEFR can do statements, in order for the
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tests to be able to fulfil both their placement/streaming and their achievement functions. The
stated GE curriculum goals in the course outlines for students for the revised curriculum
targeted by the BETs in this study were the overall listening comprehension and overall
reading comprehension CEFR can do statements for level A2 for the lower stream course,
and for level B1 for the higher stream course as follows:

Lower stream course reading goal: Understand short, simple texts containing the
highest frequency vocabulary, including a proportion of shared international vocabulary
items.

Higher stream course reading goal: Read straightforward factual texts on subjects
related to your field and interest with a satisfactory level of comprehension.

Lower stream course listening goal: Understand phrases and expressions related to
areas of most immediate priority (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping,
local geography, employment) provided speech is clearly and slowly articulated.

Higher stream course listening goal: Understand the main points of clear standard
speech on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure etc., including
short narratives.

Underlying these overall proficiency descriptors in the CEFR are further, more
detailed can do statements for reading and listening sub-skills. Therefore, if the BETs are to
claim to match the GE curriculum goals, they should test a wide range of the more detailed
can do statements for reading and listening at CEFR levels A2 and B1. The methodology for
analysing the can do statements from the BET specifications to assess their match to the task
characteristics of BET testlets, and their match to the GE course goals is presented in section
5.3.1.3, and the results are presented and analysed in section 6.1.3.

Furthermore, if the BETSs are to claim to be able to measure student achievement of

the target CEFR goals for reading and listening, then it is clear that BET testlets should cover
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a good range of the subskills or tasks covered by the more detailed CEFR can do statements
for those levels. Thus, the second backing sought for assumption 2 of the domain definition
inference warrant comes from a comparison of the checked and revised can do statements
covered by the BETSs (created to seek the first backing for the second assumption of the
domain inference warrant) with the complete list of CEFR can do statements to see if there
are any gaps in the BET coverage of CEFR reading and listening subskills. A reasonable
range of coverage of the more detailed can do statements for reading and listening at the
curriculum target levels would provide backing, whereas, a poor range of coverage would
provide rebuttal evidence for assumption 2 of the domain definition inference warrants.

The third backing sought for the second assumption underlying the warrant for the
domain definition comes from a comparison of BERT and BELT lexical profiles with
published results of KET and PET reading and listening section lexical profiles. One of the
stated purposes of the BETSs in the BET specifications is to assess achievement of the
curriculum target proficiency levels of A2 and B1 for reading and listening. Therefore, the
lexical profiles of the BETs should be similar to lexical profiles of other tests which claim to
assess achievement of the target CEFR levels of A2 and B1 of the CEFR for reading and
listening. Literature reporting lexical profiles for the KET and PET reading and listening
sections is summarized in the following paragraphs, and the software used for creating the
lexical profiles reported in this study is briefly described in section 5.3.10.4. The results of
this analysis are presented, compared to the KET and PET results and discussed in section
6.1.5.

Lexical profiles, or lexical frequency profiles, are produced by software which
analyses a text and places the words appearing in the text into frequency bands. The
frequency bands into which words are placed have been calculated through computer analysis

of a corpus of texts. Frequency bands are commonly divided into thousands, for example, the
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most commonly appearing 1000 words (first 1000), the second 1000 most commonly
appearing words (second 1000) etc., Common frequency profiles are the Academic Word List
(AWL) which comes from an analysis of academic texts (Coxhead, 2000), the General
Service List (GSL) (West, 1953), and the British National Corpus (BNC) (University of
Oxford, 2015). (See Laufer, 2012 for a succinct overview of lexical frequency profiles.)

Previous research has been conducted using lexical profiles as validity evidence for
tests which claim CEFR A2 and B1 alignment within a socio-cognitive validation framework
(Weir, 2005a). Specifically, these were two tests in the Cambridge suite of examinations, the
Key English Test (University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2012a), which aims to
certify proficiency at the CEFR A2 level and the Preliminary English Test (University of
Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2012b), which aims to certify proficiency at the CEFR B1
level.

The lexical profiles for all of the reading sections of Cambridge suite of exams (i.e.
KET, PET, FCE, CAE and CPE) reading sections were reported in Khalifa and Weir (2009)
using the General Service List (GSL) and the Academic Word List (AWL), and the British
National Corpus (BNC) 20 most frequent 1000 word bands. The analyses were run by
Norbert Schmitt using Wordsmith Tools and Compleat Lexical Tutor (Cobb, 2018).
Schmitt’s analysis was based on a corpus of 30 reading papers. However, the description does
not make it clear if this was 30 reading papers for each level, or five reading papers for each
level (i.e., 30 reading papers divided by six levels). The description also does not explain if
the totals for the KET and PET are the averages for each set of papers, or the total for each
set of papers. Based on an examination of total word counts of KET and PET reading
sections from a couple of sample papers (a KET reading section was around 1200 words, and

a PET reading section was around 2000 words) it is assumed that the numbers are averages.
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The KET and PET analyses presented by Khalifa and Weir provide evidence
supporting increasing difficulty from the KET (A2) to the PET (B1) as the proportion of
words in higher bands clearly increases from the KET to the BET, as does the proportion of
words from the academic word list.

Lexical profiles for all of the five Cambridge Main Suite Listening papers were also
produced by Norbert Schmitt and were reported in chapter 5 of the book Examining
Listening: Research and Practice in Assessing Second Language Listening (Eliot & Wilson,
2013). Tape scripts from five tests for each level were analysed using Lextutor Classic and
BNC-20.

By using 95% lexical coverage as a general benchmark for comprehension, Eliot and
Wilson (2013) point out that knowledge of the first 1000 words provides nearly 94%
coverage of KET tapescripts, giving learners with such knowledge a good chance of
understanding KET tapescripts. They also calculate that knowledge of approximately the first
1500 words allows for comprehension of the PET tapescripts.

4.1.4 Assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant

As the domain of the BETSs is defined as the GE curriculum, it is important that BET
task types are similar to reading and listening task types in GE lessons. This is important both
for claiming that the BETs are achievement tests of the target curricula, and also for placing
students in the appropriate course stream. This has been identified in the literature as an
important aspect of domain validity (Kane 2006, 2013b; Guion, 1977). Bachman and Palmer
(2010) also make a persuasive argument for why test tasks should be similar to language
learning tasks in a curriculum.

One way to minimize the potential for negative impact on instruction is to change the

way Wwe test so that the characteristics of the test and test tasks correspond to the

characteristics of learning tasks in the instructional program. If the content of the
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assessment is thus aligned with the goals and objectives of instruction and with
instructional activities, then "teaching to the test” may become an aspect of positive impact
on instruction (p. 108).

To support assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant the first piece of backing
sought consists of tables made by teachers in charge of planning and organizing the creation
of the of the new GE first year materials in 2015, and also teachers involved in preparing
revised GE second year materials in 2016 for 2017 curriculum. How these tables were put
together is described in section 5.3.2.2. Tables showing an even representation and
distribution of BET type tasks through the GE curriculum would provide strong backing for
this assumption. On the other hand, tables showing an uneven representation of BET type
tasks and/or an uneven distribution of BET type tasks in different units and years of the GE
curriculum would provide rebuttal evidence for this assumption.

The second type of backing sought to support the third assumption of the warrant for
the BET IUA domain definition inference comes from an analysis of answers to teacher and
student surveys regarding their attitudes to the BETSs. Three statements each from the student
and teacher surveys administered at the end of the 2016/17 academic year were relevant and
are used as backing for assumption 3. The relevant statements were adapted from Pardo
Ballester’s (2007, 2010) validation study. Unfortunately, these questions were not included in
the earlier administrations of the teacher and student surveys, as the idea to include them only
occurred to the researcher in 2016 after reviewing Pardo Ballester’s work. The statements
from the teacher and student surveys analysed as backing for assumption three of the domain

inference warrant are listed in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2. Survey Statements Used as Backing for Assumption 3 of the Domain Definition
Inference Warrant

Student Survey Teacher and LA Survey
The BET included a wide range of content | BET content is representative of GE
from what | studied in my BECC English curriculum content.

classes.

BET reading tasks are similar to reading BET reading tasks are similar to reading
tasks in my BECC English classes. tasks in the GE curriculum.

BET listening tasks are similar to listening BET listening tasks are similar to listening
tasks in my BECC English classes. tasks in the GE curriculum.

The format and administration of the teacher and student surveys is described in
section 5.3.5, and the results sought as the second backing for assumption three of the domain
definition inference are analysed in section 6.1.7. Majority teacher and student agreement
with these survey statements, along with a strong degree of agreement would provide firm
backing for this assumption.

4.2 Evaluation inference

As explained in section 2.3.2 the evaluation inference links a test takers’
performances to their observed scores. Kane et al. (1999) put forward the following
assumptions underlying the evaluation inference: "The criteria used to score the performance
are appropriate and have been applied as intended and second, that the performance occurred
under conditions compatible with the intended score interpretation” (p. 9). Chapelle (2015)
further explains that to “make evaluation inferences, backing is needed to support the quality
of the sample of responses obtained from test takers” (p. 19). The warrant, assumptions,
backing sought and potential rebuttals for the BET IUA evaluation inference are summarized
in Table 4.3. Whether the backing is relevant to the streaming or achievement function of the

BETs is noted in the far-right column.
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Evaluation Inference

Warrant: BET tasks yield consistent observed scores, which are not contaminated by
construct irrelevant variance.

Assumptions

Backing sought to

Potential Rebuttals

Placement/Streaming

1. The BETs were
administered and
scored
consistently.

followed for annual
BET
administrations
show that the tests
were administered
and scored
consistently.

for annual BET
administrations show
that the tests were
administered and
scored differently for
some classes or
students.

underlying the support or Achievement IUA
warrant assumption
Descriptions of the | Descriptions of the
procedures procedures followed

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

2. Appropriate
procedures were
followed to
develop BET

testlets and items.

A description of
procedures used for
developing the BET
testlets and items,
shows that
appropriate
procedures were
followed, for
example, peer
review of draft
testlets, and
standardised
checking of item
characteristics.

A description of
procedures used for
developing the BET
testlets and items,
shows that
inappropriate or
insufficient
procedures were
followed, for
example, BET
testlets were not
piloted.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

3. BET task
instructions were
easily
comprehensible
for students.

Results of a student
survey show that
students thought
that BET
instructions were
easy to understand.

Results of a student
survey show that
students think that
BET instructions
were unclear.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

4.2.1

Assumption 1 of the evaluation inference warrant

For the first backing to support the assumption that the BETs are administered and

scored consistently (Kane, 2006), three sources of backing are presented. Firstly,

procedures for the annual administration of the three BETs are described, secondly

instructions for test administration from BET proctoring guidelines in the BET




95

specifications are summarized, and finally a brief description of how the BETS are scored
with a bubble sheet reader is presented. A presentation and analysis of these backings can
be found in section 6.2.1.
4.2.2 Assumption 2 of the evaluation inference warrant

Backing for assumption 2 of the evaluation inference warrant was sought firstly
from a description of the procedures followed for developing the BET testlets and items,
and secondly from a checklist used for testlet/item review for making the 2016 and 2017
BETSs. An analysis of these backings is presented in section 6.2.2.

4.2.3 Assumption 3 of the evaluation inference warrant

It is important that test-takers are able to understand test instructions, because if test
instructions are not understood, this may introduce construct irrelevant variance into test
scores. Backing for assumption 3, that BET task instructions were easily comprehensible for
students comes from an analysis of the results of the student survey. Two questions relevant
to this assumption that “BET DVD spoken instructions were easy to understand” and that
“BET test paper instructions were easy to understand” are analysed in section 6.2.3. Results
for a further two survey questions relevant to this inference which address instructions for the
BELT and BERT sections specifically that “BET listening section instructions are easy to
understand” and that “BET listening section instructions are easy to understand” are not
presented due to considerations of space, and also because their results were consistent with
the two survey questions presented.
4.3 Generalization inference

As explained in section 2.3.2 the generalization inference extends interpretations from
those based on scores on a single test or the ‘observed score’ to interpretations about scores

on other possible tests or tasks in the same universe of generalizations.
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In this section the warrants, assumptions, backing sought and potential rebuttals for

the BET IUA generalization inference are summarized in Table 4.4. Whether the backing is

relevant to the streaming or achievement function of the BETs is noted in the rightmost

column.

Table 4.4. BET IUA Generalization Inference

Generalization Inference

2&3).

Warrant: Observed scores are estimates of expected scores on other versions of the BET (1,

Assumptions

Backing sought to

Potential Rebuttals

Placement/Streaming

1. Enough tasks
are included to
provide stable
estimates of test

dependability
statistics for the

BETs, BERTs and

BELTs are

Low reliability and/or
dependability
statistics indicate

underlying the support or Achievement IUA
warrant assumption
Reliability, and

Placement/streaming
(reliability) and
Achievement

procedures are
used to measure

followed to equate

the BETs to give
information on

in the frame of this
study were not

taker appropriate for a poor test consistency o

performance. moderate-stakes for some BETS. (dependability)
criterion-referenced
test.

2. Appropriate .
scaling and Appropriate The BET results
; procedures are
equating presented to students

Achievement

specifications
are well defined
so that parallel
tasks and test
forms are
created.

specifications were

sufficient for
testlets of
equivalent
difficulty target

equivalent language
skills to be created.

student equated.
. student
achievement .
achievement of the
across BET )
curriculum.
forms.
The BET testlet
3. Testlet BET testlest specifications lacked

sufficient clarity of
detail in some areas
for testlets of
equivalent difficulty
target equivalent
language skills to be
created.

Achievement
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4.3.1 Assumption 1 of the generalization inference warrant

As the BETs within the frame of this study were intended to act as both achievement
tests of the GE curriculum (BETs 1-3) and also placement/streaming tests (BETs 1 & 2) to
place students into one of two courses, and into streams within those courses divided by
English ability level, two estimates for the consistency of BET scores were calculated.
Firstly, a norm-referenced measure of internal consistency known as the Kuder—Richardson
Formula 20 (KR-20) which is based on a normal distribution, and which is commonly used
for norm-referenced tests, or tests which are designed to spread test taker ability out along a
normal or bell curve, was calculated as part of assessing the streaming function of the test as
being able to separate test takers into separate groups. To assess the achievement function of
the BETs a measure of internal consistency known as the phi dependability index or the
generalizability coefficient for absolute error was also calculated for all of the BETs. Brown
and Hudson (2002) use the term dependability for measures of internal consistency for
criterion-referenced tests and their nomenclature is followed here. The phi dependability
index is used for criterion-referenced tests on which absolute or achievement decisions are
made, and it does not rely on a normal distribution.

There are no concrete rules about acceptable levels of reliability for tests in the
literature, but some general guidelines can be found. For example, Weir (2005a) states that a
reliability of .8 is generally considered minimally acceptable reliability. Reliabilities of .81
and .77 were reported as part of validity evidence for The City and Guilds Communicator
exam and these were claimed to be “satisfactory” (O’Sullivan, 2010, p. 42).

Reliability also has implications for the number of levels into which a test is able to
accurately divide test takers. An index of separation (or strata) can be used to estimate the
number of statistically different performance strata into which a test can divide students

(Wright, 1996). Kaftandjieva (2004) provides recommended numbers of cut points for a test



98

based on test reliability and the resulting index of separation, which is reproduced as Table

4.5.

Table 4.5. Reliability Recommendations Kaftandjieva (2004)

Number of Levels 2 3 4 5 6
Number of Cut-off Points 1 2 3 4 5
Test Reliability >.61 >.80 >.88 >.92 >.95

Linacre (2017b) also provides the following guidelines for a tests ability to accurately

divide learners into groups based on the person separation statistic and strata statistic. Linacre
recommends using the person separation statistic if “the outlying measures are accidental”
and strata statistic “if the outlying measures represent true performances” (p. 622). Table 4.6
shows Linacre’s guidelines.

Table 4.6. Person Separation and Strata Guidelines (Linacre, 2017b)

Test Reliability Person Separation Strata
5 1 1.64
8 2 3
9 3 4.33
.94 4 5.67

Based on the above recommendations from the literature a test reliability of > .8 is
seen to be sufficient evidence to support the placement function of the BETs during the
timeframe of this study and a claim of the tests to be able to separate learners into CEFR Al
and A2 levels for course placement purposes. On the other hand, to support claims for the
BERT and BELT to be able to place learners into CEFR levels A1, A2 and B1 for
achievement purposes reliability of > .8 would be needed for each of these BET sections
using the more lenient strata index.

The phi coefficient is also known as the generalizability coefficient for absolute error
and is a “general purpose estimate of the domain-referenced dependability of a test.” (Brown,

1989, p. 102). According to Bachman (2004), it “estimates how dependable the test score is
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as an indicator of the test taker’s level of ability or mastery of a particular content domain”
(p. 194). Also, Bachman states that “the interpretation of the phi coefficient is directly
analogous to that of the CTT internal consistency reliability estimates, as the proportion of
total score variance that is domain score variance” (p. 195). I could not find any guidelines in
the literature as to what constitutes an acceptable phi coefficient for domain referenced
achievement tests such as the BETS, so the same general guideline as for assessing the
streaming function of the bets with the KR-20 reliability index will be used. i.e. a phi
coefficient of > .8 or 80% of the variance in BERT and BELT scores being accounted for by
ability within the domain of the GE curriculum is taken to be sufficient support for this
assumption 1 of the BET IUA generalization inference warrant for the BET achievement test
function. Results for the reliability and dependability of the BETs within the frame of this
study are presented and discussed in section 6.3.1.
4.3.2 Assumption 2 of the generalization inference warrant

Assumption 2 of the generalization inference warrant is that appropriate equating and
scaling procedures are used to present students with their BET scores (Chapelle et al., 2008).
In order for the BETSs to show students how they have progressed, and their achievement of
the GE curriculum goals for reading and listening, students would need to be shown their
BET, BERT and BELT scores for the BET 2 and BET 3, and to be given an indication of
how their scores had improved relative to their previous BETs. This would require equating
the BETSs, which may be of differing difficulty in spite of being written to the same test
specifications. Equating and scaling allow tests of the same format to be put on the scale so
that scores between the tests are directly comparable (see Kolen & Brennan, 2014 for a
detailed presentation of test equating issues and techniques.) Backing for this assumption

would detail the procedures used to equate the BETs, BERTs and BELTS.
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4.3.3 Assumption 3 of the generalization inference warrant

Backing for assumption 3 that testlet specifications are well defined so that parallel
tasks and test forms are created was sought from an examination of the BET testlet
specifications. The type of information presented in the specifications for BET testlets is
presented and assessed as to whether it is sufficient for item writers to produce testlets across
test forms which are of equivalent difficulty, and which target the same language skills, in
section 6.3.3.

4.4 Explanation inference

As explained in section 2.4.2 the explanation inference was an inference first
employed within Kane’s argument-based approach to test validation by Chapelle et al. (2008)
in their validation study of the new TOEFL iBT, and this inference seeks to link test scores to
constructs of language proficiency. In the case of the BETs, which are intended to be
achievement tests of the GE curriculum the test target constructs are intended to be reading
and listening proficiency as defined by the CEFR scales for levels A2 and B1.

Alderson et al. (2006) stated that “the CEFR, being a comprehensive description of
language use, can also be considered, implicitly at least, as a theory of language
development” (p. 6). However, several writers have pointed out that the CEFR can do
statements for reading and listening do not in themselves provide sufficient detail to allow for
the construction of test items.

Weir (2005b) points out that the information given in the CEFR descriptors in not
nearly detailed enough for the construction of valid test items, or to substantiate the claim that
two different tests based on the CEFR are equivalent. He states that the CEFR

was not designed specifically to meet the needs of language testers and that it will

require considerable, long-term research, much reflective test development by
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providers, and prolonged critical interaction between stakeholders in the field to
address these deficiencies. (p. 283)

Alderson et al. (2006) in relation to the development of the DIALANG project also
stated that “the CEFR in its current form may not provide sufficient theoretical and practical
guidance to enable test specifications to be drawn up for each level of the CEFR” (p. 5).

In spite of the inherent difficulties of linking language tests to the underspecified
CEFR statements, many studies that have sought to establish evidence of a link between
reading and listening tests and the implicit CEFR reading and listening CEFR constructs.

Expert opinion is the most common evidence type used to link exams to the CEFR
and its implicit language constructs. One form this expert opinion has taken is a review of the
test specifications and test items using the procedures outlined in the Manual Relating
Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for Language
(Council of Europe, 2009), for example (Downey & Kollias, 2010; Elif, Thomas, O’Dwyer,
& O’Sullivan, 2010; O’Sullivan, 2010; Szabo, 2010). Another form of expert review has
been an analysis of test tasks using CEFR Grids made by Dutch CEFR Construct Project
(Alderson et al., 2006), for example Kecker and Eckes, (2010), and Wu and Wu (2010).

Cut-score setting is also a common way of providing evidence for a link between an
exam and the CEFR, and therefore its implied constructs (Brunfaut & Harding, 2014; Kecker
& Eckes, 2010; O’Sullivan, 2010; Noijons & Kuijper, 2010). Details of CEFR cut-score
setting projects are not summarized here, however, due to considerations of space, and
because BET development had not yet reached the stage of effective CEFR-based cut-score
setting during the time-frame of this study.

Relevant studies which have attempted to validate a link to the CEFR scales and their

implied construct for a reading or listening test by providing evidence of correlation with
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other tests which already claim to be aligned to the CEFR, are briefly reviewed in the

relevant sections for each of the assumptions of the BET IUA explanation inference warrant.
The warrants, assumptions, backing sought and potential rebuttals for the BET IUA

explanation inference are summarized in Table 4.7. Whether the backing is relevant to the

streaming or achievement function of the BETS is noted in the rightmost column.
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Explanation Inference

Warrant: Observed scores are attributable to the constructs implicit in the CEFR levels A2-B1 for
English reading and listening.

Assumptions
underlying the
warrant

Backing sought to
support assumption

Potential Rebuttals

Placement/Streaming
or Achievement ITUA

1. Performances on
BET measures are
associated with
performance on
other test-based
measures which
claim CEFR
alignment.

Large correlations are
found between BET,
BERT and BELT
scores and Oxford
Online Placement Test
(OOPT) scores.

Medium correlations
are found between
BET, BERT and
BELT scores and
TOEIC scores.

Small or non-existent
correlations are found
between BET, BERT
and BELT scores and
Oxford Online
Placement Test (OOPT)
scores and TOEIC
Scores.

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

?. Performances on
BET measures are
associated with test

Medium to large
correlations are found
between BERT and

Small or non-existent
correlations are found
between BERT and

effectively measure
the constructs of
interest.

reading and
listening.

interest.

2. Point-measure
correlations indicate
that most items
function to measure
the same construct.

A large proportion of
items have point-
measure correlations
close to or below zero.

taker self- BELT scores and test | BELT scores and test Placement/streaming
assessments of .
taker self-assessments | taker self-assessments of | and Achievement
CEFR can do . .
of CEFR reading and | CEFR reading and
statements for . . - .
. listening can do listening can do
reading and
. . statements. statements.
listening.
1. Rasch item fit
statistics show that Rasch item fit statistics
most items function | show that a large
to effectively proportion of BET items
) measure the do not function to
3. BET items constructs of measure the construct of

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

4. The range of item
difficulties on the
test matches the
range of abilities of
the test takers.

BET Rasch
person/item maps
show an even spread
of item difficulties
across the test taker
ability range.

A large proportion of
BET items are too
difficult or too easy for
the range of test takers.
There are large gaps in
the difficulty range of
items

Placement/streaming
and Achievement




104

4.4.1 Assumption 1 of the explanation inference warrant

As backing for assumption 1 of the explanation inference warrant correlations
between BET, BERT and BELT scores and the OOPT and TOEIC were sought.

For the BETs within the frame of this study BET, BERT and BELT scores were
correlated with scores from representative samples of GE students who took the Oxford
Online Placement Test (OOPT). Details of the OOPT test administrations are given in section
5.3.9.1. Reasons for choosing the OOPT as a criterion for the BETSs in terms of measuring the
CEFR constructs of reading and listening, are presented in the following paragraphs.

When planning this study, a criterion for the BETs was searched for which would be
easy to administer to BECC students, which claimed to measure the constructs of reading and
listening on the CEFR scales, and which had a strong existing validity argument as a measure
of CEFR-defined constructs. Ease of test administration, meant the test should be able to be
taken on iPads, which all Bunkyo students are given on entrance to the university. The
DIALANG (Alderson, 2005; Alderson & Huhta, 2005) was considered as a criterion,
however, at the time of project planning the DIALANG was not able to be administered on
iPads due to flashplayer compatibility issues and also test instructions were not available in
Japanese. These problems have since been rectified for the DIALANG, but unfortunately
meant that it could not be used as a criterion for validity during the frame of this study.

The OOPT was chosen instead because it is relatively cheap to administer, students
could take it on their iPads, and student results are conveniently aggregated online in a
learning management system for later analysis. In addition, the OOPT is a computer adaptive
test, which places learners at all CEFR levels, including the Al, A2 and B1 levels for
English, which was thought to be the general range of ability of GE students. Finally, the

OOPT was said to have a strong validity argument for its use as a CEFR-based placement test
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through “having a strong theoretical basis and having been through a rigorous test design,
pretesting, and piloting stage” (Oxfordenglishtesting.com, 2017).

The OOPT consists of two parts. The first part is a Use of English section, and
according to Purpura (2010):

This section of the test includes three language knowledge tasks. The first task

primarily aims to measure grammatical forms; the second mainly to measure semantic

meaning; the third is a test of grammatical form and meaning, and a fourth (to be
included in the test by early 2010) is designed to measure the students’ knowledge of

the pragmatic (i.e., implied) meanings encoded in situated interactions. (p. 2)

According the Oxford testing website this section measures “vocabulary, grammar
and the understanding of meaning in a conversation.” While the OOPT does not claim to be a
direct test of reading comprehension, the well-established importance of vocabulary and
grammar as components of reading comprehension (Shiotsu & Weir, 2007) makes this
section testing these components a suitable criterion for the reading section of the BETSs. This
criterion is further relevant to the BERT as two BERT testlests focus on meaning and
pragmatics in conversation, which the OOPT section 1 also claims to measure. In addition,
the OOPT Use of English section claims to test meaning in conversations and two tasks in the
BET similarly focus on understanding meaning in conversations.

The listening section of the OOPT claims to measure “understanding of meaning in a
conversation” (Oxfordenglishtesting.com, 2017). According to Purpura (2010) the “Listening
Section of the test is designed to present test takers with different types of listening passages
from which they will need to identify the literal, intended, and implied meanings being
communicated in what they hear” (p. 20). Similarly, in the BELTS the listening passages
consist of dialogues and monologues, which mainly focus both on identifying specific

information, in some cases inferring meaning such as the opinion and attitudes of the speaker.
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Finally, the OOPT overall “claims to measure test takers’ communicative language
ability, so that the scores from the exam can be used to make relatively accurate placement
decisions in a language program that is aligned with the CEFR” (Purpura, 2010, p. 21). This
is also the goal of the BETSs as placement tests, so the OOPT was chosen as a particularly
suitable criterion for assumption 1 of the BET IUA explanation inference warrant. Results of
correlational analyses of the BETs, BERTs and BELTs with OOPT overall scores, reading
section scores and listening section scores are presented and discussed in section 6.4.1.
Because of the close similarity between the constructs which the OOPT and the BETS claim
to measure, “large” correlations (J. Cohen, 1988) between BET and OOPT overall scores are
sought as sufficient backing for assumption 1 of the explanation inference warrant for the
BET placement/streaming function. Also, large correlations between BERT scores and OOPT
use of English section scores, and large correlations between BELT scores and OOPT
listening section scores are sought as sufficient backing for the BET achievement function.

In addition, a second criterion of scores on the TOEIC, is used as backing for
assumption 1 of the explanation inference warrant in this study. The TOEIC was chosen
firstly because a convenience sample was available. Students in the Global Communication
Department must take the TOEIC annually, and GCD students also took the BET1 2015, and
the BETs 1 & 2 2016, so their scores were available for analysis. Secondly, a standard setting
study has been done which links TOEIC scores to the CEFR scores (Tannenbaum & Wylie,
2008). Therefore, it can be argued that the BETs and the TOEIC overlap to at least some
extent in measuring the constructs of reading and listening as implied by the CEFR scales.
According to Powers (2010b), the TOEIC primarily claims to “measure a person’s ability to
communicate in English in the context of daily life and the global workplace environment

using key expressions and common, everyday vocabulary” (p. 2), and the TOEIC is designed
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to help employers “make critical decisions concerning the English language skills of their
employees and their prospective employees” (p. 2).

Given the emphasis on workplace communication in the TOEIC, which is different to
the broader range of communicative situations in another country which the GE curriculum
aims to cover, and also given that the CEFR was linked to the TOEIC post-hoc through a
standardization panel, rather than CEFR-alignment being built into the test design phase, a
priori, as was the case with the OOPT, “medium” correlations (Cohen, 1988) or correlations
between .3 and .49 for the TOEIC overall, and reading and listening subsections with BET
overall scores and reading and listening subsections are taken to be sufficient for this backing
to support assumption 1 of the BET IUA explanation inference warrant.

4.4.2 Assumption 2 of the explanation inference warrant

Assumption 2 of the explanation inference warrant for the BET IUA is that
performances on BET measures are associated with test taker self-assessments of CEFR can
do statements for reading and listening. This section firstly reviews some previous literature
on self-assessment in language learning, then studies which used student self-assessments as
a criterion for test validation. Finally, the reasons for choosing CEFR can do statements as a
criterion for the BETS are explained.

Self-assessment is defined as the “language learner’s evaluation of his or her own
language skills” (Luoma, 2013). Blanche and Merino (1989) conducted a wide-ranging
review of literature on self-assessment in language testing, and they found that correlations
between self-assessments and a variety of criterion “ranged from .50 to .60, and that higher
correlations were “not uncommon” (p. 315). Ross (1998) performed a meta-analysis of self-
assessment in foreign and second language testing, which included studies examining
associations between self-assessment and language tests of reading, listening, reading and

writing. Ross found a Pearson product-moment correlation of .61 for the 23 reading studies
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examined, and of .65 for listening from 18 correlations. From these two broad analyses of the
literature, it can be seen that strong associations have been established between student self-
assessments of reading and listening and standardised tests of these skills.

Two factors which have been reported to compromise the accuracy of self-
assessments of second or foreign language ability are the respondents’ relative familiarity
with the situations or tasks in the can do statements through actual experience or lack of
experience of the situations assessed by the can do statements, and differing interpretations of
the Likert scale categories (Ross, 1998; Suzuki, 2015). In addition, North and Jones (2009)
state that “It has often been observed that low-level learners tend to over-estimate themselves,
while high-level learners tend to under-estimate” (p. 13). A more recent study by Suzuki
(2015) also found that “less experienced second language speakers appeared to overestimate
their ability, whereas those with more experience underestimated their language skills” (p.
64).

Studies have used self-assessment as backing in an argument-based approach to test
validation. Li (2015b) compared the results of a standardised placement test called the MEPT
with a self-assessment “which consisted of 54 statements on a six-point Likert scale in five
sections: Self-assessment of English use (21 items), Academic self-efficacy (5 items),
Learning motivation (8 items), Self-regulated learning strategies (10 items), and Anxiety
about using English (10 items)”. Li found weak correlations of .009—.19 for self-assessment
and reading, and .142-.15 for listening, which did not provide backing for the extrapolation
inference in the MEPT validity argument.

Aryadoust (2013) also sought correlational evidence between a self-assessment
survey of academic listening ability and IELTSs listening scores as backing for the

extrapolation inference in the IELTSs validity argument. He found small to medium
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correlations (r = .144—.322), which were only statistically significant for three out of six of
the academic listening skills in his self-assessment questionnaire.

Wang, Eignor and Enright (2008) reported correlations between self-assessments
of .47 for listening and .45 for reading and the new TOEFL reading and listening sections,
which were the focus of their validation study. Chapelle (2008) also stated that “High
correlations of assessments and instructor ratings with the TOEFL scores are not expected
because use of the differences in measurement methods and differences in constructs of
perceived ability and test performance (p. 343).”

Although the three above mentioned studies used correlational evidence of student
self-assessments with test scores as backing for assumptions in extrapolation inferences, in
the case of the BETs it is argued that correlations with self-assessments using CEFR
statements are suitable as backing for the explanation inference, as the construct measured by
the BETs is intended to be the reading and listening constructs implicit in the CEFR scales
for these two skKills.

As part of validating the DIALANG, Alderson (2005) correlated single overall can do
statements for each CEFR level (A1-C2) with DIALANG test results for the skills of reading
listening and writing. Alderson found Spearman’s correlations between overall can do
statements and DIALANG results to be .54 for reading and .47 for listening. Alderson also
correlated an IRT score for each skill that resulted from calibrating 18 more detailed can do
statements for the three skills, with their DIALANG score, and these returned Spearman’s
correlations of .49 for reading and .5 for listening.

Given that a previous study using self-assessment of CEFR-aligned can do statements
found medium to large correlations (Alderson, 2005) between student self-assessments and
test scores for reading and listening, and also that there are several factors that may moderate

correlations such as unfamiliarity with the situations in the can do statements, differences
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between the constructs of reading and listening as measured by a multiple choice test and
self-perceptions of listening skills, and overestimation of ability by low-proficiency learners.
Medium correlations (.30—.49) are taken as moderately strong backing for assumption 2 of
the BET IUA explanation inference warrant, and large correlations (> .5) are taken as strong
backing.

CEFR self-assessment surveys for reading and listening at the GE curriculum target
levels were chosen as a criterion for backing for assumption 2 of the explanation inference
warrant, because the self-assessment scales represent the implicit construct of the CEFR, and
are therefore perhaps the most direct means available to access this construct. Details of the
administration and analysis of the CEFR self-assessment surveys administered during the
frame of this study are given in section 5.3.5.4, and the results are presented and analysed in
section 6.4.2.

4.4.3 Assumption 3 of the explanation inference warrant

Assumption 3 of the explanation inference warrant is that BET items effectively
measure the constructs of interest. Backing sought for this assumption comes from item
analysis using Rasch item fit statistics, and point-measure correlations. Specifically, items
with mean squares between 0.5 and 1.5 are considered productive for measurement of the
construct (R. Green, 2013; Wright & Linacre, 1994) so the proportion of items with mean
squares less than 0.5 and greater than 1.5 for the 2016 BETs 1 & 2 and for the 2017 BETs 2
& 3 is examined. In addition, items with negative point measure correlations are identified,
because ‘“Negative ... point-measure correlations ... indicate that the responses to the item
contradict the latent variable defined by the consensus of the items.” (Linacre, 2017b)
Therefore, the proportion of items with negative point-measure correlations is also examined.

Furthermore, items with very small positive point-measure correlations (between zero and
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point one) are identified and, because such items “may need further investigation” (R. Green,
2013).

For this study items with point-measure correlations of zero or below, and items with
point-measure correlations of.1 or less were identified following R. Green’s guidelines. These
items were then counted and their proportion of overall test items for the BERTs and BELTs
was calculated. A low proportion of items with negative point measure correlations and of
items with point-measure correlations less than 0.1 would constitute backing for this
assumption, and high proportion of such items would be regarded as rebuttal evidence.

Further information about Rasch item fit statistics and point-measure correlations is
given in section 5.3.10.3, and results and analysis for the backing sought for this assumption
are given in section 6.4.3.

4.4.4 Assumption 4 of the explanation inference warrant

Assumption 4 of the explanation inference warrant is that the range of item difficulties
on the test matches the range of abilities of the test takers. In Rasch analysis it is statistically
important for the range of item difficulties of a test to be close to the range of person abilities
of test takers. This correspondence is necessary for the abilities of the test takers to be
measured precisely, and to minimize measurement error (Bond & Fox, 2007). As the BETs
aim to measure reading and listening ability across the range of students in the GE curriculum
it is important for the range of item difficulties on each BET to have a relatively even spread
across the range of test taker ability. This is also important for the test to be able to separate
test takers into separate ability groups for course placement (Linacre, 2017b). Backing for
this assumption comes from an analysis of Rasch person/item maps for the BETS. (See
section 5.3.10.2 for an explanation of Rash person/item or Wright maps.)

It is important to note that when planning the renewal of items from the 2015 and

2016 BETs for items to be recycled for the following year’s BETs the response probability
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for person/item maps was set at 50%, with the aim of revising items to produce a range of
items that would maximize test reliability. However, for the analyses in this section the
response probability is set at 80%, because according to Linacre (2017a) a response
probability of 80% is “much less likely to provoke guessing or demotivate”. In addition, an
80% response probability has frequently been used as a definition of mastery (Jones, 2014),
so setting the RP at 80% may be useful for BET planners in future for conceptualizing
mastery when setting cut-score points at target CEFR levels for course streaming and/or
certification, or for linking CEFR can do statements to BET items or testlets for giving
diagnostic information to accompany BET scores. Therefore, it is recommended that an 80%
RP be used for Wright maps when planning future BET revisions beyond the scope of this
study.
4.5 Extrapolation inference

As cited in section 2.3.2, Kane, Crooks and Cohen define the target score as, a test
taker’s “expected score over all possible performances in the target domain” (1999, p. 7). The
target domain for the BETS is the GE curriculum, so the BETs should be predictive of student
performance within the GE curriculum. Thus, the warrant for the BET IUA extrapolation
inference is that performances on the BERTs and BELTs account for the quality of linguistic
performance in the domain of General English courses. The warrants, assumptions, backing
sought and potential rebuttals for the BET IUA explanation inference are outlined in Table
4.8. Whether the backing is relevant to the streaming or achievement function of the BETs is

noted in the rightmost column.
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Table 4.8. BET IUA Extrapolation Inference

Extrapolation Inference
Warrant: Performances on the BERTs and BELTs account for the quality of linguistic
performance in the domain of General English courses.

Assumptions Backing sought to | Potential Rebuttals | Placement/Streaming
underlying the support or Achievement IUA
warrant assumption
1. Large correlations Small or non-existent
of BET scores .
o e correlations of BET
1. Performances on with first semester th fi
the BET GE grades scores with Tirst
semester GE grades
measures are
positively 2. Large correlations | Small or non-existent .
correlated with of BET scores correlations of BET Placemer;trﬁtreammg
other criteria of with speaking test | scores with speaking :
Achievement
language scores test scores
proficiency in 3. Large correlations | Small or non-existent
General English of BET scores correlations of BET
courses. with GE scores with GE
vocabulary quiz vocabulary quiz
scores scores

4.5.1 Assumption 1 of the extrapolation inference warrant

The single assumption of the extrapolation inference warrant is that performance on
the BET measures are positively correlated to other criteria of language proficiency in
General English courses. The first backing to support this assumption was sought from
correlations between total BET scores and student GE course grades. This section firstly
briefly reviews previous literature from the broader field of education on the use of course
grades as a criterion for tests. Secondly, literature on using course grades as a criterion for
language proficiency tests is summarized. Finally, the methodology used to correlate BET
overall grades to GE course grades for the BETSs that function as placement/streaming tests
within the frame of this study is described.

It is common practice in education to use course results as a criterion for validating
placements tests through correlations of test scores with later course results. One of the

challenges with the correlation approach is that course results are usually only available as
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letter grades and their numerical equivalent grade point average (GPA), which results in
restricted range, which in turn leads to underestimation of actual correlations (Mattern &
Packman, 2009).

Two notable examples of correlating academic skills placement tests with later course
results to support test validity are the SAT, and the ACCUPLACER. These are both widely
used tests for placement in university and college courses in the US. Kobrin, Patterson, Shaw,
Mattern and Barbuti (2008) found an unadjusted correlation of .35 between combined SAT
critical reading, mathematics and writing and first year GPA. The adjusted correlation
was .53. When including high school GPA along with SAT scores as predictors the raw
correlation rose to .46 and the adjusted correlation to .62. To avoid the problem of restricted
range on correlations Mattern and Packman (2009) took a different approach to analysing the
predictive validity of the ACCUPLACER by analysing the percentage of students achieving
passing course grades, and the probability of success in a course for different
ACCUPLACER scores. They found that the “mean operational validity for combinations of
ACCUPLACER tests was 0.48 when success was defined as obtaining a “B or higher” and
0.40 when success was defined as obtaining a “C or higher,” which supports a moderate-to-
strong relationship between ACCUPLACER scores and course success” (p. 5).

Many studies have also been conducted, which examine the relationship between
English language proficiency tests administered to non-native speakers and their later GPA in
higher education institutions in which English is the medium of instruction. These have
produced mixed results. For example, studies examining the TOEFL have reported
correlations ranging from moderate (r = .40) (Ayers & Peters, 1977) to virtually no
relationship (r = .05) (Ayers & Quattlebaum, 1992). Generally, studies report no, or small to

medium correlations between commercial tests of academic English and later course GPA at
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English language higher education (see Hajr, 2014; and Y. Lee & Greene, 2007 for useful
summaries of studies in this area).

There are also some studies reporting none (Y. Lee & Greene, 2007), or small to
medium correlations (Davies, 1990; Jochems, Snippe, Smid, & Verweij, 1996; T. Lynch,
2000) between in-house tests and later overall GPA in higher education courses in which that
language is the medium of instruction. However, there seem no previous studies which have
used correlations between scores on an in-house test of foreign or second language reading
and listening ability and later second or foreign language course grades as backing for
language test validation.

The BET2 2016 was used as a placement test for GE for students from all of the
university’s departments except for the Global Communication Department so all
departments’ results except for GCD were used for the analysis. In 2016 GCD students also
took the FE A2-B1 GE course so their GE course results were also included in the
correlational analysis for the BET1 2016.

Only first semester GE course grades were used to calculate correlations to seek
backing for the first assumption of the extrapolation inference, because second semester GE
course grades included a component based on students’ end of year BET score. This backing
seeks evidence of the relationship between BET scores and other measures of English
proficiency in the GE course, so correlating BET scores with a course grade which also
includes BET scores would not be appropriate. Details of how GE first semester grades were
prepared for correlational analyses can be found in section 5.3.7. Results and discussion of
correlations between GE grades and total BET grades are given in section 6.5.1.

The second backing sought for assumption 1 of the extrapolation inference comes
from correlations between the BETs within this study used for course placement and class

streaming, and the results of speaking tests administered at the ends of semesters 1 and 2.
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Although the BETSs are only tests of English reading and listening ability, they were used to
place students into courses, which in addition to reading and listening goals, also had goals of
improving students’ productive skills of speaking and writing ability. Therefore, it is
important that the BETS should have some predictive ability of students speaking ability,
because they are used to place students into two levels of classes with speaking activities
targeted at two separate ability levels.

The speaking tests used for these correlational analyses are explained in section 5.3.4.
Large correlations between BET scores and later speaking test scores would be taken as
strong backing for assumption 1 of the extrapolation inference, and small or non-existent
correlations would be taken as rebuttal evidence. These correlations are presented and
discussed in section 6.5.2.

The third backing for the assumption beneath the extrapolation inference was sought
from correlations between scores for the BETs used for placement and streaming in this study
and later vocabulary quiz scores in GE classes. GE vocabulary quiz results are considered a
relevant measure of achievement in the GE curriculum with which to correlate BET scores
for four reasons. Firstly, vocabulary quizzes were worth 10% of students’ final grades in both
semester 1 and semester 2 for all GE classes. Secondly, the GE vocabulary lists on which the
vocabulary quizzes were based, were made by teachers in conjunction with making GE
lessons, and by referring to the English VVocabulary Profile (Cambridge University Press,
2015) to choose words at the A1-B1 levels. Thus, the GE vocabulary lists represent words in
the curriculum judged by the teachers who created the lessons to be important for students to
learn, which makes the GE vocabulary lists an important part of the GE curriculum, and
therefore of the BET domain. Thirdly, the BETs were deliberately written to include as many

words as possible from the GE vocabulary lists in order to represent the GE domain, so high
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correlations with the GE vocabulary tests would provide good evidence of GE vocabulary
domain coverage.

Finally, previous research has established a strong connection between L2 vocabulary
knowledge and L2 reading and listening ability. For example, a meta-analysis which
examined 10 predictor components of passage level reading comprehension by Jeon and
Yamashita (2014) found that for 29 published studies which correlated vocabulary
knowledge with reading comprehension, there was an overall large correlation (r = .79, p
<.01). This indicated that measures of vocabulary knowledge in these studies accounted for
62% of the variance in reading comprehension scores.

As for the relationship between L2 vocabulary knowledge and listening
comprehension, Steehr (2009) found significant correlations between measures of breadth and
depth of English vocabulary knowledge, and English listening ability of Danish advanced
learners of English. In Steehr’s study, vocabulary breadth was measured with Nation’s
Vocabulary Levels Test (Nation, 1983) and vocabulary depth was measured with Read’s
Word Associates Test (Read, 1993, 1998). Listening comprehension was measured using a
listening section from the Cambridge Certificate of Proficiency in English. A multiple
regression analysis revealed that together breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge
accounted for 51% of the variance in listening comprehension scores.

Given the intended overlap between the vocabulary covered by the BETs and the GE
vocabulary quizzes, and also the strong relationship between L2 vocabulary knowledge and
reading and listening ability established in the literature, large correlations between BET
scores and later GE vocabulary quiz average grades are required for strong backing for the
assumption underlying the BET IUA extrapolation inference warrant. The vocabulary quizzes
and available vocabulary quiz data are explained in section 5.3.8. The results for this backing

are presented in section 6.5.3.
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4.6 Utilization inference

As outlined in section 2.4.2 the utilization inference focuses on whether or not the test
effectively fulfils its stated uses. Another way of framing this is that the utilization inference
involves an assessment of the extent to which the test has positive consequences for all
stakeholders resulting from the decisions made using test scores. As Kane (2013a) states:

Decision rules are evaluated in terms of their expected consequences, over some

population of possible test takers. Decision programs that generally achieve their

goals and do not have serious negative consequences are considered acceptable, or
valid, and those that do not achieve their intended goals or have serious negative

consequences are considered unacceptable, or invalid (p. 455).

Bachman and Palmer (2010) extend consequences further to include other
stakeholders in the test. The first claim in Bachman and Palmer’s AUA is that “The
consequences of using an assessment and of the decisions that are made are beneficial to
stakeholders” (p. 158). The warrant for the utilization inference of the BET IUA is drawn
directly from Bachman and Palmer’s AUA, and is that uses of BET scores are beneficial to
stakeholders.

It is important to note here that much of the backing sought in the BET IUA argument
which has been presented so far in the first five inferences of the BET IUA is also relevant as
backing for assumptions in the utilization inference. Full evidence from this study for the
course placement/streaming and achievement functions of the BETs from all inferences in the
BET validity argument is discussed in sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2. Additional backing to that
sought for the first five inferences, which is relevant to the intended uses of the BETS, is
presented in the utilization inference from three of the most important stakeholder groups in
the BETSs: students, teachers and university administrators. The BET utilization inference

IUA is summarized in Table 4.9.
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Utilization Inference

Warrant: Uses of BET scores are beneficial to stakeholders

Assumptions underlying the
warrant

Backing sought to support assumption

Potential Rebuttals

Placement/Streaming,
Achievement ITUA

1. BET scores are sufficient
and relevant for making
decisions about GE course
placement and class
streaming.

1. Results of teacher attitudes surveys show that
most teachers think that the BETs
place/stream classes effectively

Results of teacher surveys show that most teachers think
that the BETs do not place/stream classes effectively

Placement/streaming

2. Results of a teacher perceptions of their class’
ability surveys show clear differences
between teacher perceptions of their class’
ability between GE courses and class streams

Results of teacher perceptions of their class’ ability
surveys show little difference between teacher perceptions
of their class’ ability between GE courses and class
streams

Placement/streaming

3. Teacher comments in focus group interviews
indicate that most teachers believe the BETs
place/stream classes effectively

Teacher comments in focus group interviews indicate that
some teachers don’t believe the BETs place/stream
classes effectively

Placement/streaming

4. Rasch person separation measures indicate

Person separation measures indicate that the BETs cannot

th_at_the BFTTS can separate test takers into two separate test takers into two distinct ability levels Placement
distinct ability levels
2 Res_ult_s of student SUrveys show that_ a Results of student surveys indicate that a large proportion
majority of students believe that their . . , . o
, . R . of students believe that their classmates’ English ability is Placement /
classmates’ English ability is similar to their Lo . : : ;
. A dissimilar to their own and/or that their GE class is not streaming
own and that their GE class is suitable for . .
. suitable for their level
their level
6. Phi(lambda) statistics show that the BETSs . - .
dependably classified students into the two Phi(lambda) statistics show that the BETs did not Placement

course levels

dependably classified students into the two course levels

2. BET scores are sufficient
and relevant for assessing
student achievement of the
GE course goals.

1. Results of teacher surveys show that most
teachers think that the BETs effectively
measure student reading and listening
proficiency

Results of teacher surveys show that most teachers think
that the BETs do not effectively measure student reading
and listening proficiency

Achievement
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2 aRrilil %bélll_t}r/ssEe;ltrlls;lecsalrr;(tj;ctaeget ?;ite':z(?n?oE;Tese Reliability statistics indicate that the BERTs and BELTs
levels for assessmgn t of the course qoals for cannot separate test takers into three levels for assessment
the two levels of GE COUrses g of the course goals for the two levels of GE courses
The BETs have beneficial | 1~ Student survey responses show that most Student survey responses show that most students prefer
impact on learning. students prefer to be in streamed classes to be in mixed-ability classes
3.1. Students benefit from Placement/streaming
being placed in ; ; ;
courses and streamed 2. Most teachers in focus group interviews Some teachers in the focus groups think that course and Impact
agree that students benefit from course .
classes based on BET placement placement is harmful for some students
results.
32 Students find BET Student survey results indicate that a majority of | Student survey results indicate that a large proportion of
- scores to be informative students find BET scores to be useful indicators | students do not find BET scores to be useful indicators of Impact
of their English ability their English ability
L Ssttﬁg::ttssﬁgvgoﬁjggzr;?agatic}?22 ng; Student survey results indicate that a large proportion of
3.3. Students find BET their BET Scores y P students are indifferent to improving their BET scores.
scores to be motivating. 2. Teachers in focus group interviews generally | Teachers in focus group interviews generally disagree that Impact
agree that their students are motivated to their students are motivated to study hard to get good
study hard to get good BET scores BET scores
L ;Z?Ctuirség'::f;?/g;Ougsli?it\i;\?hef\;vj ehnc(llf)&::e Teachers in focus group interviews indicated that the
their teachin P BETSs have a negative or little influence on their teaching
The BETS have beneficial g —
2. Survey results indicate that teachers often Impact

impact on teaching.

thought about how their teaching would
affect their students’ BET scores when
preparing classes

Survey results indicate that teachers rarely or never
thought about how their teaching would affect their
students’ BET scores when preparing classes

Uses of BET scores have
beneficial impact on senior
managers’ attitudes to the
BECC assessment system.

Senior managers in semi-structured
interviews are in favour of GE course
placement and class streaming

Senior managers would prefer mixed ability GE classes

Placement/streaming
and Impact

Senior managers in semi-structured
interviews agree with presenting students
with scores to show their reading and
listening ability

Senior managers would prefer other evidence of learning
over or in addition to test scores

Achievement and
Impact
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4.6.1 Assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant

Assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant is that BET scores are sufficient and
relevant for making decisions about GE course placement and class streaming. That the
BETs are able to stream students effectively into the A1-A2 and the A2-B1 GE courses, and
also into class streams within those courses, is important in order to provide benefits to the
most important stakeholder groups of students and teachers.

The first backing sought for this inference comes from results of teacher surveys in
which teachers were asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with two
statements about the placement/streaming functions of the BETs. These statements were:

a. The BETs do a good job of streaming students into classes by English language

ability.

b. Students in the higher-streamed classes | teach clearly have higher overall

English language proficiency than students in the lower-streamed classes I teach.
Details about the administration of the teacher attitudes to the BETs surveys can be found in
section 5.3.5.2, and survey results for these two items are discussed in section 6.6.1.

The second backing for this assumption was sought from the answers to another
survey in which teachers were asked to estimate the percentage of students in their classes
who could effectively perform each of CEFR can do statements from levels A1-BL1. If the
average proportions of students judged to be able perform can do statements are obviously
higher for classes in the A2—B1 course than for classes in the A1-A2 course, this would
provide backing for the course placement function of the BETs. Similarly, if the average
proportions of students perceived to be able to perform can do statements are clearly higher
for higher streamed classes within a GE course, this would provide solid backing for the BET
streaming function. The teacher perceptions of GE class ability survey is explained in section

5.3.5.3, and the results ae presented in section 6.6.2.
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The third form of backing for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant was sought from
teacher comments in focus group interviews. Three questions in the teacher focus group
interviews were relevant to assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant. These were

a. How effective is the use of BET scores for streaming students for GE classes?

b. What are the effects of current GE steaming policy for teacher classroom

management, and class preparation?

c. How beneficial is the current GE streaming policy for students?

Details about the administration of the teacher focus groups can be found in section
5.3.6.1, and results are presented and analysed in section 6.6.3.

The fourth backing for this assumption is that Rasch person separation and strata
measures indicate that the BETSs can separate test takers into two distinct ability levels for
course placement, and three or four ability levels for class streaming. Person separation and
strata indices are ways to “compute how many statistically different levels of performance
can be identified” (Wright, 2001). Wright presents three different separation/strata indices
which may be used depending on the situation. Person separation is the most conservative of
the three measures and it assumes a normal distribution. Strata reliability assumes that the
tales or extremes of the distribution are performance levels and thus results in higher values
than the person separation index. Finally, for skewed distributions Wright provides a “Wright
strata reliability”, which shows “the maximum number of statistically different strata the test
can identify.” Wright recommends “to choose the one ... that makes the most sense in your
situation.” In the case of the BETSs it seems reasonable to assume that the tails of the
distribution represent distinct performance levels. This is based on teacher comments which
indicate that teachers believe that some of their learners are at the pre-Al level and that some
learners are at the B1 level. In addition, the results of the OOPT placed a few learners at the

pre-Al level and also a few learners at the B1 level. Therefore, Wright’s second option of the
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strata statistic is used as the third backing for assumption 1 of the extrapolation inference
warrant. Person separation statistics are also provided as a more conservative estimate.
Person separation and strata statistics over two for the BETs used for course placement within
this study would provide strong backing to support assumption 1 of the extrapolation
inference warrant.

In 2015 the two GE courses were further streamed into a high and a low stream within
each course. In 2016 the A1-A2 course was not subdivided, but the A2—-B1 course was
streamed into high and low classes. Therefore, person separation/strata statistics of 4 or over
would be required for the BETs as a whole to support the 2015 streaming policy, and person
separation/strata statistics of 3 or over would be required to support the 2016 streaming
policy. Person separation and strata statistics for the BETSs in this study which were used for
course placement and streaming are provided and discussed in section 6.6.4.

The fifth backing for the first assumption of the BET IUA utilization was sought from
the results of five items in the student attitudes to the BETs surveys. The five Likert scale
items were:

a) | think that the other students in my BECC English class have similar English

language ability to myself.

b) In my class, most students’ English skills are similar to mine.

c) | feel that the level of my class is appropriate for my level of English.

d) The level of the classroom handouts (materials | download) is appropriate for my

English level.

e) | can clearly understand what my classmates are saying in English.

Results relevant to assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant are presented and
discussed in section 6.6.5. These questions were not included in the April/May 2016 survey

administered to recently entered first-year students on the assumption that the students had
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not yet had enough time in class (around one month) to answer the questions in an informed
way.

The final backing sought for assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant comes
from phi(lambda) statistics calculated for the BETs within the frame of this study that were
used for course placement purposes. Phi(lambda) is a squared-error loss agreement approach
which provides an indication of the dependability of cut scores (Brown, 2005). According to
Boyle and Rahman (2013) “Squared-error loss agreement indices are — as a matter of
principle — the most appropriate indices for ‘internal reliability’ analyses of CRTs with cut
scores” (p. 30). Phi(lambda) can be interpreted as the percentage of correct classification
decisions made. For example, a phi(lambda) of .9 would be interpreted as meaning that 90%
of test takers had been classified correctly. I could not find any rules of thumb in the literature
for what constitutes an acceptable percentage of phi(lambda) for an in-house placement test.
Phi(lambda) is also dependent on the distance of the cut-point from the mean test score, with
cut points set further from the mean being more dependable and thus resulting in higher
phi(lambda) statistics, and cut-points set close to the mean being less dependable and
consequently giving lower phi(lambda) statistics. Given that the ability range of GE students
is relatively narrow, and the moderate stakes nature of classification decisions based on the
test phi(lambda) statistics of around .8, meaning that 80% of students are correctly classified
into either the A1-A2 course or the A2-B1 course would be taken as sufficient backing for
this assumption. These results are presented in section 6.6.6.

4.6.2 Assumption 2 of the utilization inference warrant
Assumption 2 of the utilization inference warrant is that BET scores are sufficient and
relevant for assessing student achievement of the GE course goals. The majority of the
backing and rebuttal evidence relevant to this assumption is presented and discussed in

sections covering the previous five inferences in the BET IUA, and an overall evaluation and
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discussion of the achievement function of the BETs within the frame of this study is
presented in section 7.2.2. In this section, two additional backings sought, which are related
to the achievement function of the BETS, are presented. This first backing comes from
answers to two questions on the teacher attitudes to the BETs surveys. The two questions are:
a) I think the BETS are an effective way to measure GE students’ English reading
proficiency.
b) 1 think the BETSs are an effective way to measure GE students’ English listening
proficiency.
These two questions are both directly relevant to assessing the ability of the BETs within the
frame of this study to act as effective achievement tests of the GE course reading and
listening goals. The results for these two Likert scale items are presented and discussed in
section 6.6.7.

The second backing for this assumption was sought from the reliability statistics, and
resulting strata statistics, for the BERTs and BELTs. The BERTs and BELTs aim to assess
achievement of the GE course goals for reading and listening for both the higher (A2-B1)
stream and for the lower (A1-A2) stream. In order to separate test takers into groups who had
achieved the B1 goal of the higher GE course, the A2 goal of the lower GE course, and those
who had not achieved the course goals the BERTs and BELTs would have to be able to
separate test takers into three groups. As explained in section 4.3.1 this would require
reliability statistics for the BERTs and BELTS of at least .8. Reliability statistics as backing
for this assumption are discussed in section 6.6.8.

4.6.3 Assumption 3 of the utilization inference warrant
Assumption 3 of the BET utilization inference warrant is that The BETs have

beneficial impact on learning. This assumption is broken down into three sub-assumptions.
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4.6.3.1 Sub-assumption 3.1

The first sub-assumption is that students benefit from being placed in courses and
streamed classes based on BET results. Backing sought for this sub-assumption comes from
student and teacher opinions.

The first backing sought for this assumption comes from answers to a question on the
student attitudes to the BETSs survey which asked students whether they would prefer to study
in a class with a wide range of English ability or a class of students with English ability
similar to their own ability.

The item in English and Japanese follows.

ZOITHHEOERICIEZ, BEAOERIZUYTCIELILDICTF oy 720N TLZE WD

1. BbLEGTESIENTEDZ20OREL, FIL...

Q) WD LU Ay EIRIERI UFAED 7 T A
by EHH5TH W
¢) bk, k., ETHMDOFEDENENND LA RRES>TNS Y T A
For question 17, choose the answer which matches your opinion.

If I could choose, I would prefer to be ...

a) in a class with students whose English skills are about the same level as mine

b) I don’t have a preference either way

c) in a mixed-level class, with some students having more advanced level English
skills and others having intermediate or beginner level English skills.

This item was adopted from previous research on student streaming preferences by
Joyce and McMillan (2010). A large majority of students expressing a preference for being in
a class with students of similar ability to their own would provide strong backing for sub-

assumption 3.1 of the utilization inference on the assumption that meeting students
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preferences for course streaming is beneficial for student motivation and learning.
Proportions of students who chose each of the three options are presented and discussed in
section 6.6.9.

The second backing sought for sub-assumption 3.1 of the utilization inference warrant
comes from the responses of teachers in the focus group interviews. Two questions in the
focus group interviews were relevant as backing. These were:

a) What are the effects of current GE steaming policy for teacher classroom
management, and class preparation?
b) How beneficial is the current GE streaming policy for students?
Comments from teachers in the focus group interviews which generally see the GE course
placement/streaming policy as beneficial would provide backing for this assumption. These

results are presented and discussed in section 6.6.10.

4.6.3.2 Sub-assumption 3.2
The second sub-assumption related to the positive effect on learning is that students
find BET scores to be informative. Backing to support this assumption was sought from an
analysis of answers to the following five statements in the student attitudes to the BETs and
class streaming surveys.
a) |think my BET results help me to know what I can do in English.
b) Ithink my BET scores help me to know my English proficiency level in
reading, listening (and grammar).
c) |think my BET scores help me to know my weak points in English.
d) I think my BET scores help me to know my strong points in English.

e) My BET scores are useful to help me to plan my English study
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A high proportion of survey takers agreeing to these statements and a generally strong
level of agreement would provide solid backing for a claim that the BET scores provide
students with useful information about their English ability. The results for these survey

statements are presented and discussed in section 6.6.11.

4.6.3.3 Sub-assumption 3.3

The third sub-assumption for assumption 3 of the utilization inference is that students
find BET scores to be motivating. The first backing for this sub-assumption was sought from
the answers to two Likert scale statements in the student attitudes to the BETs and class
streaming surveys, as follow.

a) | want to improve my BET score on my next BET.

b) I’m motivated to study harder to improve my BET score.
A high proportion of students agreeing to these statements, along with a high degree of
agreement would provide solid backing for this assumption. The relevant results are
discussed in section 6.6.12.

The second backing for this assumption was sought from teacher answers in the focus
groups. The question relevant to this assumption was “To what extent do you think BETs
affect students’ motivation for learning English language?” Relevant answers from the focus
groups are presented and discussed in section 6.6.13.

4.6.4 Assumption 4 of the utilization inference warrant
Assumption 4 of the warrant for the BET utilization inference is that the BETs have beneficial
impact on teaching. The first backing for this assumption was sought from answers elicited
from teachers in the two focus groups conducted in 2015 and 2016. The questions which aimed
to elicit information about how the BETSs affected teaching practice in the GE courses was How

do you try to prepare your GE students for the BETs? The 2015 focus group interview also had
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a second question related to this assumption which was How much class time do you spend on
preparing your students for the BETs?

If teacher responses in the focus groups indicate that the BETs have a positive
influence on their teaching, this would provide backing for this assumption. On the other
hand, if teachers indicate that the BETs have a negative influence on the teaching or little or
no influence this would provide rebuttal evidence for this assumption. An analysis of
teachers’ answers to these questions in the focus groups is presented in section 6.6.14.

The second backing for assumption 4 of the utilization inference warrant was sought
from the results of the anonymous teacher surveys described in section 5.3.5.2. The survey
question relevant as backing for this assumption was: | think (thought) about how my
teaching will (would) affect my students’ BET scores when preparing my GE classes. (the
wording was slightly different depending on when the survey was administered). If teachers
indicate that they generally did not think about the BETs when preparing their classes, this
would provide rebuttal evidence for assumption 6 of the utilization warrant. These results are
presented and discussed in section 6.6.15.

4.6.5 Assumption 5 of the utilization inference warrant

The fifth assumption of the utilization warrant is that uses of BET scores have
beneficial impact on senior managers’ attitudes to the BECC assessment system. The first
backing for assumption 5 of the utilization warrant was sought from the answers to a question
in semi-structured interviews with HBWU senior managers. The question was: “What do you
think about streaming English classes for GE courses?”. If managers show general agreement
with the placement/streaming policy for GE classes this would provide backing for this
assumption, and consequently for the placement/streaming function of the BETs. Ambivalent
or negative opinions toward course placement and class streaming from senior managers

would provide rebuttal evidence for this assumption. The methodology of the management
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interviews is explained in section 5.3.6.2, and the results relevant to assumption 5 are
presented in section 6.6.16.

The second backing for assumption 6 of the utilization inference warrant backing was
sought from answers to the question in the management semi-structured interviews: “How
important is it to give students numerical scores to show their English ability in reading,
listening and speaking?” If interviewees agree on the value of presenting students with
numerical scores representing their reading and listening ability, this would provide backing
for this assumption and therefore backing for the achievement function of the BETs from the
perspective of this important group of stakeholders. Results from these interviews are

presented in section 6.6.17.
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CHAPTERS

Materials and Methods

5.0 Introduction

This chapter explains the materials and methods used for this study. Firstly, the study
participants and ethical consent procedures are described. Then, the materials used to seek
backings for the BET IUA are described, and the methods used to analyse the data are
explained.
5.1 Participants

Potential students to participate in this study were all first year GE students in the
2015/16 academic year, and all first and second year GE students in 2016/17 academic year.
From examining GE class lists it was found that in the 2015/16 academic year, 269 students
studied the first year of the new General English curriculum. For the first time in the 2016/17
academic year English language majors in the Global Communication Department also took
the new GE curriculum resulting in a total of 274 students. 274 students also took the second
year of the new GE curriculum in the 2016/17 academic year. The number of students
studying the second-year GE curriculum in 2016-2017 is slightly higher than the number of
first year students studying GE in 2015-2016 due to some repeating students. All students in
the frame of this study were female Japanese nationals around the ages of 18 or 19, as no

foreign students were enrolled in the university over this time.
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Study
Department 2015 GE 2016 GE 2016 GE
Freshman Freshman Sophomore

Curriculum Curriculum Curriculum

Early

Childhood 125 111 127

Education

Welfare 52 39 54

Psychology 22 25 22

Nutrition 70 78 71

Global =~ NA 21 NA

Communication

Total 269 274 274

BECC teachers and learning advisors also contributed their opinions to this study

through surveys. At the start of the 2015/16 academic year there were 13 full-time teachers

and learning advisors (LAs) working at the BECC. Specifically, there was a BECC Director,

a BECC Assistant Director (the researcher of this study), nine teachers and two full-time

learning advisors. The Assistant Director also taught BECC classes, and the BECC Director

taught BECC classes and also did some learning advising. 12 of the teachers and learning

advisors had MAs in applied linguistics, education or TESOL, and one had an MA in

Japanese Language and Society. Of these 13 full-time staff, five were female and seven were

male. The staff were a mixture of nationalities consisting of five Americans, one Canadian,

two British, two Japanese, two New Zealanders, and one Australian.

In the second semester of the 2015/16 academic year the BECC Director and one

learning advisor left the BECC, one of these staff was replaced by a new male American

teacher with a Masters in TESOL and a new American LA with a Masters in Business

Administration, bringing the total number of American staff to seven out of 13.

Finally, in 2016 one American teacher left the BECC and two new teachers of

Filipino nationality one with a PhD in English language, and one with an MA in applied
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linguistics joined the BECC, bringing the total number of teachers and learning advisors to
14. For this study, these BECC teachers and LAs are considered to be experts on students
who took the GE curriculum, and those teachers who taught the GE curriculum are
considered to be experts on the GE curriculum.

More details about the participants for each of the data collection methods used are
presented later in this chapter, when explaining the collection methods.

5.1.1 Ethical issues

All students who took the 2015 BET1 and the 2016 BET1 were requested to fill in
and sign an informed consent form after the test, which gave permission to use their BET
results for research. The informed consent form was in the students’ native language of
Japanese, and a Japanese native speaker was present to answer any student questions. Copies
of the student informed consent form in both English and Japanese are attached as Appendix
B.

All BECC teachers who took surveys related to the BETSs, and/or who participated in
the focus groups were also asked to fill in informed consent forms. Copies of the informed
consent forms for instructors are attached as Appendix C.

In addition, HBWU senior managers who agreed to participate in semi-structured
interviews completed informed consent forms. Copies of the informed consent forms for
university senior managers are attached as Appendix D.

Approval for the study was granted by both the Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s
University Ethics Committee and the Human Research Ethics Committee of Macquarie
University (attached as Appendix E.)

5.2 Mixed-methods approach
This study employs a mixed-methods research (MMR) approach to gathering and

analysing data (See Riazi and Candlin, 2014 for a thorough overview of MMR in linguistics
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and language education research). The MMR approach taken in this study is what Greene,
Caracelli & Graham (1989) define as a complementarity approach. In a complementarity
MMR approach a combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods is used to
gain insight into different levels and aspects of a phenomenon. Caracelli & Graham explain
that the different quantitative and qualitative data sought in a complimantry MMR aproach
are best gathered concurrently, as was the case in this study. MMR is used in the BET
validity argument to seek backing for varied inferences and assumptions.
5.3 Materials and data collection

This section firstly presents a table which summarizes the sources of evidence to be
used in the BET validity argument. Secondly a brief outline of each source of evidence is
presented.

Table 5.2 provides a summary of the types of evidence analysed in this study.

Table 5.2. Sources of Evidence Used in the BET Validity Argument

Data Source Description

Documents made during BET design, which show the
units from which lessons were chosen, on which to
base BET item and testlet content

A document describing the structure and purpose of
the BETs, BET administrative procedures, and giving
The BET specifications specifications for how to write BET testlets. Three
iterations of the BET specifications from the 2014/15,
2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years were examined
Separate documents for each of the GE first-year
course and second-year course which describe the
course goals, timeline, assessment schedule,
homework and attendance policy etc

Documents made as part of the new GE curriculum
design and revision process in 2015 and 2016, which
show how BET type tasks are represented across the
GE curriculum

Copies of the BET question booklets for the BET1
2015, the BETs 1 & 2 2016, and the BETs 1-3 2017

Tapescripts for listening passages from the BELTs
within the frame of this study

BET domain coverage
documents

GE course outlines

Tables showing BET task
type representation in the
GE curriculum

GE and BET Administrative Documents

BET question booklets

BET
Documents

BELT tapescripts
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Language Proficiency Tests

BET results

Results of the BET1 2015, the BETs 1 & 2 2016 and
the BETs 2 & 3 2017

BEST results

Results of in-house speaking tests known as the
BESTS, specifically 2015 BEST2, and the 2016
BESTs 1-4

Oxford Online Placement
Test

The OOPT, a standardised, computer adaptive,
CEFR-aligned test, was administered to a
representative sample of GE students who took each
of the BETs within the frame of this study

TOEIC scores were available for a convenience

Interviews

TOEIC sample of students in the Global Communication
Department
Student Attitudes to the Surveys of students’ opinions about the BETs and GE
o BETSs and Class class streaming were administered around the time of
@ | Streaming Survey each BET within the frame of this study
Jf,) Teacher Attitudes to the Surveys of tt_eacher a_md LAs opini_or_ls of the BET_s and
BETS survey class streaming, v_vhlch were admm_lstered three times
over the time period covered by this study
g . Focus groups interviews about the BETs were
";’ Focus Group Interviews conducted in May 2015 and again in August 2016
& | Semi-structured Semi-structured interviews were conducted with key
c

senior managers at HBWU

Grades

Student grades for the GE
course

Grades for the first semester of the FE and GE
courses were used for correlational analyses

Quizzes

Scores from GE unit
vocabulary quizzes.

Results of vocabulary quizzes on important
vocabulary encountered in lessons, which GE
students took at the end of each GE unit

Analyses

Correlational analyses

Spearman and Pearson correlations of BET scores
with several criteria

Rasch Analysis

Rasch analysis was used for item analysis, separation
statistics, and for creating Wright maps

Vocabulary | Statistical | Vocabulary |Course

Profiling

Vocabulary frequency
profiles

Vocabulary frequency profiles of BET question
booklets and tapescripts were produced using tools
from the Compleat Lexical Tutor website

5.3.1

BECC administrative documents

Several BECC administrative documents are drawn on for this study. These

documents are briefly described in the following sections. As Bachman and Palmer (2010)
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explain, such administrative documents can be an important form of backing to support

warrants in an argument-based approach to validation.

5.3.1.1 Tables showing the representation of GE curriculum content in BETs

Google sheets were used to enter which unit and lesson titles were used as the basis
for designing BET items and testlets. The work of writing/rewriting the BETs was divided
amongst writers by testlet, and testlet writers were responsible for entering the lesson on
which they based their new or recycled testlet in the document. The sheets for the BETs 1 &
2 2016 listed which unit of the six units in the 2015-16 FE curriculum each item in the test
was based on, and a formula was used to add up the totals and to calculate a percentage of
representation of each unit in the BET1 and BET2. As only the first year of the new
curriculum was available for designing the 2016 BETS, only the FE material is covered by the
BET1 and BET2 2016. Items that drew on content from more than one unit were entered as
“multiple.”

The same process was followed in the planning and item writing stages of the 2017
BETSs. As the newly designed second-year or Sophomore English (SE) materials for the new
GE curriculum were used in the 2016/17 academic year, all three BETs 1, 2 and 3 were
included in the analysis. The longer-term plan for the BETs was that the BET1 will contain
50% FE content and 50% SE content to act as a baseline achievement test of the whole GE
curriculum, so that student progress can be measured across two years of study. The BET2
would contain 100% FE content to act as an achievement test of students first year of study,
and the BET3 would contain 50% FE and 50% SE content to act as a final achievement test
of the whole GE curriculum. Due to limited teacher hours available for revising the 2017
BETs it was decided that the BET1 2017 would be based only on the FE curriculum to limit

the amount of new items that had to be written, the BET2 would also be based on the FE
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curriculum to act as an achievement test of the first-year of students’ studies, and the BET3
2017 would contain 50% FE and 50% SE materials to act as an achievement test for the first
cohort to complete the new GE curriculum.

For the BET1 2015, a table was created showing the units and lessons on which each
testlet was created post hoc by the researcher as no such table was available from the creation
process. While the BET1 2015 was being made the first semester of materials for the new
curriculum was also being made, so it was not possible to base the BET1 2015 on the whole
of the new curriculum. Instead the BET1 2015 was based on the first semester of materials
that was undergoing creation, as well as those lessons that it was thought were likely to
remain in the new curriculum, based on the curriculum design plan. Therefore the researcher
analysed the BET1 2015 content post hoc against the actual GE curriculum completed by the
students who took the BET1 2015 over two years, to see the extent to which the items in the
BET1 2015 actually represented the themes and content of the revised curriculum that the
students went on to study. Summary tables for the BETs within this study are attached as
Appendix F. As noted in section 4.1.2 for the BETS to act as effective placement and
achievement tests, it is very important that the BETs cover a broad and representative sample
of the GE curriculum. Therefore these tables were used to seek backing for the first

assumption in the BET IUA domain definition inference.

5.3.1.2 The BET specifications

The BET specifications are a document which outlines the BET purpose, structure
and content, as well as including proctoring guidelines for the administration of the tests.
Test specifications are important to define the overall purpose of a test, to give clear
instructions for standardised test administration, and to describe how tasks should be

written (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010; Carr, 2011). Test specifications thus form the
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bedrock of test development, and as such are an essential component of backing for some
assumptions in the BET IUA. The first version of the BET specifications was made in
2014 as part of the process of making the 2015 BETSs. The specifications were also updated
periodically over the span of BET development covered by this study. Three versions of
the BET specifications were available for analysis in this study. These are BET
specifications 2014-15 dated as being updated on August 23, 2015, and the BET Specs
2015-16, dated as being updated on January 15, 2016, and the BET specifications 2016—

17 dated as being updated on September 22, 2016.

5.3.1.3 Can do statements for testlets in the BET specifications

Analysis of the can do statements, which were listed in the BET specifications for
each testlet type to show the reading or listening CEFR can do descriptor targeted by each
testlet were analysed to produce backing sought for assumption 1 of the domain definition
(presented in section 4.1). For this backing, the can do statements that BET testlets claim to
test for three versions of BET specifications from 2014-2016 were listed and analysed in a
table. The can do statements were then analysed by the researcher for their fit to the
curriculum goals, and their match to the testlet task. Can do statements that did not appear to
match the curriculum goals of CEFR levels A2 and B1, or that did not appear to match the
task requirement of a testlet were identified and suggestions for more appropriate can do
statements in terms of matching the testlet task requirements and the curriculum goals of
CEFR A2 and B1 proficiency were suggested as needed. In some cases, both in the existing
BET specifications, and in the suggestions for improved target can do statements which were
made by the researcher, EAQUALS can do statements were used instead of CEFR can do
statements if an EAQUALS can do statement was seen to provide a better description of a

task requirements than a CEFR descriptor. EAQUALS can do statements are revised versions
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of the CEFR can do statements developed for the European Language Portfolio project
(EAQUALS, 2017). The results of this analysis are attached as Appendix G and are discussed
in section 6.1.3.

In addition, these checked can do statements along with the suggested revisions were
compared to the detailed CEFR reading and listening can do statements at the curriculum
target levels of A2 and B1 to determine the actual BET coverage of the can do statements at
the target CEFR levels. This analysis was done to seek the second backing for assumption 2
of the BET domain definition inference warrant. Results of this analysis are presented in
Appendix H and discussed in section 6.1.4. The can do statements in the BET specifications
were analysed, because they form a key link between BET testlets and the aspects of the
CEFR which the BETSs claim to test. Thus, the can do statement for BET testlets are an
essential component of arguing that the BETSs are able to place student proficiency at the
target CEFR levels.

5.3.2 BET Documents

5.3.2.1 BET question booklets and tapescripts

BET question booklets, which contain test instructions, reading passages, items,
keys and distractors for the BETs within the frame of this study were used for vocabulary
analysis. Tapescripts, which have transcripts of the listening passages used in the BELTs
within the frame of this study, were also used for vocabulary analysis. For comprehension
of reading and listening texts it is important that the majority of vocabulary be
comprehensible to readers, therefore the vocabulary in the BET question booklets and
tapescripts was analysed as explained in section 5.3.10.4, to assess if the level of

vocabulary was appropriate to the test target CEFR levels.



140

5.3.2.2 BET task and curriculum task comparison tables

As explained in section 4.1.4, it is important for both achievement and placement tests
that test task types are similar to tasks in the target domain. Thus tables showing the number
of tasks in the GE curriculum which were similar to BET tasks were analysed to seek support
for assumption 3 of the BET IUA domain definition inference.

Tables were made to count the number and dispersion of tasks across the GE
curriculum which were similar to BET tasks as part of the curriculum design and review
process in 2015 and 2016. To make the tables the teachers responsible examined the listening
and reading tasks in the classroom materials and compared them to the testlet types specified
in the BET specifications. Differences between the lesson tasks and BET testlet types were
noted in the table, and if a lesson task was judged to be sufficiently similar to a BET testlet
type it was counted. The analysis focused on features such as the question response type (i.e.,
the BETs have multiple choice questions, so only multiple choice questions were counted),
the amount of words in a text, the number of texts for a task, and the format of the task, for
example, if it included an example question.

However, BET review lessons which were given to students before their BETs, were
not included in the analysis, so they were added post hoc by the researcher. In addition,
periodic listening, reading, vocabulary and grammar assessments in the curriculum were not
included in the counts, so these have also been added by the researcher. For example, GE
students also take three vocabulary quizzes per semester, and these quizzes each contain 5
items very similar to BERT Part 2. Therefore, BERT Part 2 counts for these vocabulary
quizzes were also added to the tables in the assessments category by the researcher.

Tables showing the representation of BET testlet type tasks in the 2016 GE materials
were made as part of preparation for revising the GE materials for implementation in the first

semester of 2017. As a consequence, the counts for first semester materials were based on
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revised materials to be used from 2017, and only the semester 2—4 materials counts
represented the GE 2016 curriculum. As such, it was necessary for the researcher to check
and enter tasks which were similar to BET testlets for FE 2016 semester 1 only. The analysis
for semester 2—4 lessons was left as is, because it represents expert teacher opinion of the
2016 GE materials. The researcher also checked that the interpretation of whether lesson
tasks sufficiently matched BET testlet specifications to be counted was consistent across the
two years of analysis for lessons which were unchanged, in cases in which there was a
differing analysis, the second-year interpretation took precedent. The tables are attached as
Appendix I.
5.3.3 BET results

The results of the 2015 BET1, the 2016 BETs 1 & 2 and the 2017 BETs 2 & 3 are
analysed in this study. The format of the tests is summarized in sections 1.5.4-1.5.6. The
number of students who gave permission for their results to be used for this research is
summarized in Table 5.3. The BET1s, and the BET2 2017 were taken by students from all
five of the university’s departments, but the BET2 2016 and the BET3 2017 were not taken
by students in the GCD department, which reduced the overall number of students who took
these tests.

Table 5.3. BET Results Available for Analysis

BET Number of Test takers giving informed consent
BET1 2015 261
BET1 2016 246
BET?2 2016 222
BET2 2017 239
BET3 2017 217

BET results were analysed using Rasch analysis, as explained in section 5.3.10.2.
Reliability and dependability statistics for the BETs examined in this study are give in table

6.1 in section 6.3.1.
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5.3.4 Bunkyo English Speaking Test results

As explained in section 4.5.1, results of speaking tests aligned to the curriculum target
CEFR levels were correlated with BET scores to seek backing for the assumption beneath the
BET IUA extrapolation inference warrant. This backing was sought because the BETs 1 and
2 in this study were used for placing and streaming students into courses and classes which
had speaking proficiency goals, and which also had a large spoken communication
component. Therefore, to justify the placement function of the BETS, it is important to
establish a strong relationship between BET scores and English speaking ability, as speaking
ability is a major part of language performance in the BET domain.

In conjunction with the BETSs speaking tests aligned to the new GE curriculum were
introduced in 2015 and 2016. These tests were labelled as the Bunkyo English Speaking
Tests (BESTs) and form part of the BET suit of exams in addition to the BERTs and BELTS.
As with the BERTs and BELTs, BEST tasks were designed by adapting the style of tasks in
the KET and PET, in this case the speaking sections of these tests. The BEST is a
standardised test with a paired format in which a pair of two students is double graded by two
examiners. One examiner employs a holistic rubric, and the other examiner employs an
analytic rubric. The holistic rubric is graded out of 5 and the analytic rubric has three
categories each graded out of five. The final test score is weighted by doubling the holistic
rating to a score out of ten, adding it to the analytic score out of fifteen for a total out of 25. A
final score is then calculated out of 15, by dividing scores by 25 and then multiplying them
by 15. This means that the holistic score has a weighting of 40% and the analytic score has a
weighting of 60%. Each BEST is administered at the end of a semester, and is designed to
represent tasks from that semester’s GE materials. BEST speaking tasks are intended to

represent a wide sample of topics and tasks from the target semester of the GE curriculum.
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The BEST1 2015 was not used for analysis as student numbers were not recorded
with test grades, which complicated matching BET scores to BEST scores in this case. All
other BESTSs within the frame of this study were used for analysis.

Space restriction do not permit a detailed validity argument for the BESTSs to be
presented here. However, the facts that BEST rubrics were base on CEFR can do statements
at the A1-B1 levels, that teachers were given standardised rater training before each BEST
administration, that BEST tasks were thoroughly edited during the creation process to ensure
maximum coverage of the target curriculum and consistency between tasks, and that the
BESTSs have reasonable Chronbach’s alpha reliabilities as shown in table 5.4 indicate that the
BESTs are a reasonably reliable measure of speaking ability in the BET target domain of the
GE curriculum. The reliabilities of the BESTs 1 and 3, and the BESTs 2 and 4 are very
similar, and this is likely due to these tests having the same examiners, who received the
same training, and that the tests were the same format and were administered around the same
time.

Table 5.4. BEST Reliabilities

BEST Chronbach’s Alpha
BEST2 2015 (n = 223) 87
BEST1 2016 (n = 245) .78
BEST2 2016 (n = 242) 87
BEST3 2016 (n = 217) .78
BEST4 2016 (n = 215) .88

5.3.5 Surveys

5.3.5.1 Student attitudes to the BETs and class streaming surveys
Student attitudes to the BETs and class streaming surveys were administered five

times across the two-year timeframe of this study, soon after BET administrations. The
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survey was administered using the online survey platform SurveyMonkey, and was taken by
students in class on their iPads when BECC teachers were able to spare the lesson time.
Students were asked to indicate how strongly they agree with a set of statements on a scale
from 1-6, in which 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat
agree, 5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree. The survey was administered in Japanese. Statements
from the surveys are attached as Appendix J. The questions are presented in both their
Japanese translation for the survey administration, and in the original English. There were a
few differences in questions across administrations, and some additional questions were
added for the 2017 administration. Therefore, the survey administration(s) for which
statements were used, are indicated with check marks in the columns to the right of the table.
To analyse the survey data, results for students who opened the survey but who did
not respond to the items were first removed. Responses which consisted of a single numeral
for all answers (e.g. all fives) were also removed, as these respondents had probably not
thought about their answers and simply entered the same number to complete the survey as
quickly as possible. Data for respondents who had missed some questions was left in the
analysis. Responses for those students who had not given permission for their survey results
to be used for this research were also removed. The dates of the survey administrations for
which data was used for this study, and the total number of useable responses available are
given in Table 5.5, along with Chronbach’s alpha for the usable survey results, including all

answers with a 1-6 scale.
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Table 5.5. Number of Usable Responses to the Student Attitudes to the BETs and Class
Streaming Survey

Survey administration dates | Number of usable responses Chronbach’s Alpha

April 30-May 7, 2015 175 first-year students .95
January 21-February 2, 2016 206 first-year students .93
April 18-May 1, 2016 197 first-year students .93
215 first-year students .94

January 20-January 23, 2017
193 second-year students .95

5.3.5.2 Teacher attitudes to the BETs surveys

Teacher attitudes to the BETs surveys were administered three times across the period
covered by this study. As with the student surveys, the survey was administered using
SurveyMonkey. Teachers and LAs were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed with a
series of statements which were later converted to a scale from 1-6 for analysis. The
statements were: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat
agree, 5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree. Survey administration dates and the numbers of
respondents are listed in Table 5.6. For the final question on the survey respondents were
asked to indicate how often they thought about how their teaching would affect their
students’ BET scores when preparing their GE classes. These statements were also later
converted to a scale from 1-5 for analysis. The statements were 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 =
occasionally, 4 = usually, and 5 = always. To avoid any possible bias or conflict of interest
the researcher did not take any of these surveys. It was important to gather anonymous

teacher attitudes to the BETSs data, as teachers are a key BET stakeholder group.
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Table 5.6. Teacher Attitudes to the BETs Survey Administration: Dates and Numbers of
Respondents

Survey administration dates Number of respondents
June 29 — July 10, 2015 9
July 4 —July 29, 2016 12
January 10 — February 6, 2017 11

Statements used in the teacher attitudes to the BETs surveys are attached as Appendix

5.3.56.3 Teacher perceptions of GE class ability survey

This survey asked teachers to estimate the proportion of students in their GE classes
who could perform each of the CEFR can do statements from levels Al, A2 and B1 by
choosing a percentage from 0% to 100%, with choices rising in increments of 10%, (i.e. 0%,
10%, 20%, 30%, ... 100%). If teachers felt that they did not have enough information to judge
their class’ ability on a can do statement, they were instructed to choose an N/A option. All
can do statements from the CEFR self-assessment grid for levels A1-B1, for reception,
interaction and production were included in the survey for a total of 27 can do statements.
Due to limitations of space these can do statements are not included here but they can be
found online in the Structured Overview of all CEFR Scales (Council of Europe, 2001b, p. 6).

The survey was administered online through SurveyMonkey three times, firstly in
June/August 2015, secondly in July 2016 and finally in January 2017. Each survey was
analysed separately by administration date for the FE and SE courses. Any can do statement
that was entered as N/A was removed from the analysis, to ensure that the same can do
statements were consistent for each analysis. Estimated proportions for the remaining can do
statement were then averaged for each class, and lastly combined averages were made for

each GE course and class stream. The results are presented in section 6.6.2. This survey was
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considered important to include, because teachers perceptions of their students’ ability
provides a further avenue to triangulate teacher perceptions of the effectiveness of the BETs

for class streaming/placement purposes.

5.3.5.4 CEFR self-assessment survey

A self-assessment survey using CEFR can do statements for the levels A1-B1 was
administered to students within a month of each of the BETs examined in this study. Can do
statements for the survey were taken from the CEFR self-assessment grid for these three
levels for the skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing. The survey was administered
online using the online survey platform SurveyMonkey, and was taken by students on their
iPads. All BECC teachers were requested to run the survey with their GE classes. The entire
survey was delivered in Japanese including the instructions and the questions. Respondents
were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed that they were able perform the can do
statements when communicating in the English language on a Likert scale, which were later
assigned numerical values for statistical analysis. The Likert scale categories were strongly
agree = 6, agree = 5, somewhat agree = 4, somewhat disagree = 3, disagree = 2 and strongly
disagree = 1. The translated CEFR can do statements were taken from an official translation
of the CEFR into Japanese (Council of Europe 2004/2010). Minor adjustments were made to
expressions in four of the translated can do statements, to make them easier for Japanese
university students to understand.

Only results for the can do statements for reading and listening are used for this study,
as they are directly relevant as evidence for the BERTs and BELTS as tests of reading and
listening. These can do statements in their original English and also in their translated
Japanese versions are given in Appendix L. The survey can do statements for speaking and

writing are not included due to considerations of relevancy and space.
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To prepare the survey data for analysis entries with no answers, or with most answers
missing were removed. Data for respondents that had chosen the same response for all
answers (e.g. all ‘somewhat agree’) or for more than 10 answers in a row were also removed,
as these respondents had most likely not thought carefully about their survey answers and had
just rushed through the survey in order to complete it as soon as possible. However,
responses from survey takers who had entered all ‘strongly agree’ or all ‘strongly disagree’
were left in, as these responses might indicate students who perceived their ability to be
higher than B1 or lower than Al. Responses from survey takers who did not give permission
for their survey results to be used for this research were also removed. Several respondents
seemed to have taken the survey twice, so in these cases the second response for each survey
taker was removed, unless the respondent had only partially completed the survey the first
time then fully completed the survey the second time, then in this case the second response
set was kept.

After cleaning the data as outlined above, responses for writing and speaking can do
statements were removed. This left a total of six can do statements for reading and five can
do statements for listening. The reading and listening can do statements are each treated as a
separate survey for this analysis, and Cronbach’s alpha reliability for the total reading survey
and the total listening survey were calculated using Winsteps. The number of usable survey
responses, as well as Cronbach’s alpha for each of the surveys relevant to this study are given
in Appendix M. All Cronbach’s alpha statistics were above .8 for the reading and listening
can do statement sections of the surveys, which is within the range (.7—.9) commonly
considered a sufficient to indicate enough internal consistency for survey instruments. Before
running the correlations BERT and BELT items with point measure correlations of .05 for
below were removed as these items may not be effectively measuring the construct of

interest. Also, an attempt to correct to measurement error, disattenuated correlations were
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calculated for correlations between BERT, BELT and self-assessment survey results for
reading and listening. Reasons for choosing student CEFR self-assessment data as a criterion
for this study were presented in section 4.4.2.

5.3.6 Interviews

5.3.6.1 Teacher focus group interviews

Focus groups are a qualitative research method in which a group of participants is
encouraged to discuss a topic under investigation and to talk freely about the topic (Giliflores
& Alonso, 1995). Two focus group interviews were conducted in the course of this study.
The first focus group took place on May 15, 2015 shortly after the BET1 2015 was
administered. The second focus group took place on August 2, 2016. The same moderator led
both focus group discussions. An outside moderator was chosen in order that participants
would feel free to discuss the topics without judgement. The moderator was an experienced
researcher, who worked as an English language instructor at another university. She had a
PhD in linguistics, and an MA in TESOL. 13 questions were discussed by the two focus
groups, and three questions changed for the 2016 focus group in an attempt to elicit better
backing for assumptions in the BET IUA.

There were six teacher participants in the 2015 focus group, all of whom taught the
GE curriculum that year. No teachers with managerial roles were invited to participate in the
group, in order to keep it as homogeneous as possible and to avoid any power differential
between participants which may impede a free exchange of opinions (Krueger & Casey,
2009). Members of the GEAC were also not invited to participate in the 2015 group to keep it
homogeneous, which is thought to promote better discussion (Krueger & Casey, 2009). The
2016 focus group also had six participants, however this time GEAC members were invited

because with the expanded GEAC committee size in 2016, there would not have been enough
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members to meet the recommended minimum focus group size without including GEAC
members. The focus group in 2016 consisted of six BECC teachers all of whom taught the
GE curriculum that year. Four of the teachers were on the GEAC and two were not. Once
again teachers in management positions were not invited to participate in order to avoid a
power differential between participants.

All focus group participants were compensated for their participation with a 3000 yen
iTunes voucher. The informed consent form for focus group participants is attached as
Appendix C. The focus group questions are attached as Appendix N.

Focus groups were chosen as qualitative data source for this research, because this
technique provides a variety of perspectives on a topic (Ho, 2010). Also, due to the somewhat
somewhat freeform nature of focus groups, they can shed light on issues which may be

missed in a survey, and can also provide more in-depth results than a survey (Morgan, 1996).

5.3.6.2 Senior manager semi-structured interviews

Five senior managers at HBWU were contacted to participate in semi-structured
interviews regarding their knowledge and opinions of the BETs over the course of this study.
All five managers agreed to be interviewed. The exact administrative positions of these
administrators within the university are not revealed in this study to maintain the participants’
anonymity. However, it can be revealed that all of the managers had positions in the top one
or two management tiers within the university.

The interviews were semi-structured. Semi-structured interviews are interviews in
which fixed questions are asked of interviewees, and the interviewer also asks free form
follow-up questions, depending on an interviewee’s responses. (see Ho, 2012 for a succinct
introduction to semi-structured interviews.) After the first interview, the questions were

reconsidered in order to make them more of a discussion nature, rather than direct questions,



151

in an effort to make the interviewees feel more at ease, rather than feeling challenged about
their level of knowledge of the GE curriculum. Questions which were asked in the first semi-
structured interviews, and the revised questions for the following four interviews are attached
as Appendix O. A semi-structured format was chosen for the senior management interviews,
because it allows the interviewer to ask for clarification and to elicit more detail on areas of
interest (Ho, 2012).
5.3.7 GE course grades

There were six grade classifications for GE course results awarded during the frame
of this study. These grads were E, D, C, B, Aand S. In grade explanation material provided
to BECC teachers these grades were describe as S = superb (90-100 points), A = excellent
(8090 points), B = good (70-79 points) and C = pass (60-69 points.) For reasons described
in section 4.5.1 only first semester grades were used for correlational analyses. To prepare
GE first semester grades for correlational analysis an S grade was converted to a score of
four, an A grade was converted to a score of three, a B grade was converted to a score of 2
and a C grade was converted to a score of 1. D grades for students who had not completed
sufficient assessments to pass the course, and E grades for students who had not attended the
minimum of 67% of classes were removed from the correlation, because these students’
grades were likely affected by factors other than English language proficiency, such as poor
motivation, or problems in their personal lives. The reasons for using course grades as a
criterion in this study are presented in section 4.5.1.

5.3.8 GE vocabulary quiz grades

As part of GE course assessment, students were required to take a vocabulary quiz
after each unit of study. The quizzes had a standardised format of 25 questions, with five
questions focusing on Japanese to English translation, five questions focusing on English to

Japanese translation, five questions on parts of speech, five multiple choice gap-fill questions
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in which the best word from a selection of words on the vocabulary list had to be chosen to
complete a sentence, and five listening questions in which, quiz takers had to listen to a word
and then spell it. The quizzes could either be administered online through the Moodle course
management system, or as paper-based tests. Teachers were free to choose which medium
they preferred. Data are available for those classes whose teachers chose to administer the
vocabulary tests through Moodle. Data was only used from students who took all six
vocabulary quizzes across a year of study, in order not to negatively affect averages from
students who missed a quiz, which would lower their average.

The numbers of student participants who had available both BET scores and quiz
scores for all six quizzes across an academic year are given in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7. Available GE Vocabulary Quiz Results

Course Quizzes Number of usable results
FE 2015 177
FE2016 179
SE 2016 203

KR-20 reliability statistics for the vocabulary quizzes used in this study are presented
in Appendix P. The individual unit vocabulary quizzes have reasonable KR-20 values for
low-stakes, in-house quizzes, ranging from .66 to .84. The reasons that GE vocabulary quiz
grades were considered a suitable criterion for use in this study are outlined in section 4.5.1.

5.3.9 English proficiency tests

Results of two standardised English proficiency tests were used in this study. These
were the Oxford Online Placement Test (OOPT) and the Test of English for International
Communication (TOEIC). Results available for these two tests are briefly described in the
following two sections. Reasons for using the OOPT and the TOEIC as a criteria are given in

section 4.4.1
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5.3.9.1 Oxford Online Placement Test

The OOPT was administered to representative samples covering the ability range of
the student population who took the BET1 2015, the BET1 2016, the BET2 2016, and the
BET3 2017. The test was given to a representative sample rather than to the whole population
of test takers due to considerations of cost and practicality (i.e. each test credit cost four
British pounds, and the test took up to a full period of class time). The representative sample
was chosen by having one class from each stream of GE classes take the test. However, for
the BET2 2017 only data from a convenience sample of 15 students in the Global
Communication Department (who took the GE curriculum A2-B1 course) is available, so
this cannot be said to be representative sample of the whole BET test taker population. For all
of the BETs examined the OOPT was administered within one month of taking the BET,
which is assumed not to be enough time for significant changes in reading and listening
ability to take place, given that GE classes were only taken twice a week.

The OOPT was administered to students three months after taking BET2 2016, after
the students returned from their spring vacation. In this case it is also assumed that no major
changes to English reading and listening ability occurred over these three months, as most
students probably did not study any English over their two month break, and it is also
unlikely that a single month of twice per week GE classes resulted in significant changes to
English reading or listening ability. For example, the Cambridge English Assessment website
suggests that approximately 200 hours of guided study are needed to increase proficiency by
one CEFR level (Desveaux, 2018), and a study by Saegusa 1985 (as cited in Trew, 2007)
showed that over 200 hours of intensive study were needed to gain approximately 100 points
on the TOEIC.

In 2015 GE students were divided into a higher and lower stream for the A1-A2

course and also a higher and lower stream for A2—-B1 course, so students from four classes
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took the OOPT. In 2016 there was just one stream for the A1-A2 course, and two streams for
the A2-B1 course, so the OOPT was administered to three classes. Results for students who
did not give permission for their BET or OOPT results to be used were removed from the
analysis. A summary of the number of students from each GE course and stream whose

OOPT results were able to be used for analysis is attached as Appendix Q.

5.3.9.2 TOEIC

The TOEIC is a widely accepted and used standardised, norm-referenced test targeted
at assessing communicative English for the workplace and everyday life (Powers, 2010Db).
TOEIC results are presented for reading, listening, and an overall score is also given.

For this study a convenience sample of TOEIC scores was available for students in
the Global Communication Department who also took the BET1 2015, the BET1 2016 and

the BET2 2017. All of these students took the TOEIC within a month of taking the relevant

BET.
5.3.10 Data analysis procedures
In this section data analysis procedures and statistical methods used in this study are
briefly described.

5.3.10.1 Correlational analyses

Both Pearson and Spearman correlations are provided in this study, so that their
results may be compared. Spearman’s rho is a non-parametric test, which has less stringent
assumptions than the Pearson product-moment correlation (i.e. a linear association and
homoscedasticity are not assumed, and it is robust to outliers). Spearman’s rho has just two
assumptions. The first assumption is that the data is ordinal and the second assumption is that
one variable is monotonically related to the other variable. All data used for Spearman’s rho

correlation in this study was ordinal, and a monotonic relationship between each pair of
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variables was checked through examining scatterplots of the two variables, which showed
that as the value of one variable increased, so did the value of the other variable.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients are parametric and have assumptions
that each variable should be continuous, that there are no outliers, and that the relationship
between the two variables is linear and homoscedastic. Scatterplots for each pair of variables
correlated were examined and seemed to show a sufficiently linear relationship and
homoscedasticity. All variables used for Pearson correlations in this study were continuous,
except for Likert scale data. However, Likert scale data is commonly used for Pearson
correlations, and this use is considered acceptable by many researchers (Norman, 2010).
Therefore, Pearson correlations were also calculated for Likert scale data in this study.
Apparent outliers were not removed from Pearson correlations, as Spearman’s rho
correlations are provided for comparison.

For classifying the strength of correlations in this study the commonly cited rule of
thumb conventions established by J. Cohen (1998) are used, i.e. r between .10 and .29 is a
“small” association, .30—.49 is a “medium” association, and .5 or greater is a “large”

association.

5.3.10.2 Rasch analysis

Rasch analysis is a probabilistic model commonly employed for language test
analysis (See McNamara, 1996 for a detailed description of the Rasch model and its
applications in language testing). Rasch analysis was chosen for analysing BET items and the
tests as a whole because Rasch analysis is the only IRT-based approach that is usable with
relatively small sample sizes like the BET taker population (Kolen & Brennan, 2014).
Linacre (1994) provides the guidelines in the table below for minimum sample sizes needed

to provide stable Rasch estimates. It can be seen from the table that for the available data for
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the BETs within the frame of this study only the BET1 2015 meets the criteria for a definitive
and high stakes test. The other four BETs examined should provide stable Rasch item
calibrations and person measures within plus or minus one half of a logit with 99%
confidence, which seems sufficient for the purposes of this study examining the BETs as
moderate stakes tests.

Table 5.8. Recommended Minimum Sample Sizes for Rasch Analysis

Item Calibrations Confidence Minimum Sample Size for Most
or Person Size Range Purposes
Measures Stable (Best to Poor
Within Targeting)
. 30 (minimum for
0, -
+ 1 logit 95% 16-36 dichotomies)
+1 logit 99% 27-61 50 (minimum for
polytomies)
+ % logit 95% 64-144 100
+ % logit 99% 108-243 150
Definitive or 0 *
High Stakes 99%-+ (Items) 250-20*test length 250
. Adverse Robust 450 upwards 500
Circumstances

Note. Adapted from “Sample Size and Item Calibration Stability” by M. J. Linacre,
1994, Rasch Measurement Transactions 7(4), p. 328. Adapted with permission.

Rasch analysis is commonly used for the validation of both norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced tests (Gochyyev & Sabers, 2012; Smith & Stone, 2009), and is a widely
accepted method of test analysis in educational testing (McNamara & Knoch, 2012),
therefore it was deemed suitable for use in this study.

The Rasch model is used for item analysis in this study, as described in the following
section 5.3.10.3. In addition, person-item maps, or Wright Maps are used in this study. Rasch
analysis allows for test item difficulty and learner ability to be placed on the same scale and
represented graphically. Such pictures are known as person-item maps or Wright Maps. An

example of a Wright map for the BERT2 2016 is given as Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1 Wright Map of the BERT2 2016
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Test takers are represented on the left side of the Wright Map ordered by their ability
on the BERT reading construct, and and test items are represented on the right side ordered
by difficulty. Both test takers and items are measured on the same scale in logits. For this
Wright Map , the response probability is set at 80%, so a test taker with the same ability level
as an item’s difficulty level on this map (i.e. at the same horizontal level on the map) has an
80% chance of answering that item correctly.

In order for a test to measure test taker ability effectively, it is important for the item
difficulty to be distributed relatively evenly along the spectrum of test taker ability. It can be
seen in Figure 5.1 that even though the response probability has been set at an 80% chance of
answering an item correctly for the BET2 2016, there are several item below the ability of the
lowest proficiency test taker. These items would need to be revised or replaced in order to
more precisely measure test taker reading ability with the BERT 2. (See Bond & Fox, 2007
and Boone, Staver & Yale, 2014 and for thorough and accessible explanations of Wright

Maps.)

5.3.10.3 Item analysis

Two criteria for item analysis are used as backings in this study. The first is point-
measure correlations, and the second is Rasch fit statistics. These two statistics are used as
backing for assumption 3 of the warrant for the BET IUA explanation inference as they can
be interpreted as evidence of unidimensionality, or evidence that all items on a test measure
the same construct. Unidimensionality is a somewhat controversial topic in testing with there
being no broadly agreed upon definition or universally accepted criteria for assessing
unidimensionality (Smith, 2002).

The point-measure correlation is similar to the point biserial correlation. Point-biserial

correlation is the Pearson correlation between responses to an item and scores on the whole
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test. Point-measure correlation is the correlation between Rasch person measures and persons
responses to an item (Linacre, 2017b). Zero or negative point measure correlations can
indicate items that do not function effectively to measure the construct of interest (Linacre,
2017b), and very low point-measure correlations indicate that an item may be in need of
further investigation, and by inference not measuring the construct well (R. Green, 2013,
Sick, 2010). For this study items with point-measure correlations of zero or below, and of .1
or below are identified and discussed.

Rasch fit statistics can give a further indication that items that may not measure the
construct of interest (Sick, 2010; Smith, 2002), and Rasch fit statistics falling within
acceptable boundaries have been used in previous studies as evidence of unidimensionality of
a test, or in other words, as evidence that the items in a test contribute to measurement the
same construct (Dunlea, 2015; Mohsen & Dennick, 2013; McCreary et al., 2013).

As mentioned in section 4.4.3, in this study criterion of MNSQ values for BERT and
BELT items of between .5 and 1.5 is considered to indicate an acceptable level of
contribution to measurement of the construct in question.

As one of the functions of the BETS is as criterion-referenced achievement tests,
ideally criterion-referenced item analysis statistics such as the difference index (DI) and the
B-index (Brown, 2005; Brown & Hudson, 2002) should also be used to inform item
revisions. However, these two item statistics were not used in this study. DI was not used,
because it requires the same item to be administered on both the pre and post test. Due to the
difficulty of creating multiple alternative test forms and a concern that students may
remember test items students were administered different items each time they took a BET,
so DI could not be used. The B-index, on the other hand, requires that cut scores be set, so

that test takers can be split into master and non-master groups before it can be used. For the
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BETs within the frame of this study, cut scores to define CEFR achievement levels had not

yet been set, meaning that B-index scores also could not be used.

5.3.10.4 Lexical profile analysis

Lexical frequency profiles were created for the BERTSs and the BELT tapescripts
within the frame of this study using the ‘Vocabprofile’ tool available on the Compleat
Lexical Tutor website (Cobb, 2018). BERT and BELT-tapescript lexical profiles were
produced for each of the BETs within the frame of this study based on the General Service
List first 1000 and second 1000 word lists, the Academic Word List and the British National
Corpus. Results comparing the BET lexical profiles to KET and PET reading and listening
section lexical profiles are attached as Appendices R, S and T, and are discussed in section
6.1.5.

It is widely accepted that one factor affecting the level of comprehension difficulty of
a text is the difficulty of the words it contains (Laufer, 1992; Nation, 2006). In addition, the
difficulty of words is highly correlated with their frequency of appearance in corpora
(Breland, 1996), which makes vocabulary profiles one of the important tools for measuring
the difficulty of text comprehensibility. In addition, vocabulary profiles generated by tools on
the Compleat Lexical Tutor website have been used as backing in validation studies of other
criterion-referenced tests, which claim CEFR alignment (Eliot & Wilson, 2013; Khalifa &
Weir, 2009; Khalifa & Schmitt, 2010). Therefore, Vocabprofile was considered to be a
suitable and valid tool to use in this study, in order to seek backing in the BET validity

argument.
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CHAPTER 6

Results

6.0 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the backings sought for the BET IUA presented in
Chapter 4. It follows the structure of the BET IUA to present backing or rebuttal evidence for
each inference’s warrants and their related assumptions. The chapter is thus divided into six
sections, one for each inference in the BET validity argument. Within each inference section,
the evidence gathered for each of the assumptions beneath the warrant is presented and
evaluated.

The results are presented as backing for each inference in the IUA, rather than as
direct support addressing each of the research questions in this study. This is because within
Kane’s argument-based validation framework, test score interpretations and uses are judged
based on the sufficiency of support for each inference in a chain of inferences. Therefore,
examining the backing for each inference in the BET IUA is essential to evaluate the validity
of the BETSs as placement/streaming tests (research question 1), and as achievement tests
(research question 2).

An overall assessment as to the extent to which each assumption is supported or
rebutted is made based on the evidence. Evaluations of the overall evidence for the warrant
for inference are presented in the following Chapter 7.

6.1 Domain definition inference

As shown in Table 4.1 in Chapter 4 the BET IUA domain definition inference has two
warrants. The first warrant for the streaming function if the BETs is observations of
performance on the BETs reveal the level of reading and listening skills and abilities needed

to function effectively in GE courses, and are representative of reading and listening
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performance in the General English curriculum. The second warrant for the achievement
function of the BETs is observations of performance on the BETs reveal achievement of the
General English course goals for reading and listening. These warrants are supported by

three assumptions, for which the evidence is assessed in the following sections.

6.1.1 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 1 of the domain definition warrant

As described in section 5.3.1.1 backing for the first assumption of the domain
definition warrant that BET content is a representative sample of the GE curriculum, comes
from tables made during the 2016 and 2017 BET planning and creation process, which show
the proportions of items from each unit in the GE curriculum on which BET items were
based. Such a table was not available for the BET1 2015, so it was made post hoc by the
researcher. These tables are attached as Appendix F.

It can be seen from the tables that only the BET2 2016, the BET2 2017 and the BET3
2017 provided a wide and even representation of the target units across the GE curriculum
(FE for the BET2 and FE and SE for the BET3). In spite of the test writers’ best efforts to
predict material that would be in the new GE curriculum for the BET1 2015, it had a narrow
coverage of the new two-year curriculum that the students actually studied. Also, due to only
one year of curriculum material having been completed for the BET1 2016 and due to
revision priorities decided for the BET1 2017 both of these tests only covered the first year of
the curriculum, not both the first and second year, as they were intended to do in the long
term. Overall, for the BETs examined in the first two years of test development covered by
this study, backing for assumption 1 of the BET IUA domain definition inference warrant is
weak due to insufficient curriculum representation in three of the BETs examined. This
provides strong rebuttal evidence for this assumption for the BET1 2015. However, strong

backing evidence was found for this assumption for the 2016 BET2, and also the 2017 BETSs
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2 & 3 as a result of updates made to these tests in 2016 to match them to the new curriculum.
Overall this is judged to represent moderately strong rebuttal evidence for this assumption.
6.1.2 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 1 of the domain definition warrant

Descriptive statistics for Likert scale answers to the BET teacher and student survey
questions used as backing for assumption 1 of the domain definition warrant are attached as
Appendix U. The survey results show that at the end of the 2016/17 academic year all
teachers who took the survey agree that “BET content is representative of GE curriculum
content.” The level of agreement is also quite strong, as shown by an average Likert scale
response of 5.1 out of 6. Also, most first and second year students agreed that the 2017 BET2
and BET3 “included a wide range of content from what I studied in my BECC English
classes” (>90%), with a moderately high level of agreement indicated by an average Likert
scale response of 4.6 out of 6. This provides moderately strong backing for assumption 1 of
the domain definition warrant for the 2017 BETs 2 and 3, probably as a result of the updates
and changes made to these tests in 2016.

6.1.3 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant

An analysis of the can do statements that the BET specifications for each BET testlet
claimed to measure within the frame of this study is attached as Appendix G. The analysis
shows that many of the can do statements selected to represent the testlet tasks in the 2014/15
BET specifications, which were entered when the goals of the curriculum were defined in
terms of the CEFR-J levels Al and A2, were not updated to match the new curriculum goals
of level A2 for the new lower course stream and B1 for the new higher course stream. These
can do statements were also not updated in the 2015/16 iteration of the specifications. For the
2016/17 BET specifications the can do statements for the reading section were updated to
better match the new curriculum goals, however, the majority of the listening section can do

statements still remained to be updated. Given the importance of test specifications as
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backing for warrants in a validity argument (Bachman & Palmer, 2010) this mismatch
between the actual BET testlet task requirements, the course goals, and the can do statements
for each BET testlet in the BET specifications represents strong rebuttal evidence for the
second assumption of the BET IUA domain definition warrant.
6.1.4 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant

As described in section 4.1.3, backing 2 for assumption 2 of the domain definition
warrant was sought from a post hoc analysis of the can do statements for each of the BET
testlets in the BET testlet specifications. As problems with the match between the can do
statements listed for the BET testlets and the course goals and testlet task requirements were
revealed by the analysis, better-matching can do statements were suggested by the researcher
(Appendix G). These can do statements were then compared to the detailed can do statement
for the target CEFR goals of the GE course to get an idea of the actual coverage of the CEFR
reading and listening skills at the course target levels, that were covered by the BETs within
the frame of this study. The analysis is attached as Appendix H. After the review of can do
statements in the BET testlet specifications the BERT appears to cover 7/15 or 47% of the
CEFR reading subscales at levels A2 and B1, and the BELT appears to cover 7/16 or 44% of
the listening subscales at levels A2 and B1. The CEFR reading subscales of reading
correspondence, and reading instructions are not represented, and the CEFR listening
subscale of watching TV and film is also not represented. On the other hand, skills relevant to
reading, but not directly covered by the CEFR reading subscales seem to be tested by the
BERT. These are vocabulary range, grammatical accuracy, sociolinguistic awareness,
understanding a native speaker interlocutor and information exchange. Vocabulary range and
grammatical accuracy seem appropriate for inclusion in a reading test as vocabulary and
grammar have been shown to be important components of reading comprehension ability. It

is debatable, however, whether reading tasks based around conversation turns are appropriate
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for a reading test, and whether aspects of conversation ability can be assessed through a
printed format, so this is an area for more research.

Overall this analysis represents strong rebuttal evidence for a claim that the BETS test
a broad range of subskills represented by the CEFR subscales for reading and listening,
which would seem to be implicit in the course goals set by the overall CEFR can do
statements. Partial coverage of the CEFR subskills for the target reading and listening levels
is not in itself a problem as a curriculum may prioritize certain CEFR subskills, and test space
is also limited. However, this lack of coverage points to a need to define clearly for
stakeholders which aspects of reading and listening ability within the CEFR, the GE program
aims to improve in students, so that the match between the BETs and the curriculum goals is
clear for all. Therefore, it is suggested in section 7.3.2 that more specific reading and
listening goals be included in the course outline for students, and in the curriculum overview
for BECC teachers and learning advisors in addition to the overall reading and listening
CEFR proficiency statements.

6.1.5 Backing/rebuttal 3 for assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant

The first piece of backing sought for assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant is
a table showing the lexical profiles of the BERTs within the frame of this study and KET and
PET reading sections using the GSL first 1000 and second 1000 word lists, and the AWL,
which is attached as Appendix R. The average proportion of words from the first 1000 words
of the GSL for the BERTSs within this study is 81.03%, and from the second 1000 words of
the GSL is 6.07% for a total of 87.10% of words coming from the first 2000 words of the
GSL. This compares to 86.95% of words coming from the first 1000 words GSL list, and
5.04% from the GSL second 1000 word list for the KET (91.99%), and for the PET 81.22%
of words being from the GSL first 1000 word list, and 8.81% of words being from the GSL

second 1000 word list (total 90.03%). While the proportion of words from the first two 1000
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word lists of the GSL for the BERTs examined is not greatly different to the KET and PET
papers examined in Khalifa and Weir (2009). It is notable that the BERTSs have a similar
proportion of words from the first 1000 word list as the PET examples, and 5.92% less words
from the first 1000 word list than the KET examples. This may indicate that the vocabulary
level of the BERTS is a little too high for a test targeted at both the A2 and B1 levels and as
such represents weak rebuttal evidence for assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant.

Secondly, a table displaying lexical profiles of the BERTSs within the frame of this
study and the KET and PET (Khalifa & Weir, 2009) using the first 20,000 words of the
British National Corpus is attached as Appendix S. A similar concern arises from an
examination of this table as arose for the above analysis using the GSL. It can be seen from
the table that the proportion of words from the K1 or first 2000 words from the BNC in the
BERT1 2015 (83.52%) and the 2017 BERTS (83.25%) is less than in the KET (89.3%) and
PET (84.73%) papers examined in Khalifa and Weirs study. The 2016 BERTS, on the other
hand, have proportion of K1 words midway between the KET and PET proportions revealed
by Khalifa & Weir. Overall, this is another possible indication that the vocabulary used in the
BERTSs within the frame of this study is overall a litter higher than is suitable for reading tests
at the CEFR A2 and B1 levels.

Finally, a table presenting lexical analyses of tapescripts of the BELTs within the
frame of this study and KET and PET tapescripts (Eliot & Wilson, 2013) using the BNC is
attached as Appendix T. Similar to the BERT lexical analysis outlined above, the analysis of
the tapescripts shows that the BELTs have a significantly lower proportion (81.39-88.43%)
of words from the BNC first 1000 word list than the KET (93.72%) and PET (92.38%) from
Eliot and Wilson’s study. The difference between the proportion of words from the 2017
BELTSs and the KET and PET is 5.29% and 3.95% respectively. This is evidence that the

level of vocabulary in the BELTs may also need to be simplified somewhat to better target
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the A2 and B1 CEFR levels, and as such is some further weak rebuttal evidence for
assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant.
6.1.6 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant

The first type of backing sought for assumption 3 of the warrant for the BET domain
definition inference is presented in the form of tables attached as Appendix I, showing the
distribution of listening and reading tasks in both the 2015 FE curriculum and in the 2016
overall GE curriculum, which were analysed to be similar to the BET testlet specifications.
After examining the tables, it is clear that both the representation, and distribution of BET-
like tasks in the 2015 FE and 2016 overall GE curriculum was rather poor. Tasks similar to
BERT Part 6 are greatly over represented with 18 BERT 1 Part 6 type tasks in the FE 2015
materials, and 21 in the 2016 GE curriculum. The balance of BET-like tasks in the materials
is also a problem. For example, there were no BERT Part 1-4 or BERT Part 8 type tasks in
the main FE lessons in 2015 or 2016, and there were also no BERT Parts 2, 3, 7 and 8 type
tasks in the main SE lessons in 2016. In addition, there were no BELT Part 1, 5 or 6 type
tasks in the 2015 and 2016 FE main lessons, and no BELT part 2, 4 or 5 type tasks in the SE
main lessons in the 2016 GE materials.

BECC teachers in charge of designing and revising the GE curriculum for 2017 were
aware of this mismatch between curriculum task types and BET testlet types. Indeed, the
BET review lessons, which are included in the table, were made toward the end of the
2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years to make sure that students had at least some exposure to
BET type tasks before taking the BETs 2 and 3, and these review lessons did go some way
toward improving the backing for assumption 3. For example, the 2016 SE BET review
lesson has examples of all of the BELT testlet types, and examples of all of BERT testlet
types except for 2, 5 and 6. Also, there is some backing for assumption 3 to be found in the

tables as it can be seen that lesson tasks similar to all BET testlet types were presented at least
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twice by the end of 2016 GE and at least once by FE students by the end of 2016 FE (except
for BELT Part 6). Further work is obviously needed, however, to increase the amount of
those BET task types that are shown to be underrepresented in the GE curriculum, and to
better balance the representation of BET-type tasks across the GE curriculum, for example by
reducing the amount of BERT part 6 type tasks, and replacing them with task types the that
are similar to other BERT testlets. Indeed, these goals were part of the revisions to the GE
curriculum undertaken at the end of the 2016/17 academic year for FE first semester 2017
materials, and this work continued in 2017. | would suggest that having students encounter a
lesson task similar to each BET testlet type at least once a semester would provide sufficient
backing for assumption 4 of the BET IUA domain inference warrant.

However, it is important to note that it would not be desirable for all curriculum
reading and listening task to be similar to BET testlet task types, as it is useful for learners to
experience other types of reading and listening lesson tasks, such as open response
comprehension items, responses to reading and listening passages that involve reflection and
personalization, sentence ordering activities, and picture ordering activities etc. Such learning
tasks can teach learners reading and listening strategies at the CEFR A2 and B1 levels, in
ways which are not limited by multiple choice responses as are the BETS.

The mismatch between the types of tasks in BET testlets and the types of language
learning tasks in the GE curriculum revealed in the tables is moderately strong rebuttal
evidence for assumption 3 of the warrant for the BET IUA domain definition inference.
However, the GE curriculum designers at the end of the 2016/17 academic year viewed this
as a problem to be addressed through continued revisions to the GE curriculum, rather than
through revisions to the BETSs. As such, this is a case of washback from the test into the
curriculum, Curriculum designers saw greater representation of BET style tasks in the

curriculum as desirable, because the BET testlet tasks were viewed as being appropriate to
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the curriculum target A2 and B1 levels, as they were derived from KET and PET tasks, which
were designed by language testing experts to assess skills at the CEFR Al and B1 levels. A
long-term aim for GE curriculum revisions should not be for all tasks in the GE curriculum to
be like BET testlets. Rather, it should be to increase the representation of BET testlet type
tasks in the lessons, and to better balance the representation of different BET testlet type tasks
across units and years.
6.1.7 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant

An analysis of the two teacher survey statements and two student survey statements
from surveys administered at the end of the 2016/17 academic year, which were used to seek
backing for assumption 3 of the BET IUA domain definition warrant is attached as part of
Appendix U. Most teachers who took the survey (10/11 or 91%) agreed that “BET reading
tasks are similar to reading tasks in the GE curriculum.”, and also that “BET listening tasks
are similar to reading tasks in the GE curriculum.” The average level of agreement is also
high at 4.9 and 5.0 respectively on a 1-6 scale. However, one teacher slightly disagreed with
both of these statements and commented in the free response section that:

| feel the topics of BET 2 and 3 are much more aligned to our current GE course,

however the different task types used in the BETs are still lacking in the GE

lessons. For example, Reading part 1 (matching statements with signs) does not

occur anywhere in the FE curriculum, nor does the longer text in Reading part 8.

Therefore the GE curriculum needs to be revised further to incorporate these tasks

into lessons so students can practice prior to being given the “BET Review” lesson

at the end of the year.

This teacher’s comments are congruent with the analysis from backing 1 of
assumption 3 of the domain definition warrant, that more work needs to be done to include

examples of BET task types in the GE curriculum.
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Majorities of FE and SE students also agreed that “BET reading tasks are similar to
reading tasks in my BECC English classes” (>89%), and that “BET listening tasks are similar
to listening tasks in my BECC English classes” (>80%). However, the somewhat low average
level of agreement for these two statements of 4.32—4.46, is further evidence that more BET
type tasks need to be included in the GE curriculum to improve the alignment between the
test tasks and curriculum tasks.

Overall the analysis of teacher and student survey questions which were used to seek
backing for assumption 3 of the warrant for the domain definition inference provide moderate
backing for this assumption.

6.2 Evaluation inference

The warrant for the evaluation inference in the BET IUA is that BET tasks yield
consistent observed scores, which are not contaminated by construct irrelevant variance.
Evidence for the three assumptions supporting this warrant is evaluated in the following
sections.

6.2.1 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 1 of the evaluation warrant

To evaluate the first assumption of the warrant for the evaluation inference of the
BET IUA that the BETs are administered and scored consistently the procedures for
administering the annual BETSs are described here.

For all the BETs within the scope of this study, proctoring guidelines were issued to
the test proctors, who were BECC teachers and learning advisors, before the test, and a short
meeting was also held before each test administration to answer any questions from proctors.

The BET1 was administered in early April to entering students, in two large lecture
theatres. Firstly, test papers, note papers and bubble sheets for answering questions were
distributed and the sound quality of the test video was checked. Simple instructions such as to

turn off mobile phones, and that dictionary use is not permitted were either written on a
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whiteboard, or projected where they were visible to all test takers. After that, students were
allowed to enter the exam rooms. The test was automatically timed with the test DVD, and
verbal test instructions for all test sections were given in Japanese.

40 minutes was given to answer the reading section, and a countdown of remaining
test time was presented on the screen for the reading section, so that test takers they could see
how much time they had remaining. The listening section was also played from the test DVD,
which made the timings and instructions of the listening section completely standardised.

The BET2s and the BET3 within the scope of this study were administered at the end
of semester 2 of the academic year in January. These tests were administered in classrooms,
and the administration procedures were the same as for the BET1. In this case the students’
classroom teacher acted as the proctor for their class.

After each test, all question booklets and note papers were collected to ensure test
item security, and bubble sheets were also collected. The bubble sheets with test taker
answers were then run through an optical scanner, which automatically read student answers
and entered them into an Excel spreadsheet.

Overall the BET administrations within the scope of this study were well
standardised. Clear instructions were given to test proctors in the proctoring guidelines
document, and the opportunity to clarify any concerns was given in a pre-test meeting. The
use of a DVD for all test timing and instructions meant that all test takers took the test in the
same way, under the same conditions, which minimized the risk of construct irrelevant
variance contaminating test scores. The use of an optical scanner to read test responses, also
reduced the risk of human error in scoring test sheets. Overall, these backings provide strong

support for assumption 1 of the evaluation inference warrant.
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6.2.2 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 2 of the evaluation warrant

The second assumption underlying the warrant for the evaluation inference of the
BET IUA is that appropriate procedures were followed to develop BET testlets and items.

The first backing for this assumption comes from a brief description of procedures
followed for developing, giving peer-feedback on and revising new or recycled testlets for the
2015, 2016 and 2017 BETSs. To ensure item quality it is important that new test items be
subject to review by other item writers, and then revised based on peer feedback, before the
test items are trialled with a target population or used in an actual test (ALTE, 2011, Carr,
2011; Fulcher, 2013; Rodriguez, 2016).

For the 2015 BET]1, testlets were each written by one member of the then three-
member assessment committee, and subsequently checked and given feedback by the other
two committee members. The feedback was presented and discussed in a meeting,
appropriate changes were agreed on in the meeting, and then revisions were made for the
final test versions.

Draft testlets for the 2016 BETs were reviewed by the three other item writers on the
General English Assessment Committee (GEAC), and then revised according to feedback.
Also, for creation of the 2017 BETSs, draft testlets were reviewed by at least three other item
writers and revised testlets were uploaded for further review until a consensus was reached on
the quality of a testlet and its items.

The second backing for this assumption comes from checklists used by item writers
when making and reviewing BET testlets and items in 2015 for the 2016 BETS, and in 2016
for the 2017 BETSs. The checklists were provided to testlet writers/reviewers, and GEAC
members were encouraged to use the lists when making lesson assessments of reading and
listening for GE lessons, and also when making and revising BERT and BELT testlets. The

checklist used for the 2016 BETs contained 8 points, seven of which were relevant to BET
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items, and the checklist used for making the 2017 BETSs had eleven points, ten of which were
relevant to BET testlets and items. The questions on the checklist relevant to the BETSs are
presented below. Points 1-7 were on the checklists for making both the 2016 and 2017 BETSs,

and points 8-10 were added before making the 2017 BETSs.

Listening and Reading Assessment Checklist

1. Does the vocabulary in the text mostly come from the appropriate GE vocabulary
lists?

2. Does the length of the text match the BET specifications?

3. Isthere a single clear answer (key) for each multiple choice item? (Rodriguez, 2016)
4. Are all of the distractors plausible? (i.e., there are no obviously incorrect or silly
distractors.) (Rodriguez, 2016)

5. Are the answer choices all about the same length? (Rodriguez, 2016)

6. Is the item independent of other items? (i.e. there are no hints to answer this item in
other items. The answer to this item does not depend on having correctly answered
another item.) (Rodriguez, 2016)

7. Can test takers guess the answer from their general knowledge? (The item should test
test takers language ability, not their subject knowledge.)

8. Are the questions are in the same order as the information appears in the text?
(Khalifa & Weir, 2009)

9. Are the distractors with numbers in numerical order? e.g. a) $3 b) $13 c¢) $30
(Rodriguez, 2016)

10. Are the stem (i.e. the question) and the choices positively worded? (i.e. the word

‘not’ isn’t used) (Rodriguez, 2016)

Rebuttal evidence for assumption 2 of the evaluation inference comes from the fact
that new and revised BET testlets and items during the two-year span of this study were not
piloted before each annual administration. Piloting of test items is standard practice in test
development. However, the decision not to pilot items was a practical decision based on the

limited man hours available for item writing, and the impracticality of obtaining a student
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sample big enough for Rasch analysis outside of set exam periods. The lack of piloting of
BET items significantly weakens the support for this assumption, because it meant that
psychometric properties of test items could not be checked before the items were used in
actual test administrations.

The testlet review procedures outlined above in which draft BET testlets received
feedback from two peers when designing the BET 2015, and from at least three peers when
designing the BET 2016 and BET 2017 testlets, along with use of the reading and listening
assessment checklist provides strong supporting evidence for assumption 3 of the explanation
inference warrant. However, this backing is also strongly attenuated by rebuttal evidence that
new BET testlets and items were not piloted before being included in the final test. Overall
the backing for assumption 3 of the evaluation inference warrant is judged to be moderately
strong.

6.2.3 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 3 of the evaluation warrant

The final backing for assumption 3 of the evaluation inference warrant, that BET task
instructions are easily comprehensible for students, comes from the fact that all task
instructions on the BETS are delivered in the test takers’ native language of Japanese. It is
paramount that test takers are able to easily understand task instructions, because
misunderstanding the nature of the task could lead to construct irrelevant variance entering
test scores. Therefore, to facilitate easy understanding of task instructions it is widely
recommended that where possible the instructions be put in the test takers’ first language
Bachman and Palmer (2010) state that “if there is any doubt that test takers might
misunderstand it is best to present the instructions in the native language” (p. 385). The fact
that all BET task instructions are in Japanese provides strong backing for this assumption.

The second form of backing for assumption 3 of the evaluation inference warrant

comes from results of surveys given to the test takers shortly after they took the BETs
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examined in this study. From Appendix V it can be seen that test takers consistently agreed
that the BET DVD spoken instructions and the task instruction on the test papers were easy to
understand, with over 92% of students agreeing across all of the BETs focused on here. This
represents further strong backing for assumption 3 of the evaluation inference warrant.
6.3 Generalization inference

6.3.1 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 1 of the generalization warrant

Reliability and dependability statistics for the whole BETs as well as for the BERTs
and BELTs within the frame of this study are given in table 6.1. The table provides KR-20
reliability stastics, and Phi dependability statistics. Descriptions of these statistics and the
assumptions are provided in section 4.3.1.

For the placement/streaming function of the BETSs it can be seen that all of the BETs
within the frame of this study that were used for placement/streaming have acceptable KR-20
reliability statistics of greater than .8. This provides strong backing for this assumption for the
placement function of the BETSs.

On the other hand, Phi dependability statistics for all of the BETs, BERTs and BELTs
within the frame of this study are all below .8 and are particularly concerning for the BELTS,
which have Phi values ranging from .49-.61 indicating that 39-51% of the variance in BELT
scores is either caused by error, random variance, or is measuring something outside of the

BELT domain.
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Reliabilit Dependabilit Reliabilit Dependabilit Reliabilit Dependabilit
== kr20. | ppi | BERTs kr2o | pmo Y| BELTs kraor | e
BET1 2015 .83 .79 BERT1 2015 .78 74 BELT1 2015 .59 49
BET1 2016 .81 .78 BERT1 2016 .76 12 BELT1 2016 .59 .55
BET2 2016 .81 a7 BERT2 2016 .76 71 BELT2 2016 .56 51
BET2 2017 .80 a7 BERT2 2017 .76 12 BELT2 2017 .59 .53
BET3 2017 .84 .81 BERT3 2017 .78 75 BELTS3 2017 .67 .61

In addition, reliability statistics for the separate BERTs and BELTSs are all below of .8, which is the approximate threshold that would

indicate that these sub-tests would be able to divide the test taker population into three groups (Al, A2, and B1 levels) in order to assess

achievement or non-achievement of the GE goals of CEFR A2 and B1 ability, based on strata statistics (see table 4.6). This provides strong

rebuttal evidence for this assumption as it relates to the BET achievement test function.
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In summary, reliability and dependability statistics for the BETs, BERTs and BELTs
within the frame of this study provide strong rebuttal evidence for the second assumption of
the generalization warrant for the BET achievement test function, but strong backing for the
BET placement test function (see section 6.6.4 for an assessment of the BET streaming
function based on separation and strata statistics).

As a caveat, it is worth noting that the reliability of the BETs, BERTs and BELTSs
may be curtailed by two factors. One factor is that the tests are made up of testlets aimed at
testing different reading and listening subskills or different aspects of the same construct,
which may reduce reliability estimates (Bachman, 2004; Brown & Hudson, 2002; Khalifa &
Weir, 2009; Jones, 2001; Saville, 2003; Weir, 2005a). The other factor is that the students
who take the BETs have a relatively narrow English language ability range, which may also
lower reliability statistics (Bachman, 2004; Jones, 2001; Saville, 2003; Weir, 2005a).

6.3.2 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 2 of the generalization warrant

Assumption 2 of the generalization warrant is that appropriate equating and scaling
procedures are used to present students with their BET scores. However, students were not
presented with equated and scaled BET scores for the BETs within the frame of this study.
Anchor items were placed within the BERTs and BELTs with the intention of linking the
tests, however, the tight timeline between test administration and the requirement to present
students with their test scores, as well as a lack of technical equating expertise on the GEAC
prevented the calculation of equated BET scores within the frame of this study. This
represents strong rebuttal evidence for assumption 2 of the generalization warrant.

6.3.3 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 3 of the generalization warrant

To assess the third assumption of the warrant for the generalization inference of the

BET IUA that testlet specifications are well defined so that parallel tasks and test forms are

created a short analysis of the 2015/16 and 2016/17 BET specifications is presented here.
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The first version of the BET specifications was written in 2014 in conjunction with
making the 2015 BETs. Updates to the BET specifications were then made through 2015 and
2016 to match changes to the format of the BETS, and based on issues which arose and
feedback given during the testlet and item writing process. This section examines the BET
specification sections which are relevant to writing the 2016 and 2017 BET reading and
listening sections. Firstly, backing evidence is given, and secondly rebuttal evidence is
presented.

The overall domain of the BETs was clearly stated in the BET specifications “As far
as possible the content of each of the BETs will represent a wide, and even sample of the
language use tasks for reading, grammar and listening across its target units of the GE
curriculum.” The specifications also stated “As far as possible the vocabulary in BETs 1 and
3 will be limited to the vocabulary on the FE and SE word lists. Vocabulary for BET 2 will as
far as possible be limited to the FE word list.” Finally, the BET specifications provided fairly
detailed information about each BET testlet to assist item writers, along with an example of
each testlet type. The specifications for each BET testlet include information under five
categories as shown in Table 6.2. Examples from the specifications are given to illustrate the
type of information provided in each category. Unfortunately, actual examples of the testlets
presented in the BET specifications cannot be presented here due to test security concerns, as
the examples in the BET specifications may be recycled in future BETS. It is important to
provide task specifications in addition to can do statements, because as noted by critics of the
CEFR (Alderson et al., 2004; Weir, 2005b), CEFR do statements alone are too ambiguous to

be used for designing actual test tasks.
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Table 6.2. Types of Information Presented in the Specifications for BET Testlets

Categories Descriptions

Task Type and Format These two categories describe the task response format. E.g.
“Three option multiple choice sentence gap fill”, “Matching five
prompt sentences to eight notices, plus one example”.

Task Focus Describes the language skill which the testlet claims to test. E.g.
“Reading for detailed understanding and main idea(s)”.

Can Dos Targeted Lists the CEFR or related (EAQUALS, CEFR-J) can do
statement(s) that the testlet claims to assess.

Number of Items The number of items in the testlet.

Task Specifications Gives details such as text length, the text type, the order of
questions.

An examination of the 2015/16 and 2016/17 BET specifications also reveals two
sections of the specifications with out of date information, which may be interpreted as
rebuttal evidence for this assumption. The 2015/16 and 2016/17 BET specifications contained
an inventory of functions, notions and communicative tasks, and an inventory of grammatical
areas, which were found in the 2014 BET curriculum. The language functions listed were for
example “asking people to do something”, and the grammatical areas listed are for example
“present continuous tense”. These lists were produced by a semester-long exhaustive
examination of all the lessons in the 2014 curriculum, and the lists were left in the
specifications in the following two years, even though the curriculum had been renewed, with
the intention that the lists would be updated to match the new curriculum when the human
resources became available. It was not feasible to update these sections during 2015 and
2016, because the priority for the General English Assessment Committee was on updating
the BERTSs, BELTs and also the Bunkyo English Speaking Tests (BESTs), along with lesson
assessments and vocabulary tests. On the other hand, BET testlet reviewers and developers
were instructed not to use these lists, but instead to draw on lessons from the new curriculum

when choosing content and topics for testlets for the 2016 and 2017 BETSs. Thus, the presence
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of these outdated sections in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 BET specifications does not
significantly weaken assumption 2 of the explanation inference warrant.

Overall the BET testlet specifications seem sufficiently detailed for testlet writers to
write testlets for alternate test forms that target the same language abilities, particularly
considering that example testlets are included in the specifications. However, rebuttal
evidence presented for assumption 2 of the domain definition warrant in section 6.1.3 shows
that many of the target can do statements for BET testlets over the frame of this study did not
match the course goals or the testlet task characteristics well, which also provides rebuttal
evidence for this assumption. To know if BET teslets on alternate BET forms are actually
equivalent in difficulty would either require piloting the alternate testlets with the same test
taker population, or equating the BET forms from different administrations. However,
piloting of the alternate testlets was not possible due to time and resource constraints, and the
BETSs within the frame of this study have not been equated. Taking both the available backing
and rebuttal evidence for this assumption into consideration, overall the backing for
assumption 3 of the generalization inference is assessed as weak.

6.4 Explanation inference

The warrant for the BET explanation inference is that observed scores are
attributable to the constructs implicit in the CEFR levels A2-B1 for English reading and
listening. This warrant is support by four assumptions, which are evaluated according to the
evidence found in the following sections.

6.4.1 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 1 of the explanation warrant

Correlations between BET, BERT and BELT scores and OOPT overall, use of
English and listening scores are given in Table 6.3. Before calculating these correlations

BET, BERT and BELT items with point measure correlation equal to or below .05 were
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removed from the analysis as a conservative estimate of items that may not be measuring the
intended construct effectively.

Table 6.3. Correlations between BETs, BERTs, BELTs and the Oxford Online Placement Test
(All p values are less than .001 except as indicated in the table)

BET Overall and BERT and OOPT Use BELT and OOPT
BET OOPT Overall of English Listening

Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson

BET1 2015 .70 .69 .64 .64 .64 .60

BET1 2016 .62 .65 .65 .62 .50 .48
BET2 2016 .75 73 g2 12 38 (p 35(p
=.003) =.008)
BET2 2017 .69 .82 15 (p 7 (p 61 (p .67 (p
=.001) =.001) =.017) =.006)

BET3 2017 .62 .62 .61 .59 .52 .52

From the table it can be seen that all correlations between BET total scores and OOPT overall
scores are greater than .5 or are “large” according to the widely cited rules of thumb given by
J. Cohen (1998). This represents strong backing for assumption 1 of the BET IUA
explanation warrant. Correlations between BERT and OOPT use of English scores are also
all large, however two correlations between the BELT2 2016 and the OOPT listening section
were only medium according to J. Cohen’s rules of thumb.

Correlations between BET, BERT and BELT scores and TOEIC overall, reading and
listening sections are given in Table 6.4. As expected, overall correlations between TOEIC
and BET scores, were less significant than correlations between OOPT scores and BET
scores, so in this case a one tailed test was used rather than a two tailed test, as only a positive
correlation was expected between the two variables. As with the OOPT scores, before
calculating these correlations BET, BERT and BELT items with point measure correlation
below .05 were removed from the analysis as a conservative estimate of items that may not

be measuring the intended construct effectively.



Table 6.4. Correlations between BETs and the TOEIC (One-tailed tests)
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BET and TOEIC BERT and TOEIC BELT and TOEIC
BET Total Scores Reading Scores Listening Scores

Spearman | Pearson | Spearman | Pearson | Spearman | Pearson

BET1 2015 (n = 46 (p .50(p 46 (p 46 (p 35 (p 38 (p
29) =.006) =.003) =.006) =.006) =.030) =.020)
BET1 2016 (n = 15 (p 79 (p .68 (p 15 (p 67 (p 70 (p
16) <.001) <.001) =.002) <.001) =.002) =.001)
BET2 2017 (n = .84 (p I5(p 34 (p 46 (p 8l (p 83 (p
14) <.001) =.002) =.114) =.049) <.001) <.001)

As can be seen from Table 6.3 significant correlations were found between BET,
BERT and BELT scores and available TOEIC overall scores, reading section scores and
TOEIC listening scores respectively, except for the BERT2 2017 and the TOEIC reading
section. All correlations were medium to large according to J. Cohen’s (1998) criteria,
however, there was a rather wide range of correlation strength ranging from .46-.84 for
overall scores, .34-.75 for the reading section and .35-.83 for the listening section. This wide
variation is probably due to the small sample size available for these analyses, as small
samples, or underpowered studies, tend to produce varied results (Reinhart, 2015).

Given the small sample sizes involved, as well as the smaller and in one case non-
significant p values returned when compared to the OOPT correlational analyses, backing for
assumption 1 of the BET IUA explanation inference from BET and TOEIC correlations is
assessed to be moderately strong.

Criterion related evidence (i.e. evidence of correlations between the focus test and
external measures of the same construct the test claims to measure, or evidence of equivalent
difficulty of items between the focus test and the criterion) have previously been used to
validate a link to the CEFR and standardised tests. For example, Kecker and Eckes (2010),
correlated scores on the reading and listening sections of the TESDAF Institute, a test of

German, and the German section of the DIALANG. Kecker and Eckes found a Spearman’s
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rho correlation of .43 with the DIALANG reading section (which may have been
compromised by problems with some distractors not appearing for some candidates) and the
TESDAF Institute reading section and .6 with the DIALANG listening section and the
TESDAF Institute listening section.

Overall, the correlations found between BET scores and the OOPT and TOEIC were
comparable to that obtained in another CEFR alignment study (Kecker & Eckes, 2010).
Given that most correlations between the BET, BERT, BELT and OOPT sections were large,
backing for assumption 1 of the explanation warrant is judged to be strong overall.

6.4.2 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 2 of the explanation warrant

Backing for assumption 2 of the explanation warrant was sought from correlations
between BERT scores and reading self-assessment data and BELT scores and listening self-
assessment data. As can be seen from the table of correlations between CEFR self-assessment
survey results for reading and listening and BERT, BELT scores in Appendix M, all
correlations were statistically significant at the alpha < .05 threshold and disattenuated
correlations ranged from .30-.65. It is possible that student unfamiliarity with some of the
situations in the can do statements may have served to lower the accuracy of students’ self-
assessment ratings. Specifically, “work” and “job” and “employment” is mentioned in three
of the can do statements, but it is most likely that none, or almost none of the students who
took the survey had actual experience working abroad.

Given factors which may have mitigated the correlations between student self-
assessments and BERT and BELT results, such as the relatively low reliability of the BELTS,
students’ lack of experience with work situations mentioned in some of the can do
statements, a tendency for low proficiency language learners to overestimate their ability
(North & Jones, 2009), and likely differences in the constructs of reading and listening ability

as measured by a multiple choice test, and student self-perceptions of their reading and
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listening ability (Wang, Eignor, & Enright, 2008), the medium to strong correlations between
student CEFR self-assessments and BERT and BELT scores are taken to be moderately
strong backing for assumption 2 of the warrant for the BET IUA explanation inference
warrant.

6.4.3 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 3 of the explanation warrant

The first form of backing for the third assumption underlying the warrant for the
explanation inference of the BET IUA that items effectively measure the construct of interest
comes from an analysis of the proportion of items from Rasch analysis with mean squares
less than 0.5 and greater than 1.5. Items should fall within this range to be considered to
effectively measure the construct of the test.

There were no items in any of the BETs within the timeframe of this study with Rasch
mean square Vvalues outside the acceptable range of 0.5 and 1.5, which provides strong
backing evidence that the items on the BELTs and BERTs examined in this study are
measuring the same construct.

The second form of backing for assumption 3 of the evaluation inference comes from
further item analysis. The proportions of items with negative point measure correlations, and

point measure correlations between zero and .1 are presented in Table 6.5.
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Table 6.5. Proportions of BET Items with Negative, Zero or Low Point-Measure Correlations

BERTSs BELTs

2015 2016 2017 2015 2016 2017

1 1 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 3

Proportion of items
with zero or negative | 1/42 | 2/52 | 2/52 | 3/52 0/26 | 1/34 |2/34 |0/37 |0/37

0,
point measure | 24% | 3.8% | 3.8% |58% | |ow [29% |59% |0% | 0%

correlations.

Proportion of items

with  point measure | 1/42 | 3/52 | 4/52 |5/52 |3/52 |2/26 |4/34 |2/34 |4/37 |2/37
correlations between | 24% | 58% | 7.7% | 9.6% |58% | 7.7% | 11.8% | 5.9% | 10.8% | 5.4%

zero and .1.

Total 2/42 | 5/52 | 6/52 8/52 | 3/52 | 2/26 |5/34 | 4/34 | 4/37 2/37
48% |9.6% | 11.5% | 15.4% | 5.8% | 7.7% | 14.7% | 11.8% | 10.8% | 5.4%

As can be seen from Table 6.5, there were a few items on all of the BETSs during the
timeframe of this study which did not effectively measure the construct of interest either
reading or listening, as indicated by zero or negative point measure correlations. The
proportion of items was not great however, ranging from 0-5.9% across the BETs. Perhaps,
of greater concern is the proportion of items with point measure correlations between zero
and .1, which ranges from 0-11.8% across the BETs. According to R. Green (2013) such
items with small point measure correlations may need further investigation, so these
percentages, as well as the total of percentages of both categories (negative/zero and low
point measure correlations) clearly indicate that further item revision is needed to improve
the quality of BET items for future administrations in order to improve measurement of the
constructs of reading and listening implied by the A1-B1 CEFR scales. Overall, item analysis
statistics across the BETs examined in this study provide moderate backing for the
assumption that items effectively measure the construct of interest, but also show that further
item revision for future test administrations is needed to strengthen the backing for this

assumption.
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6.4.4 Backing/rebuttal for assumption 4 of the explanation warrant

The final form of backing sought for assumption 4 of the BET explanation warrant
comes from Wright maps of BERT and BELT test takers and items, which should show a
good match between test taker ability and item difficulty, in order to measure the targeted
construct accurately (Bond & Fox, 2007). Wright maps were made for all of the BERTSs and
BELTs within the timeframe of this study that were targeted at the new GE curriculum, and
for which test data is available (i.e. BET1 2015, BETs 1 & 2 2016, and BETs 1 & 2 2017).
The response probability was set at 80% for the reasons indicated in section 4.4.4. Due to
limitations of space, only the Wright maps for the 2017 BET3 are presented as an example in
Figure 6.1. It can be seen from these maps that a few more items at the high end of the
difficulty range are needed for the BERTS3 to effectively measure the ability of the higher-
level test takers. Important points from the Wright maps for the BERTSs within the frame of
this study are summarized in Table 6.6, and the BELTs in table 6.7. In cases where it was
difficult to judge a difference between the level of adjacent person ability and item difficulty
from a Wright map for judging the number of items above the ability of the highest test taker
or below the ability of the lowest test taker (as in the BELT3 2017 example below for the
highest person and item) the actual Rasch person ability and item difficulty statistics were

directly checked.
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Wright map of the BELT3 2017
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Table 6.6. Wright Map Analysis of the BERTs

BERT1 BERT1 BERT?2 BERT?2 BERT3
2015 2016 2016 2017 2017
YES, but
] YES, but | YES, but | YES, but two or
Wright map shows
few more | few more | few more three
a good spread of items items items more
item difficulty . . ) YES )
across  the test neede_d in needeq in needeq in |tems_
- the high | the high | the high needed in
taker ability range. :
range range. range. the high
range
Number of items
above the abll_lty of 0 1 0 1 0
the most proficient
test taker.
Number of items
below the abll_lty of 6 9 15 3 5
the lease proficient
test taker.
Table 6.7. Wright Map Analysis of the BELTSs
BELT1 BELT1 BELT?2 BELT2 BELT3
2015 2016 2016 2017 2017
Wright map shows | A few YE?G’)V?,UI
a reasonably good | gaps in more
spread of item items .
difficulty  across | matching YES ne:atgg(]jsin YES YES
the test taker | test taker )
ability range ability the high
' ) range.
Number of items
above the ability of
the most proficient 1 0 0 1 1
test taker.
Number of items
below the abll_lty of 5 1 5 3 1
the lease proficient
test taker.

Generally, the Wright maps for the BETs under investigation show a reasonable
match between the spread of item difficulty and the spread of test taker ability, although in
several cases a few more items need to be targeted at the higher test taker ability range across

the tests. The proportion of items below the ability of the least proficient test taker was of
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concern for the 2015-2016 BERTS, and the BELT 1 2015 and BELT?2 2016, however, this
seems to have been largely corrected in the 2017 BERTS through revisions made in 2016,
which aimed to increase the difficulty of the easiest items to better target the tests to the
learners. Although more work still needs to be done to better match the range of item
difficulty to the range of test taker ability, this backing evidence provides moderately strong
support for assumption 4 of the BET IUA explanation inference warrant.
6.5 Extrapolation inference

The warrant for the extrapolation inference in the BET IUA is that performances on
the BERTs and BELTs account for the quality of linguistic performance in the domain of
General English courses. This warrant is supported by a single assumption, for which the
evidence is evaluated in the following section.

6.5.1 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 1 of the extrapolation warrant

As explained in section 4.5.1 the first backing sought for the assumption of the
extrapolation inference warrant, that that performance on the BET measures are positively
correlated to other criteria of language proficiency in General English courses, was sought
from correlations between BET scores and semester 1 course grades for the BETSs in this
study used for course placement and streaming. Correlations between the BETs within the
frame of this study which were used for course streaming and GE course grades for the first
semester after taking each BET are shown in Table 6.8. All correlations are significant at the
p <.01 level.

Table 6.8. Correlations between BET grades and Semester 1 Course Grades

BET Spearman Correlations Pearson Correlations
BET1 2015 (n = 224) 50 53
BET1 2016 (n = 243) 51 52
BET?2 2016 (n = 217) 61 57
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It can be seen from Table 6.8 that large correlations (.50—.61) were found between
BET total scores, which were used for course placement and class streaming, and FE and SE
semester 1 course grades. These correlations have not been adjusted for restriction of range
(which results from using letter grades rather than total course assessment scores, ), so it is
safe to assume that all correlations would be greater when corrected for restricted range.

Considering that “course performance is dependent on not only a student’s ability, but
also other factors not measured by placement tests such as motivation, perseverance, and
attendance.” (Mattern & Packman, 2009, p. 1), and also considering that the correlations
between overall BET scores and GE first-semester course grades are likely reduced by range
restriction, large correlations found between BET total scores and GE semester 1 course
grades are strong backing for assumption 1 of the warrant for the extrapolation inference.

6.5.2 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 1 of the extrapolation warrant

As described in section 4.5.1 the second backing for assumption 1 of the extrapolation
warrant was sought from correlations between the BETs in this study used for course and
class streaming and later speaking test scores. Course placement and streaming was solely
based on the combined raw scores of the BERT and BELT, however students were placed
into two courses with CEFR-level goals for all four macro skills. Therefore, it is important to
provide evidence that raw BET scores are able to predict later speaking test scores in GE
courses. Spearman correlations for the BETs are provided in Table 6.8. All correlations are

significant at the p <.01 level.
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Table 6.9. Correlations Between BET and BEST Scores

BET BEST Spearman’s Pearson
Correlations Correlation
BET1 2015 BEST2 2015 (n = 223) .66 .63
BET1 2016 BEST1 2016 (n = 245) 44 .45
BET1 2016 BEST2 2016(n = 242) .62 .62
BET2 2016 BEST3 2016(n = 217) 12 .70
BET2 2016 BEST4 2016 (n = 215) 66 .68

It can be seen from Table 6.9 that all correlations between raw BET (combined BERT
and BELT) scores used for class streaming within the frame of this study and subsequent
BEST scores have large correlations, except for the BET1 2016. The medium correlation
between the BET1 2016 and the BEST1 2016, which was administered at the end GE
students’ first semester in the course may be due to these students taking the BEST for the
first time, and therefore lacking familiarity with the test format. Overall this evidence can be
interpreted as providing strong backing for assumption 1 of the extrapolation warrant.

6.5.3 Backing/rebuttal 3 for assumption 1 of the extrapolation warrant

As also explained in section 4.5.1, the third backing for the assumption underlying the
extrapolation warrant inference was sought from correlations between grades for the BETs
used for class streaming and average vocabulary quiz scores across the year of the GE
curriculum into which students were placed into courses. Results for these correlations are

presented in table 6.10.
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Table 6.10. Correlations Between BET Scores and GE Vocabulary Quiz Scores (all
correlations significant at p < .001)

BET Vocabulary Quizzes Spearman Pearson
Correlations Correlations
BET1 2015 | FE Vocabulary Quizzes 1-6 71 17
BET1 2016 | FE Vocabulary Quizzes 1-6 57 .60
BET2 2016 | SE Vocabulary Quizzes 7-12 .67 .68

As can be seen from table 6.10 large correlations were found between all of the BETs
used for placement and streaming in this study, and subsequent GE vocabulary quiz average
scores. This evidence is taken as further strong backing for the assumption beneath the
extrapolation inference warrant.

6.6 Utilization inference

The warrant for the BET IUA utilization inference is that uses of BET scores are
beneficial to stakeholders. This is judged to be the most important inference, and it rests on
six assumptions. The evidence gathered to seek backing for these assumptions is analysed
and evaluated in the following sections.

6.6.1 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant

The first backing sought for assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant, that
BET scores are sufficient and relevant for making decisions about streaming GE classes
comes from answers to two items on a teacher attitudes to the BET survey related to teacher
attitudes to the efficacy of class streaming based on BET scores. Answers to the two
questions for each of the three administrations of the survey across the time of this study are
attached as Part A of Appendix W. The results show that all teachers who were surveyed
agreed with the statements (except for one teacher somewhat disagreeing with one item in the
2017 survey), and that the overall strength of agreement as indicated by the average of a

Likert scale from 1-6 was over 5 for all except for one of the statements in the 2015 survey.
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Overall these results from the opinions of this key stakeholder group provide strong backing
for assumption 1 of the BET IUA utilization inference warrant.

6.6.2 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant

The second backing sought for this assumption comes from answers to surveys

eliciting teacher perceptions of the proportion their class’ able to perform A1-B1 CEFR can
do statements from the CEFR self-assessment grid. After removing can do statements for
which teachers felt they did not have enough information about their students to judge, the
resulting averages for the remaining can do statements for each class and stream are

presented in Table 6.11.
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Table 6.11. Averaged Teacher Perceptions of Proportions of their Classes who can Perform
A1-B1 CEFR Statements

June—August 2015 Survey (13 can do statements) FE
Class/Stream Number of classes | Average
Al1-A2 Course 5 54%
A2-B1 Course 5 84%
Al-A2 Low Stream 3 42%
Al1-A2 High Stream 2 72%
A2-B1 Low 3 79%
A2-B1 High 2 91%
July 2016 Survey (12 can do statements) FE
Class/Stream Number of classes | Average
Al1-A2 Course 6 68%
A2-B1 Course 5 80%
A2-B1 Low Steam 3 74%
A2-B1 High Stream 2 88%
January 2017 Survey (17 can do statements) FE
Class/Stream Number of classes | Average
Al1-A2 Course 6 74%
A2-B1 Course 5 81%
A2-B1 Low Steam 3 76%
A2-B1 High Stream 2 88%
July 2016 Survey (19 can do statements) SE
Class/Stream Number of classes | Average
Al1-A2 Course 5 58%
A2-B1 Course 6 86%
A2-B1 Low Steam 3 85%
A2-B1 High Stream 3 86%
January 2017 Survey (24 can do statements) SE
Class/Stream Number of classes
Al1-A2 Course 5 57%
A2-B1 Course 6 83%
A2-B1 Low Steam 3 82%
A2-B1 High Stream 3 86%

The results show clear differences in the average percentages between the A1-A2
course and the A2-B1 course, with the A2-B1 course ranging from 7-30% higher than the
Al1-A2 course across the surveys and FE and SE courses. Unfortunately, it is not possible to
run inferential statistical texts on the mean difference between the ratings for the two courses
due to the small sample size of classes. Nevertheless, this provides some moderate backing

for the first assumption of the utilization warrant for the BET course placement function.
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On the other hand, the differences between the class streams within the GE courses is
less well defined, ranging from just 1% to 30%. Because of the very low difference in some
cases between the two streams within the A2—B1 course, i.e. SE 2016 (1% difference) and SE
2017 classes (4% difference) this is judged to be overall weak rebuttal evidence for the class
streaming function of the BETS.

6.6.3 Backing/rebuttal 3 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant
Teachers in both the 2015 and 2016 focus group interviews generally expressed
agreement that the BETs were able to place students effectively in courses and stream
students effectively into classes, aside from the occasional student who teachers noted
seemed to have been misplaced. One teacher in the 2015 group stated that:

the classes are composed of relatively equal levels. So that we can move at a pace that

is appropriate to them and we can supplement it as needed. As opposed to having so

many high-level girls and then low-level girls all in the same class ...”

Another teacher in the 2016 focus group stated that “I think everybody [in my class]
is almost at the same level.” In addition, a teacher in the 2015 interview stated that:

I think it’s really good. I think it’s good especially in the low-level classes, you get the

ones that pop out as kind of a bit of a leader and that gives them extra confidence that

they might not have if they were in a mixed stream class.

Another participant in the 2015 focus group interview stated that “I think it’s better
for everybody, students and teachers.”

On the other hand, there were contrasting opinions about the value of placing students
into two streams in the lower A1-A2 course, as had been the streaming policy for 2015-2016
academic year, in which there were two streams in the A1-A2 course and two streams in the
A2-B1 course. One teacher in the 2016 group expressed that if all students in one class had

very low ability it could be demotivating:
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When you don’t have anyone that is anywhere in the ballpark of where they could go,
then it just reinforces this kind of bottom of the pool, like scum, leftover. They just ...
they know that ... they just feel that they’re stupid. They look around, they know that
they’re stupid. They feel that because there’s no one else around them. So they’re like
well, why am | even trying.

In contrast, another teacher found that her class in the lowest A1-A2 stream had been
quite motivated:

| had a really low-level last year but it was actually quite good. I didn’t have ... test

scores, they were kind of the same as the other low-level classes, but they just seemed

to just be more motivated in general and more enthusiastic students in general.

Teachers in the 2015 focus group interview also expressed a desire to have more
measures upon which to base student placement and streaming, in order to reduce the chance
of placement errors. One teacher stated:

It gets difficult. There are people, like I’m horrible at tests, which is why I ended up

pursuing a degree in history. So, | can write papers. Because every time | sat down to

take a test, even multiple choice, I don’t know. I’m just really bad at it. So, some
people just aren’t good test takers, but how do you account for that?

Although there was some disagreement in the focus group interviews about the value
of streaming students into classes within the lower GE course, there seemed to be fairly
strong general agreement that the BETs did a good job overall of dividing students into
courses. Thus, evidence from the focus group interviews constitutes fairly-strong backing for
the first assumption of the BET utilization warrant.

6.6.4 Backing/rebuttal 4 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant
The fourth backing sought for assumption 1 of the utilization inference comes from

person separation and strata statistics as explained in section 4.3.1. The person separation and
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strata statistics for the BETs which were used for course placement and streaming within the
frame of this study are presented in Table 6.12. Strata statistics are calculated by multiplying
the person separation statistic by four, adding one, and then dividing this total by 3 (Wright &
Masters, 2002).

Table 6.12. BET Person Separation and Strata

BET Person Separation Strata
BET1 2015 2.11 3.15
BET1 2016 2.04 3.05
BET2 2016 1.97 2.96

Table 6.11 shows that the three BETs used for course placement within the frame of
this study all had person separation statistics above or very close to 2, and strata statistics
around 3. This provides strong backing for assumption 1 of the utilization inference warrant
by showing the BETs used for course placement within the frame of this study were able to
divide test takers into two distinct ability groups for course placement purposes. On the other,
hand this provides strong rebuttal evidence for the 2015 policy of streaming both the A1-A2
course and the A2-B1 course into two streams each, resulting in four levels of classes, as the
strata statics indicate that these tests could at most divide the test takers into three distinct
levels. The 2016 streaming policy of dividing students into two levels of courses, and then
streaming the higher course into two levels of classes, however, has supporting evidence
from the strata statistics of around three.

6.6.5 Backing/rebuttal 5 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant

The fifth backing sought for assumption 1 of the warrant for the utilization inference
comes from the results for Likert scale statements relevant to class streaming from student
surveys as explained in section 4.6.1. The results for the five statements relevant to the BETs

placement and streaming functions are presented in Part A of Appendix X.
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It can be seen from the results that a majority of students agreed with all five
statements relevant to class streaming, across all of the survey administrations. The level of
agreement was above 80% for all except one statement for the January, 2017 second year
responses, which was the statement that “In my class, most students’ English skills are
similar to mine.”, which had a proportion of 76.88% of respondents agreeing. However, the
strength of agreement is only overall only moderate as indicated by most averages for the 1-6
Likert scale being just or somewhat above four and also by large proportions of students who
only agreed “somewhat” to the statements (29.13%-54.02%). Overall backing for assumption
1 of the utilization warrant for the BETs within the frame of this study is judged to be
moderately strong.

6.6.6 Backing/rebuttal 6 for assumption 1 of the utilization warrant

Phi(lambda) statistics for the BETs used for course placement in this study, i.e. BET1
2015, BET1 2016 and BET 2 2016 are reported in Table 6.13 along with mean BET scores
for these tests, and the cut-score used to separate students into the A1-A2 and A2-B1
courses.

Table 6.13. Course Placement BET Phi(lambda), Mean and Cut Scores

BET Phi(lambda) BET Mean Score BET Cut Score
BET1 2015 .78 44.77 45
BET1 2016 17 51.24 51
BET?2 2016 17 60.01 58

All three phi(lambda) statistics for the BETs used for course placement are very close
to the criteria set of .8. Given that the test taker population has relatively homogenous
English language proficiency, meaning that there are likely to be many test takers around the
A1/A2 ability borderline, and also taking into consideration that the cut scores are quite close

to the test mean scores (which lowers phi(lambda)) the reasonably high dependability
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indicated by these phi(lambda) statistics is taken to be moderately strong backing for
assumption 5 of the utilization warrant, and therefore for the placement function of the BETSs.

In order to inform future revisions of BET cut scores phi(lambda) statistics for cut
scores further from the mean for the BETSs in this study are presented in Appendix Y. Cut-
scores and the resulting proportions of students who would have been placed in the A1-A2
and the A2-B1 streams for phi(lambda) statistics of .8, .85 and .9 are given. It can bee seen
from the results that obtaining the target phi(lambda) of .8 in order to have fewer lower
ability students mis-classified into the higher stream, would result in approximately 40% of
students going into the higher stream in the years covered by this study. Similarly, to have
fewer higher level students mis-classified into the lower stream, lower cut scores needed for a
phi(lambda) of .8 would result in around 29-34% of students going into the A1-A2 stream.
Given that approximately 50% of GE students were placed into each GE course based on
BET results over the time of this study, it can can be seen that in order to move the
phi(lambda) by two or three percentage points to reach the target of .8 set in the BET IUA,
the proportion of students who would change their GE course placement is around 10-16%
depending on the year and direction of the cut-score change. Given that evidence from
teachers and students presented elsewhere in the BET validity argument shows that both
students and teachers are largely in agreement with course placement decisions, and that the
the BETSs are only a moderate stakes test. It does not seem worth changing course placement
decisions for such a large proportion of students in exchange for such a relatively small gain
in dependability.

6.6.7 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 2 of the utilization warrant

As explained in section 4.6.2, in addition to the evidence presented in other warrants

of the BET validity argument, additional backing for the achievement function of the BETs

was sought as backing for assumption 2 of the utilization warrant that BET scores are
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sufficient and relevant for assessing student achievement of the GE course goals. The first
backing was sought from the results of two items on the teacher attitudes to the BETS surveys
which elicited teachers’ opinions of the efficacy of the BETs for measuring students’ reading
and listening proficiency. These results are attached as Part B of Appendix W. The results
show fairly high agreement (means between 4.75 and 5.27 on a scale of 1-6) from teachers
and LAs who responded to the survey that the BETs were effective at measuring both
students’ reading and listening proficiency. Generally, the results cluster at “agree” with a
few respondents indicating that they strongly agree. However, it is interesting to note that
there is one outlier who indicated somewhat disagreeing that the BET effectively measured
both reading and listening in the 2015 survey, and also one outlier who somewhat disagreed
that the BETS effectively measured listening in the Jan/Feb 2017 survey. It would be valuable
to find out why this respondent or these respondents disagreed, however, as the survey was
anonymous this is not possible. The proportion of survey respondents agreeing with these two
statements ranged from 87.5% to 100% across the three surveys. Overall, these results
provide moderately strong backing for assumption 2 of the utilization warrant. A full
discussion of the effectiveness of the BETS within the frame of this study to function as
achievement tests of the new GE curriculum is given in section 7.2.2 in answer to research
question 2.
6.6.8 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 2 of the utilization warrant

The second backing for assumption 2 of the utilization warrant was sought from
reliability statistics of the BERTs and BELTS in this study. As explained in section 4.6.2
reliability statistics of at least .8 would be needed as backing to support an assumption that
BET scores are sufficient for assessing student achievement of the GE course goals. As can
be seen in Table 6.1 in section 6.3.1, the BERTs and BELTSs all have reliability statistics

below .8. The BERTSs have KR-20 reliability between .76 and .78 and the BELTs have KR-
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20 reliabilities between .56 and .67. Overall, this represents moderate rebuttal evidence for

assumption 2 of the utilization warrant.

6.6.9 Backing/rebuttal 1 for sub-assumption 3.1 of the utilization warrant

Assumption 3 of the BET IUA is that the BETs have beneficial impact on learning.

This assumption is subdivided into three sub-assumptions, each of which addresses a

different beneficial aspect of the uses of BET scores on learning.

The first sub-assumption is that students benefit from being placed in courses and

streamed classes based on BET results. Backing for this sub-assumption 3.1 comes from

analysis of an item on the student attitudes to the BET survey, which addressed student

preferences to being in classes divided by ability, i.e. a class of similar English ability to their

own or in a class of mixed ability. The survey item is given in Japanese and in English in

section 4.6.3.1 and the results for the students who were streamed based on BET results in

this study are presented in Table 6.14.

Table 6.14. Student Class Streaming Preference from Surveys

Survey Administration

Same level class
preference

Mixed level class
preference

Whichever is
okay

April/May 2015 (n = 172)

133 (77.23%)

21 (10.47%)

18 (12.21%)

Jan 2016 (n = 205)

157 (76.59%)

18 (8.78%)

30 (14.63%)

Jan 2017 FE (n = 214)

163 (76.17%)

19 (8.88%)

32 (14.95%)

Jan 2017 SE (n = 193)

146 (75.65%)

24 (12.44%)

23 (11.92%)

It can be seen from Table 6.14 that a large majority of students for all of the student
attitudes to the BETS and class streaming surveys administered during this study preferred to
be in English classes of students made up of a similar ability to their own and this proportion
is quite consistent across all of the surveys at just over 75% of survey takers. In addition, a
fair proportion of survey takers appear to be indifferent to course streaming with around 12—

15% of students choosing this option in the surveys. There is also a reasonable proportion of
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students who would prefer to be in non-streamed classes or classes of mixed ability with
around 9-12% of respondents choosing this option.

Overall these survey results provide fairly strong backing for assumption 1 of the
third assumption of the warrant for the BET IUA as more than 87% of respondents across all
survey administrations either had their steaming preference met, or were indifferent to
streaming policy.

6.6.10 Backing/rebuttal 2 for sub-assumption 3.1 of the utilization warrant

The second backing for sub-assumption 3.1 of the BET utilization inference warrant
was sought from teacher responses to questions 8 and 9 in the focus group interviews, which
were: “What are the effects of current GE steaming policy for teacher classroom
management, and class preparation?”” and “How beneficial is the current GE streaming policy
for students?” Teachers in the 2015 focus group interview all agreed that course placement
and class streaming based on BET scores was beneficial for students.

Some representative comments from the 2015 focus group interview are:

I think it’s really good. I think it’s good especially in the low-level classes, you get the

ones that pop out as kind of a bit of a leader and that gives them extra confidence that

they might not have if they were in a mixed stream class.

Another participant stated: “I think it’s better for everybody, students and teachers.”

Focus group participants in the 2015 interview also noted that lower level students
would be more likely to participate in a class of similar ability to their own, because they
might be intimidated and reluctant to participate if students in their class had a much higher
ability than them. “Probably the low-level students would be more inhibited by giving their
presentation after seeing a really awesome, high-level presentation. Better to keep it as

separated a bit.”
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One participant in the 2016 focus group stated “[It’s] beneficial to students because
they can participate more knowing that the other students are on the same level so they’re not
pressured probably.” Aside from this teacher, however, in 2016 focus group, other teachers
did not directly express agreement that streaming was beneficial for students as they did in
the 2015 group, because the conversation wandered to the topic of dividing the A1-A2
course into two streams. Thereafter, a teacher expressed that it was not beneficial to have a
very low class stream as was the case with the 2015 streaming, stating that “The danger is if
you have everybody in that class who’s super low motivated it can be even more deadening
for everyone”. Another teacher stated the opinion that:

| would say that in terms of the low-level streaming class, it’s important to understand

what your goal is for the course. Is your goal to extend these students who can do as

much possible or is your focus more on supporting the lowest level learners? And if
your focus is on the extension on where ever student can go, pushing them as far as

possible, it would make sense to sort the stream a lowest of the low and then a

middle-low. But I don’t think GE is at the point where we’re looking to be such an

intensive, pushing course and we’re more on the supporting and nursing our students
who are at the lower end of the stream. And so | think this current set up makes more
sense for our students and for our university as a whole for what we are intending.

Overall, there seemed to be some agreement among the participants that it was better
not to divide the A1-A2 course into a high and low stream as was the 2015 policy, however
not all participants expressed their opinion on this issue.

Overall, evidence from the 2015 and 2016 focus groups provides moderate backing to
support the claim that course placement and class streaming based on BET scores is
beneficial for GE students, as available comments indicated that teachers generally agreed

that course placement and class streaming was beneficial for students. In addition, teacher



204

opinions expressed in the 2016 focus group generally supported the policy change
implemented in 2016, of not streaming the A1-A2 course into a high and low stream.
6.6.11 Backing/rebuttal for sub-assumption 3.2 of the utilization warrant

Backing for sub-assumption 3.2 of the utilization warrant that students find BET
scores to be informative was sought from responses to Likert scale items on student attitudes
to the BETs and class streaming surveys as outlined in section 4.6.3.2. These results are
presented in Appendix X, Part B. The results show that a large majority of students for each
of the survey administrations believed that the BETs were useful to show them their English
ability level for reading and listening with over 90% of students agreeing that the BETs
helped them to know their strong and weak points in English and their reading and listening
proficiency level. Over 90% of the respondents on all of the survey administrations also
agreed that the BETs were useful for them to plan their English study.

However, one caveat is that a fair proportion of students disagreed with these
statements (around 5-11% across the statements and surveys), and also a large proportion of
students (29-40%) only somewhat agreed with the statements across the survey
administrations. This indicates that further improvements are needed in the way that BET
scores are presented to students. Some suggestions for how this may be achieved are
presented in sections 7.3.6 and 7.3.7

Overall, results from the relevant items in student surveys provide moderate backing
for sub-assumption 3.2 of the utilization warrant.

6.6.12 Backing/rebuttal 1 for sub-assumption 3.3 of the utilization warrant

As described in section 4.6.3.3 the first backing for sub-assumption 3.3 of the
utilization warrant that students find BET scores to be motivating was sought from answers to
two Likert scale statements on the student surveys. Descriptive statistics for the responses to

these two statements for students who had recently taken the BET1 or the BET2 are provided
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in Appendix X, Part C. Students who had recently taken the BET3 were not asked to respond
to these survey items, because they had finished the GE curriculum and would therefore not
take another BET.

The results show that a large majority of respondents (over 95%) in all survey
administrations reported that they were motivated to improve their scores on their next BET,
and a large majority of respondents across all surveys felt motivated to study hard in order to
improve their BET score (over 94%), and overall the degree of agreement was fairly high
with averages of 4.72-5.04 on a scale of 1-6. On the other hand, here was a significant
proportion of students who either disagreed that they wanted to study to improve their BET
scores or only somewhat agreed, with around 30% of respondents in all three surveys either
disagreeing that they wanted to improve their next BET score or only somewhat agreeing,
and around 40% either disagreeing or just somewhat agreeing that they were motivated to
study hard to improve their next BET score.

Overall, results of the student survey provide fairly-strong backing for sub-
assumption 3.3 of the BET utilization warrant.

6.6.13 Backing/rebuttal 2 for sub-assumption 3.3 of the utilization warrant

In contrast to the results from the student surveys, teachers in both the 2015 and 2016
focus group interviews generally expressed beliefs that GE students were not motivated to
study hard to get a good score on the BETS. In the 2015 interview teachers agreed that the
BETs were probably not a motivational factor for those GE students who had low motivation
to study English. One teacher in the 2015 group commented that “All they care about is
passing and not having to repeat.” Reasons stated by teachers in the focus groups for the
BETS not being a strong motivational factor for students were that the BETs form only 15%
of students’ final grade for semester 2, and other components such as participation (20%) are

of more immediate concern and carry more weight. Teachers also pointed out that students
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were only likely to think about studying for the BET right before the test, as students were
busy and generally not concerned with long term planning. One teacher in the 2015 focus
group stated that

| think the BET test, they’ll be really concerned about it right before the test, they’re

very short-sighted. You could give a writing assignment three weeks ahead and then

last day, they’ll come up to you all panicked. So I think it could be motivating but

they really tend to be short-sighted ...

On the other hand, one teacher in both the 2015 and 2016 interviews thought that the
BET was useful extrinsic motivation, commenting that he often reminded his students about
the BETs and BESTS to attempt to motive them. “I just noticed that as I’ve been teaching
here, I’ve been having to constantly remind them of those extrinsic motivators at the end and
I have noticed a difference.” Teachers also stated that the lower level students probably don’t
think about their final test at all, but the higher-level students are likely to be more motivated
to study hard to do well on the test.

Taken as a whole, teacher opinions expressed in the two focus groups provide
moderately strong rebuttal evidence for sub-assumption 3.3 of the utilization warrant.

6.6.14 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 4 of the utilization warrant

As described in section 4.6.4, the first backing for assumption 4 of the utilization
warrant that the BETs have beneficial impact on teaching was sought from teacher comments
in the focus group interviews. Two teachers in the 2015 focus group interview indicated that
they taught simple test taking strategies with the BET in mind, and two teachers also
indicated that they would tell their students when a classroom task was similar to a BET task
to help them to prepare for their next BET. Another two teachers in the 2015 interview

indicated that they simply told their students to review their lesson materials and vocabulary
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lists for the tests, because the BETs were achievement tests of the curriculum, therefore no
special preparation was required.

In the 2016 focus group interview one teacher indicated that he would try to prepare
his students for the BET by giving them tips on test taking strategies when they do reading
and listening tasks in class with taking the BET in mind. These included reading the
questions before reading the text, or giving students a time limit for answering a reading
question to imitate test conditions. Another teacher indicated that he would have students
highlight where they found the answer in reading text and discuss this with a partner, to
improve their ability to answer test-like questions. One participant indicated that as a new
teacher he had not yet had much time to think about preparing his students for the BETs
stating:

A lot of us are still trying to learn the content of the lessons ... and then to facilitate

for the first time, and, possibly as we see the BET, as we get a more substantial, um,

better understanding of the BET as we go on we’ll be able to then tailor our specific
activities in the lessons to the, to, as [Participant 4] was saying, what skills students

are going to need when they take the BET.

Another teacher mentioned that that he tells students that a task type will be on the
BET after he has taught that task type in a lesson.

Overall results from the teacher focus group interviews provide weak rebuttal
evidence for assumption 4 of the utilization warrant, with teachers indicating that the BETs
caused them to teach some test taking strategies, and to raise students’ awareness of the types
of tasks on the BETs when a similar task appeared in the classroom materials. There is no
indication of the BETSs having a negative influence on teaching practice, nor is there any real

evidence of the BETs having a positive influence.
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6.6.15 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 4 of the utilization warrant

The second backing for assumption 4 of the utilization warrant was sought from
answers to teacher surveys as described in section 4.6.4. One teacher stated in the open
response section of the January 2017 teacher survey that “Sometimes I informed students that
a particular style of questioning would be on their exam, but | don’t feel like BET
performance was constantly in the back of my mind while guiding them through the tasks”. A
teacher in the Jan 2017 survey stated that:

Maybe it’s a wording thing, but if I read the final question as ‘am | preparing for the

BET test in classes’, my answer would be ‘no’. I’m not ‘teaching for the exam’

because that rationale has clearly failed our students in the past, and clearly doesn’t

work now. | think about how my teaching will affect my students’ desire to study, and
abilities to learn and use the materials in our lessons. IF | do this correctly /
effectively, then my teaching will affect my students’ BEST scores. However, | do
take the time to point out if a reading/ listening style activity is the same style as one
that will be in our tests, and how learning vocabulary will help them in their tests ...
hence the ‘occasionally’ reply.”

Results of the Likert scale item in the teacher attitudes to the BETs and class
streaming survey are attached as Appendix X, Part C. It can be seen from the survey results
that a majority of survey respondents on all three survey administrations (55.55%—-63.63%)
indicated that they thought about how their teaching would affect their students BET score
when preparing for classes only rarely or occasionally. This presents further moderately
strong rebuttal evidence for a positive influence of the BETs on GE teaching, and further
research would be needed on the ways in which teacher class preparation is influenced by the

BETs to draw any firm conclusions.
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6.6.16 Backing/rebuttal 1 for assumption 5 of the utilization warrant

Assumption 5 of the utilization warrant is that uses of BET scores have beneficial
impact on senior managers’ attitudes to the BECC assessment system. As described in
section 4.6.5 two backings were sought for this assumption from semi-structured interviews
with university senior managers.

The first backing was sought from answers to the question “What do you think about
streaming English classes for GE courses?”” All of the managers interviewed were strongly in
favour of dividing students into GE classes by their English ability based on BET scores.
Stated reasons were to avoid lower ability students becoming frustrated, to challenge higher
level students to further improve their ability, and to avoid teachers having to adjust their
class to their lowest proficiency learners in a mixed ability class.

Some representative comments follow from the interviews.

Interview 1: Students were enrolled by different entrance exams. Some of them studied
English very well and they were placed in a high-level class originally. Some of them were
not good at English. Therefore, | think it is very important to grasp the characteristics and
abilities of each student properly and to classify them according to their abilities. ... This is a
very good system.

CHNIZDOVTIETT R, PREYZEESADNASTERLLEEZIHLALGAREZR
LTASTKBZESANVNEI DT, FEFICEFERICHKEZ L SHMELAICE
REOHHKRI TR, HOREDY FANLA-TL BFELVNE, RELZEREL
LBEWEELWVET DT, TNEZTBALTNTNDEESADFECREN ZIEE
LT, ZDRENICIGELTYIFRAFFZEZLTWVK EVNSIDEFFERBICKEBLILIZER

DTWET o 0 0o ETHVLWHELER>TVWET,
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Interview 2: | totally agree with it. It’s really necessary to separate classes depending on the

level, especially for the classes to acquire skills.

HNFBIEABERIEEERSTET, P2[XY T L— R TRV ERICRF
WERITHITBODERETEL XY T L—REEHALEFTTLC2TLS®D
[T BELGIEZEBNET.

Interview 3: That’s very necessary. It’s important to make a class that enables high
performers to become motivated to aim for further levels. They are willing to study even
outside of the BECC to get language training, like studying abroad.
ENRFEREBLGVRELGIEEEBVET R, HELSF-bAL2EBR-HTERN
[TEEFEI. £I2DLLEDLANILETITC O, 2TLI, E53VSR2ELBIVET
FThEL, EOVIZELENBELELS ENTT R, BETHEOEREROHTA
VIPUNDECATELEMBLESI DTLIEMREF >TLEIT ML, TH5UL5F
EEHDEICEDLARLEBRELTOWCEREZSISHIT ESGNSLANILDY SR
ZHEDZEFRELGILLEEBVET,

Interview 4: | think there is a big gap in the students’ English levels even when they are in the

same department, so it’s natural that classes should be divided ... if we don’t do this, teachers

will adjust the level of the class to the lowest proficiency learners, so if high and low

performers are mixed together in the class, it won’t work out. This level classification is a

very good idea and it’s necessary.

HD., HEFEOLAILEVWSDEF, ALEMTENMIYZFENIZELHDIAL G LD
ERVWEITODT, B3RV IR FELTULDLGLCTEAGLHEVERBVWEST L0

UHDEBEEDLARILTY SRADITEZ LERAE. ESLTELNLLENEEICIEE

FEDLETLEVETDT, NS LRILGFERENE XY DM RNFL—#E
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[CWVEDTREEBEENABRYILEZGVEBVETDT, TOVFRAZIFIEETEHLWE
BUOFEFT L, BRO->TIMGFAEVFHRODERWET L,

Interview 5: It is common for teachers to focus on the average or just a little lower level in
class when students with the highest level and students who are not high in level are in the
same class. In that case, high performers won’t be able acquire new skills and it’s a problem.

Classification by level is a necessary measure for the development of lessons and also to

improve students’ skills.

LEBLEFOD>TLDLANILABTNEENHFY LRNILDELSGNEELRLY TR
[CEdE. ESLTIRFMICETEHMNGZECADEIL E>ETOHYICER
ERADTLIDN—BHFEERNVET DT, £3FDELANILOEVNEESTL
IDIE. HLLABLHFICHIFTAHAIENHEELGL, ERYETMD, TNIFFEEIZE
FTVERBWETDT, Z5V2EEKRTIHELARVIZEDIFIRAFITELTLS ST
WSDIF, BEORFAL, ThALZEETADRFIILT Y TESELHLTILRELGE
ERERVWEIDOT, ThEENRTLLVAL RGN ERSTWSHATY,

Of course, | think it has worth and meaning. That is to say, if low performers take the same
class as high performers, they will stop studying because they get panicked. Probably they are

the people who were not good at English in high school and don’t like English. Therefore,

first of all we need to give them some experiences with the can do approach.

(2, B, EXHEEB>THATT ., EVVHDEF. TOIZADFEBLIZE
DY SADFELHEBMLABTZLTLES &L P2 XYL 590040 ->TLVSD
MEICIIS>T, FAESAEEAELIENULMBLEIS ELGVWERSATYT, &

BTV FADFELIEERFEFTDEIATEENEF. HAHAWLTERNEWLS A
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HEHEDT, FTIEPNETEDIALEL DTV SBRBRESIETOLIRELHDI LR
SATY &1,

Overall, responses from the senior management interviews provide strong backing for
assumption 5 of the utilization inference.

6.6.17 Backing/rebuttal 2 for assumption 5 of the utilization warrant

All five senior-managers who were interviewed also agreed with the value of giving
students numerical scores representing their reading and listening ability. Some
representative comments follow.
Interview 1: If they can see their result, like the score at the beginning of first semester, the
one at the end of first semester, then the one in the second semester, it would be good. It will

be very useful and meaningful.

PEY INFENSKSVWEHEDIRIICHE SN EVSIHMBELTEZONLDTH
i, FIAEIHORM N SV Eofz, TRHFIHIOEDHLYIZE I 5L
BTY., ELTERHACNACOWZAY, £ SO [CHA>TVK EL4GHT
HNIE. COVSTERH>THVLVAL2LZLNERNET, T THENTIE
BICARGALYLGLAE, BERAHDSZLEGALLREONGEND S ITIFRN
F9,

Interview 2: When talking about analyzing connections with each department’s education,
having this score is very important. It’s also important to show students’ scores to them. They

should know how much skill they have now.
TOFD., TORDEBXRODEEL L DLNYELNNIT HAEKRTIK. CORAT7H

HEODTVIDIEESDTHEEL LR STVWAATYIHFE, BEICRT > TUL S B
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2. BFEICRIZELKRETY, BEELEFEFODINENS WLHEIMNDTIE
ZTHBHRETI M b,

Interview 3: Of course, it is very important to grasp the result by themselves of what they
have studied and made efforts for, and | think it will also motivate them to move on to the
next step. Therefore, this is very important.

htFEH,. BAAREBINREATENZ LEERR > TV HINEREZENBES TIBET
52TV ERFKRELIETIL. TNDARDRTY TITEATHLKEDEFA
—2avITERBHEBVWFEIMNL, ENEFETHERELGIELELELRAVET,
Interview 4: If you keep taking the tests, you can compare the results with the previous ones.
Once again, it will motivate you. You can’t know how much you can do, or how far you
developed by a single test. But students take this test at the enrollment, at the end of first-year
and so on, so they can receive the results constantly. To show the results to students has
plenty of meaning.

MIELTEDTRAMZZITF TG, FIOTA MEHLEHEEFEFIDT, AIELEL
FTITNELEFR—2a3 V[ DEN>TWK EBVET, BEETRITIZITE-
EoBaNENSSVWEDON, BUTLWSDOM MY FEAITREL, COTXH
DIZETL =6, A2ERICRETT, 1LFEDEDLYTRITT, 2TLS453I1TH
PAEERBIE. EHMICRTOIDITTIND, FEICTYT ZEFFREERNH S
EZESVSEKRTIEHTTEVET,

Interview 5: | think this is very important. We separate English ability into four skills in
Japan. The fact that skill scores are shown separately is very meaningful. Quite often

Japanese universities do not return a test score report. Some students told me about this the

other day, and they feel uncomfortable about no feedback, because they had it when they
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were in high school. I think we all should think about it not only at BECC. Your current

method is very good.

NERNTVWEELEBSATY, T, REBEOGZAFEEELNDISHSITAR
TIEHEL2TFEIHE. E5VIAIITHTTREDLIICHES>TAHMNLREAPRY F
WETHAHEIDNE LNGEWER-STWAATTIFE, EEHFEL-Z L EBEE
LEITHA. £V ERTHEAITONEECAERITTREARTNSEVSDIE
EOTHLEKRMNHAILERBVWFET L, GALGHLBROKRETIETRA M2 LTHRER
WO TSI 7T—RAAEZVATI R, CORTEZENE>TVEATTIFE, £50
2T 4= FNYIBLENL>TLSDEFE, HAFYRKELIZEDLES L. BFF
BRETIEITA— KRNV IDR—IEH>=DT, bk 2>EEMBELHD5LVATT
1o NYIVDEELIFTL A TEFRMICSREJEZ TUODNRITNIEGZ LGV REER
AWEEBWVWETIHE, BRISENTWAZ LFFERICHEELS LLAL 2GRN

ERWET,

However, one interviewee suggested exercising caution when giving students test
scores as it could be demotivating to some already unmotivated students with low confidence
in their English ability.

Interview 2: However, | suggest we should be careful when showing test scores to students
who found English hard ... maybe students from some departments don’t care about the
results, for example, students from the Nutrition course, Human Welfare course, Psychology
course. But the students who are in Global Communication course or Elementary Education
course may suffer greatly. We should be careful and consider how to treat these students. It’s
important that students know about their own skill but if each student gets her scores, it will

be a problem. | mentioned earlier but education results in rank-ordering students. We
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consider it important to take some special care for students who are sensitive about their
rankings.

=12, b2, EHRICEDDE. BETOOWEWZ LIEFRBICE2TIREALLDIC
BAMODTWSITEZEL &2 EEZTEN GV EVTLELME LG, £5TY,. LA
T3 EBZIEANBREZR EDABBUEROF-BE, LDLO, DEZFROFEHH 00
B, 2TESIHMhBLALL, FFERRIEITA—N\)LaZar— 30 DF D, b
LMELEDFHLEIETICMATLEINAELALGL, CTDETHEESIVSIFREN
HAERMEADHDFICES D IAIITHAT EN>TEATENMNENEWNTFHRNERNE
T . KALBENENSKLWVWAZFH>TWSAN>THAZEBARKRELLEEASATY
(TE. EENENZMDLICHDE, —AVEYAHALGHRIMB LD E, AITLSA
255, ECTE2EEVELITE, HEF-TEENADVWTLFES, IEFICX L THRG
RIGET BZEANDTTHRBEIZEEZNGES>TENEY, THRUGIEELERVWET., &
nik,

Responses in the management semi-structured interviews show overall strong
agreement with the value of presenting students with numerical grades to represent their
English reading and listening ability, and thus provide strong backing for assumption 5 of the
utilization inference warrant.

6.7 Closing comments

This chapter presented and analysed the backing/rebuttal evidence gathered to assess
each of the assumptions beneath each warrant for the six inferences in the BET IUA. An
overall summary and evaluation of this backing/rebuttal evidence is presented in the
following Chapter 7, which is drawn upon to answer the research questions. Table 7.7 in

Chapter 7 summarizes overall backing/rebuttal evidence for the BET validity argument.
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CHAPTER 7

Summary, Conclusions and Reflections

7.0 Introduction

This chapter firstly gives a summary of the obtained backing and/or rebuttal evidence
for each inference in the BET IUA, to form a judgement of whether each warrant related to
the inferences is sufficiently supported. Secondly, each of the research questions articulated
in Chapter 1 is addressed, in light of the evidence presented in this study. This chapter then
presents limitations of this study, followed by reflections on using Kane’s argument-based
approach to validation in the context of in-house tests, and a summary of this study’s
contributions to the field of language test validation. Finally, suggestions for future research
are made.
7.1 Summary of the results for the BET validity argument

The main purpose of this study was to build an Interpretation/Use Argument for the
BETSs and to apply it through a validity argument to the development stage of test validation,
which took place over the first two years of implementing a new English language
curriculum. The following sections evaluate the backing for each of the inferences of the
BET validity argument for the first two years of test development.

7.1.1 Domain definition
The validity argument for the BET domain definition inference for BETs within the

frame of this study is summarized in Table 7.1.
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Domain Definition Inference

Warrant for the BET Placement/Streaming Function IUA: Observations of performance on the BETs reveal the level of reading and listening skills and abilities needed to
function effectively in GE courses, and are representative of reading and listening performance in the General English curriculum.
Warrant for the BET Achievement Function IUA: Observations of performance on the BETs reveal achievement of the General English course goals for reading and

listening.
Assumptions Placement/Streaming
unc{l\e;glryrlgrg]]tthe Backing/Rebuttal Evidence Analysis of Evidence or Achievement IUA

1. BET content is
a representative
sample of the
GE curriculum.

1. Tables analysing the representation of GE unit content on
the BETS, show good representation for BET2 2016 and BETs 2
& 32017, but poor representation for BETs1 2015, 2016 and
2017.

Overall, moderately strong rebuttal evidence for the
BETSs within the frame of this study, which is
somewhat moderated by evidence of improving
representation within each cycle of BET revision

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

2. Ananalysis of teacher and student survey responses shows
that overall these stakeholders think that BET tasks are
representative of the targeted GE curriculum.

Moderately strong backing evidence

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

2. BET task
characteristics
match the GE
curriculum
goals

1. Analysis shows that several of the target can do statements
in the BET specifications are not well-matched to the testlet
content and/or curriculum goals.

Strong rebuttal evidence for this assumption

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

2. Anincomplete range of subskills at the curriculum target
CEFR levels for reading and listening is covered by the target
can do statements from the BET specifications.

Strong rebuttal evidence for this assumption

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

3. BERT and BELT lexical profiles are somewhat different to
KET and PET reading and listening section lexical profiles
particularly at the 1000-word level.

Weak to moderate rebuttal evidence for this
assumption

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

3. BET task types
are
representative
of reading and
listening task
types in the GE
curriculum.

1. Tables analysing the representation of BET type tasks in the
GE curriculum show a lack of representation for some task types,
and an uneven representation BET-type tasks across the target
curriculum.

Strong rebuttal evidence for this assumption

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

2. Ananalysis of teacher and student survey responses shows
that these stakeholders view BET tasks as being similar to
reading and listening tasks in the GE curriculum.

Moderate backing evidence for this assumption

Placement/streaming
and Achievement

Intermediate
Conclusion

Overall backing is insufficient to support the assumptions for BET IUA domain definition warrants for both placement/streaming and achievement.
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As can be seen from Table 7.1, there is some evidence of improving backing for the
domain inference during each of the three BET creation and renewal cycles covered by this
study. This includes improved BET domain coverage, better matching of CEFR can do
statements to testlet tasks in the BET specifications, and slightly improved task representation
in the curriculum. There is also fairly strong backing from surveys that the two most
important stakeholder groups for the BETS, teachers and students, agree with assumptions
beneath the domain definition inference warrant that BETs are representative of GE
curriculum content, and that BET tasks are similar to reading and listening tasks in the GE
curriculum.

However, overall it is judged that the backing for some of the assumptions in the BET
IUA domain definition warrant across the timeframe of this study, is outweighed by the
rebuttal evidence, which shows that three of the six BETs available for analysis in this study
did not sufficiently represent their target units of the GE curriculum, that the target can do
statements for BET testlets in the BET specifications in several cases did not accurately
reflect testlet tasks and/or the course goals, that only around half of the possible target CEFR
detailed can do statements for each target level were covered by the BETSs, that the
vocabulary in the BETs was somewhat more difficult than the KET and PET, and finally that
there was poor and uneven representation of BET task types in the target GE curriculum.
These results points to a clear need for further revisions to the BETs, the BET specifications,
and the GE curriculum which are dealt with in section 7.3.

7.1.2 Evaluation
The validity argument for the BET evaluation inference for BETs within the frame of

this study is summarized in Table 7.2.
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Evaluation Inference

Warrant for the BET IUA: BET tasks yield consistent observed scores, which are not
contaminated by construct irrelevant variance.

Assumptions
underlying the
warrant

Backing/Rebuttal
Evidence

Analysis of
Evidence

Placement/Streaming
or Achievement IUA

1. The BETs were
administered and
scored
consistently.

Descriptions of the
procedures followed for
annual BET
administrations show that
the tests were
administered and scored
consistently.

Strong backing

Both placement /
streaming and
Achievement

2. Appropriate
procedures were

A description of
procedures used for
developing the BET
testlets and items, shows
that appropriate
procedures were

comprehensible
for students.

instructions were easy to
understand.

Overall Both placement /
followed to followed, for example, .

. moderately streaming and
develop BET peer review of draft strona backina | Achievement
testlets and testlets, and standardised g g
items. checking of item

characteristics.
BET items were not
piloted.
3. BET task Results of a student
instructions were | survey show that students Both placement /
easily thought that BET Strong backing | streaming and

Achievement

Intermediate
Conclusion

Overall backing is sufficient to support the assumptions for BET
IUA evaluation warrants for both the streaming and achievement

functions.

Table 7.2 shows that the weight of evidence for the BET validity argument supports

the assumptions beneath the warrant for the evaluation inference. On the one hand, strong

rebuttal evidence for assumption three of the evaluation inference came from the fact that

BET testlets were not able to be piloted, which is a consequence of designing the tests with

limited resources. On the other hand, backing for assumption three of the evaluation
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inference will improve as 2018 the BETs should have full domain coverage, meaning that the
focus of test design can move to improving existing testlets and items, rather than designing
new items, meaning that all testlets will have been previously used on the test taker
population. In addition, strong backing was found from the consistent way in which the BETs
were administered, from BET development procedures, and from student survey results
showing that a great majority of students found the test instructions easy to understand, which
is judged to be sufficient to support the evaluation inference warrant.
7.1.3 Generalization
Table 7.3 summarizes the validity argument for the BET generalization inference for

BETSs within the frame of this study.
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Table 7.3. BET Generalization Validity Argument

Generalization Inference
Warrant for the BET IUA: Observed scores are estimates of expected scores on other versions of
the BET (1,2 & 3).

Assumptions Backing/Rebuttal Evidence Analysis of Placement/Streaming
underlying the Evidence or Achievement IUA
warrant
Strong backing

1. Enough tasks are

included to
provide stable
estimates of test
taker

Reliability statistics for the
BETs 1 and 2 as a whole are
sufficient for moderate-stakes
in-house placement tests.

Dependability statistics
indicate that a large proportion
of BELT variance is not based
on ability in the curriculum
domain.

evidence for the
course
placement
function of the
BETs

Moderately-
strong backing
for the 2016
class streaming

Placement / streaming
and Achievement

procedures are
used to measure

The BETSs were not equated
during the span of this study.

performance. Reliability statistics, policy
separation and strata statistics Overall strong
show that the BERTs and buttal
BELTs in this study could not rebutia

. ) evidence for the
divide test takers into three achievement
?roulpl)_s for A1, A2, and B1 function of the
evelling. BETs
. Appropriate
scaling and
equating

Strong rebuttal

Achievement

and test forms are
created.

or task requirements well.

Without equating the BETS it
is not possible to compare
testlet difficulty across BETS.

student evidence

achievement

across BET

forms.
BET testlest specifications
seem to be sufficient for
testlets of equivalent difficulty

Testlet target equivalent language
L skills to be created.

specifications are I K

well defined so Over_a wea .
Some testlet can do statements | backing Achievement

that parallel tasks .
to not match the course goals, | evidence

Intermediate
Conclusion

Backing evidence is sufficient to support the placement/streaming function
of the BETSs, but insufficient to support the achievement function.
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Table 7.3 shows that strong supporting evidence for the placement function of the
BETs was found from all BETs within the frame of the study having KR-20 reliabilities
above .8, which is within the range generally found to be acceptable for a moderate-stakes
test (Weir 2005a) and also indicates that the BET 1 and 2s were able to separate the learners
into two groups statistically for placement into two courses. (Statistical evidence relating to
the class streaming function of the BETSs is assessed in the utilization inference.)

On the other hand, fairly strong rebuttal evidence for the assumptions beneath the
warrant for the generalization inference was found in the BET validity argument.
Specifically, KR-20 reliabilities for the BERTs and BELTSs indicate that person separation
and strata statistics for all of the tests would not be sufficient to divide learners into three
groups (i.e. CEFR Al, A2 and B1) for course achievement purposes, that is to say, in order to
measure course achievement in terms of separate reading and listening skills at levels A2 and
B1 of the CEFR. In addition, it is not possible to assess the equivalency of testlet difficulty
across BETs without equating the tests. Overall, the generalization inference for the
achievement function of the BETs within the frame of this study is found to be insufficiently
supported.

7.1.4 Explanation
The validity argument for the BET explanation inference for BETs within the frame

of this study is summarized in Table 7.4.
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Explanation Inference

reading and listening.

Warrant: Observed scores are attributable to the constructs implicit in the CEFR levels A2—B1 for English

which claim
CEFR alignment.

Medium to large correlations were
found between BET and TOEIC
overall scores. Small to large
correlatiosn were found between BERT
and TOEIC reading scores, and small
to large correlations were found
between BELT and TOEIC listening
scores.

Assumptions Backing/Rebuttal Evidence Analysis of | Placement/Streaming or
underlying the Evidence Achievement IUA
warrant
Large correlations were found between
BET scores and OOPT scores.
Large correlations were found between
BERT and OOPT Use of English
1. Performanceson | >¢0"¢%
BET measures - .
are associated Medium to large correlations were Overall
. found between BELT and OOPT .
with performance | ., . . strong Placement/streaming and
listening section scores. : .
on other test- backing Achievement
based measures evidence

2. Performances on
BET measures
are associated
with test taker
self-assessments

Medium to large disattenuated
correlations were found between BERT
and reading self-assessment survey

Fairly-strong

Placement/streaming and

the test takers.

A few more items are needed at the
more difficult end of the range to
challenge and measure the most able
test takers.

of CEER can do results, and between BELT and backing Achievement
statements for listening self-assessment survey
reading and results.
listening.
Rasch item fit statistics show that BET
3. BET items items function to effectively measure
effectively the constructs of reading and listening. | Overall .
Placement/streaming and
measure the moderate Achievement
constructs of Point-measure correlations indicate backing
interest several items may be off-construct and
need revision or replacement
The range of item difficulties to test
taker abilities shows improved
4 The ranae of item matching across time of this study, and
- 1Nerang overall the matching is reasonably
difficulties on the Overall .
good. Placement/streaming and
test matches the moderate Achievement
range of abilities of backing

Intermediate
Conclusion

Backing evidence for the evaluation warrant is sufficient to support the
placement/streaming and achievement functions of the BETSs.
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Overall there seems to be enough evidence in the BET validity argument at this stage
to support the assumptions underlying the warrant for the explanation inference. The
strongest backing comes from large correlations between BET overall scores and OOPT
overall scores, BERT and OOPT use of English scores, and medium to large correlations
between BELT and OOPT listing scores. This is because as explained in section 4.4.1 the
OOPT is a test which had CEFR alignment build into it at all stages of its development and
validation, and similar to the BETSs, it aims to assess communicative ability against the
CEFR, and to place students into CEFR levels (Pollit, 2009; Purpura, 2010).

Medium to large correlations between BERT scores and reading items in a CEFR
self-assessment survey, and between BELT scores and listening items in the same self-
assessment survey also provide moderately strong backing for this assumption 2 of this the
warrant for the explanation inference. The correlations for the BERTs and reading self-
assessment statements are similar to those obtained in Alderson’s validation of the
DIALANG (Alderson, 2006) for overall reading self-assessment and DIALANG reading
scores, but are weaker for the BELTs than for the DIALANG listening results. Correlations
may have been moderated by test-taker unfamiliarity with some of the actual situations,
which the CEFR self-assessment statements referred (Ross, 1988), which would seem to be
an unavoidable when using the CEFR can do statements with young learners with no actual
experience in a country where the target language is spoken. The lower overall correlations
between CEFR listening self-assessment statements and the BELTSs for three of the BELTs
(see Appendix M), may due at least in part to the lower reliability of the BELTs than the
BERTS. As described in section 7.3.3 further work to improve BELT items and therefore the
reliability of the BELTs should result in as least slightly stronger correlations, between BELT
scores and CEFR listening self-assessment survey results, which would provide improved

backing for assumption 2 of the explanation inference warrant.
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Similarly, Wright maps for the BERTs and BELTs within the frame of this study
show that there is a fairly good match of the range of test taker ability to test item difficulty,
and thanks to targeted revisions this match improved across the BETs examined in this study,
with the 2017 BERTs and BELTs examined, having better matches between tester ability
spread and item difficulty spread than the 2015 and 2016 BERTs and BELTs examined. The
match can be further improved, however, so this another area in which future BET revisions
should lead to strengthening backing for an assumption beneath a BET validity argument
warrant.

In contrast to backing for the first three assumptions of the warrant for the explanation
inference, assumptions 4 of the explanation inference has weaker backing, because a small
proportion of correlations between test taker Rasch ability scores and answers to some test
items (point-measure correlations) are negative, indicating that these items do not measure
the same construct as the other test items, or may have problems which are causing the items
not to function effectively. In addition, a significant proportion of items have low point-
measure correlations indicating that they may need revision to better assess the target
constructs of reading and listening.

This problem is in part an unavoidable consequence of the lack of resources for BET
development during the frame of this study, which meant that new and revised test items
could not be piloted. In future it is important that such problematic items are identified,
examined and revised which, should eventually eliminate items with negative or very low
point-measure correlations, and therefore improve the backing of assumption 4 of the BET
validity argument.

7.1.5 Extrapolation
Table 7.5 summarizes the argument for the BET extrapolation inference for BETs

within the frame of this study.
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Table 7.5. BET Extrapolation Validity Argument

Extrapolation Inference
Warrant: The constructs of reading and listening proficiency on the BETs account for the
quality of linguistic performance in the domain of General English courses.
Assumptions
underlying the
warrant

Backing/Rebuttal Analysis of | Placement/Streaming
Evidence Evidence or Achievement IUA

Backing: Medium to
large correlations of BET
scores with first semester

Performances on GE grades.

the BET measures
are positively

correlated with Medium to large

correlations between BET Overall strong

Placement/streaming

other criteria of scores and speaking test ba(_:klng and Achievement
language evidence
o . scores.
proficiency in
General English .
COUrSes Large correlations
' between BET scores and
GE vocabulary quiz
average Scores.
Intermediate Backing evidence for the extrapolation warrant is sufficient to
Conclusion support the placement and achievement functions of the BETS.

Strong backing for the single assumption beneath the warrant for the BET IUA
extrapolation inference comes from large correlations between overall scores BET scores
used for class placement and streaming, and later GE course grades at the end of students’
first semester. Further fairly-strong backing comes from medium to large correlations
between those same BET scores and students later speaking test grades. Final strong backing
comes from large correlations between BET scores used for placement and streaming and
later GE vocabulary test average scores. Overall it is judged that this provides sufficient
backing for the extrapolation inference warrant that the BETs are able to predict students’
linguistic performance in English in the domain of GE courses.

7.1.6 Utilization
The utilization argument for the BETs during their first two years of development is

summarized in Table 7.6.
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Utilization Inference

Warrant: Uses of BET scores are beneficial to stakeholders

Assumptions underlying the
warrant

Backing/Rebuttal Evidence

Analysis of Evidence

Placement/Streaming
or Achievement IUA

BET scores are sufficient and
relevant for making decisions
about GE course placement
and class streaming.

1. Results of teacher surveys show that all teachers surveyed agreed Strong backing Placement/streaming
that the BETS place/stream classes effectively.

2. Results of a teacher perceptions of their class’ ability survey,
show clear differences between teacher perceptions of their class’ | Moderate backing for the

ability between GE courses.

Results of teacher perceptions of their class’ ability surveys do
not show clear differences between teacher perceptions of some
class streams.

BET placement function and
weak rebuttal evidence for
the streaming function

Placement/streaming

. Teachers in the focus groups generally agreed that the BETs

placed students effectively into courses and streamed them
effectively into classes.

Moderately strong backing

Placement/streaming

. Rasch person separation measures indicate that the BETs can

separate test takers into two distinct ability levels for course
placement, and strata statistics indicate that the BETs can
separate learners into 3 streams for class streaming.

Moderately strong backing
for the BET course
placement function and
2016/17 streaming policy.
Strong rebuttal evidence for
the BET 2015/16 streaming

policy

Placement/streaming

5.

Results of student surveys show that majorities of students
believe that their classmates’ English ability is similar to their
own and that their GE class is suitable for their level.

Moderately strong backing

Placement/streaming

6.

Phi(lambda) statistics show that the BETSs classified students into
the two course levels with reasonable dependability.

Moderately strong backing

Placement

2. BET scores are sufficient and

relevant for assessing student

1.

Results of teacher surveys show that most teachers think that the
BETSs effectively measure student reading and listening
proficiency.

Moderately strong backing

Achievement
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achievement of the GE
course goals.

2.

Low reliability statistics indicate that the BERTs and BELTs
cannot separate test takers into three levels for assessment of the
course goals for the two levels of GE courses.

Strong rebuttal evidence

The BETSs have beneficial
impact on learning.

3.1. Students benefit from

1.

Student survey responses show that a large majority of students
prefer to be in classes divided by ability.

Moderately strong backing

Placement/streaming

impact on teaching.

about how their teaching would affect their students” BET
scores when preparing classes only occasionally or rarely.

evidence

being placed in courses 2. Teachers in focus groups generally agreed that course placement and impact
and streamed classes and streaming is beneficial for students.
based on BET results.
3.2. Students find BET scores | Survey results indicate that a great majority of students find their Moderatelv strona backin Impact
to be informative BET scores to be useful indicators of their English ability y g g P
1. Student survey results indicate that a great majority of students
3.3. Students find BET scores are motived to study to improve their BET scores.
to be motivating. 2. Teachers in focus group interviews generally think that many of | Overall weak backing Impact
their students are not motivated to study hard to get good BET
scores.
1. Teachers in focus group interviews indicated that the BETs have
. little or no influence on their teaching.
The BETS have beneficial 2. Survey results indicated that a majority of teachers thought Overall moderate rebuttal Impact

Uses of BET scores have
beneficial impact on senior
managers’ attitudes to the
BECC assessment system.

Senior managers in semi-structured interviews are in favour of
GE course placement and class streaming.

Strong backing evidence

Placement/streaming
and Impact

Senior managers in semi-structured interviews agree with
presenting students with scores to show their reading and
listening ability.

Strong backing evidence

Achievement and
Impact

Intermediate Conclusions

Backing for the utilization warrant and the rest of the BET validity argument is sufficient to support the placement function of
the BETSs.
Backing for the utilization warrant and the rest of the BET validity argument is insufficient to support the achievement
function of the BETSs.
Backing for the utilization warrant and the rest of the BET validity argument is sufficient to support positive impact from the
BETSs on learning, and on managers’ attitudes to the BECC assessment system but insufficient to support positive impact on

teaching .
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Assessing the utilization inference is somewhat complex as the assumptions beneath
the inference relate to three intended functions of the BETs. These functions are course
placement/streaming, achievement of the GE reading and listening course goals, and having
beneficial impact on learning, teaching and senior managers’ attitudes to the BECC
assessment system. The efficacy of the BETs for their placement/streaming and achievement
functions during the timeframe of this study are major research questions and therefore are
evaluated in the sections answering these questions. The placement/streaming function of the
BETs is evaluated in section 7.2.1, and the achievement function is addressed in section
7.2.2. Other beneficial impacts of the BETs on stakeholders are addressed in section 7.1.6.1.
Before assessing the utilization inference assumptions in detail, it is important to summarize
the whole BET IUA for their first two years of development. This summary is presented in

table 7.7.
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. Sufficient Sufficient
Inference Assumptions Support? Warrant(s) Support?
. BET content is a representative sample of Placement/streaming: Observations of
. NO
the GE curriculum. performance on the BETSs reveal the level of Placement/
. BET task characteristics match the GE NO reading and listening skills and abilities needed Streamin
Domain curriculum goals to function effectively in GE courses, and are NO g
definition representative of reading and listening Achievement
. BET task types are representative of performance in the General English curriculum. NO
reading and listening task types in the GE NO Achievement: Observations of performance on
curriculum. the BETSs reveal achievement of the General
English course goals for reading and listening.
. The BETs were administered and scored YES Placement/
con5|ster'1tly BET tasks yield consistent observed scores, and Streaming
. . Appropriate procedures were followed to . . YES
Evaluation . YES are not contaminated by construct irrelevant .
develop BET testlets and items variance Achievement
. BET task instructions were easily YES
X YES
comprehensible for students.
Enough tasks are included to provide YES
stable estimates of test taker performance. Placement/
Appropriate scaling and equating Streaming
Generalization procedures are used to measure student NO Observed scores are estimates of expected scores YES
achievement across BET forms. on other versions of the BET (1, 2 & 3). Achievement
Testlet specifications are well defined so NO
that parallel tasks and test forms are YES
created.
Performance; on BET measures are Observed scores are attributable to the Placem(?nt/
. associated with performance on other test- AR Streaming
Explanation . . YES constructs implicit in the CEFR levels A2-B1 for
based measures which claim CEFR YES

alignment.

English reading and listening.

Achievement
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Performances on BET measures are YES
associated with test taker self-assessments YES
of CEFR can do statements for reading
and listening.
BET items effectively measure the YES
constructs of interest
The range of item difficulties on the test
matches the range of abilities of the test YES
takers.

Extrapolation Performances on the BET measures are The constructs of reading and listening Placemgnt/

. . o o . Streaming
positively correlated with other criteria of YES proficiency on the BETs account for the quality YES
language proficiency in General English of linguistic performance in the domain of .
. Achievement

courses. General English courses. YES

Utilization BET scores are sufficient and relevant for
making decisions about GE course YES
placement and class streaming.
BET scores are sufficient and relevant for Placement/
assessing student achievement of the GE NO Streaming
course goals. YES
The BETSs have beneficial impact on YES Uses of BET scores are beneficial to stakeholders | Achievement
learning. NO
The BETs have beneficial impact on NO Impact
teaching. YES
Uses of BET scores have beneficial
impact on senior managers’ attitudes to YES

the BECC assessment system.
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7.1.6.1 Assessment of beneficial impacts of the BETs

In this section the beneficial impact function of the BETs is assessed. In the BET
validity argument utilization inference presented and analysed in this study, backing was
sought for three aspects of beneficial impact of the BETs on students’ learning. These were:
students benefiting from course placement/streaming, students finding BET scores to be
informative and students finding BET scores to be motivating. Evidence for each of these
aspects of positive impact was presented and evaluated in sections 6.6.9-6.6.13. Student
survey results indicated that large majorities of students were in favour of being placed in
classes divided by ability level, and teachers in the focus groups also generally agreed that
course placement and class streaming were beneficial for students. Student survey results also
consistently showed that a majority of students found their BET scores to be informative
about their English language ability.

Regarding BET impact on student motivation, vast majorities of students indicated
that they were motivated to improve their BET scores, and to study harder to improve their
BET scores, which is taken to be fairly strong backing to support this aspect of positive test
impact. On the other hand, as presented in section 6.6.10, most teachers in the focus group
interviews agreed that the BETs were probably not a major motivating factor for many GE
students, as a lot of students had generally low motivation to study English, the BETs formed
just a small proportion (15%) of students final grade in only semester 2, and most students
were unlikely to think forward to a test given at the end of the year.

Thus, evidence for the motivating influence of the BETSs for students to study is
mixed. While it is important to listen to the opinions of students, as they are the most aware
of their individual motivations, the opinions of teachers are also important, because teachers

have regular contact with the learners, and are able to make inferences about student’s
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motivation from their actions and attitude toward homework and in-class tasks. It is also
important to note that student surveys were given within a few weeks of taking the BETS, so
students’ motivation as a result of recently receiving their test scores is likely to be higher
with test fresh in their minds, than it would be several months later, after the impression of
receiving their test scores had faded. Weighting this backing from student survey results, and
rebuttal evidence from teacher focus groups, and giving student perceptions a little more
weight than teacher perceptions, overall there seems be weak backing evidence for the claim
that BETs have a positive washback on student motivation to study.

Evaluating the overall body of evidence for the positive impact of the BETs on
student learning, it is judged that there is sufficient evidence to support this assumption based
on evidence from the three sub-assumptions.

The second impact claim for which evidence was sought in the BET IUA utilization
inference was assessed through the utilization inference warrant assumption 4, which is that
the BETs have a beneficial impact on teaching. Backing was sought from answers to a
teacher survey and answers in focus groups. As explained in section 6.6.14 teachers in the
focus groups reported that the BETs had little influence on their teaching except for
attempting to impart their students with some test taking strategies and to raise their students’
awareness of the types of tasks in the BETs. Teachers did not report that the BETs had a
positive influence on their teaching beyond this, and thus results from the teacher focus
groups can be interpreted as weak rebuttal evidence for this assumption. In addition, backing
sought from teacher surveys for this assumption, attached as Appendix W, Part C, showed
that large proportions of teachers on each survey thought about how their teaching would
affect their students’ BET scores only rarely or occasionally when preparing lessons. Overall,

evidence from both teacher focus groups and surveys provides moderately strong rebuttal
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evidence for a claim that the BETs have a beneficial impact on teaching in the GE
curriculum.

Finally, evidence from semi-structured interviews was sought as backing to support
an assumption that uses of BET scores have beneficial impact on senior managers’ attitudes
to the BECC assessment system. Comments from senior managers indicate strong overall
agreement with the BECC policy of course placement and class streaming based on BET
scores, and also with the policy of presenting students with their overall BET grades, and
BERT and BELT subsection scores. This indicates that the use of BET scores is in alignment
with the expectations of this key stakeholder group, and thus has a positive impact on this
groups attitudes to BECC assessment policies.

In conclusion, the available evidence, for the development stage of the BETs covered
in this study, provides sufficient support for the BETs having a positive influence on student
learning, and on senior management attitudes to the uses of BET scores, but insufficient
evidence for the BETs having a positive influence on teaching practice.

7.2 Answers to research questions

In the following sections overall results of the BET validity argument are used to
answer each of the three research questions. Answers to the research questions draw on
evidence gathered to support warrants for inferences in a chain of six inferences for the
interpretations and uses of BET scores outlined in the BET IUA (Chapter 4), and analyzed in
the BET validity argument (Chapter 6). Different types of evidence are drawn upon in order
to support the separate intended functions of the BETs as placement/streaming (norm-
referenced) tests and achievement (criterion-referenced) tests.

7.2.1 Answer to research question 1
The first research question in this study is to what extent did the BETs within the

frame of this study fulfil their functions as course placement and streaming tests in terms of
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inferences in the validity framework? This section answers this research question drawing on
the evidence presented and the conclusion drawn in the BET validity argument for the BET
development phase for the two academic years from 2015-2017. Firstly, the course
placement function is examined, and secondly, the function of using BETSs to stream classes
within the two GE courses is discussed.

This section first reviews the evidence for and against the efficacy of the BETS in this
study as course placement tests to place students into a CEFR A1-A2 course and a CEFR
A2-B1 course. Then a conclusion is presented that minimally sufficient evidence exists in the
BET validity argument to support the efficacy of the BETs as placement tests in their first
two years of development, but not for the BET class streaming function.

Overall, fairly strong supporting evidence for the efficacy of the placement function
of the BETs was found in the BET validity argument. Strong backing was found to support
the assumption of the efficacy of the BETs as placement tests in the utilization inference,
coming from the opinions of the two most important stakeholder groups of students and
teachers. Student survey results as presented in Part A of Appendix X, and analysed in
section 6.6.5 show that most students think that the ability of other students in their class is
similar to their own and that the level of their class was appropriate to their English level. All
teachers also agreed in both the anonymous survey (Appendix W, Part A) that The BETs do a
good job of streaming students into classes by English language ability. In the teacher focus
groups, comments also indicated that teachers generally thought the BETs place students
effectively and that this placement is beneficial for both students and teachers. Further
backing comes from Rasch person separation statistics which show the BETs are able to
separate the test taker population into at least two distinct groups (Section 6.6.4). Additional
evidence comes from the BET validity argument for the explanation inference in which

medium to large correlations between scores on the BETs used for course placement and



236

course grades in the semester following the test, and also later speaking, and vocabulary test
grades, which shows that the BETs have reasonably strong relationship to other assessments
of student English language proficiency after course placement. Furthermore, in the BET
validity argument generalization inference, the BETs used for course streaming were shown
to have reasonable KR-20 reliability statistics, showing that they had sufficient internal
consistency for course placement purposes. In addition, evidence presented in the BET
validity argument for the evaluation inference showed that appropriate test administration
procedures were followed to minimize construct irrelevant variance. Backing gathered from
the two key stakeholder groups of teachers and students for the domain inference in the BET
validity argument (section 6.1.7) also provided support for the course placement function of
the BETs showing that large majorities of both teachers and students regarded BET task as
being similar to reading and listening tasks in the GE curriculum. In addition, strong support
for the placement and streaming functions of the BETs was found in the opinions of
university senior managers in semi-structured interviews.

On the other hand, a significant amount of rebuttal evidence for the placement
function of the BETs also arose in the BET validity argument. This rebuttal evidence was
found in the explanation inference in which it was shown that several BET items had point-
measure correlations below or near zero, and particularly in the domain inference in which
the evidence showed that half of the BETs within the frame of this study did not contain a
representative sample of material based on the target units of the GE curriculum, that many
target can do statements for BET tasks in the specifications matched poorly with the GE
curriculum goals or with the actual task characteristics, and that expert opinion from teachers
involved in curriculum renewal showed that BET task types were actually poorly represented

in the GE curriculum.
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Another argument that can be made against the effective placement function of the
BETs in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years, is that the cut scores were based on the
approximate proportions of students shown to be at the A1 and A2 levels by the OOPT,
rather than on the results of a cut-score panel as recommended by manual for Relating
Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2009). When the OOPT was
administered to a representative sample of entering freshmen in 2015 (see section 5.3.9.1 for
a full description of OOPT administrations). OOPT results showed that around 47% were AQ
or Al, and around 53% were A2 or higher. Extrapolating these proportions from the
representative samples given the OOPT to the whole cohort, cut scores were set which
divided the cohorts approximately in half. While this method of setting cut scores does have
some empirical backing from the OOPT results and from the large correlations between
overall BET scores and OOPT scores presented in section 6.4.1, a properly conducted cut-
score panel (as suggested in section 7.3.6) would provide a stronger argument that the BETs
are placing students at their appropriate CEFR levels for the two courses in alignment with
the curriculum goals.

Strictly speaking, in Kane’s conception of validity if any span in the chain in
inferences lacks sufficient support, or metaphorically speaking, if any span of the bridge is
not sufficiently supported, it disallows all subsequent inferences. However, overall, in spite of
the strong rebuttal evidence found for the placement function of the BETSs in the domain and
explanation inference in the BET validity argument, and the fact that course placement cut
scores were based on approximate proportions derived from 2015 OOPT results, rather than
from a cut-score panel using the actual BET tests, there does seems to be minimally sufficient
backing found for the other inferences to indicate that the BETs did sufficiently achieve their

placement function in 2015 and 2016 for practical purposes.
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All of the evidence presented on the placement function of the BETs is also relevant
to the streaming function of the BETSs for placing students into either a high or a low stream
within the two GE courses. For the streaming function, however, two additional pieces of
evidence need to be considered. Firstly, the Rasch person separation and strata statistics for
the BETSs used for class streaming with values around 2 and 3 respectively as shown in Table
6.12 in section 6.6.4 are rebuttal evidence for the function of the BETs in streaming both the
Al1-A2 and the A2-B1 courses into two streams each in 2015, for a total of four ability
levels.

Secondly, in the focus group interviews some teachers expressed opposition to the
creation of a very low stream within the A1-Az2 course for classroom management and
student motivation reasons, and no teachers expressed an opinion on streaming the A2-B1
course. Thirdly, there were not clear differences between teachers’ perceived ability of their
classes in two A2-B1 streams for the 2016 SE course from the teacher perceptions of GE
class ability surveys (section 6.6.2). Therefore, it is judged that there is insufficient evidence
found in the BET validity argument to support both the 2015/16 class streaming policy, and
the 2016/17 class streaming policy.

Given the lack of evidence of a clear teacher preference for streaming the A2-B1
course, it is recommended that teachers be directly asked their opinion of streaming the A2—
B1 course, then if no clear preference for this policy is emerges, perhaps a simpler policy of
dividing students into the two courses with no further subdivision into streams could be
implemented.

7.2.2 Answer to research question 2

This section firstly reviews the evidence for, and secondly the evidence against, the

efficacy of the BETS in this study as GE course achievement tests in order to answer research

question 2, to what extent did the BETs within the frame of this study fulfil their function as
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achievement tests in terms of inferences in the validity framework? Then, after weighting the
evidence, a conclusion is presented that the BETs did not function as effective course
achievement tests within the frame of this study.

An examination of the BET validity argument for the development phase of validation
covered by this study provides some backing for the BETSs acting as effective achievement
tests. In the domain definition inference section of the BET validity argument opinions
elicited from both teachers and students in surveys showed that vast majorities of these
stakeholder groups believed that the BETs contained a good representation of curriculum
content, and that BET tasks were similar to reading and listening tasks in the GE curriculum.
Furthermore, backing presented in the evaluation inference showed that the BETs were
written and administered using sufficiently standardised procedures to minimize the chance
of construct irrelevant variance contaminating test scores. Backing presented in the
extrapolation inference also showed that BET scores had strong associations with other
measures of language proficiency in BET courses, such as overall course grades and speaking
test grades, indicating that BET scores were able to account for/predict the quality of
linguistic performance in the domain of GE courses to a sufficient extent. Additional
evidence was presented in the explanation inference, in which medium to large correlations
between BET scores and other measures of the constructs of reading and listening, provided
backing for a claim that the BETs measured the constructs of reading and listening implicit in
the CEFR statements, which were used as GE course goals. Furthermore, the opinions of
teachers elicited from surveys presented in the BET validity argument show that most
teachers thought that the BETs were effective measures of student reading and listening
proficiency, and that the level of agreement on the Likert scale was reasonably high, all of
which supports the claim of the BETs being able to act as achievement tests of the GE course

goals. Finally, strong support for the BECC policy of providing GE students with numerical
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scores representing their achievement of reading and listen ability in the GE curriculum was
found from the opinions of university senior managers in semi-structured interviews.

On the other hand, strong rebuttal evidence was revealed for several of the
assumptions underlying the warrant for the domain definition inference. Rebuttal evidence
was found showing that several of the BETs within this study did not contain tasks based on a
representative sample of units from their target years of the GE curriculum, that the target can
do statements for BET testlets in the BET specifications were in many cases unrepresentative
of the curriculum goals, or not very accurate to the actual task requirements, and that the
spread and representation of BET type listening and reading tasks across the GE curriculum,
although improving, was not sufficient in the first two years of the BETs and the new
curriculum. Further strong rebuttal evidence comes from the low phi dependability statistics
calculated for the BELTs within the frame of this study within the generalization inference.

In order to effectively measure achievement of the curriculum reading and listening goals
reasonably high phi dependability statistics would be required. However, the phi
dependability statistics are quite low for the BELTs (although close to a sufficiency criterion
of .8 for the BERTS). This indicates that the amount of variability in BELT scores which does
not represent knowledge of the GE curriculum domain was too high for these separate tests to
act as effective achievement tests. Additional strong statistical rebuttal evidence was
presented in in the BET validity argument for the generalization and utilization inferences.
For the BETS to be able to act as effective achievement tests for both the lower GE course
stream, which has a CEFR A2 achievement goal, and also for the higher course stream, which
has a CEFR B1 achievement goal, both the BERT and the BELT would have to be able to
split students into three achievement groups, B1 for those who achieve the higher stream
course goal, A2 for those who achieve the lower stream course goal, and Al for those who

have not yet achieved the course goals. However as discussed in section 6.6.8, reliabilities,
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and resulting person separation and strata statistics for the BERTs and BELTs within the
frame of this study indicated that they were not able to separate students into three groups.

Final and decisive rebuttal evidence for the achievement function of the BETs was
found in the generalization inference validity argument, coming from the fact that the BETs
in this study were not equated and students were not presented with comparable scores from
their BET1, BET2 and BET3. In order for stakeholders to know students’ actual progress
toward the curriculum reading and listening goals, directly comparable scores between tests
would have to be generated through proper test equating procedures.

Overall, in spite of some solid backing for the achievement function of the BETs
found in the domain, evaluation, explanation, extrapolation and utilization inferences of the
BET validity argument in this study, decisive rebuttal evidence emerged from the backing
sought for the domain and generalization inferences which overall outweighs the backing and
clearly shows that the achievement function of the BETs was not supported by the evidence
within the frame of this study.

7.2.3 Reflections on answers to research questions 1 and 2

In the previous two sections it was found that after evaluating the evidence in the BET
validity argument the BETs fulfilled their function as placement tests during the timeframe
covered by theis research, but did not yet fullfill their function as achievement tests. This
indicates that the BETs were able to separate students by ability sufficiently well for norm-
referenced decisions of course placement, (which rely on separating test takers along a
normal distribution), but that they could not yet be used for achievement decisions or
absolute decision based on the criterion of CEFR levels. Suggestions for improving the BETs
and BET administrative procedures and documents to provide stronger backing for the BET
placement/streaming function, and especially for the BET achievement function are provided

in section 7.3.
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7.2.4 Answer to research question 3
The third research question in this study asks: based on any weaknesses found in backing for
inferences in the BET validity argument across two academic years from 2015-17, what
recommendations can be made for changes to the BETs and their accompanying documents,
procedures and policies?

The following section 7.3 recommends ten improvements, which if made, would
strengthen the BET validity argument. Firstly, the test specifications must continue to be
updated to match changes to the curriculum, and to better specify which CEFR can do
statements each testlet targets. More detailed can do statements beyond the general CEFR
reading and listening can statements should also be specified in the GE course outline and GE
curriculum overview documents. Further work is also needed to improve the quality of BET
items, and the BET developers may also consider rebalancing the number of listening and
reading items and testlets. In addition, methods for equating the BETs should be investigated,
with a view to providing comparable test scores across administrations. To truly achieve the
achievement function of the BETSs it will also be necessary to set cut scores at the goal CEFR
levels for reading and listening for the BERT and BELT (and also the BEST), which would
allow for more individualized and informative feedback to be given to test takers. It is also
recommended that further measures be used for course placement beyond the BETS, at least
for SE streaming. Finally, recommendations are made that the BET specifications be given a
little more prominence in the lesson review process, that a review of the BETs and the BET
specifications be included in future orientations for new GE teachers, and that BET validity
evidence be shared with university senior managers.

This study demonstrates that a solid foundation for the BETs has been built, but the
first iteration of the BET validity argument presented here has also shown that a good deal of

further work remains to be done. Language testing experts point out that the development and
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validation of a test and interpretive and validity arguments is an iterative and ongoing process
with no clear end. As Bachman and Palmer (2010, p. 430) describe:
We have ... described the entire process of assessment development and use as
iterative, with the possibility of making changes in the warrants in the AUA, the
Design Statement, the Blueprint, and the assessment itself, at any stage. Thus,
information that is collected during assessment use will also be used to provide
backing for warrants and to improve the assessment itself. This information is also
likely to present the test developer and user with evidence that may weaken some of
the warrants of the AUA, so that they will need to go back and reconsider these, make
changes in them, or make changes to the blueprint and assessment.
7.3 Conclusions and recommendations for reforming BET systems
In this section, firstly changes made to the BETs over the course of this study with a
view to strengthening the BET validity argument are presented, followed by
recommendations to further improve the BET system. Table 7.8 summarizes changes made to
the BETS, the GE curriculum and associated documents and procedures in attempts to

strengthen the BET validity argument over the timeframe of this study.
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Table 7.8. Revisions made to the BETS, the GE curriculum and associated documents and procedures to strengthen the BET validity argument

better match the
curriculum and testlet
task requirements
Slight improvement in
the representation of
BET testlet style tasks
in the 2016 FE
curriculum.

Testlet peer
review of the
2017 BETs
done online,
which allowed
for more
efficient
asynchronous
feedback

an attempt to
improve reliability
and dependability

negative point-
measure
correlations or with
too strong
distractors were
revised.

BETs Domain Evaluation Generalization Explanation Extrapolation Utilization
Recycled items
with Rasch Streaming policy
. Drgft testlets A ten item testlet difficulty below the changed to three
FE course domain reviewed by at e :
: added to the ability of the class streams in two
representation much least one more .
: BERTS, and a six weakest test taker, courses, rather than
improved from BET1 peer, for the : .
2016 item testlet added to with very low or N/A four class streams,
2015 to BET1 2016 2016 and 2017 ; - . .
BET? introduced with BETs than the the BELTs_ inan negative point- which is supported
balanced coverage of IO reviewers attempt to increase measure by strata statistics
tonics from all FQIJE units for the 2015 reliability and correlations or with of around 3 for the
P dependability too strong BETs1&2asa
BET1 .
distractors were whole.
revised.
Three points
BETS3 introduced with added to the
fairly-balanced coverage listening and .
of topics from all GE reading Rgt(;]yged ;;tems
units assessments \cI:IviIfficuﬁcSCbelow the
BERT 2016/2017 testlet checklist for abilit o¥the
specification can do making the Three items added y
statements updated to 2017 BETs to BELT testlet 1 in wgakest test taker,
2017 with very low or N/A N/A
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In the following sections, ten recommendations for the improvement of BET system
drawn from the results of the current study are provided. These suggestions relate to
strengthing the BET validity argument for the three BET functions examined in this study of
placement/streaming function, achievement function, and positive impact. The majority fo
these suggestions, however, focus on providing stronger backing for the BET achievement
test function, which was found to have insufficient backing. The achievement function of the
BETs would involve making absolute criterion-referenced decisions about test taker’s
English language proficiency based on the CEFR scales.

7.3.1 Reviewing and revising the BET specifications

It is recommended that the BET specifications be given a thorough review and update
taking into consideration the weaknesses in the specifications revealed in this study.

A useful method to facilitate an analysis of the test specifications and test items in
relation to the CEFR would be to follow the specifications process outlined in the manual for
Relating Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2009) using the
tables and forms in the Manual appendices. Users in pilot studies “commented that
completing these forms was a very good way to review and evaluate the coverage of the
examination and to re-assess its fitness for its stated purpose (p. 29)” as well as resulting in
improvements to the test specifications (Szabo, 2010). The manual states that:

This is an awareness-raising process which cannot be undertaken by a single researcher or
team member. Sometimes, this exercise throws up a lack of coherence between official
test specifications, which may not have been revised for some years, and the test in
practice — as represented by forms of the test administered in recent sessions. The exercise

is certainly easier to complete if formal test specifications exist. If they do not exist, the
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process of completing the forms associated with this chapter will help the user to consider
aspects that should be included in such a specification (p. 27).

An alternative would be to use the CEFR Grids developed by the Dutch CEF
Construct Project to analyse BET tasks (Alderson, 2006), and then to use the results to update
the task specifications for each BET testlet, including the target can do statements. Wu (2010)
recommends using the Dutch CEF Construct Project over using the specifications in the
Manual because “specifications of item-level comprehension operations, which should be
equally important when test constructs are examined and compared, are overlooked” (p. 210).

Revising the BET specification based on the problems identified in this study as well
as based on an expert review by teachers who are stakeholders in the test using either of the
above resources would almost certainly lead to better backing for assumptions beneath the
warrants for the BET IUA domain and generalization inferences, which would in turn greatly
strengthen the BET validity argument.

7.3.2 Providing more detailed GE course proficiency goals

Results from the BET domain definition inference validity argument indicated that the BETs
in this study tested less than half of the possible CEFR subscales for reading and listening at
the target A2 and B1 levels. As noted in section 6.1.4, this is not a problem in itself, as the
length of the BETS is time limited, which therefore limits the amount of testable reading and
listening skills. It is also up to curriculum designers to decide on which aspects of the CEFR
they will focus in their courses. However, these results do point to a need to clarify for all
stakeholders, which specific reading and listening skills represented in the CEFR reading and
listening subscales the GE curriculum aims to improve in GE students. Clearly stating these
more detailed goals would be beneficial for students, teachers, and BET designers on the
GEAC, and would also strengthen the backing for the BET domain definition inference

validity argument.
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7.3.3 Increasing BET reliability and dependability

Attempts were made during the timeframe of this study to increase the reliability and
thus person separation of the BERTs and BELTS in order to bring the tests to a stage where
they are able to statistically divide the learners into three groups for course achievement
purposes. This was attempted in three ways. The first was to increase the length of both the
BERTSs and the BELTS, which is well known as the easiest way to increase test reliability
(Bachman, 2004; Carr, 2011; Brown, 2005). The second was to attempt to better match the
abilities of the test takers to the test items, which may also improve test reliability (Linacre,
2017b). This was attempted by rewriting/replacing items to increase the difficulty of items
with Rasch item difficulty below the Rasch person ability of the lowest ability test taker. The
third way of attempting to increase test reliability, was by revising recycled test items with
negative or very low point-measure correlations, and/or too strong distractors.

However, as can be seen from Table 6.1 in section 6.3.1, this did not result in
sufficient increase in test reliability to be able to claim that the BETs, BERTs and BELTSs are
able to split learners into three groups (i.e. Al, A2 and B1) for achievement classification
purposes. Therefore, in addition to using low point-measure correlation to identify poorly
functioning BET items it is also recommended that in future another measure from Classical
Testing Theory item analysis, known as item discrimination, be used as a criterion for
identifying items for revision. This is because increasing item discrimination increases test
variance, which leads to increased test reliability. (Brown, 2005; Ebel, 1967; R. Green, 2013).

Item discrimination was not used as a criterion for BET item revision during the
frame of this study, because it is generally used for item analysis for norm-referenced tests, in
which it is important to discriminate learner ability as much as possible. As the BETs are
classified as criterion-referenced tests, it was thus thought not to be appropriate to use item

discrimination as a criterion for BET item revision (Bachman 2004; Brown & Hudson, 2002;
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Fulcher, 2013). However, upon further reflection, if the BETSs are to fulfil their function as
achievement tests for two course streams with different levels of proficiency goals (A2 and
B1) it is important for the BETSs to be able to discriminate between learners, therefore it will
be necessary for items which are not contributing to test reliability because poor item
discrimination values to be revised.

As such, if the GEAC and BECC management wish to pursue a goal of CEFR
certification for levels A2 and B1 based on BET scores it is recommended that criteria of
item discrimination be used as part of item analysis for future BET revisions, using common
NRT based thresholds for item revision or replacement. For example, a threshold of .25 for
point biserial correlations (Khalifa & Weir, 2009; Programme for International Student
Assessment, 2006), or a threshold for item discrimination of .3 (Ebel, 1979). Revising BET
items using item discrimination as a criterion will likely lead to increased BERT and BELT
reliability, which in turn will provide stronger backing for assumption 1 of the generalization
inference warrant in the BET IUA for the achievement function of the BETS.

7.3.4 Changing the BET format

BET developers in future may also consider rebalancing the proportion of items in the
BET listening and reading sections to reflect the relative importance of these goals in the GE
curriculum. In the GE course outlines for the time period covered by this study there was no
indication that reading skills are more important than the listening skills, so it seems a little
incongruous that the BET reading sections were so much longer than the BET listening
sections for the BETs over this period (see Appendix A for a summary of the BET formats).
If reading and listening are to be given equal weight it in terms of importance as learning
targets, then it would seem to make more sense for these test sections to be of equal length, so
that they can be measured with equal accuracy. One step to move toward this could be to

remove the BET testlet which targets vocabulary, as students are already tested regularly on
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the GE vocabulary lists as another component of GE assessment. Such decisions would of
course depend on the current GE goals and learning priorities at the time of future BET
revisions.

7.3.5 Providing stakeholders with test scores representing curriculum achievement

For the BETS to fulfil their function as achievement tests it will be necessary to make
tests scores across the BETSs directly comparable. Although the BETSs are written from the
same test specifications, and therefore should be of similar difficulty, it is possible that BET
tests may vary to a significant degree in difficulty. Differences between the difficulty of
individual BETs would lead to inaccurate comparisons between test scores for the purpose of
assessing student development of reading and listening ability, and presenting indicators of
progress in these skills to stakeholders. As Dorans, Moses and Eignor (2010) state “In reality,
it is virtually impossible to construct multiple forms of a test that are strictly parallel ...” (p.
4).

One way to make BET, BERT and BELT scores directly comparable across years to
measure student progress, would be to equate the tests. Test equating attempts to put separate
tests of the same construct on the same scale through statistical procedures, resulting in
scaled scores for both tests which are directly comparable. Usually for test equating large
samples of examinees are required (Kolen & Brennan, 2014). However, there are also several
equating methods which are recommended for relatively small sample sizes such as the BETs
using a common-item, non-equivalent groups design, in which a set of common items is used
on both of the tests to be equated (see Kurtz & Dwyer, 2013 for a brief overview of these
methods). A recent study by LaFlair, Isbell, May, Arvizu and Jamieson (2017) indicated that
circle-arc equating may be the most practical and accurate method for test equating for

relatively small-scale tests like the BETSs.
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However, test equating also has several challenges for a small, in-house programmes
like the BETS. First test equating procedures are rather difficult for those who do not have a
strong back ground in statistics. Secondly, the criteria for anchor items are quite stringent.
Anchor items, or the common items between tests, should be a mini test version of the test as
a whole, in that it should represent the total test both in content and statistical properties
(Kolen & Brennan, 2014, von Davier Holland, & Thayer, 2004). The requirement for the
anchor items to be representative of the content of the whole test is impractical for the BETS,
which consist of testlets, each with a different question format, many of which are a set of
questions based around a single text. As such, it would not be possible to make a
representative mini test without including most of the actual test.

In addition, creating suitable anchor testlets which meet the requirements of having a
mean difficulty similar to the total test (Petersen, Kolen & Hoover, 1989), a spread of item
difficulty across the test item difficulty range (Linacre, 2017b), and a standard deviation
similar to the whole test, is also quite difficult, given the limited resources available for BET
development. (On the other hand, it should be noted that Sinharay and Holland (2007) have
presented research suggesting that the requirement for a spread of anchor item difficulty
similar to the overall test may be relaxed.)

Making test scores directly comparable between the BETS is essential to provide
strong backing for the BET IUA generalization inference. In addition, equating the BETs
would likely provide further evidence to support the explanation inference of the BET IUA
by producing additional evidence of BET alignment to the implied CEFR constructs of
reading and listening.

Given in the level of technical expertise required for test equating it may be advisable
for those involved in future development of the BETSs, and also for other test developers in

similar situations to hire an external consultant to train those involved in test development in
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the appropriate procedures, if the resources for this are available. In addition, given the
importance of test equating for achievement tests, from a broader perspective on the
education of language teachers, it would be valuable for those in the field of assessment
teacher training to consider including test equating, particularly for small sample sizes, in in
their published textbooks and in courses on language testing, as | could not find simple step-
by-step instructions for test equating in any of the available language assessment textbooks.
7.3.6 Setting CEFR-based cut scores

In order to make a strong claim that the BETSs are able to place students into their
CEFR levels for reading and listening to assess achievement of the GE course goals it will be
necessary to set cut-scores. This would require following the procedures presented in the
Manual Relating Language Examinations to the CEFR (2009) and preparing a cut-score
panel. There are various procedures for running cut-score panels (see Kaftandjieva, 2004 for
an overview), and in the case of the BETSs the panel would most conveniently consist of
teachers and learning advisors in the BECC who are familiar with the GE curriculum and
students. Initial attempts were made in 2016 to set cut-scores for the BERTS, however, errors
made in the preparation of panel materials led to the results being unusable. Before
conducting such a further cut-score panel it will be advisable to improve the reliability and
person separation of the BERTs and BELTs (see section 7.3.3). In addition, it would be
useful to provide phi(lambda) statistics to the cut-score panel for different possible cut scores,
and also the proportion of students who would fall into each category for differen cut-scores,
as part of the cut-score setting procedure. This would be similar to the information in
Appendix Y, for the BETs within the frame of this study that were used for

streaming/placement purposes.
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7.3.7 Presenting BET results along with can do statements and study suggestions

Once the BETSs have been equated and cut-score panels successfully run, it would
then be possible to provide students with CEFR or localized can do statements showing what
they are able to do in terms of reading and listening in English. Presenting these can do
statements, along with study suggestions to improve students’ English in each area covered
by a can do statement, which are targeted at the students current level, would provide
invaluable diagnostic information for students.

As one of the senior managers stated in his interview:

... students are curious about their progress. It’s not easy to understand it unless if you show
them the details very specifically. 1t’s better to give them detailed feedback, in a manner, for
example, a part of your result is this, another part is this, this part is difficult for you, etc. In
that sense 1 think it is very meaningful to divide details whenever possible and show them
separately.

FHEIS VS THONENLS WMo E VY 2R >THnETOT, —20
BELERLLTEI DL, M EHERD S DITMMMEL T, ZOHSEHRTITZ 5T
TR BOFZNNEIZOTT R, ZZiFbrob#Loolcia, &) K9 Rox BIRRIC
RLTHITFRNE, ZHEDBARYIZE ) IZolzipno TV ) OIFEME LIZ W TT L,
7.3.8 Using further measures of student ability for placement/streaming decisions

It is well known and widely advocated that using multiple methods and formats to test
language proficiency is likely to lead to fairer and more accurate placement decisions
(Powers, 2010a). It is not possible to use further inputs for FE streaming decisions because
the BET1 is administered only a few days before classes commence. For SE streaming
decisions to place students into GE second-year classes, however, it would be possible to use

further sources of information about student English language ability such as BEST (speaking
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test) grades and overall GE course grades. Indeed, progress was made on this front as BEST
scores were used just after the frame of this study as part of SE streaming for the 2017/18
academic year. Looking further into the future it is recommended that FE course grades also
form a portion of the score used for placing students into the two GE courses.
7.3.9 Increasing teacher familiarity with the BET specifications

In both focus groups in 2015 and 2016 participants commented that it would be
beneficial to make the BET specification more prominent, and to increase teacher familiarity
with the specifications. Teacher survey results indicate that the specifications were being
more actively referred to in the lesson revisions done in the second semester of 2016 than in
previous rounds of design of the new GE materials, and the increased number of teachers on
the GEAC also undoubtedly increased general familiarity with the specifications. However, it
is suggested that steps be taken to further familiarize teachers and LAs with the BET
specifications. One teacher in the 2016 focus group stated “So I would like to make a
recommendation of the BET specs if they are ... | mean they’re much more important now,
they need to be updated more often, and maybe they need to be more publicly distributed to
teachers, maybe as more of a reminder to reference it. So maybe once every, at the end of
every semester, the BET specs need to be updated.” One further suggestion for this is to give
an annual presentation on the BETs which would be attended by teachers and also open to
other stakeholders, such as university administrators, staff and teachers from other
departments. This presentation would outline the uses and future goals of the BETs, the BET
development procedures, and also direct attendees to where the BET specs can be found. As
suggested by one of the teacher focus group participants, it would also be useful to share
annual or semester updates of the BETs with all relevant stakeholders via email and a

download link.
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7.3.10 Sharing BET validity evidence with senior managers

From the management interviews it became apparent that although all of the
interviewed senior managers agreed with the proposed interpretations of BET scores as
placement/streaming and achievement tests, they were unaware of how well the BETs were
achieving their intended purposes. Therefore, it would be beneficial to share BET validity
evidence with this key stakeholder group, both the results of this study, and also further
validity evidence as it emerges from future research, which strengthens the BET validity
argument. To share BET validity evidence with senior managers it would be useful to write a
concise summary in Japanese to share with these stakeholders. It would also be beneficial to
hold a brief annual meeting or presentation to present and discuss the findings of validity
research with senior managers. A brief meeting would allow for clarification of any
uncertainties, and it would also give an opportunity for feedback into the BET validation
process and associated issues.
7.4 Limitations of the current study

This study was limited by its nature as a validation study focusing on the development
phase. As noted elsewhere in this thesis there were limited institutional resources available
for BET development, which meant that new and revised test items could not be piloted,
while the General English Assessment Committee (GEAC) prioritized test writing and
revisions. Technical expertise on the GEAC was also limited, meaning that techniques such
as Rasch analysis had to be learnt in conjunction with BET development. This lack of
technical expertise placed some restrictions on the types of backing obtained in the BET
validity argument. Incorporating further statistical analyses in future iterations of the BET
IUA and validity argument, such as test equating, generalizability studies, and factor analysis,

may better support some assumptions in the BET validity argument.
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In addition, sample sizes for some criterion measures to support the BET IUA
explanation inference were limited due to the cost of administering these tests. Larger sample
sizes would strengthen confidence in the correlations with other standardised English
language proficiency criterion. Also, individual student scores for other important criteria of
curriculum achievement, such as writing assignment grades, and presentation grades were not
aggregated and were thus not available for this study. Correlational evidence of BET grades
with such criteria would further strengthen backing for the extrapolation inference in the BET
validity argument. Furthermore, correlations between teacher ratings of individual student
reading and listening ability with BET scores may provide strengthened backing for the
evaluation inference.

7.5 Reflections
7.5.1 Reflections on utilizing Kane’s argument-based framework

In this section, | reflect on my experiences as a researcher in utilizing Kane’s
argument-based approach to test validation for the ongoing validation of in-house language
tests in the development phase. Firstly, benefits found in using this approach, and secondly
the challenges encountered are identified and discussed. Finally, suggestions are made for test
developers and researchers who are thinking about implementing an argument-based
approach to validation in similar contexts.

Based on the experience of this study, Kane’s argument-based approach can be a
viable framework for the validation of in-house placement/streaming and achievement tests.
Kane’s approach was applied to create an Interpretation/Use Argument, which enabled the
proposed interpretations and uses of the BETs to be evaluated through seeking suitable
backing evidence. The subsequent presentation and evaluation of evidence gathered in the
BET validity argument clearly exposed areas in which the BETS, the BET specifications,

BET-related policies and also integration between the BETs and the GE curriculum must be
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improved in order for the BETSs to fulfil their proposed interpretations and uses (see the
previous section 7.3 for the specific suggestions). This study is an example of how Kane’s
argument-based approach is feasible for in-house language tests in the development phase,
showing that it can help test developers to clarify what kind of evidence need to be gathered
and examined to support inferences that test makers seek to make from test scores, and in
turn, to expose places in the validity argument where the evidence is found to be wanting.
This process thus enables test developers to set priorities for the next iteration of test
development in order to strengthen the test validity argument.

However, although Kane’s framework was ultimately found to be practical and
effective in this context, a few caveats and cautions are needed, as some difficulties were
encountered in implementing this approach. The first difficulty found in implementing this
approach, is that it is not a simple matter to craft an IUA, nor is it easy to identify the kinds of
evidence that are needed as backing for its assumptions. Argument-based approaches allow
for great flexibility in the structure of an IUA depending of the test and its interpretation and
uses, and are thus argued to be superior to checklist approaches to validation (Bachman,
2005). However, the downside of this open and flexible nature, is that considerable time and
effort is needed to craft an IUA for a specific test, with specific interpretations and uses in a
specific context. Construction of an IUA requires wide reading first of theoretical work in the
field, then of previous argument-validation studies of similar tests in similar contexts in order
to build the IUA and to choose suitable backing to seek. Researchers must be prepared to
devote a good deal of work to this process.

Another challenge in utilizing Kane’s argument-based approach is summarizing and
weighing whether sometimes contradictory evidence is sufficient to support inferences made
from test scores. For example, in this study it was judged that sufficient evidence was

marshalled to at least minimally support a course placement function based on BET scores.
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However, this judgement was no easy matter, and is inevitably subjective. Another difficulty
found was that judging whether weak evidence should be interpreted as backing or rebuttal
evidence can be challenging.

More guidance is needed in the literature, and more examples like this study are
needed to provide precedents of validating test score uses in specific contexts, at specific
stages of test development, to further discussion, and move toward an evidence-based
consensus on these kinds of difficult judgements in the field.

Bachman and Palmer (2010), draw an analogy between an argument-based approach
to test validation and building a legal case:

This process is analogous to that of building a legal case to convince a judge or a jury.

A lawyer presents her “case” to the court that, let us say, her client is innocent of any

wrongdoing. This case consists of a clearly articulated argument and evidence that the

lawyer submits to the court to support this argument. The lawyer’s purpose in
presenting her case is to convince the judge or jury that her client is innocent.

Similarly, the process of assessment justification consists of building a “case” that the

intended uses of the assessment are justified. (p. 95)

It would be useful for the language teaching/testing profession to expand the scope of
Bachman and Palmer’s analogy further, in order to view available argument-based language
test validation studies in the literature as being similar to precedents under a common law
system. Common law is a legal system which “is largely based on precedent, meaning the
judicial decisions that have already been made in similar cases.” (The Regents of the
University of California, 2018, p. 1), as opposed to a civil law system, which consists of
“continuously updated legal codes that specify all matters capable of being brought before a
court, the applicable procedure, and the appropriate punishment for each offense.” (p. 1).

Thus, more argument-based studies of more types of language tests in more contexts are
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needed in order to set precedents for what constitutes appropriate and sufficient backing for
inferences made from test scores. This will make it easier for practitioners to formulate their
Interpretation/Use Arguments, and to judge their [UA’s and the backing and rebuttal
evidence found in validity arguments against suitable precedents. This study represents one
such precedent, for a thus far unique context of a placement/streaming and achievement test
in the development phase, aiming for CEFR alignment, at a Japanese tertiary institution.

Furthermore, caution needs to be exercised in choosing the types of inferences that
test makers claim to make from test scores in an IUA. In hindsight, the scope of this
validation study was rather ambitious. Creating an almost entirely new curriculum and
accompanying in-class assessments, while at the same time developing a new set of
standardised tests of reading, listening and speaking, and simultaneously aiming to align both
the curriculum and the standardised tests to an outside standard such as the CEFR within two
years, was an enormous undertaking for a group of teachers who were also teaching a full-
time load along with all of its additional requirements such as class preparation, grading, and
student pastoral care. Given the many other responsibilities born by those in the BET project,
it is perhaps not surprising that the tests were only partially able to fulfil their intended
purposes in the first two years of their development covered by this study. While this project
was certainly worthwhile, and continues to move toward its goals, such endeavours should
not be undertaken lightly.

To make language test validation using Kane’s framework more easily viable for
other test developers in similar contexts, with limited resources, | would suggest doing a
series of validation studies, each focusing on one inference in an IUA, rather than a single
large validation study as was the case with the BETs. Such studies should move from the
domain inference, then through each succeeding inference until the utilization inference. This

approach makes sense from a theoretical perspective, as Kane (2013b) suggests that the
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inferences in an IUA “can be envisioned as the spans of a bridge leading from test
performances to the conclusions and decisions include in the proposed interpretation and use:
if one span falls, the bridge is out, even if the other spans are strongly supported” (p. 13).
Therefore, just as when building a bridge, the first span should be built first, it would make
sense to run a validation study on the domain inference first, and to move onto later
inferences only after a solid foundation for the first span, and then for each later span had
been established.

In addition, running a single validation study for each inference in the IUA at a time
would allow those responsible for the test design and validation project, to familiarize
themselves with the research methodologies and statistical procedures needed for the backing
sought for each warrant. As Kane (2013a), points out “developing the evidence to support the
claims being made typically requires technical skill and ingenuity” (p. 456), and as most
graduate programs in TESOL do not teach statistics such as correlation, regression, and test
equating, those involved in the test program will need time to develop such skills in practice.
Therefore, if there is not urgent external pressure on the test development program to produce
a complete validity argument, doing a series of step-wise validation studies, one for each
inference, each with a timeline of 6 months to a year may be the most practical way to
gradually build a complete validity argument.

7.5.2 Contributions of the current study to the field of language testing
In this section, significant contributions of this study to the field of language test
validation (which were briefly outlined in section 1.2) are firstly summarized in point form,
then each point is expanded upon in the following paragraphs. Finally, the section ends with

a short summary of this study’s contributions to the field of language test validation.
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7.5.2.1 The significance of this study

1. Perhaps the first example of presenting a domain definition inference within Kane’s
IUA for in-house reading and listening placement/achievement tests, with
corresponding backing and rebuttal evidence presented in a validity argument.

2. A novel and practical example of how elements of Bachman and Palmer’s (2010)
AUA can be applied to utilization inferences within Kane’s (2013a, 2013b) IUA.

3. Arrare example of defining both backing and rebuttal evidence in an IUA, and
showing how rebuttal evidence suggests clear avenues for reforms to tests, test
specifications, and administrative procedures.

4. A useful example for practitioners of the challenges faced in the development phase
of test validation for in-house tests focusing on a local in-house curriculum which
aims for CEFR alignment.

5. Perhaps the first example of a detailed IUA and corresponding validity argument
covering all of the six inferences exemplified by Chapelle et al. (2008) for in-house
reading and listening tests in the development phase of validation, with a more
comprehensive coverage of assumptions for each warrant than given in preceding
similar studies.

The first useful contribution of this study to the field of language test validation is to
present a rare example of a detailed IUA and supporting validity argument using Kane’s
argument-based approach with backings for the domain definition inference of an in-house
criterion-referenced language test. To the best of my knowledge, there are very few other
studies to date which have included a domain definition inference for a similar testing
context. Most of the examples of argument-based validation studies of in-house placement or

achievement tests for language programs that | was able to find (Fujita, 2005; Johnson, 2012;
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Kumazawa, 2013; Li, 2015a) did not give detailed interpretive or validity arguments for a
domain definition inference.

The only example | could find of an argument-based validation study of an in-house
language test, which included the equivalent of a domain definition inference with details of
backing was Pardo Ballester’s (2007, 2010) study validation study of a web-based Spanish
listening placement exam (SLE), which utilized the earlier (2005) version of Bachman’s
argument-based approach.

Argument-based validity studies of commercial language studies show a similar lack
of focus on a domain definition inference. Of the exemplary argument-based validity studies
of commercial reading and listening language tests that | was able to find (Aryadoust, 2013;
Chapelle et al., 2008; Kumazawa et al., 2016) only Chapelle et al.’s study included details of
a domain inference in the interpretive argument, and gave supporting evidence in a validity
argument.

The detailed IUA domain definition inference, and corresponding validity argument
presented for the BETS in this study seems to represent the first attempt to examine a domain
inference in Kane’s argument-based framework for an in-house test targeted at the domain of
a local curriculum. It is thus a useful example and precedent for other practitioners. More
such studies are needed, however, in order to further explore the types of evidence that can be
brought to bear to support the domain in inference in such situations.

The second valuable contribution of this study to the field is to give a worked
example of combining the latest iteration of Kane’s argument-based approach (2013a, 2013b)
with a warrant and some assumptions derived from Bachman and Palmer’s AUA (2010) to
form an IUA for the validation of in-house placement/streaming and achievement tests.
Johnson (2012) and Chapelle et al. (2008) adapted earlier versions of Kane’s approach and

also incorporated Bachman’s (2005, 2010) work for their utilization inference, but as far as |
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know this is the first study to combine aspects of the most up-to-date versions of these two
argument-based validation frameworks for in-house tests. As Kumazawa (2013) pointed out
“not many studies have been conducted to validate in-house placement test score
interpretation and uses, and no study has evaluated the validity of such low stakes tests using
Kane’s validity framework™ (p. 73). Further validation studies utilizing the most recent
versions of these two argument-based approaches are needed to shed further light on the pros
and cons of using each approach, or of combining them.

The third contribution of this study to the field of language test validation is as a
relatively rare example of incorporating potential rebuttals in an IUA and weighing rebuttal
evidence in a validity argument. Chappelle et al.’s (2008) study has been criticized for not
explicitly incorporating rebuttals, and validation arguments for commercial language tests
can tend to focus solely on backing (e.g. Kumazawa et al., 2016) rather than rebuttal
evidence. Like Johnson’s (2012) and Johnson and Riazi’s (2015, 2017) studies, this study
shows how rebuttal evidence can be analysed to create suggestions for reforms to tests, test
specifications, and institutional policies, and may thus serve as a useful reference and
precedent for practitioners who are considering using an argument-based validation
framework for in-house test validation.

This leads to the fourth contribution of this study to the field, which is as an example
of the challenges of implementing and validating multi-purpose institutional criterion-
referenced tests. It is hoped that this example may prove of assistance to others who aim to
implement similar tests for similar interpretations and uses. To my knowledge, no other
validation studies exist of in-house tests, designed in conjunction with an in-house
curriculum, with the broad aims of both course placement, and testing achievement of A2 and
B1 CEFR-based goals. Evidence from the domain inference in this study highlights the

importance clearly defining the test domain, and aligning curriculum content and curriculum
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goals to test task types and content from the beginning of test and curriculum development.
Evidence from the generalization inference also points to the importance of not
underestimating the challenges involved in developing the technical, and statistical expertise
necessary to support claims of achievement tests.

The fifth way in which this study makes a unique contribution to the field of language
testing, is through the presentation of a complete IUA and validity argument, covering all of
the inferences set forth in Chapelle et al.’s (2008) study, with a relatively full set of
assumptions stated for the warrant for each inference. To my knowledge, no other such
examples of a full IUA for in-house reading and listening tests exists. Other such studies have
focused on a more limited range of inferences for a validity argument.

One benefit of including all six of Chapelle et al.’s inferences in a validation study is
that it requires researchers to examine all aspects of test validity, and thus it may overcome a
potential temptation to focus only on the well-supported inferences. The wide focus gained
from examining a full chain of inferences in an IUA and supporting validity argument
reduces the chance of confirmatory bias identified by Kane (2012) as a danger when
validating tests in the development phase of validation. Examining the full chain of
inferences also increases the chance of identifying important weaknesses in a validity
argument, which might be overlooked when focusing on fewer inferences. The relative
comprehensiveness of the validity argument presented in this study makes it a valuable
reference for others who may seek to thoroughly validate an in-house test, in order to
communicate the value of the test to stakeholders, or to build an evidence base for test
renewal.

In summary, this study provides a small, but uniquely useful contribution to the field
of validation in second language assessment, through serving as an example of applying a

combination of recent argument-based approaches to test validation to build a relatively
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complete and thorough IUA, and subsequent validity argument, for in-house reading and

listening tests aimed at CEFR alignment. This study also exemplifies how rebuttal evidence

found in a validity argument, in this case in the context of a Japanese university English

language program, clearly indicates areas for improvement for the next cycle of test

development.

7.6  Suggestions for further research

Several suggestions for areas of future research arise from weakness found in the BET

validity argument. Suggestions for future research which would strengthen the BET validity

argument, and which would also make useful contributions to the field of language test

validation are outlined below.

1)

2)

It would be beneficial to research the process of reviewing and revising the BET
specifications as suggested in section 7.3.1. This would serve both as a means to
strengthen backing for the BET domain definition inference in the BET validity
argument, and would also provide a useful example of how in-house test
specifications can be systematically reviewed and revised to provide stronger
evidence of representation of a CEFR-based curriculum domain within an
argument-based framework.

A further useful area of future research would be to run a cut-score panel on the
BETSs, and to report on the methodology and results. This is because, to the best of
my knowledge, while there are many studies reporting on cut-score setting for
large commercial or state tests, there are few studies examining cut-score setting
for small-scale in-house tests. In particular, there seem to be no cut-score setting
studies aimed at alignment to an external standard such as the CEFR, which have
been conducted on relatively small-scale in-house reading and listening tests.

Conducting and reporting such a study for the BETs would make a valuable
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contribution to the literature, and could also provide a useful reference for other
practitioners. In addition, a well-run cut-score panel with resulting cut scores
could furnish stronger backing for the BET IUA explanation inference. Finally,
such research could also strengthen the utilization inference warrants that BETs
are placing students into their correct CEFR levels for reading and listening, and
are able to measure student progress against CEFR reading and listening goals.
Another valuable research project would be to present research on equating the
BETSs. Equating the BETs would firstly serve to solidify backing for the
generalization inference of the BET validity argument. Secondly, once the GEAC
establishes procedures for test equating, it would be a great service to the testing
community to share the equating methodology in an easily accessible form. This
is because the specifics of test equating (as noted in section 7.3.5) are not included
in language test courses for most EFL teacher preparation programs, nor in
available textbooks on language testing, and it can be quite difficult for the
uninitiated, non-psychometrician to decipher the literature on test equating. Given
the importance of test equating for achievement tests, which have an indispensable
place in language learning programs, more effort needs to be made to make test
equating accessible to language teachers. A simple step-by-step guide on test
equating for small-scale programs would be invaluable for practitioners, and once
the BETs have been successfully equated, it may be possible for BECC
researchers to contribute to such a guide.

Another area for further research is to investigate how teachers use BET scores as
a diagnostic indicator of their students’ ability. The issue of how informative
students find BET scores is addressed in assumption 4 of the utilization inference

of the BET IUA. However, the issue of how informative teachers find BET scores,
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has yet to be addressed. This area was not covered in the teacher survey or focus
groups, and it would be a useful avenue for further research on the BETs. Such
research would also strengthen backing for the BET utilization inference validity
argument.
A further productive area of research would be to look in detail at how students
feel about the way their BET scores are presented to them, and how students
actually use their BET scores. This is also an area which seems to be under
researched in the literature on language testing. Some backing for the utilization
inference assumptions that BET scores are informative and motivating for
students was gathered in this study from the answers to survey Likert scale items
attached as Appendix X, Part B. However, more detailed answers from students
could provide richer and stronger backing for these assumptions. This backing
could take the form of transcripts of focus group interviews with representative
groups of BET takers from the higher and lower stream classes. Such research
could also provide the GEAC with information about how to better present and
explain the meaning of BET scores to students. As Brown and Hudson (2002)
state:
... handing those score reports to the teachers and students should not be the
end of the process. The views of students and teachers should be
systematically gathered not only on what the scores mean personally to them
and to the curriculum ... but also on how the tests, administrations procedures,
and score report strategies themselves can be improved. Gathering feedback
from teachers and students in this way can prove informative, but also it may

increase their motivation in the class and during the testing session. (p. 286).
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This project also raises the need for further research on teacher and administrator
attitudes to placement and achievement tests in various contexts. This seems to be
an under researched area, and such research could address questions such as what
are teachers’ attitudes to the placement/achievement tests at their institutions?
What obstacles stand in the way of teachers developing and validating their own
placement/achievement tests? To what extent do teachers view the
placement/achievement tests at their institutions to be aligned to their language
course content? Such research would be illuminating for the field both in terms of
shedding light on this issue in varied contexts, and also to provide useful needs
analysis for language teacher training programs.

Finally, as advocated in section 7.5.1, more validation studies such as this one,
utilizing argument-based frameworks, are needed across further contexts in the
field of language testing. This is necessary to build a rich bank of precedents for
test interpretation and use arguments in various contexts, and also to provide a
fuller scope of examples of the types of evidence suitable for backing in different
validity arguments, and of criteria for judging sufficiency of backing for

assumptions, warrants and inferences.

7.7 Closing words

This study is a pioneering example of an ambitious attempt to design and validate
small-scale, localized, curriculum-based, CEFR-aligned, placement/streaming and
achievement tests in Japan. As such, it serves as a valuable example for others who may
attempt similar projects. Results of this research also highlight the need to commence test
validation from the earliest stages of test development, and the iterative nature of validation
research, which is needed to support inferences made from test scores, even in local contexts

for small-scale, in-house tests.
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This study also demonstrated that the process of creating an IUA, and gathering and
examining backing and rebuttal evidence in a validity argument, is invaluable for clarifying
the aims of an in-house language test and its corresponding language programme. Finally,
this research has exhibited how an argument-based validation process can reveal aspects of
tests, and their accompanying policies, procedures and documents which need to be revised

in order to better support claims made based on test scores.
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BET 2015 Format
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-I;?]Sé ?ierﬁtilnogn Testlet Name Testlet Type CE-II;?Qrgl_e(:vel
Matching
. Match five options to the appropriate
Reading Part 1 signs with tﬁe same mear?ilzg pfrom A2
eight sign options.
Multiple Choice
Five three-option multiple choice
Reading Part 2 | items, matching the appropriate A2
answer to a question for a verbal
exchange.
Gap fill
Reading Reading Part 3 Choose the five gppropriate phrase_s to A2
. complete a dialogue from eight
(30 minutes) .
options.
Multiple Choice Reading
Comprehension
Reading Part 4 | Seven three-option multiple choice A2
items focusing on comprehension of a
short text.
Multiple Choice Reading
Comprehension
Reading Part5 | Five three-option multiple choice Bl
items focusing on comprehension of a
short text.
Multiple Choice Gap fill
Five three-option multiple choice
Vocabulary items choosing the most appropriate A2
words to complete five sentences in a
Vocabulary &
Grammar short. passage. _
(10 minutes) Multiple Ch0|_ce Gap flll o
Ten three-option multiple choice items
Grammar choosing the most appropriate words A2
to complete five sentences in a short
passage.
Choose the Correct Picture
Listenin_g Listening Part 1 Five _three-option rr_1u|tip|e items A2
(approximately choosing the correct picture to match
30 minutes) the listening.
Listening Part 2 | Matching A2
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Choose the correct options from eight
choices to answer five items based on
the information in a dialogue.

Listening Part 3

Multiple Choice
Comprehension

Five three-option multiple choice
items focusing on comprehension of a
short dialogue.

Listening

A2

Listening Part 4

Multiple Choice
Comprehension

Five three-option multiple choice
items focusing on comprehension of a
short monologue.

Listening

A2

Listening Part 5

Multiple Choice
Comprehension

Six three-option option multiple
choice items focusing on
comprehension of a longer monologue

Listening

or interview.

Bl

BET 2016 Format

Test Section
and timing

Testlet Name

Testlet Type

Target

CEFR Level

Reading
(45 minutes)

Reading Part 1

Matching

Match five options to the appropriate
signs with the same meaning from
eight sign options.

A2

Reading Part 2

Multiple Choice Gap fill

Five three-option multiple choice
items choosing the most appropriate
words to complete five sentences in a
short passage.

A2

Reading Part 3

Multiple Choice

Five three-option multiple choice
items, matching the appropriate
answer to a question for a verbal
exchange.

A2

Reading Part 4

Gap fill

Choose the five appropriate phrases to
complete a dialogue from eight
options.

A2

Reading Part 5

Multiple Choice Gap fill

Ten three-option multiple choice
items choosing the most appropriate
words to complete five sentences in a

short passage.

A2
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Reading Part 6

Multiple Choice Reading
Comprehension

Seven three-option multiple choice
items focusing on comprehension of a
short text.

A2

Reading Part 7

Multiple Choice Reading
Comprehension

Five four-option multiple choice items
focusing on comprehension of a short
text.

Bl

Reading Part 8

True / False Reading Comprehension
Ten true / false items focusing on
comprehension of a longer text.

Bl

Listening
(approximately
30 minutes)

Listening Part 1

Choose the Correct Picture

Seven three-option multiple items
choosing the correct picture to match
the listening.

Bl

Listening Part 2

Matching

Choose the correct options from eight
choices to answer five items based on
the information in a dialogue.

A2

Listening Part 3

Multiple Choice Listening
Comprehension

Five three-option multiple choice
items focusing on comprehension of a
short dialogue.

A2

Listening Part 4

Multiple Choice Listening
Comprehension

Five three-option multiple choice
items focusing on comprehension of a
short monologue.

A2

Listening Part 5

Multiple Choice Listening
Comprehension

Six three-option option multiple
choice items focusing on
comprehension of a longer monologue
or interview.

Bl

Listening Part 6

True / False Listening Comprehension
Six true / false items focusing on
comprehension of a dialogue.

Bl
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APPENDIX B
Student Information and Consent Forms in Japanese and English

Women's

MACQUARIE
L UNIVERSITY

V4

Hiroshima
Bunkyo

Department of Linguistics

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109
Phone: 082-218-0810
Email:jack.bower@students.mg.edu.au

MREEE/ A== P— KA AT UT—V

WHIEEEE/ A— =AY — FEZ MR

Student Information and Consent Form
+oa7eBiAERZT, BELEZ ) X TOREE
Tavxl "Ny AT vy aT A NOFHE

BIRTIEHA 7 ) v 2T A PR OZ N~ ST E T,
ZOMBEDOHINILEA 7V v aT A MPFEFEOGM I LV A=2 7 2  REYISHIE L
EDBNIZAMZER L TN E I EfET L2 & TT,

ZOMEEFA—A NV TIChDH~vya—I —RECHLREBOFPETHL Yy v 7 RN T —
WL > TIThNTWET, (EiEE 5 082-814-3191 ; email: jbower@h-bunkyo.ac. jp) E£7=

ZOMEIFEFEFOE L EEMZWT-T7-200b DT, v va—U—K¥ SEFRHAT 4 U
T VEROBEEO T TTbTTWET, (FEREE S +61-406682439; email:

mehdi. riazi@mq. edu. au)

BTN T 50 ThHIUE., ZOEDT-DIZLLTOTF —2 2452 L 23R T<
720y,
. BET (Bunkyo English Test) DU Z=2 7 & U —F ¢ o 7 OfkH
. FRENTOFEREI A X« LEI A AOFER L, FHWROAE —F 0 77 2 Ok
b
BECCH:EE 7 5 2 D& A
BETIZRE3 5 A EBETRE R D B W T oEWA T A T 77— b
H Y OHERS OFHHICOWTDOF L TA T v 7r—k
T I AT H— KA TA VoYL T T A N OFER
TOEICT A k D H

MoE o TEDLNLDEHROFEMA2MABFHRIT T THEE TT,
T A REREME S THITSND EOHBIHICBNTHEABRESND Z LIEH Y XA,
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L TWZWeERII Yy v 7 AU U= DR == P = FTGEIT L o TITEIER
PAOBNRRD Z EBTEET,
FoIAT = FOEFHEREMLEINDGEIE. TORY 7 AF =y I/~v—T AR
T, ®7r7=Demail” RLAZFTALTL &0,

[JiZw, BEA Y T A 0T v — hOEHEREFLELE TS

WFEIME T LIEBRICHIERE R DR XD Z LN TEET, AT LILEITTOR Yy 7 X ZF
Ty v =72 ANNTSTEENY,

o [ R o Bk e AL L ET,

FLDemail” KL AX

ZDOWFEE~DOBINIEE T, BINTIHES TR, BMERODZEZETHLLDOTHLSINEZIED
L ENTEET, FZOBRICHBEZROOND Z L, FRREZTDHZELH T4
looe BIRT=NZ OWFZRIZEBINT 5 /B LR OWREITRE L H L TFREe~y a— ) — K%
LB ORI GEEL G252 L1TH0D EFH A,

L (2 —<FTTRTRIFETIEA) , XL EofE#R
O, HEM LSS FC O W TOMEREIZE RSO E LT,

X ZOMEIZZINT 5 Z LIZFAE L, B AFER LICW O THEREOS M A kD 5 2 LR
TEET, FIRERICZORBEEOZEZ ZEINTVET,

ZnE KA
(B —~FTHTRTRIFTIEA)

e Fh: FHA:

BRAH A
(R =~ FTT < TRXFTIEN) )

wges B FHA:

ZOMEOMEEIZONTIE~Y vy a— ) —KF b o —~ UFEMEE RS L IREEB LT KRF
ta—vUMIRMBEEERICL > TERINTWET, T, ZOFZEICEE L CHZEE OHF
ZEMMBRAEICRE T 5 WERRMNRAE LGB IR, vy a— U —R¥ bt a—~ Uit mEERE S
DT 4 L7 Z—CHfEE LT IEE, (EihFES +61 (02) 9850 7854; email

ethics@mg. edu. au)
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v

Women's
University

SZZK’ MACQUARIE
UNIVERSITY

Hiroshima
Bunkyo

Department of Linguistics

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109
Phone: 082-218-0810

Email: jack.bower@students.mq.edu.au

Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Name: Mehdi Riazi
Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Title: Associate Professor

Student Information and Consent Form

Name of Project: Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests

You are invited to participate in a study of Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests. The purpose
of the study is investigate if the Bunkyo English Tests are achieving their stated purpose of
measuring student English reading and listening ability effectively.

The study is being conducted by Jack Bower, a doctoral student at Macquarie University,
Australia (tel.: 082-814-3191; email: joower@h-bunkyo.ac.jp). This study is conducted to meet
the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (in Applied Linguistics) under the
supervision of A/Prof. Mehdi Riazi, Department of Linguistics, Macquarie University (tel.:
+61-406682439; email: mehdi.riazi@mg.edu.au).

If you decide to participate, you will give permission for any of the following data to be used
for this research.
o Test results from the Bunkyo English Tests of listening, and reading
o Results of in-class vocabulary quizzes, grammar quizzes and end of semester
speaking tests
o Your General English Course grades
o Results of an online survey about your opinions of the BETs and how they are
used
o An online self-assessment survey of your English language ability
o Results of the Oxford Online Placement Test
o TOEIC test results

Any information or personal details gathered in the course of this study are confidential. No
individual will be identified in any publication of the results. Only Jack Bower, his supervisors,
and a local translation company will have access to the information you provide.

If you would like to obtain a copy of the overall survey results, please put a tick (V) in the box
below and provide an email address.
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[l Yes, | would like to receive a copy of the overall survey results.

If you would like a summary of the research results sent to you when the study is completed,
please check the box below.

[l Yes, | would like to receive a summary of the results of this study.
My email address is

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to participate and if you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and
without consequence. Your decision to participate or not to participate in this study will not
impact on your relationship with the Hiroshima Bunkyo Women's University or Macquarie
University.

I, , have read and understand the information
above and any questions | have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. | agree to
participate in this research, knowing that | can withdraw from further participation in the
research at any time without consequence. | have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participant’s Name:
(Block letters)

Student Number:

Participant’s Signature: Date:

Investigator’s Name:
(Block letters)

Investigator’s Signature: Date:

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human
Research Ethics Committee and the Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University Ethics Committee.
If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in this
research, you may contact the Macquarie University Ethics Committee through the Director,
Research Ethics (telephone +61 (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mg.edu.au). Any complaint
you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed of the
outcome.
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Appendix C
Teacher and Learning Advisor Information and Consent Form for Online Surveys and
Focus Groups

Women's
University

MACQUARIE
University

Department of Linguistics

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109
Phone: +81-090-8500-1088

Email: jack.bower@students.mq.edu.au

=g

Hiroshima
Bunkyo

Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Name: Mehdi Riazi
Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Title: Associate Professor

Teacher Information and Consent Form
Name of Project: Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests

You are invited to participate in a study of Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests. The purpose
of the study is to investigate if the Bunkyo English Tests are achieving their stated purpose of
measuring student English reading and listening ability effectively, and having a positive
influence on the General English curriculum, lesson content and pedagogy.

The study is being conducted by Jack Bower, a doctoral student at Macquarie University,
Australia (tel.: 082-814-3191; email: jbower@h-bunkyo.ac.jp). This study is conducted to meet
the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (in Applied Linguistics) under the
supervision of A/Prof. Mehdi Riazi, Department of Linguistics, Macquarie University (tel.:
+61-406682439; email: mehdi.riazi@mg.edu.au).

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to attend a focus group, and to complete two
online surveys.

If you decide to participate in the focus group, you will be asked to share and discuss your
opinion about various aspects of the Bunkyo English Tests. Participation in a focus group will
take between one and a half, and two hours. The focus group sessions will be video and audio
recorded, and the resulting data will be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes. Each
participant will receive a 3000 yen iTunes voucher. The focus group will be run by Fuyuko
Takita of Hiroshima University. The identity of focus group participants will be kept
anonymous in all reports of the results through the use of pseudonmyms for any quotes. All
participants will be given access to a summary of the final thesis of this research via a Dropbox
link.

If you decide to participate in the online surveys, you will be asked to answer a few questions
about your opinions of the Bunkyo English Tests (BETSs), and to estimate the percentage of
students in your classes who can perform CEFR can do statements to a satisfactory level.
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Any information or personal details gathered in the course of this study are confidential. No
individual will be identified in any publication of the results. Only Jack Bower, and his
supervisor will have access to the information you provide. If you would like to obtain a copy
of the focus group discussion and/or the overall online survey results, please put a tick (V) in
the box below and provide an email address.

[1 Yes, I would like to receive a copy of my focus group discussion, and the
overall online survey results.

If you would like a summary of the final research results of this study sent to you when the
study is completed, please check the box below and provide an email address.

[l Yes, | would like to receive a summary of the results of this study.

Please check the box below if you agree to have anonymous extracts from the transcript of your
interview used in publications and presentations.

[] 1 consent to have anonymous transcript extracts of my video/audio recording used
in oral presentations and dissemination of results.

My email address is:

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to participate and if you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and
without consequence.

I, , have read and understand the information
above and any questions | have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. | agree to
participate in this research, knowing that | can withdraw from further participation in the
research at any time without consequence. | have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participant’s Name:
(Block letters)

Participant’s Signature: Date:

Investigator’s Name:
(Block letters)

Investigator’s Signature: Date:

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human
Research Ethics Committee and the Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University Ethics Committee.
If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in this
research, you may contact the Macquarie University Ethics Committee through the Director,
Research Ethics (telephone (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mg.edu.au). Any complaint you
make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed of the outcome.
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APPENDIX D
Senior Manager Information and Consent Forms in Japanese and English

Women's

MACQUARIE
L UNIVERSITY

Hiroshima

v

Department of Linguistics

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109
Phone: +81-090-8500-1088

Email: jack.bower@students.mg.edu.au

Bunkyo
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v

Women's

MACQUARIE
2L UNIVERSITY

Hiroshima
Bunkyo

Department of Linguistics

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109
Phone: +81-090-8500-1088

Email: jack.bower@students.mg.edu.au

Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Name: Mehdi Riazi
Chief Investigator’s / Supervisor’s Title: Associate Professor

University Senior Management Information and Consent Form
Name of Project: Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests

You are invited to participate in a study of Assessing the Bunkyo English Tests. The
purpose of the study is investigate if the Bunkyo English Tests are achieving their stated
purpose of measuring student English reading and listening ability effectively, and having a
positive influence on the General English curriculum, lesson content and pedagogy.

The study is being conducted by Jack Bower, a doctoral student at Macquarie
University, Australia (tel.: 082-814-319 ; email: jobower@h-bunkyo.ac.jp). This study is
conducted to meet the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (in Applied
Linguistics) under the supervision of A/Prof. Mehdi Riazi, Department of Linguistics,
Macquarie University (tel.: +61-406682439; email: mehdi.riazi@mg.edu.au).

If you decide to participate, you will be asked about your knowledge and opinions of
the Bunkyo English Tests. Interviews should take less than one hour. The interviews will be
audio recorded, and the resulting data will be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes.
Please check the box below if you agree to have anonymous extracts from the transcript of your
interview used in publications and presentations.

[] 1 consent to have anonymous transcript extracts of my video/audio recording
used in oral presentations and dissemination of results.
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Any information or personal details gathered in the course of this study are confidential.
No individual will be identified in any publication of the results without prior permission. Only
Jack Bower, and his supervisor will have access to the information you provide. If you would
like to obtain a copy of your interview, please put a tick (V) in the box below and provide an
email address.

[l Yes, | would like to receive a copy of my individual interview.

If you would like a summary of the research results sent to you when the study is
completed, please check the box below.

[l Yes, | would like to receive a summary of the results of this study.

My email address is

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to participate and if
you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason
and without consequence.

I, , have read and understand the
information above and any questions | have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. |
agree to participate in this research, knowing that 1 can withdraw from further participation in
the research at any time without consequence. | have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participant’s Name:
(Block letters)

Participant’s Signature: Date:

Investigator’s Name:
(Block letters)

Investigator’s Signature: __ Date:

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University
Human Research Ethics Committee and the Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University Ethics
Committee. If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your
participation in this research, you may contact the Macquarie University Ethics Committee
through the Director, Research Ethics (telephone (02) 9850 7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).
Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be
informed of the outcome.
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Appendix E
Ethics Review Committee (Human Research) Approval

Dear Associate Professor Riazi,

Re: "Setting and raising standards: Creating and validating institutional standardized reading
and listening test aligned to the Common European Framework levels A2-B1 at a Japanese
university"(5201401091)

Thank you very much for your response. Your response has addressed the issues raised by
the Faculty of Human Sciences Human Research Ethics Sub-Committee and approval has
been granted, effective 16th December 2014. This email constitutes ethical approval only.
This approval is subject to the following condition/s:

1. Please forward the official permission document from Hiroshima Bunkyo
Women's University for records when this is available.

2. Please forward the advertising emails to the Ethics Sub-Committee should they
be changed (currently indicated as drafts).

This research meets the requirements of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human
Research (2007). The National Statement is available at the following web site:
http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/_files_nhmrc/publications/attachments/e72.pdf.

The following personnel are authorised to conduct this research:

Associate Professor Mehdi Riazi

Mr Jack Bower

NB. STUDENTS: IT IS YOUR RESPONSIBILITY TO KEEP A COPY OF THIS
APPROVAL EMAIL TO SUBMIT WITH YOUR THESIS.

Please note the following standard requirements of approval:
1. The approval of this project is conditional upon your continuing compliance with the
National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research
(2007).

2. Approval will be for a period of five (5) years subject to the provision
of annual reports.

Progress Report 1 Due: 16th December 2015

Progress Report 2 Due: 16th December 2016

Progress Report 3 Due: 16th December 2017

Progress Report 4 Due: 16th December 2018

Final Report Due: 16th December 2019

NB. If you complete the work earlier than you had planned you must submit a Final Report
as soon as the work is completed. If the project has been discontinued or not commenced
for any reason, you are also required to submit a Final Report for the project. Progress
reports and Final Reports are available at the following website:
http://www.research.mg.edu.au/for/researchers/how_to_obtain_ethics_approval/human_res
earch_ethics/forms
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3. If the project has run for more than five (5) years you cannot renew approval for the
project. You will need to complete and submit a Final Report and submit a new
application for the project. (The five year limit on renewal of approvals allows the
Committee to fully re-review research in an environment where legislation, guidelines
and requirements are continually changing, for example, new child protection and
privacy laws).

4. All amendments to the project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee
before implementation. Please complete and submit a Request for Amendment Form
available at the following website:
http://www.research.mg.edu.au/for/researchers/how_to_obtain_ethics_approval/
human_research_ethics/forms

5. Please notify the Committee immediately in the event of any adverse effects on
participants or of any unforeseen events that affect the continued ethical acceptability of
the project.

6. At all times you are responsible for the ethical conduct of your research in
accordance with the guidelines established by the University. This information is
available at the following websites:
http://www.mg.edu.au/policy/http://www.research.mg.edu.au/for/researchers/how_to_o
btain_ethics_approval/human_research_ethics/policy

If you will be applying for or have applied for internal or external funding for the above
project it is your responsibility to provide the Macquarie University's Research Grants
Management Assistant with a copy of this email as soon as possible. Internal and External
funding agencies will not be informed that you have approval for your project and funds will
not be released until the Research Grants Management Assistant has received a copy of this
email. If you need to provide a hard copy letter of approval to an external organisation as
evidence that you have approval, please do not hesitate to contact the FHS Ethics at the
address below.

Please retain a copy of this email as this is your official notification of ethics approval. Yours
sincerely,

Dr Anthony Miller

Chair

Faculty of Human Sciences

Human Research Ethics Sub-Committee
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GE Curriculum Content Represented in the BETs
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Curriculum Content Represented in BET1 2015

Unit Items Percentage
Introduction Unit 13 19.12%
Everyday Life Unit 0 0.00
My Home Unit 0 0.00
Travel Unit 24 35.29%
Relationships Unit 0 0.00
Leisure Time Unit 13 19.12%
Orientation Unit 0.00
Health Unit 0.00
Services Unit 0.00
Food & Drink Unit 1.47%
Shopping Unit 1.47%
Places Unit 0.00
Multiple Units 0.00
N/A 16 23.53%
Total 68 100%
Curriculum Content Represented in BET1 and BET?2 2016

BET 12016 BET 2 2016
Unit Items Percentage Items Percentage
'U”rf{t"d”“'o” 11 13% 12 13.95%
E‘r’ﬁ{y day Life 10 12% 12 13.95%
My Home Unit 6 7% 12 13.95%
Travel Unit 21 24% 12 13.95%
Sf]'i"’:t"’”s“'ps 14 16% 13 15.12%
b‘:]'ft” re Time 13 15% 14 16.28%
Multiple 11 13% 11 12.79%
Total 86 100% 86 100.00%
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Curriculum Content Represented in BET2 and BET3 2017

BET1 2017 BET2 2017 BET3 2017

Unit Items | Percentage Items Percentage Items Percentage
Introduction
Unit 8 9% 13 15% 10 11%
Everyday
Life Unit 15 17% 15 17% 8 9%
My Home
Unit 11 12% 15 17% 6 %
Travel Unit 15 17% 16 18% 8 9%
Relationship
s Unit 9 10% 11 12% 6 7%
Leisure
Time Unit 19 21% 18 20% 11 12%
Orientation
Unit 0 0% 0 0% 10 11%
Health Unit 0 0% 0 0% 7 8%
Services
Unit 0 0% 0 0% 6 7%
Food &
Drink Unit 0 0% 0 0% 5 6%
Shopping
Unit 1% 0 0% 6 7%
Places Unit 1% 0 0% 6 7%
Multiple
Units 10 11% 1 1% 0 0%
Total 89 100% 89 100% 89 100%
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Analysis of BET Testlet Specifications Can Do Statements
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Testlet 2014/15 BET Specs Analysis | BET Specs 2015/16 Can dos Analysis BET Specs 2016/17 Can dos Analysis Suggestion for
Can dos targeted targeted targeted Improvement
BERT 1 Same as BET Specs CEFR-J A1.3 Reading This can do statement does not CEFR A2 Reading for | Thiscan do statement None.
2015/16 Be able to understand short match the task well as task involves | Orientation matches the task and
narratives with illustrations reading signs not short narratives. Can understand everyday signs the course goals well.
and pictures written in simple and notices: in public places,
words The can do statement level is also such as streets, restaurants,
below the new course goals of A2 railway stations; in workplaces,
and B1. such as directions, instructions,
hazard warnings.
BERT 2 2015 BET Vocabulary | Same as CEFR-J Al1.3 Reading This task does not have supporting CEFR Vocabulary Range These seem to be the None
Section BET Be able to understand texts of | pictures and the minimum goal of A2 Has sufficient vocabulary to most appropriate
Same as BET Specs Specs general interests (e.g. articles | the course is CEFR A2. Therefore, conduct routine, everyday CEFR can do
2015/16 2015/16 about sports, music, travel, this can do statement does not seem | transactions involving familiar statements for this
etc.) written with simple appropriate for the task. situations and topics. vocabulary focused
words supported by task at the target A2
illustrations and pictures. A2 Has a sufficient vocabulary level.
This task involves test takers for the expression of basic
CEFR-J A2.2 Reading choosing the best vocabulary to fill communicative needs.
Be able to understand the a gap, so the CEFR-J A2.2
main points of texts dealing statement does not seem A2 Has a sufficient vocabulary
with everyday topics (e.g. appropriate to the task. for coping with simple survival
personal information, goals needs.
and wishes, hobbies) and
obtain the information they
need.
BERT 3 Same as BET Specs Same as CEFR-J A1.3 Spoken CEFR Sociolinguistic | These can do None
2015/16 BET Interaction This can do statement refers to Appropriateness statements are at the
Specs Be able to ask and answer spoken clarity, so it does not seem A2 Can perform and respond to | appropriate level, and
2015/16 simple questions about appropriate for a reading task. basic language functions, such as | they seem broad

familiar topics such as
hobbies, university life,
weekend activities provided
people speak clearly.

Modified CEFR-J A1.3
Spoken Interaction

Be able to carry out simple
classroom activities
(checking answers,

This can to statements’ target level
is below the lowest new course
goal level of A2.

This can to statements’ target level
is also below the lowest new course
goal level of A2.

information ~ exchange  and
requests and express opinions and
attitudes in a simple way.

A2 Can handle very short social
exchanges, using everyday polite
forms of greeting and address.
Can make and respond to
invitations, apologies etc.

enough to cover the
possible range of
dialogues in the GE
curriculum. They also
seem appropriate to a
task in which test
takers must choose the
appropriate sentence or
phase to respond to a
conversational turn.
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brainstorming, borrowing
items).

Modified CEFR-J A1.3
Spoken Interaction

Be able to exchange basic
information and simple
opinions about familiar topics
(e.g. travel destinations,
music, relationships and
advice), using simple words a
limited range of expressions.

CEFR-J Spoken Interaction
A2.2 Be able to exchange
opinions and feelings,
express agreement and
disagreement, and compare
things and people using
simple English.

CEFR-J A2.2 Spoken
Interaction

Be able to interact in
predictable everyday
situations (e.g. a restaurant, a
shop), using a wide range of
words and expressions.

This descriptor seems generally
appropriate. However, it does not
seem to cover the full range of
possible dialogues from the GE
curriculum, which this testlet is
intended to be able cover.

This descriptor seems generally
appropriate. However, it is
questionable whether a spoken can
do statement can be assessed with a
reading, multiple choice task.

BERT4

Same as BET Specs
2015/16

Same as
BET
Specs
2015/16

CEFR-J A1.3 Spoken
Interaction

Be able to ask and answer
simple questions about
familiar topics such as
hobbies, university life,
weekend activities provided
people speak clearly.

Modified CEFR-J A1.3
Spoken Interaction

Be able to carry out simple
classroom activities
(checking answers,

This can do statement refers to
spoken clarity, so it does not seem
appropriate for a reading task.

This can to statements’ target level
is below the lowest new course
goal level of A2.

This can to statements’ target level
is also below the lowest new course
goal level of A2.

CEFR A2 Understanding a
Native Speaker Interlocutor
Can understand enough to
manage simple, routine
exchanges without undue effort.
CEFR A2 Information
Exchange

Can understand enough to
manage simple, routine
exchanges without undue effort.

These can do
statements are at the
appropriate level and
they seem to reflect the
nature of the task of
choosing appropriate
responses in a dialogue
better than CEFR
reading can do
statements.

None
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brainstorming, borrowing
items).

Modified CEFR-J A1.3
Spoken Interaction

Be able to exchange basic
information and simple
opinions about familiar topics
(e.g. travel destinations,
music, relationships and
advice), using simple words a
limited range of expressions.

CEFR-J A2.2 Spoken
Interaction

Be able to exchange opinions
and feelings, express
agreement and disagreement,
and compare things and
people using simple English.

CEFR-J A2.2 Spoken
Interaction

Be able to interact in
predictable everyday
situations (e.g. a restaurant,
a shop), using a wide range
of words and expressions.

This descriptor seems generally
appropriate. However, it does not
seem to cover the full range of
possible dialogues from the GE
curriculum, which this testlet is
intended to be able cover.

This descriptor seems generally
appropriate. However, it is
questionable whether a spoken can
do statement can be assessed with a
reading, multiple choice task.

BERTS

BETs 2015 Grammar
Section

Modified CEFR-J
Al.3 Reading

Be able to understand
texts of general
interests (e.g. articles
about sports, music,
travel, etc.) written
with simple words
supported by
illustrations and
pictures.

CEFR-J A2.2
Reading

Be able to understand
the main points of texts
dealing with everyday

Modified CEFR-J A1.3
Reading

Be able to understand texts of
general interests (e.g. articles
about sports, music, travel,
etc.) written with simple
words supported by
illustrations and pictures.
CEFR-J Al1.3 Reading

Be able to understand short
narratives with illustrations
and pictures written in simple
words.

CEFR-J A2.2 Reading

Be able to find the
information they need, from
practical, concrete,
predictable texts (e.g.

These two CEFR-J statements are
off-level for the course goals. There
are also no supporting illustrations
for this task.

These two can dos are at the
appropriate level, and grammar
knowledge tested by this task may
underlie this can do statement.
However, a can do statement
dealing directly with grammar
knowledge would seem more
appropriate for this gap-fill task

CEFR Grammatical Accuracy
A2 Uses some simple structures
correctly, but still systematically
makes basic mistakes - for
example tends to mix up tenses
and forget to mark agreement;
nevertheless, it is usually clear
what he/she is trying to say.

B1 Uses reasonably accurately a
repertoire of frequently used
"routines" and patterns associated
with more predictable situations.

These can do
statements are at the
appropriate level, and
seem to reflect the
grammar focus of this
task.

None




314

topics (e.g. personal
information, goals and
wishes, hobbies) and
obtain the information
they need.

restaurant reviews, recipes,
travel itineraries), provided
they are written in simple
English.

CEFR-J A2.2 Reading

Be able to understand the
main points of texts dealing
with everyday topics (e.g.
personal information, goals
and wishes, hobbies) and
obtain the information they
need.

which focuses on selecting the
correct grammar.

BERT6 BETs 2015 Reading Modified CEFR-J A1.3 These first two CEFR-J statements | CEFR A2  Reading for | These cando None
Part 4 Reading are off-level for the course goals of | Information and Argument statements seem
Same as BET Specs Be able to understand texts of | the new GE curriculum. There are Can identify specific information | appropriate to the
2015/16 general interests (e.g. articles | also no supporting illustrations for in simpler written material he/she | nature of the task and

about sports, music, travel, this task. encounters such as letters, | the level.
etc.) written with simple brochures and short newspaper
words supported by articles describing events.
illustrations and pictures. CEFR A2 Overall Reading
CEFR-J Al.3 Reading Comprehension
Be able to understand short Can understand short, simple
narratives with illustrations texts containing the highest
and pictures written in simple frequency vocabulary, including
words. a proportion of  shared
CEFR-J A2.2 Reading international vocabulary items.
Be able to find the This can do statement does not A2+ Can understand short,
information they need, from seem to match the testlet text simple texts on familiar matters
practical, concrete, genres specified as “a short text of a concrete type which consist
predictable texts (e.g. adapted from authentic of high frequency everyday or
restaurant reviews, recipes, newspaper,magazine articles, or job-related language.
travel itineraries), provided classroom materials.”
they are written in simple
English.
CEFR-J A2.2 Reading This can do statement seems
Be able to understand the generally appropriate.
main points of texts dealing
with everyday topics (e.g.
personal information, goals
and wishes, hobbies) and
obtain the information they
need.

BERT7 BETs 2015 Reading Not Stated Appropriate can do statements CEFR Reading for Information | These can do Add a modified version

Part5
Not Stated

needed to be added for this testlet.

and Argument

statements seem
generally appropriate

of the following can do
statement.
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B1 Can identify the main
conclusions in clearly signalled
argumentative texts.

B1 Can recognise the line of
argument in the treatment of the
issue presented, though not
necessarily in detail.

for this task. As three
of the items in this
testlet target specific
information from the
text it might also be
appropriate to add a
modified version of the
following can do
statement

CEFR B1 Reading
for Information and
Argument

Can recognise
significant points in
straightforward
newspaper articles
on familiar subjects.

CEFR B1 Reading for
Information and
Argument

Can recognise
significant points in
straightforward
newspaper articles
on familiar subjects.

BERT8 N/A N/A CEFR B1 Overall Reading These can do statements seem CEFR B1 Overall Reading These can do None
Comprehension generally appropriate for the task. Comprehension statements seem
Can read straightforward Can read straightforward factual generally appropriate
factual texts of subjects texts of subjects related to her for the task.
related to her field and field and interest with a
interest with a satisfactory satisfactory level of
level of comprehension. comprehension.

EAQUALS Read for EAQUALS Read for
Orientation B1 Orientation B1

I can find and understand the I can find and understand the
information Ineed in information | need in brochures,
brochures, leaflets and other leaflets and other short texts
short texts related to my related to my interests.

interests. EAQUALS Read for
EAQUALS Read for Orientation B1+

Orientation B1+ I can look quickly through simple
I can look quickly through factual texts in magazines,
simple factual texts in brochures or on a website, and
magazines, brochures or on a identify information that might be
website, and identify of practical use to me.
information that might be of

practical use to me.

BELT1 CEFR-J A1.3 CEFR Overall Listening These can do Suggest adding a
Listening Comprehension B1+ statements seem modified version of this
| can understand I can understand straightforward | appropriate to the task. | can do statement to
phrases and factual information about better reflect the task

expressions related to
matters of immediate
relevance to myself or

common everyday or job related
topics, identifying both general
messages and specific details,

focus of understanding
key points in short
dialogues.
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my family, school,
neighborhood etc,
provided they are
delivered slowly and
clearly.

CEFR-J Al.2
Listening

I can catch concrete
information (e.g.
numbers, times, dates,
days of the week,
prices), provided they
are delivered slowly
and clearly.

Modified CEFR-J
Al.3 Listening

I can understand
instructions and
explanations necessary
for simple transactions
(e.g. teacher classroom
instructions), provided
they are delivered
slowly and clearly

provided speech is clearly
articulated in a generally familiar
accent.

CEFR Overall Listening
Comprehension B1

I can understand the main points
of clear standard speech on
familiar matters regularly
encountered in work, school,
leisure etc., including short
narratives.

CEFR Listening to Radio
Audio & Recordings. B1

I can understand the main points
of radio news bulletins and
simpler recorded material about
familiar subjects delivered
relatively slowly and clearly

CEFR B1
Understanding
Interaction Between
Native Speakers
Can generally follow
the main points of
extended discussion
around him/her,
provided speech is
clearly articulated in
standard dialect.

BELT2

Same as BET Specs
2015/16

Same as BET Specs 2016/17

CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening

| can understand phrases and
expressions related to matters of
immediate relevance to myself or
my family, school, neighborhood
etc, provided they are delivered
slowly and clearly.

CEFR-J Al1.2 Listening

| can catch concrete information
(e.g. numbers, times, dates, days
of the week, prices), provided
they are delivered slowly and
clearly.

CEFR-J A1.3 Listening

| can understand instructions and
explanations necessary for
simple transactions (e.g. teacher
classroom instructions), provided
they are delivered slowly and
clearly

These three CEFR-J
statements are off-level
for the course goals of
the new GE
curriculum.

Suggest the following
two can do statements
to better reflect the
nature of the task of
understanding specific
information from a
dialogue.

CEFR A2 Listening to
Radio and Audio
Recordings

Can understand and
extract the essential
information from short
recorded passages
dealing with predictable
everyday matters that
are delivered slowly and
clearly.

EAQUALS A2 Listen
in Discussion
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| can understand short
conversations about
family, hobbies and
daily life, provided that
people speak slowly and
clearly

BELT3 Same as BET Specs Same as BET Specs 2016/17 CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening These three CEFR-J Suggest the following
2015/16 I can understand phrases and statements are off-level | two can do statements
expressions related to matters of | for the course goals of | to better reflect the
immediate relevance to myself or | the new GE nature of the task of
my family, school, curriculum. understanding specific
neighbourhood etc, provided information from a
they are delivered slowly and dialogue.
clearly. CEFR A2 Listening to
CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening Radio and Audio
I can catch concrete information Recordings
(e.g. numbers, times, dates, days Can understand and
of the week, prices), provided extract the essential
they are delivered slowly and information from short
clearly. recorded passages
CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening dealing with predictable
| can understand instructions and everyday matters that
explanations necessary for are delivered slowly and
simple transactions (e.g. teacher clearly.
classroom instructions), provided EAQUALS A2 Listen
they are delivered slowly and in Discussion
clearly. | can understand short
conversations about
family, hobbies and
daily life, provided that
people speak slowly and
clearly.
BELT4 Same as BET Specs Same as BET Specs 2016/17 CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening These three CEFR-J Suggest the following

2015/16

| can understand phrases and
expressions related to matters of
immediate relevance to myself or
my family, school, neighborhood
etc, provided they are delivered
slowly and clearly.

CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening

I can catch concrete information
(e.g. numbers, times, dates, days
of the week, prices), provided
they are delivered slowly and
clearly.

CEFR-J Al1.3 Listening

statements are off-level
for the course goals of
the new GE
curriculum.

two can do statements
to better reflect the
nature of the task of
understanding specific
information from an
informational
monologue.

Suggest the following
two can do statements
to better reflect the
nature of the task of
understanding specific
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| can understand instructions and
explanations necessary for
simple transactions (e.g. teacher
classroom instructions), provided
they are delivered slowly and

clearly.

information from a
dialogue.

EAQUALS A2
Listening to
Announcements and
Instructions

| can understand short,
clear and simple
messages at the airport,
railway station etc. For
example: “The train to
London leaves at 4:30”.
| can understand the
main information in
announcements if
people talk very clearly.
For example: weather
reports, etc

BELTS

Not Stated

N/A

Not Stated

N/A

Not Stated

Appropriate can do
statements need to be
added to the BET
specifications for this
testlet.

Suggest the following
two can do statements
to reflect the nature of
the task of
understanding specific
information from
“extracts of radio or TV
shows or recorded
messages.”

CEFR BL1 Listening to
Radio and Audio
Recordings

Can understand the
information content of
the majority of recorded
or broadcast audio
material on topics of
personal interest
delivered in clear
standard speech.

Can understand the
main points of radio
news bulletins and
simpler recorded
material about familiar
subjects delivered
relatively slowly and
clearly.
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CEFR B1 Listening as
a Member of a Live
Audience

Can follow in outline
straightforward short
talks on familiar topics
provided these are
delivered in clearly
articulated standard
speech.

BELT6

N/A

Same as BET Specs 2016/17

See

EAQUALS B1 Listen in
Discussion

I can understand the main points
of discussion on familiar topics
in everyday situations when
people speak clearly, but |
sometimes need help in
understanding details.
EAQUALS B1+ Overall
Listening

| can understand straightforward
information about everyday,
study- or work-related topics,
identifying both general
messages and specific details,
provided people speak clearly in
a familiar accent.

These can do
statements seem
appropriate to the task.

None
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Appendix H
Analysis of CEFR Reading and Listening Subscales Covered by the BETs
CEFR CEFR Can Do Statement Can Do Statement from BET Covered
Level Specifications Analysis by BET
task types
READING CORRESPONDENCE
Bl Can understand the description of events,
feelings and wishes in personal letters well N/A NO
enough to correspond regularly with a pen
friend.
A2 Can understand basic types of standard
routine letters and faxes (enquiries, orders, N/A NO
letters of confirmation etc.) on familiar
topics.
A2 Can understand short simple personal letters N/A NO
READING FOR ORIENTATION
Bl Can scan longer texts in order to locate EAQUALS Read for Orientation
desired information, and gather information Bl+
from different parts of a text, or from I can look quickly through simple
different texts in order to fulfil a specific factual texts in magazines, brochures YES
task. or on a website, and identify
information that might be of
practical use to me.
Bl Can find and understand relevant information | EAQUALS Read for Orientation
in everyday material, such as letters, B1
brochures and short official documents. I can find and understand the
. - . YES
information 1 need in brochures,
leaflets and other short texts related
to my interests.
A2 Can find specific, predictable information in
S|mple_ everyday material such as N/A NO
advertisements, prospectuses, menus,
reference lists and timetables.
A2 Can locate specific information in lists and
'|lsolate the |nfo‘rlmat|pn requm?d (e.g. use the N/A NO
Yellow Pages" to find a service or
tradesman).
A2 Can understand everyday signs and notices: BERT1 — CEFR A2 Reading for
in public places, such as streets, restaurants, Orientation
railway stations; in workplaces, such as Can understand everyday signs and
directions, instructions, hazard warnings notices: in public places, such as YES
streets, restaurants, railway stations;
in workplaces, such as directions,
instructions, hazard warnings.
READING FOR INFORMATION & ARGUMENT
B1 Can identify the main conclusions in clearly | BERT7 — CEFR Reading for
signalled argumentative texts Information and Argument
B1 Can identify the main conclusions
. . - YES
in clearly signalled argumentative
texts.
B1 Can recognise the line of argument in the B1 Can recognise the line of
treatment of the issue presented, though not argument in the treatment of the YES

necessarily in detail

issue presented, though not

necessarily in detail.
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Bl Can recognise significant points in CEFR B1 Reading for Information
straightforward newspaper articles on and Argument
familiar subjects. Can recognise significant points in YES
straightforward newspaper articles
on familiar subjects.
A2 Can identify specific information in simpler BERT6 — CEFR A2 Reading for
written material he/she encounters such as Information and Argument
letters, brochures and short newspaper Can identify specific information in
articles describing events. simpler written material he/she YES
encounters such as letters, brochures
and short newspaper articles
describing events.
READING INSTRUCTIONS
Bl Can understand clearly written,
straightforward instructions for a piece of N/A NO
equipment
A2 Can understand regulations, for example N/A NO
safety, when expressed in simple language.
A2 Can understand simple instructions on
equipment encountered in everyday life — N/A NO
such as a public telephone.
UNDERSTANDING INTERACTION BETWEEN NATIVE SPEAKERS
Bl Can generally follow the main points of BELT1 — CEFR B1
extended discussion around him/her, Understanding Interaction
provided speech is clearly articulated in Between Native Speakers
standard dialect. Can generally follow the main points
of extended discussion around
him/her, provided speech is clearly
articulated in standard dialect. YES
EAQUALS Listen in Discussion
B1
I can understand the main points of
discussion on familiar topics in
everyday situations when people
speak clearly, but | sometimes need
help in understanding details.
A2 Can generally identify the topic of discussion | EAQUALS A2 Listen in
around her that is conducted slowly and Discussion
clearly. I can understand short conversations YES
about family, hobbies and daily life,
provided that people speak slowly
and clearly.
LISTENING AS A MEMBER OF A LIVE AUDIENCE
Bl Can follow a lecture or talk within his/her
own field, provided the subject matter is N/A NO
familiar and the presentation straightforward
and clearly structured.
Bl Can follow in outline straightforward short CEFR BL1 Listening as a Member
talks on familiar topics provided these are of a Live Audience
delivered in clearly articulated standard Can follow in outline straightforward
o . YES
speech. short talks on familiar topics
provided these are delivered in
clearlyarticulated standard speech.
LISTENING TO ANNOUNCEMENTS & INSTRUCTIONS
B1 Can understand simple technical information,
such as operating instructions for everyday N/A NO
equipment.
Bl Can follow detailed directions. N/A NO
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A2 Can catch the main point in short, clear, EAQUALS A2 Listening to
simple messages and announcements. Announcements and Instructions
I can understand short, clear and
simple messages at the airport,
railway station etc. For example: YES
“The train to London leaves at 4:30
I can understand the main
information in announcements if
people talk very clearly. For
example: weather reports, etc
A2 Can understand simple directions relating to
how to get from X to Y, by foot or public N/A NO
transport.
LISTENING TO RADIO AUDIO & RECORDINGS
Bl Can understand the information content of CEFR B1 Listening to Radio and
the majority of recorded or broadcast audio Audio Recordings
material on topics of personal interest Can understand the information
delivered in clear standard speech. content of the majority of recorded YES
or broadcast audio material on topics
of personal interest delivered in clear
standard speech.
Bl Can understand the main points of radio news | CEFR Listening to Radio Audio &
bulletins and simpler recorded material about | Recordings. B1
familiar subjects delivered relatively slowly I can understand the main points of
and clearly. radio news bulletins and simpler YES
recorded material about familiar
subjects delivered relatively slowly
and clearly
A2 Can understand and extract the essential CEFR A2 Listening to Radio and
information from short recorded passages Audio Recordings
dealing with predictable everyday matters Can understand and extract the
that are delivered slowly and clearly. essential information from short
. . YES
recorded passages dealing with
predictable everyday matters that are
delivered slowly and clearly.
WATCHING TV AND FILM
Bl Can understand a large part of many TV
programmes on topics of personal interest
such as interviews, short lectures, and news N/A NO
reports when the delivery is relatively slow
and clear.
Bl Can follow many films in which visuals and
action carry much of the storyline, and which
. . . N/A NO
are delivered clearly in straightforward
language.
Bl Can catch the main points in TV programmes
on familiar topics when the delivery is N/A NO
relatively slow and clear.
A2 Can identify the main point of TV news items
reporting events, accidents etc. where the N/A NO
visual supports the commentary.
A2 Can follow changes of topic of factual TV
news items, and form an idea of the main N/A NO

content.
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BERT Part FE Semester 1 FE Semester 2 FE BET Review FE Semester 1 FE Semester 2 Total
Lesson Assessments Assessments
1 0 0 1 0 0 1
2 0 0 0 3 3 6
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 1 0 0 1
5 0 2 0 0 0 2
6 8 5 2 2 1 18
7 0 1 0 0 0 1
8 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count of Lesson Tasks and Assessments in the GE 2015 First Year Curriculum which were Similar to BELT Testlets

BELT FE Semester | FE Semester 2 FE BET Review FE Semester 1 FE Semester 2 Total
Part 1 Lesson Assessments Assessments
1 0 0 1 0 0 1
2 1 1 0 0 0 2
3 0 3 0 2 0 3
4 0 2 0 0 0 2
5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 1 0 0 1




Count of Lesson Tasks and Assessments in the GE 2016 Curriculum which were Similar to BERT Testlets
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BERT | FE FE FE Sem 1 FE Sem 2 FE FE SE SE SE Sem 1 SE Sem 2 SE SE GE
Part | Sem | Sem | Assessments | Assessments | BET | Total | Sem | Sem | Assessments | Assessments | BET | Total | Total
1 2 Review 1 2 Review
Lesson Lesson
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 3
2 0 0 3 3 0 6 0 0 3 3 0 6 12
3 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
4 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 5 6
5 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 2 4
6 8 5 1 1 0 15 2 3 0 1 0 6 21
7 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 3
8 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
Count of Lesson Tasks and Assessments in the GE 2016 Curriculum which were Similar to BELT Testlets
BELT | FE | FE FE Sem 1 FE Sem 2 FE FE SE SE SE Sem 1 SE Sem 2 SEBET | SE GE
Part Sem | Sem | Assessments | Assessments | BET | Total | Sem | Sem | Assessments | Assessments | Review | Total | Total
1 2 Review 1 2 Lesson
Lesson

1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 4 5
2 1 1 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 5
3 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 9
4 0 2 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 4
5 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 5 5
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Student Attitudes to the BETs and Class Streaming Surveys
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Survey Statements

April-
May 2015
1% year
students

Jan-Feb,
2016 1°
year
students

April-
May 2016
1% year
students

Jan 2017
1% year
students

Jan 2017
2" year
students

BET MBAREHHA (FFVUR) FE2ThMrYPIhot,
BET spoken instructions were easy to understand.

v

v

v

v

N

BET DEMMAHKD A VA Z 23y G FhhYDPThot,
BET test paper instructions were easy to understand.

BET OEMHMDA L A RNT 7 ay Gl 3003 ot
BET test paper instructions were easy to understand.

BETOU A=t/ varDAf A RT7vay Gl 13bhodnol
BET DVD spoken instructions were easy to understand.

BETOYR=2T I 2avDAURA NS ay GRA) [ThhYoPdhot,
BET listening section instructions are easy to understand.

BETORERE - Sk v a v DA VA RT I ay @) 1Zbnh T 0ol
BET vocabulary and grammar section instructions are easy to understand

BETw#ifiEEZ v av DAL AT 7 vay Gl T 0T 0 o7,
BET reading section instructions are easy to understand.

AR NN IR NN

H4rDBECCHGEY 7 A D FEDIGFEL~VITHS LR T BWE RS,
| think that the other students in my BECC English class have similar English language ability
to myself.

x

9.

FDY T ATOIFEEDFEEDFFED A /VIF L HWE/- I,
In my class, most students’ English skills are similar to mine.

10.

7 T ADEFELAIVERADEGEL L E o TS S,
| feel that the level of my class is appropriate for my level of English.

11.

RETHMEIND TV FDO L ~YUIFADHEFED LU > TN D E -9,
The level of the classroom handouts is appropriate for my English level.

AN NINEANEENENE YAV NN

AN I N N N N N NI NN

12.

BREPIIH Y a— FT 5RO IEZED L~V > T D &S,
The level of the classroom materials | download is appropriate for my English level.

13.

X7 7 ARA—= R OFETHEFEZ T LML TWD,
I can clearly understand what my classmates are saying in English.

<\

<\

ANINE SN NEANEANE ZER YR ENEN

ANENE SN NEANEANE SR SR ENEN
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Survey Statements

April-
May 2015
1% year
students

Jan-Feb,
2016 1%
year
students

April-
May 2016
1% year
students

Jan 2017
1% year
students

Jan 2017
2" year
students

14.BETA A TIIRANRFECTEAR I ENMTEL2ONEMDDETTINDE/- D,
| think my BET results help me to know what | can do in English.

v

v

v

v

v

15.BETO A 27 XA OFMS, ) A= 7). £ LTl + SAEOKBR L~ &
LT TIDE/- I,
I think my BET scores help me to know my English proficiency level in reading, listening and
grammar.

N

x

x

x

x

16.BETO A a7 IXBE S OFFES. VA= 7LV EMDOEPHT T D E/S
| think my BET scores help me to know my English proficiency level in reading, listening.

17.BETA 2 T IIMDIGFEDE F il i a5 Z L2 T<nd LD,
I think my BET scores help me to know my weak points in English.

18.BET A 2 T IR DIGEDFE R i % Z L 2 BhiF TS n LS,
I think my BET scores help me to know my strong points in English.

19.BETA A T IIFEFEH DT T L AN THDITELHEE S,
My BET scores are useful to help me to plan my English study

20. IROBETIZAIF T, BETOAaT7 2R L72Wy,
| want to improve my BET score on my next BET

2L FAIBETA 27 % EiF 2 71-OICBWNC iR &2 T 2 BN H 5,
I’m motivated to study harder to improve my BET score.

22.BETD ) A= JMBEITIBECCHFEY 7 AD Y A= JREELI TV 5,
BET listening tasks are similar to listening tasks in my BECC English classes.

23.BETD U —7 ¢ v ZRIEIIBECCHGE Y 7 AD U —F 4 VR LTV D,
BET reading tasks are similar to reading tasks in my BECC English classes.

24. BETIIFLSBECCHERE Y 7 A THIsR L 72 IR OINE D E £ Tz,
The BET included a wide range of content from what | studied in my BECC English classes.

x| x| x| SIS S %

x| x| x| SN NS

x| x| x| XSS

AN/ NN N NN NI N

ANEANNE IR N NN NI N
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Teacher Attitudes to the BETs Surveys
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Survey Statements

June—
July,
2015

July,
2016

Jan-Feb,
2017

The BETs do a good job of streaming students into classes by English language ability.

Students in the higher-streamed classes | teach clearly have higher overall English language proficiency than students in the lower-
streamed classes | teach.

AN

AN

AN

I think that GE students have the same opportunity to study the material covered by the BETSs in all GE classes.

I think the content of GE classes is generally the same across all of the GE Freshman English and Sophomore English classes taught
by different teachers.

I think the BETSs are an effective way to measure GE students’ English reading proficiency.

I think the BETSs are an effective way to measure GE students’ English listening proficiency.

I refer to the BET specifications when designing lessons for the new GE curriculum.

I referred to the BET specifications when | made or revised lessons for the GE curriculum in semester 2.

I think about how my teaching will affect my students’ BET scores when preparing my GE classes.

I thought about how my teaching would affect my students’ BET scores when preparing my GE classes.

I refer to the guidelines in the GE Curriculum Overview document for making listening and reading tasks, when designing lessons
for the new GE curriculum.

I referred to the guidelines in the GE Curriculum Overview document for making listening and reading tasks, when | made or revised
lessons for the GE curriculum in semester 2.

BET content is representative of GE curriculum content.

BET reading tasks are similar to reading tasks in the GE curriculum.

BET listening tasks are similar to listening tasks in the GE curriculum.

IR SR ANEIANE SENANAENENAN

IR SR ANEIANE SENANENENAN

ANANENENE SR NE I NENENENENRN
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Appendix L
CEFR self-assessment survey can do statements for reading and listening
Reading
R Al I can understand familiar names, words and very simple sentences, for example on notices and posters or in catalogues.
BzIE, BRoRAZ—, BEaTOFRDO L HST WHLART, HEE, Wil 2T 5,

R A2-1 | can read very short, simple texts.
T AT M B SCE R B BMIR TED,

R A2-2 | can find specific, predictable information in simple everyday material such as advertisements, prospectuses, menus and timetables and | can understand short
simple personal letters.

IKEPBHAIT D/ Ty b A =a— TRERDIHLEOD 1) B A O HiflZe BRI TR A B0 HED,

R A2-2-3 | can understand short simple personal letters.
P CR MEARYR AU ERF C &5,

R B1-1 I can understand texts that consist mainly of high frequency everyday or job-related language.
FEFIC L Hbns BESEC, BOOHFEBEEOSETENNTLT 7 A M bERTE 5,

R B1-2 I can understand the description of events, feelings and wishes in personal letters.
B o722 &, B, EEDERBLSIVTWAIE AR FRRABFECX 5,

Listening

L Al I can recognise familiar words and very basic phrases concerning myself, my family and immediate concrete surroundings when people speak slowly and clearly.
IFo XV Lo W LEEL THORIUL, B FlE. 3 <HEY OBMAR72 b DIZEET HMEIENFEL I A AR RBL 2 M & b

L A2-1 | can understand phrases and the highest frequency vocabulary related to areas of most immediate personal relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family
information, shopping, local area, employment).

(2 < EARRZRENSLCFE EOF W, B, P, EFRED)  EFHEA B Uik Tl bR BATON DRF R o e T 5 2 L3 TE 5,

L A2-2 | can catch the main point in short, clear, simple messages and announcements.
B, 1 ToE D & LR A v B—IR07 0 U AOE S ZHE b,

L B1-1 | can understand the main points of clear standard speech on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc.
HEE, PR, B OWERA 5 K 9 ZRETei Bl s oV T, B CIEYE /Y7056 L OS2 DELR & iR T 5 Z L3 C&E D,

L B1-2 | can understand the main point of many radio or TV programmes on current affairs or topics of personal or professional interest when the delivery is relatively
slow and clear.

HELAAHEG < D, HoXx ) L LTHBAR D, KRR, FHAND L IHMEE EOFEICONT b, 7 V47 L EBMOERZIRT 5 =
LETE B,
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Appendix M
Correlations of BERT, BELT Scores and CEFR Self-assessment survey results
‘L . o pr oz Eon Disattenuated
Test nsize | SUrvey Reliability | Test Reliability significance Correlation Strength Correlations
Cronbach’s Alpha K-R20 (2 tailed)
Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson

BERT1 2015 226 .90 .80 <.001 <.001 44 43 51 .52
BELT1 2015 226 .84 .59 <.001 <.001 37 .36 .52 51
BERT1 2016 204 .90 .79 <.001 <.001 54 51 .64 .60
BELT1 2016 204 .89 .61 <.001 <.001 .33 .29 A4 .39
BERT2 2016 180 .89 .79 <.001 <.001 .53 54 .63 .65
BELT?2 2016 180 .86 .62 <.001 <.001 34 .36 A7 49
BERT?2 2017 147 .90 .80 <.001 <.001 .33 .36 .38 42
BELT2 2017 147 .83 .61 011 .003 21 24 .30 .34
BERT3 2017 146 .90 .79 <.001 <.001 43 43 51 51
BELT3 2017 146 .88 .68 <.001 <.001 49 b1 .64 .65
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Appendix N
Focus Group Interview Questions

2015 Questions

2016 Questions

1. Tell us your name and how long you’ve
been working at the BECC.

1. Tell us your name and how long you’ve
been working at the BECC

2. What is the first thing that you think of
when you think of the BETs?

2. What is the first thing that you think of
when you think of the BETs?

3. How do you try to prepare your GE
students for the BETS?

3. How do you try to prepare your GE
students for the BETS?

4. How much class time do you spend on
preparing your students for the BETS?

4. How many of the GE lessons do you
usually cover for each unit?

5. To what extent do you think that the
BETSs are administered in the same way
for all classes?

5. To what extent do you think BET
listening and reading tasks are
representative of the listening and reading
tasks in the GE curriculum?

6. To what extent do you refer to the BET
specifications and/or the GE Curriculum
Overview when designing new lessons for
the curriculum?

6. How do you use the BET specifications
when designing new lessons for the
curriculum?

7. How effective is the use of BET scores
for streaming students for GE classes?

7. How effective is the use of BET scores
for streaming students for GE classes?

8. What are the effects of current GE
steaming policy for teacher classroom
management, and class preparation?

8. What are the effects of current GE
steaming policy for teacher classroom
management, and class preparation?

9. How beneficial is the current GE
streaming policy for students?

9. How beneficial is the current GE
streaming policy for students?

10. To what extent do you think BETs
affect students’ motivation for learning
English language?

10. To what extent do you think BETs
affect students’ motivation for learning
English?

11. Should BECC teachers be more
actively involved in writing BET tasks?

11. Should BECC teachers be more
actively involved in writing BET tasks?

12.  What is your overall opinion of the
BETs?

12. What is your overall opinion of the
BETs?

13.  What suggestions do you have for
improving the BETS, or for improving
how information about the BETs is
communicated?

13. What suggestions do you have for
improving the BETS, or for improving
how information about the BETSs is
communicated?




331

Appendix O

Management Semi-Structured Interview Questions

Interview 1 Questions

Interviews 2-5 Questions

1.What do you know about the General English
curriculum?
GE (—fik## BECC #GE) O U ¥ =T Al
DT & > TV E T H3?

1. In general, what do you think about the role of English language courses, and the Bunkyo English
Communication Center, at Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University?
— AN IR 5 SCBUE A R DR DR FEDEE & BECC DEENZHOWNTE S BHWNET N ?

2.What do you know about the Bunkyo English Tests?
BET (SLHEICRET A MIZHOW T &2 H > TV E
ERAYS

2. Could you please tell me what you have heard about the BECC General English curriculum, or anything you
know about it? BECC —f%#(#% ® GE (General English)
WZOWTHDRIWTZZ LD T2 H->TnWAZ Lidb ) 3002

3.What do you think about streaming English classes
for GE courses?
GE 2 —ZAD L ULo3F (1%3) I2o0nTEH
BbhivEd0?

3. Have you heard of the Bunkyo English Tests of reading and listening? Could you please explain what you
have heard about these tests, or what you know about them?
BET (LEEFET A L) DY A= 7L —=F 4 TIZONTINMNZZ Ei3H 0 £300?2 Zh
DT APNIODWNWCTEALRZEEZMBNTEZERHD ETh, EFLEAHT LEE2HNETN?

4.What do you think about setting English proficiency
performance standards for GE graduates?
—RBEEIGEDE TRIZ “HFETIZETTE
& DI H5E OREZAITI Z&IHNTE
2B E 49

4. BECC General English classes are streamed depending on students’ results from the BETs. What do you
think about streaming English classes for GE courses?
BECC ® GE @4 U % = F A% can do statements &\ 9 T, AEDHGEE L~V DOHIEAZRE L
F£9, #21X BECC @ can do statements D HAR I, [, (I3, kT, HSabOHPkFRE A
HAIRICER: BROH D Z L REARLBILE (2OWT, B L CRERCAD Z R TE D, | Can
dostatement— E DX 570 Z L A RGETTX DRENIDDH DL D0 %R LIZY A MR ENTFEHE
. —WEER D BECC SREDE TR, FAICEE T2 Z LIz o0 TE S HbitETH?

5.What do you think about issuing proficiency
certificates listing English ability in terms of can do
statements to GE graduates?
Can do statement— ED X 972 2 L A FFETTE
DRENNHDLDONZERLTZY A N —REED
BECC ik DE Ty, F/EIREGT D LITH
WTE S b ET70?

5. The BECC GE curriculum sets proficiency goals for students in the form of can do statements. An example
of a BECC can do statement goal is: | can enter unprepared into conversation on topics that are familiar, of
personal interest or pertinent to everyday life (e.g. family, hobbies, work, travel and current events). What do
you think about issuing proficiency certificates listing English ability in terms of can do statements to GE
graduates?

BECC @ GE @ VU % = 7 A can do statements & W9 FE T, FADORERE L~ VO HEEZHRE L
F£9, #21X BECC @ can do statements D H AR (X, (SN, (13 kT, HoboHPkF s H
WAIRICERE BROH D 2 ECBARZRBILE 120V, Wil L CRREIAD Z L3 TE D, | Can
dostatement— E DX H 7 Z L EAFFETTIDMANHLO0E/RLIZY A MR EN-FEHE

%, —MRBED BECC HEREDE TRIZ, FAICREG T2 LIt onTE ) BbitEd»?
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6. How important is it to give students numerical scores
to show their English ability in reading, listening and
speaking?
it VA= 7 A= T OIGEN K
FTORLICAATZFAEITRLTHIT S Z &I
EOLSBWEERZ L EHEbE 39

6. How important do you think it is to give students numerical scores to show their English ability in reading,
listening and speaking?
V=T 47, VA=V T | AC—F U T ORGENERF TR LA T 2 PERT 83
DL HWHEZRZ &L BbitEd 02

7.How are BET scores used outside of the Bunkyo
English Communication Center in other university
departments?

BET (L#HA 7V v aT AN ORERE
PR AT 208 H0 £ HD
BARFEOLIIHERHENTWE T

7. How useful will it be for Bunkyo PR to show student improvement in students’ English reading and
listening ability over two years of study in the GE curriculum based on BET scores?
QEEMD GE N Y F 2T LA THSEZLIZK o THFED Y —T 4 7, VA= T OREANNHOTZZ
L&, BETORAa7 THETZ LIE, LHDPRICE 5> TENL BRI E BbhE 372

8.How useful are BET scores for these purposes in
other departments?

BET D R IIMFEF TEN L BWRITIZ -
TWE 9
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Appendix P
KR-20 Statistics for GE Vocabulary Quizzes
FE 2015 Quizes KR-20 FE 2016 Quizes KR-20 SE 2016 Quizes KR-20

(n=177) (n=179) (N=203)

Unit 1 .84 Unit 1 .82 Unit 7 .80
Unit 2 73 Unit 2 .78 Unit 8 .69
Unit 3 .83 Unit 3 81 Unit 9 .80
Unit 4 .79 Unit 4 77 Unit 10 .76
Unit 5 .78 Unit 5 79 Unit 11 73
Unit 6 .80 Unit 6 .81 Unit 12 .66




Appendix Q
Summary of OOPT Administration Data

Students Students Students Students Students
Time administered from Higher | from Lower | from Higher | from Lower | from Mixed GCD Total
A2-B1 A2-B1 Al-A2 Al-A2 Al-A2 (A2-B1)
Stream Class | Stream Class | Stream Class | Stream Class | Stream Class

End of April 2015 for

BET1 2015 20 23 24 20 NA NA 88
End of April 2016 for

BET1 2016 26 NA 24 NA 20 16 86
End of April 2016 for

BET? 2016 22 20 NA NA 16 NA 58
End of January 2017

for BET? NA NA NA NA NA 15 15
Late December/Early 37 43 NA NA 26 NA 106

January 2017 for BET3
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Appendix R
BERT, KET and PET reading section lexical profiles on the GSL and AWL
Lexical BERT | BERTL BERT2 | BERT1 | BERT2 | BERT3 BERT
characteristic | 12015 | 2016 2016 2017 2017 2017 Average | KET(A2) | PET (BL)
Type-token Analysis
Words intext |57, 1804 1905 1,762 1891 1904 1,756.67 1,310 3,062
(tokens)
z;ggg‘;”t words | 146 515 531 538 594 641 544.17 483 1,184
Type-token ratio .35 .29 .28 31 31 34 0.31 37 .30
Tokens per type | 2.86 3.5 3.59 3.28 3.18 2.97 3.23 271 3.35
Frequency Analysis (VP)
(Frequency coverage in %)

Lexical BERT | BERTL BERT2 | BERT1 | BERT2 | BERT3 BERT
characteristic | 12015 | 2016 2016 2017 2017 2017 Average | KET(A2) | PET(B1)
1K010\é\)’°rds (1= 1 go.o3 83.70 81.84 79.51 79.27 80.93 81.03 86.95 81.22
K2 Words
(L00L.2,000) 5.10 6.10 5.72 5.90 6.77 6.83 6.07 5.04 8.81
AWL Words 1.41 1.55 1.26 1.87 1.27 1.68 1.51 61 2.45
(academic)
Off-list words | 12.56 8.65 11.18 12.71 12.69 10.56 11.39 7.40 7.52
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Appendix S
BERT and KET/PET BNC frequency levels (%)
. BERT1 &
Lexical BERT1 2017
characteristic 2015 Bonngz BERTSs NET) FE(E0,
K1 83.52 86.06 83.25 89.30 84.73
K2 4.95 4.48 5.51 5.04 8.63
K3 1.96 1.19 2.30 .69 2.32
K4 1.65 .92 .76 1.22 .83
K5 A7 27 .58 .69 43
K6 .16 .16 .16 .08 .08
K7 .08 .03 .05 15 .05
K8 .39 .75 1.01 0 .20
K9 0 0 14 .8 .20
K10 .08 .19 A1 10
K11 .16 .05 13 15
K12-20 A4 .10 .29 0 0
Off-list 8.3 5.80 5.85 2.75 2.27
Tokens per
family (on 3.66 7.13 7.63 3.54 4.66
list)
Appendix T
BELT tapescript and KET/PET BNC frequency levels (%)
BELT1 &
Frequency BELTI BELT2 |2017BELTs| KET PET
level 2015
2016
K1 81.39 88.38 88.43 93.72 92.38
K2 6.09 4.42 4.47 3.53 4.64
K3 2.83 2.13 1.64 74 1.16
K4 1.11 .75 .58 .20 43
K5 1.63 .92 59 29 .36
K6-10 51 .70 61 22 22
K11-15 .35 24 27 .03 .04
K16-20 .09 .03 .03 0 0
Off list 4.72 2.43 3.36 1.28 .78
Words 1166 3710 6422 6,890 9,081
Types 442 681 934 902 1.354
Tokens per 2.64 5.17 6.88 7.64 6.71
type
AWL 1.46 .94 81 13 .90




Appendix U
Teacher and Student Survey Analyses for Domain Inference Backings

Analysis of teacher attitudes to the BETs survey statements for domain definition inference backing (n=11)
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Survey Statement gtlggggg Disagree Slggzg\;vrzzt So'rb\n;\’lgsat Agree St;gr:gely Average P;\geggit;%n
BET conte:nt IS representative 0 0 0 1 8 5 51/6 100%
of GE curriculum content.
BET reading tasks are similar
to reading tasks in the GE 0 0 1 7 2 4.9/6 91%
curriculum.
BET listening tasks are similar
to listening tasks in the GE 0 0 1 6 3 5/6 91%
curriculum
Analysis of student attitudes to the BETs survey statements for domain definition inference backing all FE (n = 207)
Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Slitey) SRS Disagree DIBEES Disagree Agree (AOfiEE Agree RS Deviation Agreeing
The BET included a wide
range of content from what |
studied in my BECC English 0 3 13 74 91 26 4.60/6 .84 92.27%
classes
BET reading tasks are
similar to reading tasks in 0 4 18 84 81 20 4.46/6 .86 89.37%
my BECC English classes
BET listening tasks are
similar to listening tasks in 0 5 34 74 77 17 4.32/6 .93 81.16%
my BECC English classes.




Analysis of student attitudes to the BETs survey statements for domain definition inference backing SE All (n = 193)
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Strongl . Somewhat Somewhat Strongl Std. Proportion

SRz SELBTEin Disagge)é DIERIES Disagree Agree hgE Agregey VRS Deviation Agreeing
The BET included a wide
range of content from what |
studied in my BECC English 2 4 12 74 78 23 4.51/6 .93 90.67%
classes
BET reading tasks are
similar to reading tasks in 3 4 14 80 76 16 4.40/6 .93 89.12%
my BECC English classes
BET listening tasks are
similar to listening tasks in 2 6 25 83 60 17 4.26/6 .97 82.9%

my BECC English classes.




BET DVD spoken instructions were easy to understand.

BET ® HAZEHH (FFT 7 R) 132 ThNY T o,

Appendix V
Student Survey Analyses for Evaluation Inference Backings

339

BET Strongly Disagree Somewhat | Somewhat Agree Strongly Average Std Proportion
Administration Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Deviation Agreeing
BET1 2015 (n =175) 2 2 4 39 84 44 4.90/6 .92 95.43%
BET1 2016(n = 197) 0 3 10 39 91 54 4.93/6 .90 93.40%
BET?2 2016(n = 207) 0 0 4 34 87 81 5.19/6 .78 98.06%
BET2 2017(n = 209) 2 1 6 30 111 59 5.03/6 .86 95.69%
BET3 2017(n =193) 0 0 9 33 80 71 5.10/6 .85 95.3%
BET test paper instructions were easy to understand.
BET ODERHMDA L A NT 7> ay G T 3ol
BET Strongly Disagree Somewhat | Somewhat Agree Strongly Average Std Proportion
Administration Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Deviation Agreeing
BET1 2015 (n = 175) 2 2 9 46 79 37 4.77/6 .96 92.57%
BET1 2016(n = 197) 1 3 5 48 91 49 4.89/6 .09 95.43%
BET2 2016(n = 207) 0 1 0 32 92 81 5.22/6 74 99.51%
BET2 2017(n = 209) 2 1 5 35 113 53 4.99/6 .85 96.17%
BET3 2017(n = 193) 0 0 5 35 84 69 5.12/6 .79 97.4%




Appendix W
Teacher Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Backings

A. Teacher Survey Analysis for Utilization Inference Assumption 1 Backing

Analysis of teacher attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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Administration Strongly . Somewhat | Somewhat Strongly Agreeing
Survey Statement Time Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree Mean SD %
June & July 2015 0 0 0 3 5 0 4.63 52 100%
The BETs do a good job of (n=8)
streaming  students into
classes by English language J?Ay:2$§)6 0 0 0 1 8 1 5.00 A7 100%
ability.
January 2017 0
(n=10) 0 0 0 1 8 2 5.09 54 100%
Students in the higher- | June & July 2015 0 0 0 1 2 4 5.43 79 100%
streamed classes | teach (n=7)
clearly have higher overall
English language Ju(lr?/_Z(gG 0 0 0 1 5 3 5.22 .67 100%
proficiency than students in -
the lower-streamed classes |
teach. January 2017 0 0 1 0 3 6 5.4 97 90%

(n=10)




B. Teacher Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Assumption 2 Backing

Analysis of teacher attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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Survey Strongly " Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Proportion
Survey Statement Dates Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree Average STD Dev Agreeing
June/July .
| think the BETSs are an 2015 0 0 1 0 / 0 4.75 71 87.5%
effective way to measure July 0
GE students’ English | 2016 0 0 0 ! 9 ! 500 45 100%
reading proficiency. Jan/Feb 0 0 0 1 6 4 597 65 100%
2017
June/July o
| think the BETs are an 2015 0 0 ! 0 ! 0 4.75 71 87.5%
effective way to measure July o
GE students’ English 2016 0 0 0 2 ! ! 4.90 ST 100%
listening proficiency. Jan/Feb 0 0 1 0 6 4 518 87 90.91%

2017




C. Teacher Survey Analysis for Utilization Inference Assumption 4 Backing

Analysis of teacher attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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- . Proportion 8
Survey Statement Adml_:_w_lstratlon Never | Rarely | Occasionally | Usually | Always | Mean == Never/Rarely/ FrEOUeT
ime . Usually/Always
Occasionally
June fr‘]f'g’)zm 0 2 3 4 0 |322| 83 | 5555% 44.44%
I thought about how my
teaching would affect my Julv 2016
students’ BET scores when ny_ 12 0 6 1 3 2 3.08 | 1.24 58.33% 41.66%
preparing my GE classes. (n=12)
January 2017 0 1 6 3 1 |33 | 8 | 6363% 36.36%

(n=11)




Appendix X
Student Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Backings

A. Student Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Assumption 1 Backing

Analysis of student attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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Administration

Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Date\s{?;tldent Disagree DIEE 2 Disagree Agree AETER Agree PR Deviation Agreeing
| think that the April/May, 2015 2 7 20 77 56 12 493 96 83.33%
other students in First Years (1.15%) (4.20%) (11.49%) (44.25%) (32.18%) (6.09%) ' ) 2970
my BECC Jan/Feb, 2016 4 4 15 61 92 30 457 1.02 88.83%
English class First Years (1.94%) (1.94%) (7.28%) (29.61%) (44.66%) (14.56%) ' ' 0970
have similar Jan, 2017 1 6 21 81 88 18 44 91 87%
English First Years (.47%) (2.79%) (9.77%) (37.67%) (40.93%) (8.37%) ' ' 0
language ability Jan, 2017 2 9 21 67 79 15 0
to myself. Second Years | (L04%) | (4.66%) | (10.88%) | (34.72%) | (40.93%) (7.77%) 4.33 1.00 83.42%
Administration .
Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Dateig‘;t:dent Disagree DIEziEE Disagree Agree AT Agree (SRR Deviation Agreeing
April/May, 2015 2 7 23 94 38 10 4.09 92 81 61%
In my class, First Years (1.15%) (4.02%) (13.22%) (54.02%) (21.8%) (5.75%) ' ' D70
most students’ Jan/Feb, 2016 2 4 22 77 81 20 441 94 86.41%
English skills First Years (.97%) (1.94%) (10.68%) (37.38%) (39.32%) (9.71%) ' ' 0
are similar to Jan, 2017 1 9 29 83 81 12 43 94 81.90%
mine. First Years (.47%) (4.19%) (13.49%) (38.60%) (37.67%) (5.58%) ' ' et
Jan, 2017 3 11 31 63 72 13
Second Years |  (1.55%) (5.70%) (16.06%) | (32.64%) | (37.31%) (6.74%) 4.19 1.07 76.68%
Administration .
Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Datei(s;jdent Disagree DIEE=3 Disagree Agree L Agree CUETEGE Deviation Agreeing
| feel that the April/May, 2015 3 3 21 73 62 12 499 95 84 48%
level of my First Years (1.72%) (1.72%) (12.07%) 41.92% (35.63%) (6.90%) ' ' o
class is Jan/Feb, 2016 2 2 10 60 96 36 472 91 93.2%
appropriate for First Years (.97%) (.97%) (4.85%) (29.13%) (46.60%) (17.48%) ' ' “r
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my level of Jan, 2017 0 7
: an, 19 75 92
English. g
g First Years (.00%) (3.26%) (8.84%) (34.88%) | (42.79%) 10.239 4.5 91 87.9%
Jan, 2017 5 5 21 68 78 : 16 &
A%er%?zi t\:g;rén (2.59%) (2.59%) (10.88%) | (35.23%) | (40.41%) (8.29) 4.33 1.04 83.94
Survey Strong|
Dates Student Lrongly Di Somewhat Somewhat St ;
Statement Year Disagree 15897%¢ | Disagree Agree Agree Xg?fe'y Average De\?;[gfion PX%?”-“(’”
. eeing
The level of the Aplr:IiI/l\t/Iil(y, 2015 2 0 4 14 72 71 11
classroom rst Years (1.15%) (2.30%) (8.05%) (41.38%) (40.80%) (6.32%) 4.37 9 88.51%
handouts Jan_/Feb, 2016 2 1 13 61 95 34
(materials | First Years (.97%) (.49%) (6.31%) (29.61%) (46.12%) (16.50%) 4.69 91 92.23%
download) is Jan, 2017 0
appropriate for First Years (.00% 3 . 11 80 100 21
copopate 00%) (1.40%) (5.12%) (37.12%) (46.51%) (9.77%) 4.6 79 93.5%
level. . Jan, 2017 2 4 16 67 89 15
Ader%ci)gii Yeurs (1.04%) | (2.07%) (8.29%) (34.72%) | (46.11%) (7.77%) 4.48 91 88.60%
Survey Strongl
Dates Student Lrongly n Somewhat Somewhat Stro i
Statement sSw e Disagree S e Agree Ag?gely Average De\fit:t.ion P'gopor_tlon
. reein
Aprl_I/May, 2015 3 3 23 63 65 17 : :
| can clearly : Fi /rét t\)(ezars (1.72%) (1.72%) (13.22%) (36.31%) (37.36%) (9.77%) 4.35 1 83.33
understand what aFn_ fY 016 0 . 3 15 72 89 27
my classmates Irst years (0.00%) (1.46%) (7.28%) (34.95%) (43.20%) (13.11%) 4.59 .86 91.26%
are saying in Jan, 2017 0 5 12 92 83 23 :
English. Fjl;,t ;g;;s (-02%) (2.33%) (5.58%) (42.79%) (38.60%) (10.70%) 45 -85 92.1%
, 5 15 66 90 16
Second Years (.52%) (2.59%) (7.77%) (34.20%) | (46.63%) (8.29%) 449 89 89.12%




B. Student Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Sub-Assumption 3.2 Backing

Analysis of student attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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Administration

Survey Strongly q Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Date\s{?;tldent Disagree DI Disagree Agree YT Agree AR Deviation Agreeing
Ap;'i'rls'\t"%afgﬁ 2(116%) | 1(58%) | 11(6.36%) | 68(39.31%) | 69 (39.88%) | 22 (12.72%) 4.54 90 91.91%
| think my BET 5,0 /Feh, 2016
results help me First \}ears 1 (.49%) 0 (0%) 11 (5.34%) | 62 (30.10%) | 10550.97%) | 27 (13.11%) 4.70 .80 94.17%
to know what | Jan. 2017
candoin First’ Years 0 (0%) 2 (.93%) 11 (5.12%) | 76 (35.35%) | 99 (46.05%) | 27 (12.56%) 4.64 .80 93.95%
English.
o 20T | 0% | 2(L04%) | 19(9.84%) | 70(36.27%) | 71(36.79%) | 31 (16.06%) 457 91 89.12%
Administration .
SSurvey Dates Student St_rongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Average S_td._ Propor_tlon
tatement Year Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Deviation Agreeing
I think my BET | April/May, 2015 1 2 6 62 78 24 465 85 94.80%
scores help me First Years (.58%) (1.16%) (3.47%) (35.84%) (45.09%) (13.87%) ' ' OV70
to know my Jan/Feb, 2016 1 0 8 61 103 33 477 80 95.63%
English First Years (.49%) (0%) (3.88%) (29.61%) (50.00%) (16.02%) ' ' e
proficiency Jan, 2017 0 2 10 ( 63 109 31 0
level in reading, | First Years (0%) (.93%) 465%) | (2930%) | (50.70%) | (14.42%) 473 80 94.42%
listening (and
grammfr)(_ Jan, 2017 0 3 10 66 83 31 "7 o6 03.26%
Second Years (0%) (1.55%) (5.18%) (34.20%) (43.01%) (16.06%) ' ' '
Administration .
Survey Dates Student St_rongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly Average S_td._ Propor_tlon
Statement Year Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Deviation Agreeing
. April/May, 2015 1 2 8 58 77 27 .
| think my BET First Years (.58%) (1.16%) (4.62%) (33.53%) (4451%) | (15.61%) 4.67 68 93.64%
scores help me
to ki Jan/Feb, 2016 1 1 13 61 97 33 4.70 86 92 72%
oxnowmy . First Years (.49%) (.49%) (6.31%) (29.61%) (47.09%) (16.02%) ' ' e
weak points in
English Jan, 2017 0 3 13 & 93 33 4.65 86 92.52%
' First Years (0%) (1.40%) (6.07%) (33.64%) (43.46%) (15.42%) ' ' '
Jan, 2017 1 2 15 66 75 34 4.63 .93 90.67%
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Second Years (.52%) (1.04%) (7.77%) (34.20%) (38.86%) (17.62%)
Administration ]
Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Date;s(?;lrjdent Disagree DI Disagree Agree IS Agree AU Deviation Agreeing
April/May, 2015 1 2 7 69 71 22 o
First Years (.58%) (1.16%) (4.07%) (40.12%) | (41.28%) | (12.79%) 4.59 85 94.19%
I think my BET Jan/Feb, 2016 1 0 12 62 102 29 4.70 82 93.69%
scores help me First Years (.49%) (0%) (5.83%) (30.10%) (49.51%) (14.08%) ) ) o0
to know my
B Jan, 2017 0 2 17 69 97 30 0
SEt;‘;rl‘igsrfo'”tS in First Years (0%) (.93%) (7.91%) | (3200%) | (45.12%) | (13.95%) 463 85 91.16%
Jan, 2017 0 3 12 64 81 33 0
Second Years (0%) (1.55%) (6.22%) (33.16%) (41.9%) (17.10%) 4.67 89 92.23%
Administration .
Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Date;s(i;gdent Disagree DIBEL[fEE Disagree Agree (AGJiEE Agree B Deviation Agreeing
April/May, 2015 1 2 12 65 70 22 455 89 91.28%
My BET scores First Years (.58%) (1.16%) (6.98%) (37.79%) 40.70% (12.79%) ) ) €070
are useful to Jan/Feb, 2016 1 2 12 82 82 26 456 86 92 68%
help me to plan First Years (.49%) (.98%) (5.85%) (40.00%) (40.00%) (12.68%) ' ' 0070
my English Jan, 2017 0 3 14 82 91 25 0
study First Years (0%) (1.4%) (6.51%) (38.14%) | (42.33%) | (11.63%) 4.56 83 92.09%
Jan, 2017 1(52%) | 3(L55%) | 13(6.74%) | 75(38.86%) | 74 (38.34%) | 27 (13.99%) 4.55 91 91.19%

Second Years




C. Student Survey Analyses for Utilization Inference Sub-Assumption 3.3 Backing

Analysis of student attitudes to the BETs survey statements for utilization inference backing
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Administration

Survey Strongly q Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement DEITEE S5 Disagree DIEEER Disagree Agree AETER Agree PR Deviation Agreein
Year g g
April/May, 2015 1 1 5 41 69 56 0
:n‘;";‘r’g\g’my First Years (58%) (58%) (2.89%) 2370%) | (39.88%) | (32.37%) 4.99 91 95.95%
Jan/Feb, 2016 0 2 4 51 75 74
BET score on First Years (0%) (.97%) (1.94%) (24.76%) | (36.41%) | (35.92%) 5.04 88 97.09%
y ' Jan, 2017 0 0 6 52 91 66 501 81 97 21%
First Years (0%) (0%) (2.79%) (24.19%) (42.33%) (30.70%) ) ' e
Administration .
Survey Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Std. Proportion
Statement Date;s(i;gdent Disagree DIBEL[fEE Disagree Agree (AGJiEE Agree B Deviation Agreeing
, . April/May, 2015 1 1 8 57 67 39 0
{On;tﬁg’“g::g‘e‘r First Years (.58%) (.58%) (4.62%) (32.95%) | (38.73%) | (22.54%) 4.76 91 94.22%
A Jan/Feb, 2016 0 3 5 80 76 42 = 86 96 12%
BET Ecore y First Years (0%) (1.46%) (2.43%) (38.83%) (36.89%) (20.39%) ' : +e70
' Jan, 2017 0 2 9 79 83 42 472 86 94.88%
First Years (0%) (.93%) (4.19%) (36.74%) (38.60%) (19.53%) ' ' 0070
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Appendix Y
Phi(lambda) Coefficients for Alternate BET Course Placement Cut-Scores

Alternate Cut-score Alternate Proportion of Proportion of
BET proportion of test Alternate Cut score Phi(lambda) Students in Al- | Students in A2-
score (%) A2 Stream (%) B1 Stream (%)
52.94 36 91 14.35 85.65
58.82 40 .85 24.78 75.22
63.24 43 .80 34.35 65.65
BET12015 72.06 49 81 61.74 38.26
75.00 51 .85 71.74 28.26
79.41 54 90 83.48 16.52
47.67 41 90 16.52 83.48
51.16 44 .86 21.30 78.70
55.81 48 .80 34.35 65.65
BET12016 63.95 55 .80 62.17 37.83
67.44 58 .85 74.78 25.22
72.09 62 90 84.35 15.65
58.14 50 90 11.26 88.74
61.63 53 .85 19.37 80.63
65.11 56 .80 28.83 71.17
BET2 2016 74.42 64 .80 60.81 39.19
77.97 67 .85 76.58 23.42
81.40 70 .90 87.84 12.16




