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1. Introduction

1.1 Statement of the Research Question
A comparative study of university students and their perceptions of English
language testing in Korea before and after a criterion referenced test. How do they

perceive English language testing?

1.2 Statement of the Research Problem

Multiple choice exams are the main English language testing method in the
Korean public education system. The researcher believes that they are limited in scope as
they exclude assessment of speaking and writing abilities while only testing for listening
and reading skills. Although the curriculum aspires to use Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) methodology, this may not be the case as the teachers are employing a
more structural methodology that teaches to the test in reading and listening skills.
Negative backwash seems to ensue as students are studying to become test wise while, at
the same time, not developing communication skills in English. This results in poor
scores for Korean students on tests of communication proficiency as students frequently
try to memorize answers to multiple choice answers (Kang, 2008). Negative backwash
from such testing methods may force some families to separate and go abroad to get an
English language education where methodology and assessment are complementary. Poor
scores from such multiple-choice exams that divide language assessment into separate
skill focused sections may even result in suicide, such is the competitive nature of testing

in Korea.



1.3 Context and Background of the Research Problem

The researcher was puzzled by the assessment method being employed and the
negative backwash it was creating. He had studied a foreign language at university and
was bewildered by the fact that the majority of testing does not seem to provide feedback
to the student. An endless series of testing seems to characterize the Korean educational
landscape and whose purpose remains dubious or wanting in an educational context. It
appears that the selection of students for university entrance is the main purpose for
studying English among young Koreans. The usefulness of the university entrance test is
compromised as the test method segregates students by measuring their accuracy in
language use, not their fluency. As a result, the input macro skills of listening and reading
are preferred to the output skills of speaking and writing. By testing only half of the
macro skills, the limitations of the testing method circumscribe the way the results can be
interpreted, especially the output skills of speaking and writing.

This approach to language testing has other limitations. Similar tests such as the
TOEIC have a bias toward testing for vocabulary and grammar. The development of
proficiency skills is of secondary importance to the mastery of individual elements of
language usage such as grammatical accuracy or vocabulary. Individual macro skills are
divided into distinct entities to be tested separately. The TOEIC fulfills the role of
classifying or ranking the students as it is norm referenced and provides a criteria in the
job selection process. But it provides limited feedback for the student and, oftentimes,
contribute to negative backwash. Characteristic of this type of psychometric testing is the
multiple choice exam, which is regarded as objective in nature as it is free from the
influence of subjective judgment.

This method of testing is in contrast to the methodology of language teaching that
is currently being employed in Korea. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), as the
name implies, stresses fluency as opposed to accuracy in language use. With this goal,
accuracy is judged in context and not as abstract entity. Fluency would imply that a
variety of different answers are possible when two people communicate and that the
evaluation process would have to reflect this inherent quality of language. This seems to

imply that proficiency language testing would have to take into consideration how



successful the candidate was in communicating a response to a task rather than language
accuracy. Descriptive bands would have to used to measure the performance level of the
candidate. They would provide a qualitative assessment of the student as opposed to a
quantitative one. However, such a testing method would also imply that a subjective
judgment, rather than an objective one, would have to be employed for assessment
purposes.

A pilot survey was developed based on the qualities that make a language test
useful, namely, reliability, validity, authenticity, interactiveness, practicality and impact.
This survey was first translated into Korean and used on first year university students
during their first semester. They had studied English from the third grade but many of
them had limited experience speaking and writing in English because of the emphasis on
listening and reading. Once in university, a shift in testing methods occurs from a
quantitative to a qualitative assessment. This qualitative approach has distinct advantages.
It evaluates students on their ability to perform a task rather than in relation to other
students (normative testing). It also describes the student’s strengths and weaknesses
using the target language and provides feedback for the student so that they can
benchmark themselves and determine their language ability. The researcher was
interested in their perception of this new testing method, their attitude(s) toward it and
whether this new method was providing positive backwash so they could score higher in
tests of communication competence such as the IELTS, something they do very poorly in
at the present time (Kang, 2008). This project compares the English language testing
attitudes and perceptions of Korean students before and after a criterion referenced test
to determine how they view language testing, its constraints and attributes and how
testing could result in positive backwash so that the current methodology (CLT) and
testing practices are more compatible.

1.4 Abstract

The study aims to determine the perceptions of first year university students to criterion
referenced testing. The students have been tested using norm referenced testing for most
of their English language education and this has culminated in The College Scholastic
Aptitude Test (CSAT).The poor communication skills of the students has prompted the

researcher to question why CLT methodology is not complemented by a communicative



test that reflects real life situations practiced in the classroom. The attitudes and
perceptions of the students may support a different method of testing that complements a
communicative approach to learning. It seems that backwash from the CSAT, which
emphasizes only reading and listening, is negatively affecting communicative
competence (Flattery, 2007). The experimental approach will be action research as this is
a single case study of students and their attitudes and perceptions about language testing.
It seeks to understand the effect that backwash from a test has on them. The students were
tested using a paired criterion referenced test during their first semester at university.
They are surveyed twice, before and after the criterion referenced test, to determine their
opinions about this new testing method and norm referenced testing. The survey items
reflected the qualities of a good language test, namely, interactiveness, practicality,
reliability, validity, practicality, and impact. The results seem to indicate that the students
question the reliability of norm referenced testing while criterion referenced testing
created positive backwash. The students perceive the use of real world tasks as being
more relevant in assessing their abilities in English compared to decontextualized
multiple choice exams. They also perceive that they are no longer being compared with
each other but in their ability to perform a task, which seemed to create a positive attitude

toward language learning.

1.5 Definitions: Tables of Contents of Special Terms

Backwash. The effect that a test can have on a students, teachers, and society as a whole.
It can be both positive and negative in nature.

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). A contemporary language teaching
methodology.

Criterion Referenced Test (CR test). A language test that measures a candidate’s ability
to perform a task in a specific domain.

CSAT. The College Scholastic Aptitude Test. The one shot university entrance exam that
Korean students must take to gain admission to university. It has an approximate 20%

weighting in English but currently tests only listening and reading skills.



Direct Testing. A test used to measure the productive skills of speaking or writing that
requires the student to perform a particular task.

ETS: a nonprofit institution advancing quality education with valid educational testing,
curriculum development assets and test prep products.

IBT TOEFL.: Internet based Test of English as a Foreign Language

IELTS: The International English Language Testing System

KICE. Korean Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation

Norm Referenced Test (NR test). A language test that relates one candidate’s
performance to that of other candidates.

Objective Test. A test in which the assessment is made without bias. There is only one
correct answer.

SL.. Second language

Standardized Test. A language test that that is administered and assessed in a consistent
manner.

Subijective Test. A test in which assessment is arrived using an opinion. This type of test
implies that there may be more than one way to answer a question.

TOEIC: The Test of English for International Communication.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Overview of Korean educational and assessment practices and their impact

Foreign language teaching may vary widely from country to country. In the case
of Korea, English is a compulsory foreign language subject from grade three of
elementary school until the end of the second year at university. The sixth and seventh
language curriculums for elementary, middle and high schools of the Ministry of
Education have advocated Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) as its preferred
methodology for teaching English (Park, 2006). However, this methodology has not

employed an assessment that recognizes fluency as opposed to accuracy in language use.



The norm in testing remains multiple choice exams that culminate in the college
scholastic ability test (CSAT) for high school students and THE TOEIC for university
students when they apply for a job. These multiple choice exams restrict what can be
tested, are subject to guessing, and only recognize language forms at the expense of
language function. This testing method leads to backwash or the effect that tests have on
language teachers and learners to do things they would not otherwise do that promote or
inhibit language learning (Messick,1996). This effect can be harmful to the learners, the
teachers, the education system and society at large. The learners realize that they do not
have to speak or write in English to get a good grade. They can simply concentrate on a
correct answer by focusing on lower order knowledge or forms while the teachers are
pressured to teach to the test. In this literature review the qualities of language test,
namely reliability, validity, impact, practicality, authenticity and interactiveness will be
discussed for the purpose of better understanding Korean assessment practices.

The educational authorities seem to support a multiple choice testing method as
it is deemed objective and reliable while being practical at the same time. However, this
method of language testing presents a paradox to the very authorities who introduced a
communicative approach to language learning as fluency is not being measured. Because
the purpose of testing is selection and not evaluation of student performance, feedback is
limited to the resulting grades and the teaching practices that were used to obtain them.
Neither the student nor society seems to question these one shot exams that determine the
future of the student as this testing purpose (selection) seems to complement the nature of
rank in a Confucian society. Confucian meritocracy is regarded as being responsible for
the creation of these one shot exams that can determine a student’s future. While having
the goal of creating a classless society, meritocracy has instead created a flourishing duel
education system. It is against this background that the teachers find themselves. As a
result, a student is subjected to a very stressful environment that contributes to the high
suicide rate among its youth (Breen, 2004).

While the teachers are compromised into teaching to a test and not a curriculum
with its avowed methodology, the effect on students is the opposite. While the CSAT is
of paramount importance, other exams in English loom on the horizon. The TOEIC test is

used as a criterion for selecting job candidates and a communicative test of language



ability will follow this if the candidate is selected in the application process. Thus, the
student is approaching language learning for different purposes and probably employing
different strategies. On the one hand, the student may be memorizing discrete grammar
points at a cram school while studying fluency at another academy.

The emergence of standardized proficiency tests such as IELTS and iBT TOEFL
would seem to be gaining more popularity in Asia, especially with the expansion of
international programs in English at universities. In order for Asian countries to compete
globally, governments are promoting these international programs at university as
English proficiency, analytical ability, critical thinking and computer literacy will help
them compete economically (Prapphal, 2008). Indeed, the Ministry of Education in
Korea is considering introducing a national English proficiency exam based on Japan’s
Eiken test (Kang, 2008). While the primary purpose of this proficiency test is to create a
single national test for all students, its implementation may have the opposite effect if it is
not unanimously adopted.

These different tests, with their distinct formats may only create new and
unforeseen sources of backwash for students, teachers and society. As an example, the
Ministry of Education has for the first time released the regional results of the CSAT. It
showed a wide performance gap among districts in Korea. These results could be used as
a means to label students by the school or province in the country they come from.
Private cram schools may use the results as a marketing tool to correct the imbalance that
exists between good and bad schools. Parents may want to place students in better
schools while others will become disconsolate, realizing that their local school performed
poorly and that the chances of their offspring getting a proper education are dwindling
(Bae, 2009).

2.2 Korean cultural considerations and their impact.

Korean society spends an average $11 billion on private English education each
year (Kang, 2009). It may be fair to say that a considerable amount of a family’s money
is being spent on the CSAT as this exam has such importance and status that it can
determine the future livelihood of many young Koreans. This payment for private tuition
fees gives a distinct advantage to some students over others. Depending on currency rates

it may be cheaper for a family to split up with the mother and child leaving Korea to



study in Australia or Canada with the father remaining in Korea to work. The social cost
of family separation that results is not directly tangible but it can lead to loneliness and a
sense of inadequacy for the entire family. The fixation on university admission is
probably related to the Korean penchant for ranking as students are entering university
not only to acquire an education but to obtain social status. In a Confucian society, by
obtaining status, you are creating order and promoting a harmonious society. This
cultural trait seems to be so strong that Koreans will pay or do whatever it takes in order
to obtain it (Breen, 2008).

Kim (2004) emphasizes the cultural barriers that a collectivist society imposes and
possible solutions. In a collectivist society, uniqueness and initiative may be viewed as a
vice and not something positive that can be used as a building block for language
learning. Hence, a quiet student is viewed as one who is more respectful than one who
engages in debate and critical thinking. The hierarchical nature of society also reinforces
this precept as age and gender determine who can express opinions and dispense
knowledge. This cultural practice permeates peer assessment also as students may resist
offering a correct answer after a mistake is made out of mutual courtesy. Error correction,
which can be viewed as positive method in language learning, is not commonly practiced
in a Korean classroom. Thus, a student is likely to only speak up in class when invited to
do so by the teacher. While Kim’s views on the cultural dilemma that English teachers
face is relevant, he offers very few suggestions to correct passive learning. A few
interactive activities in a Korean context seem to be his only solution.

This article is relevant in the context in which Korean students finds himself. The
hierarchical nature of society is embedded in a student’s mind at an early age. A young
child enters into an education system that constantly tests. By constant testing, | am
referring to weekly or unit by unit chapter testing. An inordinate amount of class time
that could be used to develop language skills is seemingly lost to this practice. Frequent
tests may be used not only to diagnose student problems but as a means to determine if
the teacher’s method was effective. But, in a Korean context, these classroom tests seem
to serve as a mechanism to rank someone and not to provide feedback. A young student
learns what their ‘position’ is and, as a consequence, their motivation and desire may

suffer. This may be because the poor proficiency levels of the teachers restrict them in



their ability to provide relevant feedback (Kim, 2003). Because formative assessment is
not supplying feedback, it does not distinguish itself from summative assessment, which
provides a student with a grade at the end of the semester. Both types of assessment
should be employed in the classroom to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of the
student (Caridad, 2009). In any case, students seem to be always engaged in exams which
seem to be of limited value and a waste of valuable class time.

In Korea, critical thinking seems to take a back seat to rote memorization and
regurgitation as the education value system is more interested in arriving at a correct
answer than determining a better approach to epistemology (Stevens, 2009). An
alternative sociolinguistic approach to learning a language which may be appropriate is
intercultural language learning (ILL) proposed by Liddicoat. (Liddicoat,1999). This
approach creates a third culture that examines the constructions of one’s own culture and
the language target culture so that cultural awareness is activated and students are able to
become comfortable participants in a third place or culture. The characteristics of this
third culture would foster a learning strategy whereby a learner creates meaning,
questions social categorizations, encourages making connections to dominant attitudes,
and is contextually sensitive. As a result, language learners have a better understanding of
the target language and culture (L2 and C2). This intercultural competence contributes to
successful communication across language barriers (Kramsch, 2008). Practical
applications in a Korean classroom would be difficult to envisage. It would require that
the students be empowered to explore and investigate new ways of looking at their own
culture and others. Further, due to the restrictive nature of objective tests, students would
not have a chance to perform a given task or solve a problem using their linguistic skills.

Instead of learning how to develop in a co-operative environment, Korean
students may go from being friends with each other to competitors who are endlessly
sitting a series of exams geared towards getting the correct answer. The strain results in
one of the highest suicide rates in the world, something that rarely gets mentioned in the
Korean press. Suicide prevention programs, which are used in some countries as a
mechanism to prevent suicides, are not popular in Korea (Ruffin, 2009). At the very least
preventative education should be implemented and follow—up counseling provided so that

the grieving families of the victim don’t feel guilty for the rest of their lives.



Flattery (2007) notes that the majority of high school and university students
believe that English is necessary to be successful in an age of globalization but that the
materials employed fall short of obtaining this goal. Many university students must pass
company interviews in English to get a job. But they complain there is a lack of student
interaction and student-oriented activities, which would help improve their
communication skills. There is an emphasis on reading and listening in the classroom at
the expense of speaking and writing. He also notes that both teachers and students seem
reluctant to use a student centered approach to learning. He does not elaborate on this
point however. The CSAT does not include speaking and writing so this seems to create
passive learners who are not interested in student centered activities. Teachers would be
emphasizing listening and reading macroskills and concentrating on improving test taking
skills such as absorbing vocabulary and grammatical detail. Perhaps there is still a belief
that that by testing grammar and vocabulary, proficiency will naturally follow, but this
belief has been proven erroneous (Brown & Hudson, 2002). It is more probable that these
skills are tested because they are easier to teach and grade, given the proficiency level of
some teachers. The other issue Flattery doesn’t deal with is the negative effect these one
shot tests have. There is a tendency for teachers to teach to the ‘average’ group in a
classroom to the detriment of those more or less gifted (Henning, 1988). The teachers
have little or no feedback outside of the test scores and are thus limited in determining
how to better prepare students for these tests.

It should be recognized that the negative backwash created by the CSAT is not
particular to Korea alone. In Thailand, for example, a multiple choice English language
test is part of a larger exam used to determine university entrance due to its practicality
and reliability. Cram schools remain the norm. However, the Ministry of Education in
Thailand has recently moved to a quota system to determine university admission. It has
also set up a special admissions project to help the rural poor (Prapphal, 2008).

Classroom based assessment is a possible solution to this problem if feedback
were provided as it enables teachers to make adjustments in their teaching to improve
their own effectiveness so that more students can benefit from the learning experience.
Classroom tests also enable the teacher to pinpoint areas of weakness that the students

have and concentrate on them. Without these tests, the teacher may not be able to
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determine which parts of the syllabus are effective or whether the proper materials are
being used. They also enable the integration of assessment and instruction, something
that is occurring very slowly in Korea due to lack of training (Kim, 2003). For the
student, it allows them to be tested in a less hostile environment and makes them aware
that more than one correct answer is a possibility. They learn how to collaborate with one
another, something that they will have to do later in life when they get a job. If their
classroom assessment provided them with a descriptive scale, they would become aware
of their strengths and weaknesses and, more importantly, of the progress they are making.
A bi-directional or self-reflective approach to assessment would become a distinct
possibility. This formative approach to assessment would be difficult in Korea as a huge
shift from passive to active learning would have to occur. Compounding this would be
the teacher’s obligation to teach to the test, particularly at the high school level.

Flattery, (2007) mentions the cultural problems Koreans encounter learning a
foreign language. He maintains that CLT must be culturally appropriate and that teaching
practices must be changed to reflect this. While he does mention the limited nature of
testing in Korea, he does not discuss the nature of achievement tests. It seems that
achievements tests in Korea emphasize ESL content at the expense of EFL content (Kim,
2003). If this is occurring, then Korean cultural considerations are not being recognized
in testing, which would seem to create negative backwash. There seems to be a
movement for better teaching practices nowadays as cultural considerations are being
written into the syllabus. If this is so, there seems to be no reason why achievement tests
can’t become more focused on creating positive backwash and less focused on discrete

point accuracy using objective tests.

2.3 Assessment problems and practical solutions.

Finch and Shin (2005) compare many of the assessment problems and possible
solutions in a Korean context. While one of the most popular features of a multiple
choice exam is its practicality because of large class sizes, a possible alternative is the
introduction of pair or group criterion referenced testing. This form of classroom based
assessment (CBA) would have distinct advantages as it permits higher order learning

outcomes and thinking skills to be employed compared to a multiple choice exam based
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on knowledge recognition. It may make the students more aware not only of the learning
process but also of assessment and reduce the workload of the teacher by engaging the
students in the evaluation process. Finch and Shin also mention that the topic of language
assessment is not popular and few opportunities exist for professional development in this
area. This seems to imply that if the educational authorities are going to introduce
classroom based assessment, the teachers may not have the expertise to evaluate it.
Compounding this problem is the poor language speaking and writing skills of the
teachers (Kim, 2003). Finch and Shim do not mention the amount of time and money
that would be required to improve the skills of the teachers to facilitate and administer
such a testing method.

Finch and Shin correctly view testing and instruction as being separate in Korea
whereas assessment should be an integral part of instruction. Korean tests can be
regarded as norm referenced as they are developed independent of instruction and tend to
limit the usage of authentic language. These standardized tests usually have a multiple
choice format and are designed and developed to maximize distinctions between
individuals. As a consequence, the students are motivated extrinsically to get the correct
answer, and not intrinsically for the sake of performing a task and learning how to
communicate in a different language. Motivation is an important tool in the language
learning process as it can be independent of ability or aptitude (Gardner, 1985). A teacher
must introduce language tasks that are stimulating and nurture intrinsic motivation. This
teaching technique is characteristic of authentic pedagogy which complements the
intellectual demands of the students. Authentic pedagogy empowers the student to look at
values beyond school while minimizing the problems of traditional curriculums. This
approach would imply that language learning and testing are constantly evolving,
something that doesn’t occur in standardized testing, which is linear, predictable and
measurable (Finch and Shin, 2005). Thus, the current testing methods would have to
change substantially to recognize the student centered nature of learning and assessment
so that student demands of authentic pedagogy could be met. Intrinsic motivation could
be further nurtured if the teacher provided positive feedback that is informative so

students can assess their progress and problems on a more personal level.
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If the students are to receive grades within an educational context, then any
evaluation would have to be accountable (Bachmann, 1990). The issue of accountability
is neglected by Shin and Finch as students may be advanced without consideration of
their scores. This parallels language testing at the elementary level in Korea as it is
informal, consisting of practice tests from TOEIC books for children (Ahn, 2003). There
really is not a reason to test in such a situation as the results would not be meaningful and
useful. In such a situation, students may resort to self-assessment to determine what their
ability is. In a learner centered approach to education, they are encouraged to not only be
test takers but also be active participants in the assessment process. While a learner’s
judgment is subject to variables such as lack of training and the amount of exposure to
foreign languages, self-assessment may provide an approximate benchmark for the
student when accountability is overlooked by educational authorities (Saito, 2009). This
self-assessment could be on-line in the form of quizzes that closely resemble the current
level and skills that students want judged. Besides self-assessment, the internet provides
the opportunity for collaborative video conferencing. This new technology allows the
students the opportunity to interact with peers from different cultures, share resources and
compare their language skills with each other (Atkinson and Davies, 2000). This resource
seems to be under utilized in Korea probably due to the novelty of collaborative learning.

Finch and Shin mention that active as opposed to passive learning would occur if
the testing methods were to change. This is a valid point and would have a positive effect
on intrinsic motivation. Teachers could use the strengths of the students as a motivational
tool to fulfill classroom tasks. The students would soon realize that they are no longer
competing but cooperating with one another as learners and would be assessed according
to their own performances. The problem is that Korean classrooms are teacher centered
and not student centered (Ahn, 2003). To state that learning styles would change once a
teacher introduces a different type of test may be presumptuous as their role would
likewise have to change from dominating to facilitating a class. They may feel threatened
both professionally if they have poor language skills and culturally as their traditional
role in the classroom would be changing.

Finch and Shin also advocate same grades for students in group tests. This

method of testing has the advantage of having the students interact with each other and
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thus satisfy one of the possible demands of the test specifications. It may also elicit a
better response by candidates as the examiner is not directly involved. However, if one
candidate dominates the group, making generalizations about other members can become
problematic (Hughes, 1989). This approach also seems to ignore the various personal
factors that affect test scores such as cognitive styles, content area knowledge, superior
ability in grammar, discourse and pragmatics. The validity of a test score could be
suspect if everyone received the same grade. Uniform results may imply that students
were tested on material that was easy to test, not on constructs that were easy to test.
2.4 Reliability in a Korean context

Reliability can be viewed as the similarity in test scores if the same student took
the same test on different days (Hughes, 1989). Sewell (2005) delves more deeply into
the quality of test reliability in a Korean context. He correctly analyzes the test—retest
data for The TOEIC, a multiple choice exam, and deduces that a student’s score can go
up because of test wiseness, whereby a student develops test taking strategies that
improve a test score in listening and reading. However, the problem that arises is that
these improved scores do not co-relate well with the output macroskills scores of
speaking and writing, which essentially remain the same. Thus, reliability in a Korean
context would seem to be concerned with only the macroskills of reading and listening.

Test wiseness is of particular interest in Korea where many language exams have
the same format. Students may try to rote learn answers or develop test strategies such as
test wiseness to achieve a higher score on a multiple-choice exam. To take advantage of
this situation ETS has produced a large amount of TOEIC preparation material, some of
which is taught in schools and private institutes. This may infringe on the curriculum that
attempts to use authentic language in a communicative approach to learning. It will be
interesting to see how well the new TOEIC test, which includes speaking and writing,
correlates with other proficiency exams. If it fails to engage the candidate in a series of
different topics to determine if the candidate can speak and write at length about them,
then its claim to be a reliable proficiency test might prove to be dubious (Knapman,
2007).

While multiple-choice exams are by nature objective, their repetitive use can have

harmful effects. Besides guessing, they test only recognition knowledge and not
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functionality in language use. They also cause negative backwash by having students
develop test strategies as opposed to developing functional language skills. With these
negative attributes, it remains a mystery why multiple choice exams are so popular in
Korean language testing. It may be because they measures only language recognition and
not language use. If a proficiency exam measuring all four macro skills were adopted, it
would seriously challenge the English test preparation industry in Korea. It is biased
toward multiple choice exams and may not have the ability to change into an institute that
teaches integrated macroskills for communicative language use for lack of qualified
teachers. Rater reliability may also be an issue as the majority of teachers lack both
training and proper assessment instruments (Kim, 2003).

If a Korean CSAT or TOEIC teacher were to be replaced by a foreign teacher or
a second generation Korean American, this may cause a serious rift among the teachers,
whether they be in private or public education. Taking someone’s job off of them after
years of dedication and commitment because they only specialized in certain parts of a
language, would be a tough pill to swallow. Additionally, the language institute owner
may have to recruit a completely different roster of teachers while explaining to anxious
parents that he is doing this because of a change in language testing methods. His
credibility as an institute director may be questioned and this could result in a loss of
business. Indeed, certain groups may want to perpetuate the present testing method
claiming it is objective and reliable. Such groups have used the present system and may
feel that their superiority (status) is being compromised by a change. Their success may
have been directly related to Korea’s thriving private education system, something the
present government is trying to eradicate. As a result, families have to compete with one
another to provide their children with the best possible preparation for the CSAT.

Tuition fees for students to attend cram schools and take exams are expensive.
Socio economic status may become an issue for students as the quantity of time spent for
test preparation and the quality of test preparation can directly affect scores as strategies
such as test wiseness would seem to indicate. Thus a student’s success on a test may
correlated to how well endowed his family is. While The Ministry of Education has
allowed a limited amount of recruitment for university entrance to be done outside the

CSAT, this has unleashed a backlash by private universities that want to stage their own
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admission exams (Kang, 2008). Still other groups advocate that the current weighting of
the CSAT be lowered and that interviews and recommendations from principals receive
more importance. While the Ministry of Education and private universities cannot decide
on a college admission system for less privileged students, still others propose a more
radical approach in which a more diversified selection system is used. This may include
the student’s entire portfolio and not just grades at high school. This approach stems from
the belief that Korea already has enough students who can solve test questions but is
missing out on other students who may be more creative (Choi, 2009).

While these factors may influence reliability, it is the interpretation of reliability
in a Korean context that is important. This interpretation may have more to do with
consistency at the expense of a test measuring what it is supposed to measure. Simply
put, a language test becomes a device to segregate students while at the same time
maintaining its consistency. If the test succeeds at this, then it is reliable and useful even
though the content validity of the test may have been violated. It seems that Koreans are
satisfied with this interpretation of reliability due to their penchant for segregating

students in a consistent manner.

2.5 Validity in a Korean context.

If a test measures accurately what it intends to measure, it is considered to be
valid (Hughes,2003).This general definition of validity has been refined into distinct parts.
Construct validity relates to whether the test measures individual skills, abilities or
attributes the student has acquired during the semester. This measurement, and the
inferences to be made from it, are limited as students are only tested on listening and
reading macroskills. Simply put, any abilities that a student has in speaking or writing are
superfluous as the current test method does not test them. Construct validity may be
further compromised in such a high stakes tests such as the CSAT as the test may require
vocabulary and familiarity with grammatical structures the student was never exposed to
(Henning, 1987).

Concurrent validity is determined by comparing results from one test format with

those from another test which essentially tested the same instrument (Nall, 2003).1f the
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test results are strongly correlated, then the results are considered valid. The problem is
that test scores in the input skills of listening and reading don’t correlate well with the
output skills of speaking and writing. A student may be able to read a text and recognize
the present continuous but not be able to use it in a speaking context. When this occurs,
multiple choice test results become extremely limited in how and what inferences can be

made about them.

Validity also is concerned with the impact a test has on society, individuals and
the educational authorities (Bachman,1990). Korean society holds the CSAT in high
esteem, not only for its importance as a gateway to university but also because of its
reliability in determining which students are successful or not. This gives the CSAT face
validity as it is generally recognized by the public as being valid. Students have prepared
years for this one shot test. This preparation time has also consumed a fair amount of the
family’s finances. In a theoretical sense, the constructs tested should be characteristic of
the curriculum that was used. While some may argue that this is the case, the pedagogical
reality of test preparation dominates the latter years of a student’s high school English
education. These types of high stakes tests seem content to employ more
decontextualized material that focus on grammar and vocabulary usage that was used
during the last latter years of high school education. This helps to segregate students for
selection purposes as the CSAT is heavily weighted towards language accuracy. On the
other hand, a proficiency test would have explicit specifications about the constructs that
are to be used. These specifications should test the student directly on the constructs and
the scoring should reflect a student’s ability on these constructs (Hughes, 1989). If this
were the case, The Ministry of Education would have to adopt a proficiency model for
examination purposes, so that the constructs being used in the classrooms were tested on
the exam. This approach to defining language proficiency could take two forms, a real-
life approach or an ability approach (Bachmann, 1990). The former would probably
prove better in a Korean context as the domain of language use can be defined, something
that is missing in decontextualized testing. Also, the teachers would be better able to

assess real world topics they are familiar with.

17



Language teachers would have to learn the format of the new testing method to
ensure objectivity. They would have to become familiar with band descriptors and how to
interpret them. This would require that they practice so that their reliability can be
ensured. They would have to show how to subjectively arrive at a mark using them. Rater
reliability becomes of paramount importance as the candidates are no longer being tested
against each other but against their ability to use a language. By using explicit criteria in
the marking scales, recordings and multiple examiners, grading becomes more objective.
In writing exams, by using one topic, the examiner can limit the way the candidate can
respond and thus ensure more reliable grading for all the candidates. By using a blind
marking procedure and knowing only a candidate’s number, objectivity is promoted.
Finally, by allowing an appeal process, objectivity is promoted in a proficiency exam.
Korean teachers would need to grow in confidence and ability to adapt to a completely
different testing method. They would also have to assume a more active approach to
testing as opposed to their current passive role that is dependent on Ministry of Education
standardized testing (Kang, 2009).

In a Korean context the question of subjectivity becomes clouded by one’s
definition of competence. Nunn (2005) believes that competence is an abstract term that
is defined in relation to the communities in which it is implied. That would seem to mean
that norm referenced testing, which is commonly practiced in Korea for selection
purposes, may be more highly regarded for measuring competence than in another
country. This has to do with face validity or the extent to which a test meets the
expectations of those involved in it, namely the candidates, administrators, teachers and
society in general (McNamara, 2000). It may also have to do with the fact that an
acceptable level of achievement can only be determined after the test has been
administered and through reference to the mean score of the student population
(Mangubhai, 2006). This may tend to segregate students better than a proficiency exam in
a Korean context because of their inexperience with proficiency testing. However, even
in proficiency testing, through the use of descriptive bands and the employment of
competent and experienced examiners, a precise assessment of language ability is

available. What Nunn doesn’t elaborate on is the use of international tests such as the
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IELTS that try to standardize testing to measure proficiency. Kang’s (2008) comments
that Koreans rank very poorly on IELTS tests would seem to indicate that their current
language education and testing methods have been a failure. It may further imply that
Koreans are aware of but unable to devise, construct and implement effective proficiency

tests such is their fixation with objectivity and norm referenced testing.

2.6
Interactiveness and Authenticity.

Bachman and Palmer (1996) define interactiveness as the extent and type of
involvement of an examinee’s individual characteristics in accomplishing a test task.
These characteristics may include language knowledge, strategic competence or the
ability to paraphrase or use circumlocution and topical knowledge. These abilities require
that the candidate use critical thinking and creativity at times. Because a multiple-choice
test has a fixed response format in which a candidate chooses one of a number of responses,
it tests only recognition knowledge and does not necessarily reflect a model of language
in use (McNamara, 2000). As a consequence, the candidates are required to get a correct
answer and not on apply the rules and structures in real life situation as they are afforded
no opportunity to show what they can or cannot do with the target language.

Authenticity is the degree of correspondence of the language test task to the
features of target language usage (TLU) domain so that inferences can be properly
determined (Bachmann and Palmer,1996).A language test task thus becomes a function
of two qualities as a test taker must not only process schemata or topical knowledge but
also use language knowledge. By using conventional testing methods, such as multiple
choice exams, only lower order language knowledge is being tested in a limited way.
This can be expected to change as electronic assessment becomes more popular using
exams such as the iBT TOEFL. The issue of electronic assessment is a new field, not
without its problems. A test taker can role play a hypothetical situation as a sales clerk
with a potential customer (a partner or examiner) in a test that duplicates real life
situations with actual participants. This assessment format is both authentic and
interactive. It would be more difficult to envision using an electronic test, where there is

no interlocutor present. The response of the candidate may suffer in key areas of language
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ability such as strategic competence and metacognitive strategies without the presence of
another person. Besides interactiveness, authenticity may be limited. The perceived
relevance of the test task may be questioned by the candidate if they are simply speaking
into a microphone. This may not produce the expected response to the test task. This
could affect the content validity of the test as the interpretation of scores in non test
language use domains may be suspect. It would seem that self-assessment is a better area
to use electronic assessment. However, this also has its limitations as the output skills of
writing and speaking are generally considered more difficult to assess than the input
macroskills of reading and listening.

Students generally score very poorly on tests of communicative proficiency as the
testing method would also have to complement CLT, which has fluency, not accuracy, as
its primary goal (Kang, 2008). In a Korean context, teacher judgment in a proficiency test
should be adequate if it is made against valid benchmarks. This qualitative approach has
two advantages. It introduces a more pragmatic approach to language testing that
evaluates students on their ability to perform a task rather than in relation to other
students (normative testing). It also describes the student’s strengths and weaknesses
using the target language. This approach may also help students score higher in tests of
communication competence such as the IELTS.

2.7 Limitations of the proposal.

This research proposal has many limitations. The teachers must teach to a test and
not a curriculum as the students prepare for the CSAT. This will probably continue for
some time as KICE (Korean Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation) has no plans to
introduce a proficiency test until 2012 (Kang, 2009). Even then, KICE may be unable to
make the transition from a normative multiple choice exam to a proficiency test because
of inadequate assessment training for teachers in such a short time frame. Negative
backwash from high stakes tests can be expected to continue. Previous studies of high
stakes tests have shown a high drop-out rates for students and teachers. Schools may
record inaccurate grades while some students may learn how to fail due to the nature of
normative testing (Amrein, 2002). There may also be no agreement on how to implement
and assess a proficiency test as a quantitative assessment is viewed as more important and

reliable than a qualitative one. To change from a teacher centered classroom to a student
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centered one may also prove problematic as their status would be threatened in a
Confucian society. For the students, they learn at an early age what their ranking is in the
classroom as a seemingly endless series of redundant tests are administered. Once pigeon
holed, their situation may not change unless the teacher has aspirational expectations for
them. Their friends at school soon become competitors as normative testing ensues. This
may lead to fear and anxiety and be one of the contributors to the high suicide rate that
exists in Korea today. Both the teachers and the students are subject to the heavy
demands of middle school and high school curriculums. These curriculums are
characterized by rote learning, a passive approach and multiple choice practice tests
which make learning English or any other subject a burden (Ahn, 2003). For the family,
they are limited in the amount of money that they can spend to privately educate their
children for the highly competitive job market that awaits them. To solve this problem
they may even separate with the mother and child sent abroad to ensure a proper
education at a more affordable price. In a cultural sense, the issue of hierarchy and
ranking people in society to promote social harmony may not be producing the desired
results. These three groups may feel they are in a helpless situation with a cultural system
that imposes educational and societal expectations that are beyond their grasp and leave
them with a feeling of helplessness and inadequacy.

It should also be noted that the Ministry of Education has a poor track record at
implementing and managing standardized tests. Ninety percent of the regional education
offices misreported the results of new primary and secondary school standardized tests
supposedly to avoid discrepancies in regional assessment (Kang, 2009). While this
project has introduced surveys to compare the English language testing beliefs of students
in Korea to better determine how they view language testing, it has not considered the
inconsistencies or biases that exist in the education department. Whether this research
project can address these different groups and create positive backwash is highly
problematic as this research project only considers Korean university students and their
perception of English language testing.

The cram schools that help perpetuate the endless series of testing are not likely to
welcome a proficiency test because they lack skilled teachers and proper curriculums to

get involved themselves. They may lobby the government to maintain the status quo or to
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prioritize testing of English such that more, not fewer, tests are created. Private education
is so ingrained in Korea that parents are likely to continue to spend money so that their
offspring obtain higher scores (Kang, 2009). The language test preparation industry is not
likely to walk quietly into the night for fear of a proficiency exam.

In this research project, a paired criterion referenced test has been used as an
alternative method of assessment. It was chosen because of the practicality of
administering the test when large classes are involved. This testing method was also
selected because of the positive effects that may be accrued from backwash, something
the research believes is not occurring under the present testing method. However, this is
not to say that other testing methods such as classroom based assessment, are not
possible. The main issue is that evaluation in whatever form becomes more meaningful

and relevant to the students so that they are able to benefit from positive backwash.

3. Methodology
3.1 Approach

Action research is appropriate in situations where changes in teaching
methods and curriculum development are necessary. It directly addresses the problem of
the division between theory and practice. It is research carried out by the participants and
the researcher form the inside (Noffke, & Somekh, 2005).1n this particular project it is
hoped that a switch in language assessment will occur that better reflects the teaching
methodology being employed.

The data will be collected formally through the use of surveys. The sampling will
includes first year university students at a Korean university at the beginning of their first
semester. They will be surveyed before and after a criterion referenced paired test. This
test will assess the students on real life tasks similar to those they studied in class using a
rating system based on four categories, namely fluency and coherency, lexical resource,
grammatical range and accuracy and pronunciation. These students have not experienced
a paired criterion referenced exam before. The students sampled are representative in
terms of age, gender, and educational background of first year Korean university

students. The sample size should be large enough to ensure the validity of the
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conclusions. The students sampled are from the researcher’s own classroom. The surveys
will use a normative approach that allows the students an opportunity to state their level
of agreement by indicating a position on a Likert scale (Horwitz, 1985). This scale will be
modified to only four points (strongly disagree, disagree, agree and strongly agree). This
will avoid ‘fence sitting” on the issues contained in the sample instruments. This may be a
flaw in the survey design as a greater number of options may result in more agreement
among the people being surveyed (Brown, 2001). The responses will be quantified in the
following manner: strongly disagree=1, disagree=2, agree =3, and strongly agree=4. The
survey before the criterion referenced test will have 19 items (survey 1) and the survey
after the test will have 24 items (survey 2).The survey items will include the subjective
data of the students based on their beliefs of SL assessment. The survey items will
include six categories of statements: the practicality of testing in Korea, reliability,
validity, the impact that testing has (backwash), the authenticity of the test, and the
interactiveness involved in the test. The survey items will vary on each survey. This has
been done for the following reasons. First, asking the students about tasks they had to
perform before a CR test would not be relevant as they had limited to no test experience
with this test method. Second, the post CR test survey focused on asking the students
about their perceptions of a CR test, again, something that they couldn’t answer in the
initial survey. Third, after using the same language test method for 10 years, the
researcher found it incumbent to use different survey items to better understand their
perceptions and attitudes to both NR tests and CR tests and to tease out perceptions that
were unique to either test method. However, it should be noted that 7 items are same on
both surveys.

Variability will be measured using standard deviation and p-values. There will be
three open-ended questions at the end of the survey to ask the respondents what they
thought of the surveys. The students will be provided with a rubric so they are able to see
how their mark was determined. The validity of the research will be enhanced and
enriched by allowing them to compare the two testing methods after both surveys are

completed.
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3.2 Timeline

There will be 5 phases to the survey study:

Phase 1: The translated student survey is to be piloted on another teacher’s students to
make sure there is no misunderstanding of the survey items.

Phase 2: The student survey, written in Korean, will be administered by the researcher
and possibly other teachers the first week of March, 2009.

Phase 3: The researcher will survey the students after a criterion referenced test so that
they can compare the two distinct testing methods (June, 2009).

Phase 4: The data will be collected and coded using SPSS (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences). Statistical mean, standard deviation, and p-values will be tabulated.
Phase 5: The data will be interpreted and compared to SLA theories of learning and

assessment methods.

3.3 Sampling

The sampling is critical to external validity or the extent to which finding can be
generalized to people or situations other than those observed in the study (Pajares, 2004).
In this particular study, the project is surveying first year university students. The
students to be sampled are from the researcher’s classes. They have just completed ten
years of English language education in the public school system. Some of them have
chosen a major field of study while others have yet to declare a major. The first sampling
will occur at the beginning of the semester in class. The second sampling will occur after

they have taken a CR test.

The items used in the survey are based on Kohonen’s Authentic assessment in affective
foreign language education (Kohonen, 1999). As far as the researcher knows, the
instruments have not been used in a Korean context. The survey items have been grouped
into language test qualities (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). For the pre-criterion referenced

survey, the sample items are the following:
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Practicality
2. Time limits do not allow me time to finish my test

6. Group testing is possible.

Interactiveness

1. When | take a test in English, | focus on only one correct answer.
12. Language testing is a relative competition (You win, I lose).
13. Current English tests forbid students to interact.

17. Students are compared with each other.

Reliability

3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those | studied in class.
7. Multiple choice exams test only lower order knowledge.
10.The test offers the student a variety of different items.
Validity

4. 1 do not have to speak or write in an English test.

5. Tests emphasize what students cannot do.

9.The students should do a practice test before the actual test.
Impact

8. Test results reflect socio-economic status.

11. Current English tests are stressful.

15. Tests teach students why they fail.

16. It is embarrassing to speak in English.

18. I worry about making mistakes.

Authenticity
14. Test items simulate real-world tasks.

A post-criterion referenced survey will also be administered. This survey will compare
the qualities of a criterion referenced test and with a norm referenced test. These items

include the following:

Practicality



21. Group testing was possible.

Interactiveness

5.There was more than one correct answer

6. One word answers were not appropriate.

23. Current English tests forbid students to interact.
Reliability

1. The language test allowed me to complete a task

3. My test score reflected my abilities in English

Validity

12.The in-class tasks and the test tasks were similar.

13. The test tasks set standards of learning that were achievable.
14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English.
Authenticity

2. Test items reflected real world situations.

6. One word answers were not appropriate.

12. The in-class tasks and the test tasks were similar.

Impact

4. The test motivated me to perform the task required.

7. The English language test was a relative competition (You win, | lose).
8. Students are evaluated on their ability to perform a task.

9. Students are compared with each other to determine a grade.
10. The test measured my progress in English.

11.By taking the test, I know what I can and cannot do in English
15. The test emphasized my strengths and progress in English
16. My confidence was enhance by taking this test

17. 1 was allowed to be successful.

18. The test was socio-economically fair.

19. The test allowed me to think and respond to a question.

20. Active awareness of learning was promoted

22. Fluency was more important than accuracy.
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24. Tests teach students why they fail.
3.4 Data Collection and Analysis.

The surveys are to be collected from the students before and after a criterion
referenced test. The first survey is to be conducted right after the first class at the
beginning of the semester. The second survey is to be conducted right after a criterion
referenced test. Quantitative values are to be assigned to the Likert scale to analyze the
data. The values that will be calculated include mean scores, standard deviation and
percentage agreement for all the items. Comparisons of mean scores and standard
deviation will be analyzed when the survey items are the same. A one-tailed t-test will
also be conducted on same survey items that have been included in both surveys.

4. Project Results and Discussion

4.1 Impact

Statistical Table of Results
Table 1. Pre Criterion Referenced TEST Student Survey 1.

Survey Item Mean 9% agree St. Dev.
Item 11. Current English tests are stressful 3.03 76 .486
Item 12. The test was a relative competition (you win, | lose).* 3.03 76 518
Item 18. | worry about making mistakes. 2.95 74 .688
Item 17. Students were compared with each other.* 2.92 73 531
Item 15. Tests teach students why they fail.* 2.74 69 .549
Item 16. It is embarrassing to speak in English. 2.74 69 677
Item 8. English test results reflect socio-economic status.* 2.31 58 731

Statistical Table of Results
Table 2. Post Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 2.

Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev

Item 20. Active awareness of learning was promoted. 3.22 81 591
Item 15.The test emphasized my strengths and progress in English. 3.14 79 593
Item 11. | was able to determine what I can and cannot do in English. 311 78 575
Item 19. The test allowed me to think and respond to a question. 3.08 77 .500
Item 4. The test motivated me to perform the task required. 3.03 76 .506
Item 7. The test was a relative competition (you win, | lose) .* 2.72 68 .508
Item 9. Students were compared with each other.* 2.67 66 717
Item 8. | was evaluated on my ability to perform a task 2.61 65 .506
Item 24. Tests teach students why they fail.* 2.58 65 .768
Item 18. English test results reflect socio-economic status.* 2.53 63 .810
*same item
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Impact is a test quality that affects society, the educational system, and the
individuals directly affected by the test. Thus impact operates on a macro or societal level
and a micro or individual level. Both the act of taking a test and the use of test results
imply values and goals that have consequences for the student, the teacher and society
(Bachmann and Palmer, 1996). This is because of an impact trait called backwash, or the
beneficial or harmful effect of testing on teaching and learning (Hughes, 1989). In this
section, the survey results will be analyzed and discussed in terms of both positive and
negative backwash.

The normative assessment employed in Korea reflects the use the education
authorities have for the test. This use is characterized by an examination approach which
tests language skills in isolation using accuracy in language use to ensure both objectivity
and reliability in scoring. While this may be a valid method in certain circumstances,
particularly for selection purposes, in Korea it excludes the macro kills of writing and
speaking. The extensive use of multiple choice exams complements this structural view
as they severely restrict what can be tested. This method of testing, which is based on
language form recognition, may also trap students into making incorrect responses
through the use of distracters. It has a profound impact on the teachers as they must teach
to the test and the students who must absorb vocabulary and grammatical points. This
kind of testing reflects the importance of the high-stakes test (CSAT) that every high
school student must pass for university entrance.

Passive learning complements this approach as there is little opportunity for
students to absorb new information or employ their cognitive abilities to practice using
this information in a communicative way. This learning characteristic seems to be
reflected in survey 1, items 11, 16, and 18. Before the CR test, the students were
embarrassed to speak in English (item 16, 69% agreed). Their mild agreement with this
item may be interpreted literally but also pragmatically as this is probably the first time
they have ever been surveyed about their English education and their own subjective
views. In item 18 (74% agreed), they worry about making mistakes, which is
characteristic of passive learning in the Korean classroom as students are generally
seeking an answer and not a conversation. In item 11, (76% agreed), they view current

English tests as stressful. This stress may be a result of the competitive environment that
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the students have to deal with on an ongoing basis if they are to be successful (selected)
for university admission. While there is no relationship between passive learning and
stress, their positive response on this item would seem to indicate that competition and
the inherent stress it produces dominate their approach to learning to the detriment of an
interactive approach to learning a language with their peers.

When surveyed after a CR test at university, the students suggest that they are
more active learners. Their 81% agreement on survey item 20 of table 2 that “active
awareness of learning was promoted,” seems to indicate that a change in their learning
styles is occurring. This response is complemented by survey item 19 of table 2. “The test
allowed me to think and respond to a question,” had 77% agreement. This seems like a
relatively short period of time to make such a profound change in learning styles as only
a year has passed since the majority of students left high school. It would also seem that
the impact that one shot tests is quickly forgotten by students. Perhaps the students didn’t
like the aim of one-shot high stakes tests, which compared them with the performance of
other students for selection purposes. Instead, they seem to prefer a CR test that doesn’t
emphasize a correct answer but whether they were able to accomplish certain language
tasks. This apparent change from passive to active learning may also reflect the fact that
the goals of the students are changing. Passing a one-shot exam is no longer the issue.
Instead, improving English communication skills to enter the job market may be
becoming their priority.

Because high school students must prepare to pass a one-shot university entrance
exam, they are motivated extrinsically to pass a test as opposed to intrinsically learning a
language. Thus their motivation is utilitarian in nature. If the testing method was
changed, perhaps a motivational shift would occur. By using other testing methods such
as a CR test or direct testing, the students would have a clearer picture of what they have
to achieve. They realize that by performing the test at a criterion level, they will be
successful regardless of the outcome of other students. This will have a pronounced effect
on motivation and appears to be reflected in the survey items. In survey 2, item 4, their
76% agreement indicated that “the students were motivated to perform a task.” That a CR
test “emphasized their strengths and progress in English” (survey 2, item 15) had 79%

agreement. This seems to indicate that the students have a positive attitude towards
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language learning. The use of meaningful standards helped students “determine what he
can and cannot do in English” (survey 2, item 11), and received 78% agreement. This
suggests that students can measure their abilities in relation to criteria they are familiar
with (Hughes, 1989). That the test task “allowed me to think and respond to a question”
(survey 2, item 19) received 77% approval, again suggesting positive backwash. That
you can extrapolate from this that a motivational change is underway from passive to
active learner, from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation, requires more research. These
results do suggest, however, that motivation is related to cognitive constructs, self-
efficacy in a language task, and language learners constructions of self confidence that
positive backwash can nurture and promote (Bachmann,1990). It becomes incumbent on
the teacher to test what the student can do in a language rather than what they cannot do
and to make the students aware that progress is being made. Both direct tests and CR tests
can serve as devices through which positive backwash is obtained. By evaluating a
student in a qualitative manner, a teacher is able to praise the strengths as well as
constructively criticize weaknesses. This can be accomplished by having the test at the
penultimate session and the evaluation at the last session. To enhance positive backwash,
the students may even discuss the evaluation judgments. Therefore, it is possible that
motivation is promoted with this approach, whether it be intrinsic or extrinsic in nature.

Norm referenced testing, which is common in Korea, can be characterized as
being developed independently of any particular course of instruction. This type of
testing would have previously been administered to a large sample of students that form
the target population to enable the test user to make ‘normative’ interpretations of the test
results. The test results of the sampled group serve as a reference point for interpreting
the performance of other students who take the test. If this type of test is properly
designed, a score will be typically distributed on a bell-shaped curve. This implies that
these tests are only valid with the population on which they have been normed
(Bachmann, 1990).
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4.2

Survey Item: The test was a relative competition. (You win, | lose)

After 68%

Before 76%

0 50 100

® Percent

Figure 1. The students perception of test impact before and after a CR test.

Norm referenced testing might account for the survey results in figure 1. That “the
test was a relative competition (You win, I lose)”” had 76% agreement for the students
before a CR test and 68% afterwards. The higher agreement about the competitive nature
of a standardized test may reflect the fact that the students scores are being compared one
against the other. They disagreed 8% more on the survey item after a CR test. They may
realize that they were scored on their performance to do a task and not against each other.
A CR test has tasks that students must respond to as they are being evaluated on their
ability to perform them. It may imply that the students became motivated to successfully
respond to these tasks and in the process achieve the standards set out in the course. This
is in direct opposition to a NR test that tests students against each other and may not use a
meaningful standard (Hughes, 1989).
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4.3

Survey Item: Students were compared with each other

After 66%

Before 73%

0 50 100

B Percent

Figure 2. The students perception of test impact before and after a CR test.

This theme appears to be corroborated in figure 2. The survey item states that
“students were compared with each other.” Before the CR test there was 73% agreement
while agreement dropped to 66% after the CR test. The 7% decrease would seem to
indicate that the students realize that they are being tested on their performance and not
against one another. The reason the difference is only 7% may have to do with a grading
curve. The students realize that they have to be ranked against their peers to obtain a final
grade. Thus the test is essentially normative, even though the testing method was criterion
referenced. This becomes a serious problem in classes where students are simply lumped
together without a placement test as the results may not be valid. It could mean that if
most of the students in one class at a university did poorly on the test relative to a large
university population and were then curved up, they could receive final scores that were

higher than students with higher earned scores that were curved down.
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The method of testing and its measurement using a grading curve may confuse the
students as survey 2, items 4 and 8 would seem to indicate. Item 4 states “the test
motivated me to perform a task” and had 76% agreement. Item 8 states that “I was
evaluated on my ability to perform a task” and had a 65% agreement. The greater
disagreement (11%) with the later survey item may be because they realize that they are
to be ultimately ranked and compared to their peers and not against their ability to
perform a task. This creates negative backwash as the effect of the test is mitigated by the
final test score even though the students fully knew and understood what was required of

them.
4.4
Survey Item: Tests teach students why they fail.
After 65%
Before 69%
0 50 100
W Percent

Figure 3. The students perception of test impact before and after a CR test.

The students are essentially neutral on survey item 24 which states that tests teach
students why they fail (figure 3). Their mildly positive response may have to due to the
CSAT, which most of them have taken in the last 6 months. The content of this final
achievement test must be related to the syllabus but the percentage of the material tested
may vary widely. In the case of Korea, there is currently no written or oral examination.

This is probably the most important reason why the students offered the same opinion
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before and after the CR test. Their 69% and 65% agreement suggests that neither the
students nor teachers or both of them don’t really know what the purpose of a test is
outside of a tool for ranking and selecting students. If only certain parts of a syllabus
(reading and listening) are used, it is also logical to conclude that in a CLT curriculum,
the objectives of the course are not being met. When this occurs the test results are of
limited validity and application to other language testing models.

This survey has also not covered the important role that the education authorities
have on test impact. The use of test scores implies that there are societal values and goals
that have consequences at both the micro and macro level and that KICE is empowered to
make decisions in this regard. In April, 2009, KICE, for the first time, released the results
of the CSAT on a school by school basis. By doing so, they were effectively ranking
schools and putting them into competition to raise scores. This action may encourage
students to attend only select schools while possibly turning them into test preparation
facilities at the expense of education. This decision would seem to be at odds with the
government’s policy of choosing university students based on talent and potential (Kang,
2009).

4.5 Reliability

Statistical Table of Results
Table 3. Pre Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 1

Survey ltem Mean % agree St. Dev.
Item 12. The test was a relative competition (you win, I lose). 3.03 76 518
Item 18. | worry about making mistakes. 295 74 .686
Item 17. Students were compared with each other. 292 73 531
Item 10. The test offers a variety of different items. 272 68 510
Item 14. Test items reflected real-world situations.* 2.54 64 .643
Item 8. English test results reflect socio-economic status.* 231 58 731

Item 3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those | studied in class. 2.13 53 .362

Statistical Table of Results
Table 4. Post Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 2

Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev

Item 11. | was able to determine what I can and cannot do in English 311 78 575
Item 1. The test allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks. 3.08 77 439
Item 2. The test items reflected real world situations.* 3.08 77 .500
Item 14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English. 299 75 465
Item 13. The test tasks set standards of learning that were achievable 294 74 .630
Item 18. English test results reflect socio-economic status.* 253 64 .810
*same items
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Reliability is a language test quality that is concerned with consistency in scoring.
While you can never have complete consistency in scoring, measurement errors in
assessment are minimized so that the results are dependable. Sources of errors in
language testing can vary from the test method, to personal attributes, to communicative
language ability, to random factors. Thus, any investigation of reliability has to consider
how much of an individual’s test performance is due to measurement error or how much
error is due to other factors. (Bachmann, 1990).

To guarantee reliability on a language test, a large number of items usually
ensures a greater range of scores that effectively separates candidates. If this same test
were administered on a number of occasions and the same result obtained, reliability
would be validated (Henning, 1987). In survey 1, item 10, “the test offers a variety of
different items,” the students before a criterion reference test mildly agreed (68%). The
reason they mildly agreed may reflect negative backwash they have experienced as a
result of norm referenced tests. The students realize that their performance has been
compared to other students and not against what they are capable of doing in a second
language. They may also understand the criteria for correctness is limited in a multiple
choice exam as usually only one correct answer is possible. If there is no penalty for
guessing, then they can simply engage in an elimination process among a few items to
arrive at the correct answer. Because this method of testing measures form recognition
and has the same format, the students find this method of testing limited in nature. When
surveyed after a criterion referenced test on a similar survey item (survey 2, item 1), the
students agreed (77%) that “the test allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks.” This
change in test format allows a student to construct an answer or complete a task as
opposed to select an answer. These tasks are usually context-embedded so the student is
familiar with the task, the participants involved, the situation and the probable outcome.
Thus, students can recognize what the task is testing as long as it is presented to them a

meaningful way.
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Korea is a very test intensive country and due to both practicality and objectivity
relies heavily on NR tests for selection purposes. But because of their limitations, they
are not a comprehensive measurement of language mastery. In many instances these tests
are more sensitive to inter individual differences so their estimates of reliability with CR
tests are limited (Heaton, 1987). After their CR test, the students seem to suggest (74%)
that “the test task set standards that were achievable” (survey 2, item 13). In other words,
the test was reliable as the rationale for the test, its specifications and the sample items
made the student aware of what was required to be successful. Furthermore, a CR test can
provide positive backwash as it allows students to interpret a test score with reference to a
criterion level of ability and their mastery of it. This is not the case in NR tests as they
only compare students against each other. The students concur that “they were compared
with each other” (survey 1, item 17, 73%) and that “the test was a relative competition,
you win, I lose” (survey 1, item 12, 76%).

The large number of test items in a typical NR test and objective marking usually
make the test reliable. But this type of objective test does not allow the students to
respond more personally to a task as one clear unambiguous answer is presented to them
(Mangubhai, 2006). In a CR test, the sample items tested must be representative of the
domain you want to make inferences about. If the items are consistent, then the observed
score should be a reliable indicator of the domain you want to make inferences about.
The students agree (78%) with this principle of subjective scoring. That “I was able to
determine what I can and cannot do in English” (survey 2, item 11) implies that not only
the examiner but also the student can determine ability, something that does not occur in
NR testing. Feedback may become reciprocal as the examiner provides guidance
regarding their performance and possible problem areas while the students provide
feedback to the examiner on the limitations of the test. Indeed, after their CR test, they
agree (78%) that “I was able to determine what I can and cannot do in English”(survey 2,
item 11).

It becomes easier to revise a CR test because of the feedback it generates.
Teachers are more informed about the entry and exit levels of their students and whether
the objectives of the course were realized. Students relate their needs to the teacher so

that the objectives of the course can be adjusted to tease out goals and objectives that may
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have been redundant while introducing new ones that are more appropriate to their needs.
The teacher can adjust the course content and revise the CR test accordingly. Finally, a
CR test would involve evaluation, whether it be formative or summative. This process is
meant to serve the students so that that their language education becomes a rich and
meaningful experience. In stark contrast, a NR language test in Korea is only providing
the students with a numerical evaluation and not providing them with the same kind of
learning experience. In addition, the test writers may not realize that the information
gathered from the test is essential not only to measure performance but to analyze and

revise so that future tests reflect the needs of the students.

4.6

Survey Item: English test results reflect socio-economic status

After 64%

Before 58%
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Figure 4. The students perception of private education before and after a CR test.

Test performance may be influenced by other attributes such as real world
knowledge and socio-economic background. In figure 4 the students agreed more that
“English test results reflect socio-economic status” after taking a CR test. This may be
interpreted to mean that they all don’t come from similar family backgrounds and have

had the same exposure to the thriving private education market in Korea. Thus, when
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they take a proficiency test they are not all equal in their exposure to English language
education. The small 6% difference could also mean that their private education has had
limited influence on their ability to perform well on a proficiency test. This is more likely
as the majority of private institutes are not skilled in speaking and writing training to
prepare students for standardized proficiency exams such as IELTS.

While a decrease in the number of students enrolled in private education is
occurring, this may be because of a slow down in the Korean economy and a decreasing
birth rate and not socio-economic status. Indeed, spending on private education is
actually increasing in households whose earnings are between 5 and 7 million won
(Hartman, 2009). That, coupled with the recent release of CSAT scores by region and
school, may fan the flames of increased private spending and transfer of students to high
schools and areas that scored significantly higher on the CSAT. It may act as a catalyst to
increase private education spending by parents (Kang, 2009). In terms of perception, this
6% difference could decrease once CR tests are introduced and adopted as students will
realize that it is a criterion they are trying to achieve and that their score is a measurement
of mastery of that criteria. They may also realize that the decision rendered over mastery
is not influenced by the scores of other candidates. In fairness to the students, this survey
item should be answered by the parents to determine their views on private education.

CR tests are designed so that test score interpretation can be representative of
criterion ability. In many instances the test scores are similar as the students develop
uniform ability as the course and its objectives are met. This may question the reliability
of CR test scores in terms of consistency, dependability and stability. To overcome this
potential problem, the test maker must insure that the test items are representative of the
domain to which inferences are to be made. If the test items are highly consistent and if
the test items are equivalent, then the resulting observed scores should be reliable
indicators of domain scores (Bachmann,1999). The students concur (75%) with this
approach to score interpretation. “The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in
English” (survey 2, item 14) implies that the items used on the test were reliable
indicators of their ability in the domain being tested. Their ability to make inferences
about a CR test contrasts with their interpretation of a NR test. They disagree (53%) that

“multiple choice exams have similar items to those I studied in class” (survey 1, item 3).
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While it is generally agreed that this type of test is subject to guessing and elimination of
distracters, their response seems to indicate that they were not being tested on the skills
they had acquired. This could mean that Korean NR tests have an overabundance of test
items that try to segregate students, but at the same time, infringe on content validity.

4.7 Practicality

Statistical Table of Results
Table 5. Group testing comparison before and after a criterion referenced test

Before (Survey 1) After (Survey 2)
Survey Item Mean % Agree St. Dev. Mean %Aqgree _St. Dev.
Group testing was possible. 2.67 67 577 3.00 75 .586

Practicality refers to the ways the test will be implemented, what resources are
available and whether they are available to administer the test. These resources may be
human, material or time related. The demands of the test specifications can only be
realized if these resources available are adequate. If this is not possible, the test will not
be practical (Bachmann and Palmer, 1996).

Any shift from a multiple choice format to a proficiency model in language
testing would require development time as the current testing procedure for high school
students does not have a speaking or writing component. The development time required
would be substantial as design, writing, administration, scoring and analysis would all
have to be carried out prior to the actual implementation of a CR test. Specifications for
the test would have to be written at the outset and include the tasks the students would
have to carry out. The tasks would have to satisfy the objectives of the curriculum. A
critical level of performance would have to be established and determined using
descriptive bands so that speaking and writing objectives are assessed correctly. These
bands must then be calibrated by using sample performances and then rated by trained
examiners in the field to ensure reliability. All high stakes tests would have to go through
this process to ensure the validity of the results (Hughes, 1989). As a consequence, the
Eiken Test in Practical English Proficiency is being considered for implementation in
2013 by the Korean Ministry of Education, Science and Technology. While it may be

deemed a practical move to save time, it may not create positive backwash as it may set
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off a new series of private university admission exams that question the credibility of a
test that evaluates students by level and not by scores (Kang, 2008).

4.8
Survey Item: Group testing was possible
After 15%
Before 67%
0 50 100
M Percent

Figure 5. The students perception of the practicality of group testing.

While a test should be easy and inexpensive to construct, administer, score and
interrupt, this is not the case with proficiency tests. The time required to administer a new
proficiency test would be substantial. A possible solution to the time issue is the use of
group testing. On the survey question “group testing is possible” (figure 5), the students
agreed 8% more with the statement after taking a CR test. This change in response may
parallel their traditional beliefs of language testing with its emphasis on accuracy and one
word answers with a test task that invites them to interact with their partner. Also,
because they were able to cooperate with their partner during the test and not have to deal
with the intimidation of speaking directly to the examiner, they were better able to engage
in the task. But, their more positive response probably had to do with the relative ease of
performing a simple real world task they were familiar with. This feature of testing does
not always occur in a NR test, which is usually testing for accuracy in a more competitive

setting. While there is no direct survey item on promoting a more cooperative approach to
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learning and testing, by giving the students a task in which they have to cooperate with
one another, interaction is promoted. This interaction seems to promote a richer and more
varied use of language than if the candidates had been tested alone (Taylor, 1999).
However, it should be noted that group or pair testing is not without its limitations. If one
candidate dominates the test task, a true interpretation of another student’s ability may be
compromised and threaten the validity of the test result (Hughes, 2003). In the latest suite
of Cambridge ESOL proficiency tests, this is mitigated to some degree by having the
candidates exchange roles (Cambridge ESOL, 2009).

While contemporary methodology such as authentic pedagogy would include
student empowerment to design language tests, a top down hierarchical approach to
education and testing dominates the Korean cultural landscape (Kim 2004). Ironically,
the students were not surveyed on this issue of empowerment as they are the very people
to benefit from teacher-student interactive approach to language and testing methodology.
In a practical sense, it almost certainly would benefit both students and teachers once the
students determine the objectives of the course and the skills that are to be tested. Thus, a
natural progression from test taking, to self assessment, to designing tests can occur while
taking into consideration the limitations of the teacher’s resources and time. Whether this

method of testing becomes popular in a traditional society remains problematic.

4.9
Interactiveness
Statistical Table of Results
Table 6. Pre Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 1
Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev.
Item 13. Current English tests forbid students to interact. * 2.51 63 .556
Statistical Table of Results
Table 7. Post Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 2
Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev
Item 1. The test allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks. 3.08 77 439
Item 5. There was more than one way to answer a question. 3.06 77 .583
Item 3. My test score reflected my abilities in English. 2.94 74 .538
Item 13. The test tasks set standards of learning that were achievable 2.94 74 .630
Item 23. Current English tests forbid students to interact. * 2.25 56 792
* same item
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Interactiveness is a relative language test quality that involves the extent and type
of an individual’s test taker abilities that are used in accomplishing a test task. These
abilities include language knowledge, strategic competence and metacognitive strategies,
topical knowledge and affective schemeta. Interactiveness forms a link with language
constructs such as competence in the validation of language tests (Brown, 2004).

4.10
Survey Item: Current English language tests forbid students to interact.
After 56%
Before 63%
0 50 100
M Percent

Figure 6. The students perception of interactivity before and after a CR test.

The students’ interpretation of the word interact is probably more literal and less
academic in figure 6, as the students barely agree that “current English language tests
forbid students to interact.” This may reflect the influence of multiple-choice exams that
exclude interaction and focus on testing lower order knowledge. NR tests may also
circumscribe the area of language knowledge being tested. As a result, the extent and

involvement of a test taker’s abilities are limited. This would marginalize construct
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validity as any inferences made from the test would be a function of the abilities tested
(Bachmann and Palmer, 1996). It is interesting to note that 7 % of the students no longer
thought that tests forbid students to interact after the CR test while half of them appear
not to have changed their mind.

The students had a different view of interactiveness when they were interviewed
after a criterion referenced test. In survey 2, item 1, the students agree (77%) that “the test
allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks.” This suggests that “there was more than
one way to answer a question” (survey 2, item 5, 77%). The relative degree of
interactiveness would seem to be substantially higher after this method of testing. This, in
turn, would have a positive effect on construct validity as more language abilities are
being employed by the student. Thus, inferences made from assessment become more
meaningful than a multiple-choice exam that does not tell you whether a student can
function in a foreign language (Hughes, 2003).

The students seem to better interact with the test task as “there was more than one
way to answer a question” (survey 2, item 5, 77%). This may imply that they were using
different abilities such as the context of the situation, phonology and/or grammatical
competence to formulate a response. Their interactiveness with the test task was noted in
their self-assessment. They agreed (74%) that “my test scores reflected my abilities in
English” (survey, 2, item 3). This may reflect the fact that a real world test task
influenced their ability to determine how well they answered the question. The use of real
world or familiar topics seems to have an added advantage of acting as a catalyst for self
assessment. This may minimize negative test bias and maximize the positive backwash of
testing procedures (Bachmann, 1990).

Besides a degree of mastery of a content domain, the students also indicated that a
level of ability may have been achieved. That “the test tasks set standards of learning that
were achievable” received a positive response from the students (survey 2, item 13,

74%). Interactiveness will vary from student to student due to its relative nature. When
students are tested, their processing strategies are determined by the test task and their
innate language abilities. This can make it difficult to make inferences about what and

how much of a language ability was used. Because interactiveness and construct validity
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are linked, this implies that the inferences made about language abilities may be suspect
and the process of construct validation tenuous. However, the students seem to be

validating the criterion referenced test they took by responding positively.

411 Validity

Statistical Table of Results
Table 8. Pre Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey

Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev.
Item 9. Students should do a practice test before the actual test 2.69 67 .614
Item 3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those | studied in class. 2.13 53 .362

Statistical Table of Results
Table 9. Post Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey.

Survey ltem Mean % agree St. Dev
Item 15. The test emphasized my strengths and progress in English. 3.14 79 593
Item 11. | was able to determine what I can and cannot do in English. 3.11 78 575
Item 14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English. 2.99 75 .465

While reliability is an agreement between efforts to measure a trait through two
similar methods, validity is an agreement between attempts to measure the same trait
through two different methods (Bachmann, 1990). With this test quality, the test scores
must be interpreted correctly and demonstrate what they claim to measure so that
decisions made are not arbitrary but based on a value system that justifies them
(Manguhbai, 2006).

Sometimes in high stakes achievement tests, the test may wrongfully require
grammar and vocabulary that the students were not aware of. This type of test lacks
content validity (Henning, 1987). This seems to be the perception of the students to
survey 1, item 3, which states “multiple-choice exams have similar items to those |
studied in class.” The students 53% agreement seems to indicate a content related
problem for a number of reasons. Perhaps they have always done poorly using this
method of testing and are making a subjective judgment or perhaps it reflects the distinct
advantage that criterion referenced tests have as content validity is usually assured.
Indeed, on survey 2, item 14, the students agree (75%) that “the tasks were appropriate
given my ability in English.” Their positive response seems to imply that both the content

and the method of testing were valid considering the objectives of the course. By basing a
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test on objectives rather than detailed vocabulary and grammatical content, a better
understanding of what has been achieved can be realized (Hughes, 2003).

To insure content validity, a practice test is warranted. The students mildly agree
(67%) that “students should do a practice test before the actual test” (survey 1, item 9).
They may be suggesting that some students can develop a better ability to answer
unfamiliar questions that are not content embedded. This may be due to test wiseness or
the ability to perform better or worse on a multiple-choice exam depending on the
number of times the test is taken. The observed score may overestimate the true score in
the case of someone who has taken the test repeatedly as repeat test takers tend to score
higher on multiple-choice exams. This is not necessarily a threat to validity in a NR test
as the purpose is to discriminate between individuals within a specific group. A selection
test like the CSAT would develop a measurement scale that results in a score distribution
that recognizes this purpose and therefore is reliable and valid. This may be why the
student only agree (53%) with the statement that “multiple choice exams have similar
item to those | studied in class”.

A CR test is quite different as content or domain mastery determines the
individual score of a candidate. To ensure validity, the specifications and objectives of
the course and the test task (content) would all have to complement each other. The issue
with CR test validity is the inference that can be made that the observed score is a reliable
indicator of domain mastery. The students touch on the issue of content and domain
mastery after a CR test. They agree (75%) that “the test tasks were appropriate given my
abilities in English” (survey 2, item 14). “I was able to determine what I can and cannot
do in English” (survey 2, item 11, 78%) and “the test emphasized my strengths and
progress in English (survey 2, item 15, 79%). They may be implying a CR test allows
them to gauge where they are in terms of both ability and domain mastery, something that
wasn’t possible after a NR test. This attribute of a CR test would be particularly
beneficial in a country like Korea where over testing borders on the irrational and seems
to be related to rank and hierarchy (Stevens, 2009). Between feedback from teachers and
the self-assessment a CR test seems to provide, a Korean student could, at last, determine

to some degree where they are in their language development.
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4.12 Authenticity

Statistical Table of Results
Table 11. Pre Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 1

Survey Item Mean 9% agree St. Dev.
Item 14. Test items reflected real-world situations.* 2.54 64 .643
Item 3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those I studied in class.  2.13 53 .362

Statistical Table of Results
Table 12. Post Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey 2

Survey Item Mean % agree St. Dev
Item 2. The test items reflected real world situations.* 3.08 77 .500
Item 10. The test measured my progress in English. 3.03 76 .560
Item 14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English. 2.99 75 .465
Item 3. My test score reflected my abilities in English. 2.94 74 .538
*same item

Authenticity is the degree of correspondence of a given language test task to the

features of target language usage that are being assessed. It is linked to construct validity

as it relates the test task to the domain of generalization from which you want score

interpretations to make inferences about. Authenticity is also important because of its

effect on the test taker’s perception of the test and its relevance. The material used in the

test task should be as natural as possible, contextualized, meaningful, and closely
approximate real-world tasks. Using relevant material usually helps promote a positive

response and perception from the test taker. (Bachmann and Palmer, 1996).

46




4.13

Survey Item: The test items reflected real world tasks

After T7%
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Figure 7. The students perception of authenticity before and after a CR test.

It is not surprising to find that before a CR test students slightly agree (64%) that
“test items reflected real world tasks” (Figure 7). After a CR test, the percentage of
students increased dramatically on this survey item as they performed test tasks that they
were familiar with. These test tasks varied from asking for and giving directions to
shopping for electronic devices. The 13% increase may have a positive effect on the
interpretation of scores as a candidate’s prior knowledge of the situation may act as a self
assessment tool in determining language ability. On the other hand, in a multiple—choice
exam, a student’s capability to measure ability is compromised by factors such as
guessing and adeptness at taking multiple choice exams.

The testing method that they are most familiar with is norm-referenced, which
discriminates between candidates. As such, the test items may vary widely as this
approach supports distinctions among students. The students disagree (53%) that
“multiple choice exams have similar items to those I studied in class,” (survey 1, item 3).

Their disagreement supports the premise that the content and thus the authenticity of a

47



CLT curriculum have been violated when they were tested. On the other hand, a CR test
has specific constructs that use real world language it wants to test and make inferences
about.

The issues with authenticity are twofold: whether the test task requires the test
taker to perform a behavior that simulates what would occur in real life and the relevance
of target language usage to a broader domain of language use so that the score can be
more widely interpreted and inferences made (Bachmann, 1999). Because of the
complexities of real-life language use, the relationship between the test task and real-life
use can become tenuous. This is particularly apparent when a test taker has had a
sheltered, academic upbringing. The limitation of the test task response in such a situation
may have a harmful effect on construct validity as the information gathered is insufficient
to make inferences about (Bachmann, 1999). It would seem that a real-life approach to
testing (authenticity) would have to consider a variety of different topics to obtain more
information to improve diversity and thus construct validity. This may prove impractical
when time constraints limit testing. There seems to be a need in this area to improve tests
as current proficiency exams such as IELTS can take up to 14 minutes (IELTS, 2009).

The perception of the test by the test taker is an important feature of authenticity.
If the test is perceived as being more relevant by the candidate, a more positive response
and hence a better performance by the candidate can be expected (Bachmann and Palmer,
1996). A positive feeling about criterion referenced tests was indicated in several survey
items. The students agreed 76% that “the test measured my progress in English,”(survey
2, item 10), agreed 74% that “the test score reflected my abilities in English” (survey 2,
item 3) and agreed 75% that “ the test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English”
(survey 2, item 14). This seems to indicate that the test was relevant to the students even
though this was probably the first time they had taken a test in English that was
interactive. This contrasts with a multiple-choice exam that is non-reciprocal as the
candidate is totally unaware of the effect of their response. Given the fact that certain
candidates respond differently, their responses may vary and thus change the test
language. This feature may force the examiner to adapt to the candidate’s perception of
the task and interact accordingly. This flexible feature of a CR test enhances both

authenticity and positive backwash.
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Authenticity is related to content validity because of the relevance of the test task
to the target language domain. Depending on the prior knowledge and experience of the
candidate, some test tasks may be more contextualized than others. A candidate’s ability
to respond may be further enhanced by his ability to activate this relevant information. In
a CR test, a domain is specified upon which the score can be validated. The context in
that domain may well vary from student to student. While the students agreed (75%) that
“the test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English” (survey 2, item 14),
problems can develop with validity when the subject matter is more familiar to one
candidate than another. When this occurs, there is a tendency to develop more general
topics that do not engage the candidate. To avoid this problem when testing, an examiner
would need a variety of specific topics available so the candidate can be engaged while
avoiding the problem of contextual bias. When examining a candidate it would seem wise
to find out the candidate’s background and select a topic that not only engages the

candidate but avoids the problem of test bias.

4.14 TTEST

A TTEST determines significant differences in mean scores for identical items. A value
below .05 indicates significant differences in mean scores between the students before
and after the CR test. A one-tailed TTEST was conducted because the results were

expected to confirm what the researcher expected. The following seven items were

compared:

Survey Item Mean before Mean after
Group testing was possible 2.67 3.00
Students were compared with each other 2.92 2.67
Current English tests forbid students to interact. 2.51 2.25
Tests teach students why they fail 2.74 2.58
The test was a relative competition (You win, | lose) 3.03 2.72
English test results reflect socio-economic status. 2.31 2.53
Test items reflected real-world situations 2.54 3.08

p = 0.212638064 means there is no significant difference between the two groups

49



4.15
Open Ended Questions
Three open-ended questions were used on both surveys but the response to them was very
poor. The following questions were asked:
Was there anything in this survey that was difficult to understand or confusing?
Was there anything about this questionnaire that you thought was problematic?
Is there anything you feel should have been included in the survey?

How would you make English language testing better?

The lack of response to the first two questions would seem to indicate that there was no
problem understanding the survey questions. But their lack of response to the third and
fourth questions which asks for their input on what else could have been included on the
survey could be interpreted two ways. Either they truly didn’t have anything to add due to
the novelty of doing an educational survey which may be viewed as a cultural anomaly or

they took a cavalier approach when asked to think for themselves.

4.16 Summary of Key Findings

1) The students suggest that they are becoming active as opposed to passive learners
(survey 2, item 20). However, this may be because the CSAT is over and they are
preparing to improve their communication skills to get a job.

2) They suggest that they are developing a positive attitude towards language learning
(survey 2, item 4) and that they should be tested on what they know to boost motivation
(survey 2, item 19).

3) They perceive that the competitive nature of testing is subsiding after a CR test and
that that they are being evaluated on their ability to perform a task (survey 2, item 7).

4) Socio-economic status was an issue with the students as the 6% increase in agreement
after a CR test would seem to indicate. However, once CR tests were implemented,

students seem to realize that they are being tested for mastery of a criterion and not
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against each other. This percentage difference could fall once they become more familiar
with CR tests.

5).The students perceive a CR test as being a reliable indicator of their ability (survey 2,
item 11, 13) while at the same time, questioning the reliability of NR tests (survey 1, item
3).

6) They perceive group testing as being possible as they were able to interact with a
partner (surveyl, item 6, survey 2, item 21). This could be beneficial in Korea where
classroom size is large.

7) Score interpretation seems more relevant to the students as the test was an interactive
activity using real world situations. (survey 2, item 15).

8) They perceived the test tasks as being appropriate for their abilities (survey 2, item14).
This implies that they are better able to determine their ability and content mastery. This
enhances content validity, something they questioned in NR tests (survey 1, item 3).

(9) They perceive the use of real world tasks as being more relevant which translates into

a better performance by the candidates (survey 2, item 10).

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

The opening pages of this project dealt with the current disconnect between CLT
methodology and assessment due to a high stakes university entrance exam (CSAT) that
tests only reading and listening skills. The project has introduced an alternative testing
method (CR test) and focused on the students perceptions of this test. The research results
obtained from the students seem to indicate that CR tests are not only feasible but also
create positive backwash in the process as the students seem to be moving from passive
to active learners. This perception requires more research particularly in a hierarchical
society characterized by status. This testing method may also help improve Korean scores
in English language proficiency tests, something that is not occurring at the present time.

A paired CR test would allow students to cooperate instead of compete with
against one another. By allowing the students too interact in real world situations,
authenticity is promoted. More students are better able to interpret their score as they are
allowed to do something they are familiar with while having the intimidation factor of an

interviewer removed. Such a test would also be practical given the large class sizes in
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Korea. Because the project was limited to students, neither the teachers, KICE, nor the
public was surveyed on this testing method. Nor are they likely to be familiar with it. It
would be appropriate at this time to introduce a CR test into many of the teacher training
workshops that are occurring in Korea and determine the teachers’ perceptions of the test.
By introducing descriptive bands to teachers during training workshops they will learn
how to make subjective judgments reliable at the classroom level, and eventually, the
CSAT. This may also indirectly move the teachers away from teaching to a test towards
teaching to a curriculum as they will now have proper assessment abilities. KICE seems
preoccupied with developing a replacement test for the English portion of the CSAT
based on Japan’s Eiken test (Kang, 2009). While the test change is being applauded on
many fronts, its reliability is being questioned as no one is receiving training in how to
subjectively grade the test to ensure reliability.

The private education bill in Korea is a staggering $11 billion annually (Kang,
2009). The students agreed that English test results reflect socio-economic status. At the
same time they perceived that they were not being tested against one another but only on
mastery of a criterion. If the students prepared together for a CR test, instead of studying
at a language institute, their scores might be as good or better than if they continued at
private institutes as many of these institutes can’t teach speaking and writing on a
professional level. This area of formal versus informal learning and subsequent self-
assessment requires further research but could be a significant benefit for all students in a
status conscious country like Korea. While cram schools will always play a significant
role in the preparation for the CSAT, a change in language testing methods could save
Korean parents thousands of dollars in education costs.

This project has shown the difference between an NR test and a CR test and the
positive backwash that that the latter testing method creates. This has been done not only
to improve student motivation and test scores but to deal with the constant cycle of
testing that occurs in Korea and seems to have very little benefit. It is a custom in Korea
to be constantly testing as Koreans seem enamored with numerical rank and progress, a
cultural trait that relies heavily on NR tests that force students to compete against each so
they can be better segregated. By adopting an alternative testing method, this endless

cycle of testing can finally abate as students realize that they can measure their own

52



strengths and progress in English. Hopefully, this student perception may lead towards
self-assessment and reduce this demoralizing and unnecessary cycle of testing. Finally
this project has tried to introduce a testing method so students not only improve their

language proficiency but also learn to cooperate instead of compete with one another.
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7. APPENDIX

7.1 Student Survey 1
HEZAHL
Introduction
The purpose of this survey is to get your opinion about English language testing in

O] ZAIS| EX2 oh=0flM SO SHEAE0 Chet o{2{E2| 2| S A7 fl&
Korea. Your opinion about English language testing will be used for private
UL|C AE A0 CHE o2 E2] 2| A2 JHQIH QA HS O AHEE[0{E AYLICt
research. Your name will remain anonymous. Thank you for participating in this
survey.

2| 22| 0|2 B2 = S 20|11 o|'H ZALof| FHOfsll F4 HS ZASHA
dztetct.

Date survey was taken(mm/dd/yyyy): [ [/ Age:

SHRH(R/Y/EREY: /[ Yo

Gender (circleone): M F

dE(H o)

Please circle an appropriate response.

CHES o1 MPsh 2ol Sa2t0] XM L.

1.When | take a test in English, | focus on only one correct answer.

1Lt oA S H i, 2% siLie| GE U SHS Lt

Strongly disagree Dlsagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 Jx| gch  IX @Yk Lk ojQ At

2. Time limits do not allow me time to finish my test
2. M ZH Mgt I 20 Lh= A’ S Cf ELHX] ZSHCt.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 DX gt 2R ot a¥o  oje a¥o

3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those I studied in class.
34T RHO| AIH2 LI7H49f AZhol| SEAE 2 R AR,

—

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0jQ 1x| gch X @Yok Ok 0§ 2t

4. 1 do not have to speak or write in an English test.
4Lt= OAIHOM S SHALL =S € 227t 8l

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 IX efCh X @t a¥o  oje A

5. Tests emphasize more what students cannot do than what they can do.
5. Q0{AIH S SIS0 & 4 U AURCE S 4 9l A O ZZBILCL

Strongly disagree Dlsagree Agree Strongly Agree
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o« 32X ot X et aFC o< 3t
6.Group testing is possible.
6.2 A|=0| 7Hs3}C,

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™X| ot AKX ey AL oj < a3t

7.Multiple choice exams test only lower order knowledge.

7T Q| AB 2 EHEX| Al B BIFSICE,

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 Jx| @ch X @Yok Wk 0§ At

8. English test results reflect socio-economic status.
8. Al Bt= Ar2|-EHH ?IX[E EHE oL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™EX| ot X ey AL oj < a3t

9.Students should do a practice test before the actual test.
0.5t S2 X AldS X|7| Fof| A5 Al S HOFEF ShCY.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 1x| @t X @Yok Wk 0§ At

10.The test offers the student a variety of different items.
10.OA A =X 72 CHASHA =M E Lt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™X| ot AKX ey AL oj < a3t

11. Current English tests are stressful.
119K GO A2 LWoF IZ e[ A BH=L

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 1x| gch X @Yok Wk 0§ At

12.The test was a relative competition. (You win, I lose).
1280 A2 3N AT E O[Tt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™EX| ot X ey AL oj e 3=t

13.Current English tests forbid students to interact.

1RBoX oA 2 S ES0| g2 Edt= A& 270 et

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 Jx| @ch X @Yok Lk 0§ At

14. The test tasks reflected real-world situations.
14 B AHEN = AH &2 A= A2 2 EXoHCL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
i 21X @ict ™K @t Aok ojQ 2%
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15.Tests teach students why they fail.
15.80jAl S Sdlf FAO0| REFTHX| & 4= UL (Aol Huiot 0|75 LA SHCt)

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
Oj Q™K 9ch Q™K @t ™ ojQ 2

16. It is embarrassing to speak in English.
16.H0{ 2 USH= 20| LI E AL} ofAStLt,

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
Oj 21X @ct  I™WX @t Aok ojQ a3

17. Students are compared with each other.
175t =2 A E H| W 7t =ICt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
ol J¥X| gt a™X @k 3™ 0 2™ch

18. I worry about making mistakes.

18.Lt= Aot A0 tisl A8 S St

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0jQ 1x| gfct X @Yok Wk 0§ At

19. Teachers can test exactly whether students can communicate with each other.

19. A= JeoHA oAtaS S & = UK HAE & = QT

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
Oj Q™K 9ch Q™K @t ™ ojQ 2

20. Was there anything in this survey that was difficult to understand or confusing?
20 EXZALLE F0l olslist| &= W&o|L A&E| = LHEO| AASLIT?

21. Was there anything about this questionnaire that you thought was problematic?
2QLAEZA 2 S0l 2| =HOILE =R 7t & et Ao] AR S| I?

22. Is there anything you feel should have been included in the survey?

2HEZAN ES S F71otn 42 BE0| ASL I
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7.2 Criterion Referenced Test. Survey 2

HEZAL2
The purpose of this survey is to get your opinion about English language testing in
O] ZALS| EH2 ot=0f|AM FO{sHEAE0 Cist o{2{=2| o|HS A7 2I&
Korea. Your opinion about English language testing will be used for private
ULCH A2 Z A0 CHEH o2 22| 2| A2 7HU X QA A0l AL E|0{E AL CL.
research. Your name will remain anonymous. Thank you for participating in this
survey.

oj2{go| o|E2 Qyez
4t

Date survey was taken(mm/dd/yyyy):._/_/
SR/ AR): /]

o

Zd0|11 O]'H z=Afoj| Fojsl F4 HS ZASH

Age: Gender (circle one): M F

Ltol: ‘dE(EAo)

Years of language teaching experience in a formal context: years
StuLp StOM o EHf2 7(2h _ d

Please circle an appropriate response.
CtES 21 HEet ol Sa2t0] XM 1.
1. The test allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks.

1O A|lH2 L7t Boje] E3t7|,E7].97| S Ct¥et RES S5 + A4l

SISiLCT.
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0j Q™K 9ch Q™K @t ™ ojQ 2o

2. The test tasks reflected real world situations
2HAE SRE2 HdeZ Ut QALCT

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0jQ Dx| gfct  IX @Yk Ok 0§ At

3._My test score reflected my abilities in English
3.LEO| AlE Hae ME L Pof 53 R,

O 12 - OAM

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
i« 32X &t AKX et aFC o< 3Zct

4. The test motivated me to perform the task required.

40 A2 LA =0T AR E A = A= 5712 FOIoHRULt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0jQ Jx| efch X @Yk Ok 0§ At

5. There was more than way to answer the question.

SAIEZHMO B &+ UAe O B2 LESO| UYL

62



Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0j Q™K 9ch Q™K @t ™ ojQ 2o
6. One word answers were not appropriate.

P~ O -
6.CHE S B2 HESHX| UL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0jQ Jx| @ch X @Yk Wk 0§ At

7. The test was a relative competition (You win, I lose).
7.0|8H A2 STHAN EIHRACT

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
oj9 2™X eict ™K @t a¥ch  ojQ 2o

8._1 was evaluated on my ability to perform a task.

BAIBE ste5Elg WU

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0j9 1x| @ch X @Yok Wk oj 2t

9. Students were compared with each other.
9.5 =2 M2 Hlu &AL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
0j Jx| gct WX @¥ck Lk ojQ At

10. The test measured my progress in English
10.0] |2 Lo SO &35 7ot

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
i 32X &t 3R et aFC o< 3t

11. I was able to determine what I can and cannot do in English
11.0|H A S Solf Lo SOH o =& & &+ UL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
i J™X| %t a™X @k 3™k 0jQ a™ch

12. The in-class tasks and the test tasks were similar.

12.=ZGAIZHOf Bl 222 e o210t Al =& 0| =53t

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
oje J¥x| gt a™X @k 3k 0 2™ch

13._The test tasks set standards of learning that were achievable
13.FOJA|HO| FOjM S 7|2 4 Ut 7IES BEUL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O 3™EX| ot X ey AL oj < a3t

14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English.
14.0[H A|HO| W SO =H0f Mttt
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
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09 Jx| @ch X @Yk Lk 0§ At
15. The test emphasized my strengths and progress in English

15.80] A& Sall 2otV 271,471,857 & F4E S & = UYL

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™X| ot AKX ey AL oj < a3t

16._My confidence was enhanced by taking this test.
16.0|H Al S S Ho{of ot XA 20| =52 S2FZLCt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 Jx| @ch X @Yok Wk 0§ At

17. 1 was allowed to be successful
17.0|H A S & 2 A &L}

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™EX| ot X ey AL oj < a3t

18._English test results reflect socio-economic status.
18.0|H A2 otut ¢ 2|0f (2 FO|E HiR= st S0A =2l

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 1x| @t X @Yok Wk 0§ At

19. The test allowed me to think and respond to a question.
19.0|H A[AO|AM ZZ0f CHSHAM A 25t B S & 4= AU

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™X| ot AKX ey AL oj < a3t

20. Active awareness of learning was promoted

20.HOIE S O MIXOZ HIQR D A2 0r20| MZiCt

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
09 1x| gch X @Yok Wk 0§ At

21. Group testing was possible
21.JEHAET 7} =56FQICHD A ZESHT}

—

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
O« 3™EX| ot X ey AL oj e 3=t

22. Fluency was more important than accuracy

22. ot | Ao M= 2l =g S WA 7| 20t XApH &S 74| 1 &5t
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23. Current English tests forbid students to interact.
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24. Tests teach students why the fail..
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25. Was there anything in this survey that was difficult to understand or confusing?
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26. Was there anything about this questionnaire that you thought was problematic?
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27. Is there anything you feel should have been included in the survey?
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28. How would you make English language testing better?
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7.3 Statistical Table of Results
Table 1. Student Survey 1.
Survey Item Mean % agree Std.
Dev.

Item 1. When | take a test in English, I focus on only one correct answer. 244 61 .821
Item 2. Time limits do not allow me to finish my test. 210 53 .641
Item 3. Multiple choice exams have similar items to those | studied in class. 213 53 .362
Item 4. 1 do not have to speak or write in an English test. 2.13 53 .615
Item 5. Tests emphasize more what students cannot do than what they can. 2.10 53 .502
Item 6. Group testing is possible. 2.67 68 577
Item 7. Multiple choice exams test only lower order knowledge. 2.33 58 577
Item 8. English test results reflect socio-economic status. 231 58 .731
Item 9. Students should do a practice test before the actual test 2.69 67 .614
Item 10. The test offers a variety of different items. 272 68 510
Item 11. Current English tests are stressful. 3.03 76 .486
Item 12. The test was a relative competition (you win, I lose). 3.03 76 510
Item 13. Current English tests forbid students to interact. 251 63 .556
Item 14. Test items reflected real-world situations. 252 63 .643
Item 15. Tests teach students why they fail. 2.74 69 .549
Item 16. It is embarrassing to speak in English. 274 69 .677
Item 17. Students were compared with each other. 292 73 532
Item 18. | worry about making mistakes. 295 74 .686
Item 19. Teachers can test exactly whether students can communicate with each other.  2.68 67 .667
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7.4 Statistical Table of Results

Table 2. Criterion Referenced Test Student Survey.
Mean % Agree Std.

Survey Item

Dev.
Item 1. The test allowed me to be involved in a variety of tasks.

Item 2. Test items reflected real world situations.

Item 3. My test score reflected my abilities in English.

Item 4. The test motivated me to perform the task required.

Item 5. There was more than one way to answer a question.

Item 6. One word answers were not appropriate.

Item 7. The test was a relative competition (you win, | lose)

Item 8. | was evaluated on my ability to perform a task

Item 9. Students were compared with each other.

Item 10. The test measured my progress in English.

Item 11. | was able to determine what | can and cannot do in English.
Item 12. The in-class and test tasks were similar.

Item 13. The test tasks set standards of learning that were achievable
Item 14. The test tasks were appropriate given my ability in English.
Item 15. The test emphasized my strengths and progress in English.
Item 16. My confidence was enhanced by taking this test.

Item 17. | was allowed to be successful.

Item 18. English test results reflect socio-economic status.

Item 19. The test allowed me to think and respond to a question.
Item 20. Active awareness of learning was promoted.

Item 21. Group testing was possible.

Item 22. Fluency was more important than accuracy.

Item 23. Current English tests forbid students to interact.

Item 24. Tests teach students why they fail

3.08

3.08

2.94

3.03

3.06

2.86

2.72

2.61

2.67

3.03

3.11

3.08

2.94

2.99

3.14

3.03

2.53

2.53

3.08

3.22

3.00

3.61

2.25

2.58

77

77

74

76

77

72

68

65

67

76

78

77

74

75

79

76

63

63

77

81

75

90

56

65

439

.500

.538

.506

.583

762

.506

.506

717

.560

575

.554

.630

465

.593

.609

.878

.810

.500

591

.586

.599

792

.768

67



