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(Brindley, 2001; Davies 2008; Spolsky 2008)
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(McNamara & Roever, 2006; Chalhoub-Deville, 2016)
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(Fulcher 2012; Popham 2009; Rea-Dickins 2008)
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(Inbar-Lourie 2008; Taylor 2009; Xu & Liu 2009)
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(Language Assessment Literacy)
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_ B SOzt EUE 54 An expanded definition
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(Fulcher, 2012:126)




SEEJZ T (practices)

£ £ The knowledge, skills and abilities

required to design, develop, maintain
or evaluate, large-scale standardized

and/or classroom based tests;
%~ SEREAT PR R A AR AE A 5
AR PP R R . F2ae i ge

(Fulcher, 2012:125)



JRMZHE (principles)

£ £ Familiarity with test processes, and
awareness of principles and concepts
that guide and underpin practice,

including ethics and codes of practice;
ABZ IR, 1R 5 S0 E.
R U R S, B E AR Ve AT
NUHED

(Fulcher, 2012:125)



IEEH (contexts)

€ £ The ability to place knowledge, skills,
processes, principles and concepts within
wider historical, social, political and
philosophical frameworks in order

they have, and to evaluate the role and

impact of testing on society, institutions,
and individuals.

(Fulcher, 2012:125)
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Assessment Use Argument (AUA)

Claims

Figure 1:
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Qualities of Outcomes of Claims in an AUA
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Structure of an Assessment Use Argument
(Bachman & Palmer. 2010. p. 104)
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Postmodern approach: BIMRES IR
“.  allknowledge and meaning 4R f1&E Y E B EHLSIH
is socially constructed ERE R RS

Traditional approach:
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0 RZVENGE (F61)

ZIRAOVIER RE110 alf¥/iE. BiF
Tests, Class discussions Peer feedback
Observations Self-assessment
BARTim =) BDET RN
Naturalistic talk-in-  Projects Moment-to-
interaction Portfolios moment
evaluations
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Learning-Oriented Assessment (LOA)

¥ > B 2Ry
highlights learning goals, performance ZZEH2=] Bis. EES
evaluation and feedback FUL IR AL 7 iR
learning an L2 is a highly individual 2R —ANEEANMEALE
cognitive process INFOITTFE
also a highly intricate socio-cognitive and 1 2 — A& Z {0 &0
sociocultural process A=A TR
.. other factors (e.g., learner engagement) 2255 52 H A F &
also play an important role in the g, #HEZEHENF
assessment process of L2 learning MEEEE
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LOAEPE*E?&HB"J"S*;&%@@EE’: Turner & Purpura (2015:261)

. Agentsof

Contextual Dimension \ :
. LOA e

Elicitation Dimension Affective Dimension
Learning-Oriented

Assessment
Proficiency Dimension Interactional Dimension

Learning Dimension Instructional Dimension

As LOA involves many interrelated dimensions, focusing on the individual
dimensions and their relationships, across different agents, may lead to an
understanding of the whole.

Fig. 1: Working framework of LOA.
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Assessment inside and outside the classroom

2 Elicitation |

—

( Assessments External \ Assessments Internal
to the Classroom to the Classroom
Placement exams (i.e., before, during, and/or
Standardized achievement tests after learning)
Proficiency exams
\ Aptitude tests ‘
= =
Planned beddi Spontaneous
Assessments Em o9 Assessments
Achievement Tem‘ Teacher-generated Talk-in-Interaction
Quizzes Textbook activities - Spontaneous gquestioning during
Pre/Post Unit Tests Observation, Oral talk (impromptu discussions,
Midterms questioning’ Class presentations, group work, etc.)
Finals _J#| discussions, Projects, — Spontaneous feedback during
Diagnostic tests Portfolios, Homework, talk (positive/negative evaluation,
Group work with peer assistance, scaffolding, etc.)
feedback, Student ~ Co-construction of
self-assessment meaning/topic/form

Fig. 2: Ways to elicit language for assessment inside and outside the classroom. How can they_
serve LOA?



3 Proficiency

*FIES/KFLE R BREL ALOAREE .
PO AT A ?
what should be assessed
T 25 R B RRE

how evidence from performance is interpreted

gnf e R IR AN 7 B

what should be targeted by feedback and assistance
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4 Learning Dimension
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5 - Learning, 25
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16 learning and FE feedback % role of self-
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5 Instructional Dimension
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6 Interactional Dimension

Exchange patterns that
provide

a positive evaluation
of a learner’s learning
or performance (Good!)
related to a learning
goal

IFERIR

or a negative evaluation
(well ...) followed by

scaffolded assistance from
teachers or peers in

repairing some aspect of

communicationor learning

" with hints (did that happen
today or yesterday?)

RERIR + BEHER

or by a more
elaborated
learning
intervention.

EMETTR



7 [BRREIZ= ( the affective dimension )

learners’ emotions
beliefs about learning and competence
personality characteristics (e.g., extroversion)

attitudes towards learning and performance
(e.g., persistence)

motivation
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An LOA approach: i¥ffi, F3. HFRZERGE

£E . move beyond dichotomous depictions
of CBA as formative/summative or
AOL/AFL, toward an approach that

characterizes assessment, learning, and
instruction, while different, as
intrinsically intertwined.

Turner & Purpura (2015)
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Research of LAL
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{EXXEENVT3 (AES) RRIFI R FF

A need for improving
AES-related assessment
literacy among teachers
and students in the
transition from human
rating to machine
scoring.

Their knowledge about,
perceptions and
evaluations of AES will
affect how teaching and
learning are to be
affected and how AES is
to be accepted.

(Jin, Zhu, Wang, 2017)
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AES|RIFIFE (aes-a12)

12. B —RIEXHA B B3I vFr RGuE1T
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Do workshops really work?

B TR

A quasi-experiment
design to infer the effect
of training:

An experiment and a

A series of
questionnaires to track
and evaluate the
progress on components

control group; of LAL provided in the
Before and after the program
training. (Jin & lie, 2017)
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Cronbach «a for the survey forms (experimental and control groups)

Number of items Average interitem covariance | Scale reliability coefficient
E-Q1 | 30 1496443 0.8304
E-Q2 |10 1382941 0.8023
E-Q3 |12 1561992 0.8914
E-Q4 |25 1879472 0.6929
E-Q5 |20 1317928 0.9023
E-Q6 | 13 1042245 0.8254
E-Q7 | 30 .0930029 0.7076
C-Ql | 30 1354330 0.7715
C-Q7 |30 1104562 0.7295




LALIS)IBE IS (E-q7-41)

41. F R AP 2 IEERTES WL RAER
i, SERETK.

O IE#
O #Hix
Atk EH R
A N=85 17 (20%) 68 (80%)
SEg 4 N=52 3(5.8%) 49 (94.2%)
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LALESIB TR (E-Q7-44)

44. 15 R BUEXT LR 3 5 WA IR A 352 RE HY

RERE. L2 rsmz >5. MY HE

1 | 2 3 4 5
A KHBE R 3.85 577 13.46 28.85 48.08
B. BRE P4t O 3.85 2500 28.85 42.31
C. RAER 0 192 2115 2500 51.92
D. 53+ 4% T, 1.92 3.85 2692 2692 40.38
E. T 0 0 1538 32.69 51.92




Language testing courses in China

The place of language
testing and assessment

in the professional
preparation of foreign
language teachers in China

Yan Jin
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, PR. China

Language Testing

27(4) 555-584

©The Author(s) 2010
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LALRIZRAE

83 | 2 EFEIaHH (multiple regression analysis) 1.60
84 | £ A44# (principal components analysis) 1.64
85 | Bl-F4#r (factoranalysis) 1.66
86 | M AA424EA (structural equation modeling) 1.23
87 | %A 3K MH 2% (one-parameter IRT) 1.46
88 | M A Mk &% (two-parameter IRT) 1.40

89 = A0S M 22 (three-parameter IRT) 1.38
90 | Rasch%#7 (Rasch) 1.51
91 | % & &Rasch%#7 (MFRM) 1.24
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(Fulcher, 2012: 117)

“Research into assessment literacy is in its infancy.’

6 supf, [ YR ZOTEE RS F7 60
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( 5/ |, 2013 : 51)
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Standards for Teacher Competence in

Educational Assessment of Students

Seven competency domains in which teachers should be skilled:

1. choosing assessment methods appropriate to instructional
decisions;

2. developing assessment methods appropriate to
instructional decisions;

3. administering, scoring, and interpreting the results of both

externally produced and teacher-produced assessment
methods;
(AFT, NCME, & NEA, 1990; Z: i.Boyles, 2005)
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Standards for Teacher Competence in

Educational Assessment of Students

4. using assessment results when making decisions about
individual students, planning teaching, developing
curriculum, and school improvement;

5. developing valid pupil grading procedures;

6. communicating assessment results to various
stakeholders;

7. recognizing unethical, illegal, and inappropriate
assessment methods and uses of assessment information.

.
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(305 B FESE, 2013:52)
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£ £ While Fulcher’s (2012) expanded working definition
of language assessment literacy helpfully draws
together a broad range of elements that could be key

components of the construct, it does not address
the issue of the degree or depth that might be
necessary for any of the elements depending upon

the nature and extent of the stakeholder’s
involvement in assessment.

Taylor, 2013:410-411



Taylor, 2013: 409

Language teachers Policy makers

Course instructors Test makers

General public Researchers

Figure |. Levels of AL/LAL differentiated according to stakeholder constituency.




_ (b) Profile for classroom teachers.

(b) Knowledge of

SETY BT ERE
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o . Technical skills BEAF(4)
decision making

AL EEE (3)

#2304 (3)

Principles and A+ (3)
concepts (EEARE (3)
HRHiR (@)

Language JRNFEE (2)
pedagogy TP RFE (2)

Personal
beliefs/attitudes

Local practices

Sociocultural

values y . %



(a) Knowledge of
theory
Scores and Technical skills
decision making /
// /
/ /
Personal [ / Principles and
beliefs/attitudes \ /' concepts

Sociocultural
values

(c)

Knowledge of

4~

i .

(b)

Scores and
decision making

Personal
beliefs/attitudes

Local practices

(d)

Knowledge of
theory
4

Technical skills

Principles and
concepts

Language
pedagogy

Sociocultural
values

Knowledge of
theory
Ao

Figure 2. Differential AL/LAL profiles for four constituencies.

(a) Profi
(b) Profi
(c) Profi
(d) Profi

e for test writers.
e for classroom teachers.
e for university administrators.

e for professional language testers.

Taylor, 2013: 410




I Fagior: SE{AATD

this approach helps move us away from a
notion of AL/LAL as a polarized dichotomy (i.e. one is either literate or illiterate in this
area) towards a continuum which identifies and describes progressive stages of literacy
along the way, for example nominal, functional, procedural/conceptual and multidimen-
sional. This characterization merits further thought and exploration to see if it might
provide us with a ‘literacy ladder’ for assessment; that is, a way of conceptualizing AL/
LAL progression which could assist in designing modular courses in language testing
and even in certificating levels of achievement as part of a broader professional develop-
ment programme for certain stakeholder groups 1f appropriate to do so.
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x2 BEFMRERFELAR (WS E Pill & Harding 2013 ) (MEck. #ER2014 : 717)
4 5 2R B 4 38
0 ZETEBRXE (illiteracy) TEZMESENMIBMEMNAGE
¢ | R Toonind Bierace gzigzzm*%ﬁ?ﬁmmm.@%
2 TNRETERIFE ST (functional literacy) MEARENMBESERITFHER
12 R A A EFF (procedural and | BRETEN T M OES, FEZIEH
3 conceptual literacy) F 5k B
LHMEFR ERBHTEEES, mMeESINthHNE
4 (multidimensional literacy ) FH HEMIESHERERNS
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SN ERITIR B

)| ZE & “technical know-how, practical skills, theoretical
knowledge and understanding of principles” (Taylor 2009)

YA LUEE TR . &%) BE5FHT

THEHRERN. &k, esEHNTE, fRENE K
#MN7E (Malone 2008)
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MEES I EFAVENM TEAR, RERZIIBE
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THANKS!

Any questions?

yjin@sjtu.edu.cn



