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Abstract

The Bunkyo English Speaking Tests (BESTs) are used at the Bunkyo English Communication
Centre (BECC) as part of a wider, CEFR aligned assessment system for the English Communication
FEFEa I 2 =% —3 3 V) classes I, II, III and IV. These make up the General English (GE) first-
and second-year courses for all students at Hiroshima Bunkyo Women'’s University. There are four
speaking tests, one at the end of each semester. The tests consist of three parts, based on different
sections of the Cambridge KET and PET tests. The BESTSs aim to track students’ improvement in
speaking and are based on content from our selfmade curriculum. At the same time, we are trying
to place students at their correct levels within the CEFR bands of A1-B1 or above, in line with our
curriculum goals and streaming bands. We also wish to provide students with constructive
feedback to inform their materials choice in our Self Access Learning Centre (SALC). Firstly, this
report gives a brief explanation of the context and development of the BESTS, and the rubrics
developed based on CEFR ‘can-do” descriptors and external examiner training and experience. It
will then cover the reasons why all members of the teaching and student advisory staff need to
be on the same page regarding both the running and the grading of the speaking tests. After a
brief overview of the concepts of rater/interlocutor strictness and leniency, it will detail how we
go about the training and standardizing of our teachers, and the need to work out fair scores using
Excel documents and Rasch Facets. This is followed by a simple explanation of Rasch Facets and
its uses. After discussing washback from the BESTSs and teacher training, it will outline ongoing
and future improvements that can be made.
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A Summary of the BECC’s General English Course Proficiency Tests

The BECC has given reading and listening tests to all first and second-year English Communication
class students in the General English (GE) course since its inception in 2008. Currently, English
Communication I and II are compulsory for all first-year students in the five departments of Global
Communication, Early Childhood Education, Welfare, Nutrition, and Psychology. English
Communication III and IV are compulsory for all Global Communication students and are elective
subjects for the other four departments. The tests are held at the beginning of the first year, the
end of the first year, and again at the end of the second year. For all courses, in the past, these
tests acted as both streaming tests and as a method to bolster weaker students’ grades beyond
the course pass line. As of 2013, along with the whole of the GE curriculum, these tests were
rewritten to target the CEFR (COE, 2001, updated 2018) Al to B1 levels and were renamed the
Bunkyo English Tests (BETs). However, the focus from an institutional point of view has now
shifted to using them as a means of tracking and improving student progress in L2 proficiency.
(For a full description, see Bower et al, 2014).

In 2010, four speaking tests were added to the above tests for all students, with one being taken
at the end of each semester. Rather than a means of accurate student assessment, these were
again more of a way of making less motivated students study to the end of the course. The tests
consisted of one teacher conducting paired interviews and grading both students holistically. The
tests consisted of a short interview and role-plays using three out of six speaking activities taken
directly from the curriculum. However, as double grading is needed to ensure reliable direct test
scores (Taylor and Galaczi, 2011), these test results could not be used as part of the student
streaming. While many may disregard this as a more traditional Japanese high school style of
assessment, it does have its place in that it makes objectives clear to students and lets them know
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what they should cover for their test. As with any test, the “need to pass” and the chance to get
points are also extrinsically motivating. Sadly, this style of test bears little resemblance to any “real
world” situation in which a student may find themselves and makes it very difficult to gauge or
track any form of student progress or speaking ability in terms relative to the CEFR. It can also
lead to teachers “drilling” one activity to students who in turn just memorize word for word for
the test. Another drawback was that after the tests, students usually received no feedback on their
performance other than their grade, and that was only if they had actually failed their course.

The Introduction of the Bunkyo English Speaking Tests (BESTs)

In 2015 the decision was taken to bring the speaking tests into line with the remainder of the
now CEFR based English Communication I, II, III and IV General English curriculum. The
format was to remain a three-part paired speaking test but be double rated by an interlocutor
using a holistic rubric and a rater using an analytic rubric. As when making the BETSs in 2013,
there were no CEFR based speaking tests readily available, so we once again turned to the
Cambridge Key English Test (KET) and the Cambridge Preliminary English Test (PET) (The
writers used the 2012 a and b versions at the time; updated versions can be found at
University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2016) for inspiration. After a review of past tests
and the above-mentioned handbooks, two parts of the KET speaking test and one part of the
PET speaking test were chosen to best fit our time frame (two 90-minute classes within the
university’s exam week) and curriculum speaking activities. These speaking tasks were
analysed, and detailed specifications were made and added to the already existing BET
specifications (Bower et al, 2014). The new speaking tests were then made using these
specifications, “can do” statements, situations, and vocabulary from the curriculum, but care
was taken to make sure that no prompts beyond the simple introduction questions answered
by all students were word for word copies from the GE course lessons. As with any test,
prompt wording, instruction translation and topic choice have been changed or modified
based on both teacher and student feedback. The current BEST specifications also incorporate
these changes. As well as being used to create the tests, the specifications also help clarify
for teachers what each part of the test is actually trying to assess. As of July 2018, to improve
consistency and to maintain fairness for all, it was also decided to have a standard time limit
of 10 minutes for each pair. Table 1 below lists the updated BEST specifications for 2018.

Table 1. BEST specifications (abridged for test security reasons)

Speaking Section - Structure and tasks
PART 1 (Modelled on KET Speaking Part 1)

Task Type Informational exchange with the interlocutor

Format The interlocutor will ask students standardized questions. There is no visual prompt.

Task Focus Giving information of a factual, personal kind, such as name, place of origin, occupation,
family, everyday routines, likes and dislikes.




Can Dos

A2

Targeted e | can describe myself, my family and other people.
e | can describe my education, my present or last job.
e | can describe my hobbies and interests.
e | can describe my home and where I live.
e | can describe what I did at the weekend or on my last holiday.
e | can talk about my plans for the weekend or on my next holiday.
e | can understand what people say to me in simple, everyday conversation, if they

speak clearly and slowly and give me help.

Items One

Timing 2-3 minutes

Task This task contains two phases:

Specificati . . . . . . .

pecilications 1. The interlocutor asks simple informational questions to each student in turn. This
phase takes about one minute. Each student is asked six short questions. These
questions are the same on all test versions.
2. Each student is asked one question that allows her to attempt a longer answer. Each
student will be expected to give a two or three sentence answer, or in more advanced
cases (time allowing) for up to one minute. If a student cannot answer at all, a back-up
question is asked. Each semester has a different version of this task depending on
topics covered in the curriculum. This phase can take up to two minutes.
PART 2 (Modelled on KET Speaking Part 2)
Task Type Paired speaking task
Format Test takers ask and answer questions eliciting factual information using prompt cards.

Task Focus

Eliciting and giving factual information about a place or event based on a short written
notice or advertisement, and brief questions prompts.

Can Dos CEFR A2 - Reading for Orientation

Targeted Can find specific, predictable information in simple everyday material such as
advertisements, prospectuses, menus, reference lists and timetables.
CEFR A2 - Overall Spoken Interaction
Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of
information on familiar and routine matters to do with work and free time.
CEFR A2 - Conversation
Can generally understand clear, standard speech on familiar matters directed at him/
her, provided he/she can ask for repetition or reformulation from time to time.
CEFR A2+ - Information Exchange
Can deal with practical everyday demands: finding out and passing on straightforward
factual information.
CEFR A2 - Information Exchange
Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of
information.

Timing 30 seconds to read the information on the cards, 2 minutes to ask and answer the

questions. Repeat for the second student. (Total 5 minutes)
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Task ¢ The two test takers take turns asking and answering factual questions about a place

Specifications or event.

e Both test takers use prompt cards.

e The question prompt card has a short, two to four-word title, a picture if relevant, and
five question prompts each two to three words long.

e The information prompt card for answering has the same title and picture as the
question card, and factual information such as: opening times, telephone numbers, an
address or location, prices, available products or services, and conditions of service.

¢ The information on the prompt card for answering should not appear in the same
order as the question prompts on the question prompt card.

¢ The information on the prompt card is in short phrases, not full sentences. This is so
that test takers cannot just read the answers.

e The information prompt card should be no more than 20-30 words in total.

o Test takers are assessed on both their questions and their answers.

e Japanese task instructions are provided on one side of each of the prompt cards, and
English information and prompts are provided on the other side.

e Each semester has a different version of this task depending on topics covered in the
curriculum.

e Four different prompt cards will be used for this task. A random pair of the four
prompt cards will be used with each test pair.

e The rater in the role of interlocutor introduces the task as follows:

Interlocutor Instructions

(Give a card with question prompts to A, and card with information to B.)

Please read the information on your cards... You have 30 seconds. START your 2 minutes 30 seconds
timer. (after 30 seconds) Do you understand?

Now, [A] ask [B] your questions about the [School club/Part time job], and [B] you answer them. You
have 2 minutes. Please start.

(Students complete the task, teacher takes cards back and gives a new set of cards - question prompts to B,
and information to A.)

Now you will change over. Please read the information on your new cards. You have 30 seconds.
(after 30 seconds) Do you understand?

Now, [B] ask [A] your questions the [Student Accommodations/Hometown], and [A] you answer them.
You have 2 minutes. Please start.

Students need to complete the task in the 2 minutes. Teacher takes cards back and gives a new
set of cards- question prompts to B, and information to A. If a student takes 30 seconds to ask the
first question, point to the easiest on the card. If the student asks 2 or 3 then freezes for 30
seconds, say “Ok name, next question please” (as gently as possible). The answering person needs to receive
at least 3 questions. ONLY in the worst-case scenario: a student can only ask 1 question, or
none at all, say gently “Ok, I'll ask the question. Name,” and ask up to 3 questions).

BEST PART 3 (Modelled on PET Speaking Test Part 2)

Task Type A simulated situation




Format

The interlocutor gives pictures to the students to help a discussion task and sets up the
activity.

Task Focus

Students use functional language to make and respond to suggestions, discuss
alternatives, make recommendations and come to an agreement.

Can Dos
Targeted

SPOKEN INTERACTION

- B1 Lower: Can enter unprepared into conversation of familiar topics, express
personal opinions and exchange information on topics that are familiar, of personal
interest or pertinent to everyday life. (e.g. family, hobbies, work, travel and current
events).

- A2 Higher: Can interact with reasonable ease in structured situations and short
conversations, provided the other person helps if necessary. Can manage simple,
routine exchanges without undue effort; can ask and answer questions and exchange
ideas and information on familiar topics in predictable everyday situations.

CONVERSATION

- B1: Can enter unprepared into conversations on familiar topics.

- A2 Higher: Can participate in short conversations in routine contexts on topics of
interests.

INFORMAL DISCUSSION

- B1 Higher: Can compare and contrast alternatives, discussing what to do, where to
go, who or which to choose etc.

- B1 Lower: Can make his/her opinions and reactions understood as regards solutions
to problems or practical questions of where to go, what to do or how to organize an event.

Timing

2-3 minutes

Task
Specifications

This is a simulated situation where students are asked to make and respond to
suggestions, discuss alternatives, make recommendations and come to an agreement
with their partner.

This differs from a role-play as students are giving their own opinions about a given
situation, rather than playing a role.

The interlocutor sets up the task and then takes no further part. If there is a
complete breakdown in interaction, the interlocutor may intervene with gestures, or
ask students to “move on”, but will not take part in the task.

Students are given pictures but may introduce their own ideas. Students are graded on
their ability to take part in the task, the appropriateness of language and their
interaction, rather than their ability to make a decision. Therefore, it is not necessary
for them to complete the task in the time given. Also, if they have finished within
the time, the interlocutor can end the task.

Students are given a sheet of pictures (a card) designed to generate ideas as a basis for

discussion. The card will have one main picture which represents the situation

surrounded by six smaller pictures representing the options/hints for discussion. A

word can be used in addition to the pictures for part 3 if a suitable clear picture cannot

be found.

- The task instructions will be IN JAPANESE on the BACK of the card.

- All prompts should be based on classroom pair or group discussion tasks.

- There should be 4 different situation cards for teachers to distribute randomly to
students.
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Interlocutor Instructions

Interlocutor places the Part 3 visual prompts in front of the students.
Says to both students: Please read the information on the card in front of you. You have 30 seconds.
(START your 2 minutes 30 seconds timer)

MOW (A IHEATRB RN (34) %, HEDL7ITRVITRDL I LI TVWET,
1719 2 EDTEL D kA RIGEICOVWT/S— P F— LG L,
EOWEE AR DL TV E Dk % S
(Translation for teachers: A friend (Mika) from another city (Tokyo) is visiting Hiroshima at the weekend. Talk
together about the different places you could take her to and decide which ones would be best.)

(after 30 seconds) All right? Now, talk together. You have 2 minutes. Please start.

Give the students enough time to complete the task without help. Prompt by pointing only if nothing
happens.)

Say to both students: Thank you. May I have the card back please. (Take back the visual prompts.) That is
the end of your speaking test. Thank you very much for coming today. Goodbye.

BEST Rubric Development

Any form of assessment can only be as accurate as its rubrics will allow. Rubrics that are clear
and simple to explain to both assessors and students allow assessment to be as accurate and
constructive as possible. Yale (2018) states that when multiple individuals are grading (as is the
case within the BECC), rubrics also help improve the consistency of scoring across all graders.
As previously mentioned, the first BECC speaking tests were conducted by a group of interlocutors
working individually to conduct paired tests using a holistic rubric. With a holistic rubric, “a single
score is awarded, which reflects the overall quality of the performance. The descriptors are
general and draw on theories of communicative language ability” (Fulcher, G. 2013). This is
opposed to an analytic rubric which provides for several different criteria to be evaluated at the
same time. The descriptors are grouped into several subscales that are each concerned with a
specific performance feature. Each subscale is considered separately, and receives its own rating
(Carr, N. 2011). The amalgamated scores can then be given as a final grade.

Table 2. A Simple Comparison of Holistic and Analytic Rubrics

Type of
v R Definition Advantages Disadvantages
Rubric
L - Quicker/easier while running an - Can'’t provide specific feedback
All criteria are o .
assessment - Criteria cannot be weighted
. . | evaluated K . ,
Holistic | . It Iv givi - Easier to standardize raters - When a student’s performance
simultaneously givin
yEVINg | Emphasize what a learner is able varies, it can be difficult to
one overall score
to do select the correct level
L - Can provide detailed feedback - Slower/difficult to use while
All criteria are .. . . .
. - Individual criteria can be weighted | running an assessment
Analytic | evaluated and scored . s . .
Lo - Easier to select a candidate’s level | - More difficult to standardize
individually . . .
- Easier to link to in-class tasks raters




Table 3. BECC Speaking Test Rubric 2010-2015

Speaking Test Rubric
*Minus one point for a missed requirement of the task, and minus half a point for a cognitive mistake.
0 1 2 3 4 5
Does not Says “I don't Language Completes the | Completes the | Completes all
attempt the know”. ability inhibits | requirements requirements requirements
task. student from of the task of the task of the task
completing the | using isolated while smoothly,
task. words and attempting to accurately and
broken speak in full fluently.
phrases. sentences. Comfortable

enough to be
conversational

in the process.

As can be seen in Table 3, the original holistic rubric had all criteria being considered together
and was easy to use. However, the emphasis is heavily on the side of task completion, with points
being taken off for small mistakes. While not shown above, teacher discussions also resulted in
students losing points for speaking with katakana sounds or for adding to the actual given task.
Also, while grades 3 and 4 are similar and clear, there is a large jump in ability required to achieve
a 5-point score. Rather than focusing on what a student could attempt to do, it rewarded students
who gave short, accurately memorized answers over those who actually tried to discuss and
expand their answers ahead of completing the task.

In order to have effective double rating of assessments, we needed to create two new rubrics: one
holistic that clearly did not look at taking points off of students, and one analytic that could give
teachers clarity when grading three different criteria: Grammar and Vocabulary, Pronunciation
and Interactive Communication. Combined, these would then be used to give motivating feedback
for students as to their performance on the day, their progress from the test before, their general
CEFR speaking level, what they “can do”, and in which areas they could look to improve. As we
had already decided to model the speaking tests on the KET and PET, it seemed sensible to return
to the same tests for example rubrics. For the holistic rubric we turned to the KET (University
of Cambridge ESOL Examinations. 2016. Cambridge English Key, page 52) and PET (University of
Cambridge ESOL Examinations. 2016. Cambridge Preliminary, page 61) handbooks for teachers.
For the analytic rubrics, we referred to pages 62 and 63 of the PET (University of Cambridge
ESOL Examinations. 2016. Cambridge Preliminary) handbook. Based on teachers’ external
examination training, it was also decided to include definitions of the above categories on the
rubric to help teachers focus on each area, and to highlight key areas in the holistic rubrics that
would help define the performance bands.
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Table 4. BECC Speaking Test Rubrics July 2018 Holistic: used by the Interlocutor (Adapted for publication

purposes)

Interlocutor - Holistic Rubric Score | CEFR Level
Handles communication in everyday situations, despite hesitation. B1 or
Constructs longer utterances but is not able to use complex language except in 5 above
well-rehearsed utterances. (if student performs better than the above, still give 5)
Performance shares features of bands 4 and 5. 4.5 A2+
Conveys basic meaning in very familiar everyday situations.
Produces utterances which tend to be very short — words or phrases — with 4 A2
frequent hesitation.
Performance shares features of bands 3 and 4. 3.5 Al+
Has difficulty conveying basic meaning even in very familiar everyday situations.
Responses are limited to short phrases or isolated words with frequent 3 Al
hesitation and pauses.
Unable to produce the language to complete the tasks. 2 Pre-Al
Does not attempt the task. 1 Pre-Al

Table 5. BECC Speaking Test Rubrics July 2018 Analytic: used by the Rater (Adapted for publication purposes)

The ability to use a range of The ability to articulate The ability to produce Grade
grammar and vocabulary individual sounds and link unplanned speech in response | CEFR
accurately and appropriately | words, and to use stress and | to questions and participate in
in planned and unplanned intonation appropriately. conversation.
speech.
Grammar and Vocabulary Pronunciation Interactive Communication
Shows a good degree of Pronunciation is clear and Maintains simple 5
control of simple intelligible, even if a foreign | exchanges. Bl or
grammatical forms. accent is sometimes evident. above
Requires none or very little
Uses a range of appropriate Occasional prompting and support.
vocabulary when talking mispronunciations, but
about everyday situations. always the same words. May use gestures in
addition to correct
Student maintains a smooth | language to help a partner
rhythm with little if any understand.
hesitation.
Performance shares features of bands 4 and 5 4.5 A2+
Shows sufficient control of | Pronunciation is clear Maintains simple exchanges, 4
simple grammatical forms. enough to be intelligible, despite some difficulty. A2
despite a noticeable foreign
Uses appropriate vocabulary | accent. Requires prompting and
to talk about everyday support.
situations. Some mispronunciations
occur. May need to use some
gestures in lieu of correct
Student maintains a rhythm language to help a partner
within memorized understand.
sentences, but with some
hesitation between
sentences.




Performance shares features of bands 3 and 4 35A1+

Shows only limited control | Can be understood with Has considerable difficulty 3
of grammatical forms. some effort by native maintaining simple Al
speakers used to dealing with | exchanges.
Uses a vocabulary of isolated | speakers of this language
words and phrases. group. Requires additional prompting
and support.

Many mispronunciations
occur. May need to rely on
gestures to communicate.
Student is monotone in
rhythm, frequently hesitates
and/or speaks in broken

phrases.
Shows no control of Pronunciation is mostly Unable to ask or respond to 2
grammatical forms. unintelligible and/or most questions. Pre-Al

impedes communication.
Uses inappropriate
vocabulary or mostly
Japanese.

Does not attempt the task. Does not attempt the task. Does not attempt the task. 1

The Need for Standardization

Training of raters is essential for any organization that wishes to have reliable and valid assessment
of second language performance, and as noted by Taylor (2001),

“The importance of examiner training is well established in the literature, both in terms of its
impact on the reliability and validity of performance testing (Alderson, Clapham and Wall, 1995)

»

and also in terms of the call for increased professionalisation in language testing (Bachman, 2000).

Depending on a teacher’s teaching and testing experiences, knowledge of the materials involved
(in our case the understanding and use of the CEFR scales), native language, cultural background
and familiarity with the native language of the candidates involved, he or she may be inclined to
grade more leniently or more strictly than others. Teachers, when teaching, are predisposed to
helping students, which could also lead to grades being inflated. When rating students from
another group, it is natural to compare students with each other, which can cause grades to be
inconsistent. In the case of the BECC, where as many as 12 teachers and learning advisors from
different countries, with different cultural backgrounds, teaching different levels of students and
coming from a wide range of teaching experience is concerned, this could easily lead to very
unfair variations in the grades being given. Our in-house standardization (often referred to as
norming) sessions are therefore aimed at making sure that all teachers, either when acting as
interlocutors or raters, are fair and impartial in applying the standards for evaluation and evaluate
the students (examinees) purely on the basis of the abilities shown during the interview test.
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Standardization in the BECC - Phase 1

The BECC has held termly standardization sessions since the introduction of the speaking
assessment in 2010, and these have evolved over time along with the test. Originally aimed at
introducing the practicalities of the test, these soon changed to focus on discussing how to get
consistent grading from all teachers delivering the same assessment. This was done by defining
the terms that decided the difference between a 3 and a 4 on the original holistic rubric, and by
trying to qualify “smoothly, accurately and fluently” for a 5. This is where teachers started looking
at “penalizing” students for using katakana pronunciation, or for hesitating or repeating
themselves while trying to add extra information to an answer. As both of the latter are natural in
fluent conversation but distracting or signs of obvious weakness in lower level learners, these
were areas that led to the greatest differences of opinion in teacher decision making.

Standardization in the BECC - Phase 2

With the beginning of the new BESTSs in July 2015, a new standardization session was introduced.
The first session focused heavily on the content and mechanics of the new test. While still a 3-part
paired test, the question style was new, as were the rubrics and the idea of two teachers together
in a room grading independently from each other. Teachers were already acquainted with the
CEFR scales in terms of making lessons and teaching to match a certain CEFR level (see COE,
2001), but not in terms of how to assess performance at each band. After going through the above,
teachers then watched example KET and PET videos from Cambridge University, reviewed the
examiners comments, and read the speaking assessment glossary of terms from the PET
handbook (see University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2016, 64-65 for the latest version).
To finish, teachers watched two sample videos of our own students trialling the new BESTs and
practiced grading as an interlocutor with the holistic rubric. This was followed by two more videos
which were graded as the rater using the analytic video. Scores were submitted anonymously and
compared to the example grades given by the session leaders. The idea at this stage was to make
sure that teachers could all run the tests and assess the students within .5 of the example grades on
the day. After much discussion and referencing back to the CEFR and the Cambridge comments
and handbook notes, this was achieved.

As when introducing any new style of test and assessment methodology, this naturally took a great
deal of time. As is also common, after the tests were completed and scores submitted, there were
complaints from teachers regarding differences in colleagues’ assessment styles and the grades
they gave. Many of these were caused by the fact that the majority of our students did not really
fit the profile of the candidates in the Cambridge videos (KET and PET students being intrinsically
motivated to take English tests versus our students who, for the majority, were just extrinsically
“forced” to take the tests), and that as it was the first time using the rubrics, teachers still had
questions regarding when to take points off students (as with the old style rubric) rather than
looking at grading bands from a point of view of what a student could actually do.



In the second semester the session was repeated before the end of term tests using actual video
of our own students under test conditions. With an emphasis on looking at what the students could
do, teachers were again encouraged to agree on standardized scores giving grades of within .5 of
each other across a range of levels of video. An increased level of understanding meant that both
students and teachers performed better in the end of semester tests, but there was still a feeling
that some raters and interlocutors were much stricter, or more lenient, or just inconsistent in their
grading.

Standardization in the BECC - Phase 3

Due to changes in committee members, the standardization sessions in 2016 were led by different
teachers, and a greater focus was placed on dealing with rater strictness and leniency. Multi-
faceted Rasch analysis was used to try and nullify the effects of these problems (detailed later in
this paper) and had revealed that during actual tests, teachers had indeed been far stricter or more
lenient than others, often leading to a difference of 1 full grade point (out of 5) or more between
students performing at similar levels. This led to some changes being made to the analytic rubric,
particularly in the pronunciation criteria, and to having extra materials and time in the
standardization session allotted to clarifying how to assess this area. The results also pointed to
inconsistent grading by teachers, naturally caused by tiredness after two or three hours of grading
or having to grade over 2 different days to varying levels of students. As quoted by Ackerman and
Kennedy (2010), “Earlier studies have revealed the instability in marking behaviour over an
extended marking period when a large number of test taker responses are involved (see Wood &
Wilson, 1974).”

The standardization sessions in 2016 were again held in a single session just before the exam
week. Ackerman and Kennedy (2010) point out that “It must be kept in mind, as Lumley and
McNamara (1995) warn, that training effects “may not endure for long after a training session”
(p. 69)”. However, long sessions involving the review of materials and methodology in addition to
four or more videos lasting up to 15 minutes followed by discussions, take their toll on a busy
teacher’s concentration skills. This can then lead to a negative view towards a session which
should be a positive and meaningful part of ongoing teacher training and development. We were
now faced with a dilemma: try to increase and/or improve teacher training in order to rely less
on Rasch to create fair scores for students, and to increase teacher confidence in their own
abilities to run and grade the tests, while at the same time reducing the burden this extra training
imposed on teachers.

Current Standardization in the BECC - Phase 4

From the summer of 2017, the standardization session was split up into two parts, and consisted
of 3 stages. All of the Cambridge assessment literature and pre-reading, copies of the test
questions, the rubrics, example student calibration videos with grades and examiner notes, and a
link to an online standardization (via secure Google forms) were placed on our in-house Wix site
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via a password protected page. This page was released to teachers two weeks before the exam
period started, so they could choose to access it a time or times most convenient to them.
Teachers were also emailed an outline reminding them of the test procedure and containing all
the teacher pack materials needed in preparation for the test (rubrics, student marksheets,
interlocutor and rater name cards, etc.) Stage 1 of the standardization consisted of teachers being
asked to re-read all off the previously shared literature at their own pace, and then to watch the
calibration videos. Stage 2 consisted of opening the standardization page and grading the students
(using videos from previous tests) from 1 to 5 holistically, and then two more student videos
analytically. Teacher grades were collected through the forms page for analysis by the session
leader, and teachers received feedback in terms of accuracy and explanations of why the BEST
committee had assigned the grades they had. An example of this would be:

Answer: 3.5/A1+ Feedback: Correct. The student conveys the basic meaning in very familiar
everyday situations (4/A2). However, her responses are limited to short phrases or isolated words
with frequent hesitations and pauses (3/A1). A student who scores a 4 in one category, and 3 in
another, is awarded a 3.5.

Any teachers who showed too great a level of leniency or strictness, or who raised individual
concerns could then be assisted on a one to one basis. Stage 3 consisted of a now much shorter
in-house Keynote-based session held one or two days before the tests began. This session covered
any areas that a majority needed clarification on, reviewed general procedures, and introduced
any minor changes that were required. Some more light-hearted videos were also added to help
teachers visualize what students were thinking before a test, and also what could go wrong during
a test. While lightening the mood, these videos also performed the very real task of making it
clear how everybody should and could deal consistently with all students in any given situation.

This current style of training and standardization has already led to teachers commenting that
they feel happier both doing the training and running the tests. There have also been fewer to no
complaints from colleagues and students, which most importantly has also increased ‘buy-in’ to
having the termly sessions, the tests themselves and the feedback they give. While some
statistical improvements will be outlined in the following section, we also appear to be getting a
higher level of interlocutor and rater accuracy and consistency.

Preparing the Exam

A master Excel document is used by both teachers for the inputting of BEST class rosters and
student grades and by test administrators for the rater/interlocutor roster creation and Rasch
Facets data transfer and conversion. This document is shared on the university server, and an oral
training session for all involved parties on operation and save conflict resolution was conducted
in 2016 in addition to the provision of an operations manual.

Roughly two weeks prior to administering the BEST, teachers input their BEST pairing rosters into



a designated class worksheet tab. The student pair order may be input manually or randomized via
a distributed Excel randomizer tool. Once input, the data is transferred automatically to a master
course roster tab which retains the order of students for ease of data input. After conducting the
exams, the raters and interlocutors enter their grades (from 1 to 5) into the document along with
a designation of each student as partner A or B within the speaking test. This numerical data is
subsequently translated by Excel into a Rasch readable format and processed through Rasch
Facets.

Utilizing Rasch Facets

Through performing a multifaceted analysis of the BEST data via Rasch Facets (Linacre, 2018), a
tool designed for analysing human ratings of student performance, the BECC is able to provide fair
BEST student scores. These fair scores are calculated by Rasch after adjusting for the found leniency
and severity of the judges and of the rubrics. Due to possible rater severity or leniency, it is feasible
for students who scored below a maximum raw score to still be awarded a full score, or alternatively,
a student who received a maximum or close to maximum score to have her score slightly reduced.
Once fair scores have been calculated, they are reported to teachers for final grading.

In addition to this practical element, Rasch Facets also provides the BECC with several data sets
and opportunities for continued test and judge development, including:

- Relative analysis of the rubrics

- Judge leniency and severity

- Judge understanding of the rating system

Examples of each of these points will be discussed henceforth.

Relative Analysis of the Rubrics

Rasch Facets provides insight on the relative difficulty of each grading rubric. An example is
shown in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 below.

Figure 1.1. Example Judge and Rubric Relative Measures

|Measr|+Students|-Judges |-Items |
| : N : :
| 3+ kokkkokok 4 + +
| | wkkrrx | | |
| 2 + kkkkkk 4 + +
| | skkkskkkk | Judge 4 | |
| 1 + k. + Judge 6 Judge 5 Judge 7 Judge 10 + Judge Criteria 2 +
* 0 * sk, * Judge 1 Judge 9 * Judge Criteria 1 Judge Criteria 3 *
| [ | Judge 3 | |
| =1 + sokx + Judge 12 Judge 8 + Judge Criteria 4 +
| | k. | Judge 2 | |
| =2 + ok, + Judge 11 + +
| =3 + *. + + +
I | | |
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Figure 1.2. Example Rubric Measures

Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation

Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | N Items

976 263 3.71 3.76 | .86 .12 | 1.27 2.8 1.31 3.1 | .71 | .85 .89 | 2 Judge Criteria 2

| | |
| | |
| |
| | |
| 2140 526 4.07 3.94 | .12 .08 | .63-6.8 .61-6.9 | 1.39 | .94 .89 | 1 Judge Criteria 1 |
| 1051 263 400 4.02| -.19 .12 | 1.49 4.8 1.50 4.7 | .49 | .80 .89 | 3 Judge Criteria 3 |
| 1093 263 4.16 4.16 | -.79 .12 | .90-1.2 .87 -1.4 | 1.12 | .90 .88 | 4 Judge Criteria 4 |
| |
| 1315.0 328.8 3.98 3.97 | .00 .11 ] 1.07 -.1 1.07 -.1 | | .88 | Mean (Count: 4) |
| 478.2 113.9 17 .15 | .60 .02 | .33 4.5 .35 4.6 | | .05 | s.D. (Population) |
| s52.1 131.5 19 .17 | .69 .02 | .38 5.1 .40 5.3 | | .06 | s.D. (Sample) |

Rasch’s unit of measurement is the logit, or a measure of ability based on the relative difficulty of
students to complete a task and judges to assign a low or high score on the task. Figures 1.1 and
1.2 above demonstrate the relative difficulty of several grading rubrics used by judges on students.
The higher the judge criteria are ordered, the more difficult it was found to be, resulting in lower
scores awarded. In the above example, Judge Criteria 2 was found to be the most difficult scoring
rubric, with a measure of .86 logits, while Judge Criteria 4 was found to be the easiest to achieve
a high score on, with a measure of —.79 logits. The fair average column further demonstrates the
relative difficulties. While students received an observed average of 3.71 points on Judge Criteria
2 while receiving 4.16 on Judge Criteria 4, these averages may be influenced by the judges’ relative
severity and leniency, causing some scores to become inflated or deflated. However, the fair
average column largely confirms the observed averages, meaning that a student who performed
of exactly equal ability on the four judging rubrics would have received the fair scores displayed.
If this gap is larger than expected or desired, it may indicate a need for further judge training on
awarding scores more evenly, or it may indicate a flaw in the rubrics that need further balancing
in future iterations of the exam.

Judge Leniency and Severity

The same relative difficulty data can be applied to the judges to determine individual leniency and
severity, allowing conclusions to be drawn on the necessity of further judge standardization
sessions. These measures are based on student fair scores rather than only on observed scores,
meaning a judge whom by chance happened to rate only high or low-level students would not be
considered particularly lenient or severe, respectively, if other judges who rated those students
awarded similar scores. Therefore, the resulting measure gaps indicate that judges may have had
different applications of the rating criteria, and that the same student may have received different
scores from different judges for identical performance.

In Figure 2 below (in conjunction with Figure 1.1) with the average measure anchored at zero
logits, there is a 3.7 logit gap between the harshest judge (Judge 4) and the most lenient judge
(Judge 11). By fair average, this translates to a one Rasch-converted point discrepancy (3.56 vs
4.55) between these judges, or in terms of the BEST, a half CEFR grade level, awarded by these
judges for a student of identical performance. These fair averages provide a contrast to those from
the judging criteria in Figure 1.2, as here, the observed averages do not necessarily correspond
to the fair average; Judge 4, the harshest judge, awarded the highest scores (4.86 observed



Figure 2. Example Judge Measures

| Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)]| Model | Infit Ooutfit |Estim.| Correlation | |
| Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Nu Judges |
| |
| 204 a2 4.86 3.56 | 1.55 .31 | 1.56 2.2 1.51 1.9 | .40 | .78 .88 | 4 Judge 4 |
| 465 122 3.81 3.66 | 1.20 .17 | .87 -1.0 .84-1.2 | 1.16 | .92 .90 | 6 Judge 6 |
| s07 147 3.45 3.67| 1.17 .16| .99 .0 1.04 .3 | .97 | .82 .85 | 5 Judge 5 |
| 363 99 3.67 3.71| 1.05 .19 | .78-1.6 .77 -1.7 | 1.24 | .92 .89 | 7 Judge 7 |
| 457 126 3.63 3.71| 1.03 .17 | 1.28 2.0 1.29 2.0 | .74 | .86 .88 | 10 Judge 10 |
| 368 98 3.76  3.96 | .06 .19 | .55-3.5 .55-3.4 | 1.40 | .93 .86 | 1 Judge 1 |
| 629 147 4.28 3.97| =-.01 .16 | 1.12 1.0 1.10 .8 | .89 | .89 .89 | 9 Judge 9 |
| 170 53 3.21 4.09| -.51 .26 | 1.11 .6 1.11 .6 | .89 | .8 .86 | 3 Judge 3 |
| 653 151 4.32 4.18| -.88 .16 | .80-1.8 .78 -1.8 | 1.22 | .89 .88 | 12 Judge 12 |
| s02 122 4.11 4.23| -1.05 .18 | 1.45 3.0 1.45 2.9 | .54 | .81 .88 | 3 Judge 8 |
| 506 116 4.3 4.34 | -1.47 .18 | .87 -.9 .87 -.9 | 1.13| .88 .83 | 2 Judge 2 |
| 436 92 4.74 4.55 | -2.15 .21 | .73-1.9 .68 -2.1]1.30 | .90 .82 | 11 Judge 11 |
| |
| 438.3 109.6 4.02 3.97 | .00 .19 | 1.01 -.2 1.00 -.2 | | .87 | Mean (Count: 12) |
| 139.8 33.5 .49 .30 | 1.17 .04 | .29 1.9 .29 1.9 | | .05 | S.D. (Population) |
| 146.0 35.0 .51 .31 | 1.22 .05 | .31 2.0 .30 2.0 | | .05 | S.D. (Sample) |

average), indicating that the high scores given to the student population judged were actually foo
low based on their ability, while the judge with the lowest scores (3.21 observed average) was
found to be slightly lenient (—.51 measure), indicating scores awarded scores being too high
despite being the lowest on average. While Rasch Facets accounts for this leniency and severity
when generating student fair scores, based on the breadth of this fair score data, institutions can
determine whether additional training is necessary so that students of identical ability are given
matching scores and rater scale subjectivity is minimized.

Judge Understanding of the Rating System

Rasch Facets can also provide a snapshot of each judge’s application of the rating criteria via the
Rasch partial credit model, as shown in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3. Example Rating Scale Application Comparison

| DATA |  QUALITY CONTROL | | DATA | QUALITY CONTROL |
| Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| | Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT|
|Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq | |Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |
| |

| 1 0 | | ] 1 1 2 4%  4%| -9.74 -9.34 .0 |
| 2 0 | | ] 2 1 2 4%  8%| -3.41 -2.87 .2 |
| 3 7 14 30% 30%| -5.18 -4.97 .7 | | 3 3 6 12% 19%| -1.26 -1.42 .7 |
| 4 9 18 39% 70%| -1.30 -1.20 .3 | 4 10 20 38% 58%| 1.54 1.85 7]
| 5 4 8 17% 87%| 1.64 1.39 .3 | 5 7 14 27% 85%| 4.53 4.53 .4 |
| & 5 6 13% 100%|] 3.06 2.69 .5| | 6 4 8 15% 100%| 7.57 7.06 .4 |

In Figure 3, two individual judges’ rating scale understandings are explored. The judge on the
right utilized all six rating scale categories in rating students, while the judge on the left utilized
only the top four categories. Rasch provides the average ability measure of students who were
awarded each grading category by these judges, in addition to the ability measure it would expect
students to have, indicating if these judges are applying each score within the rating scale in a
lenient or strict capacity. An outfit mean square above 1.5 for each grading category indicates
there is volatility (i.e. less consistency in scores among similar ability students) in that grading
category, while numbers below 1.5 indicate stability. In these examples, these judges applied the
rating scale in a consistent manner, as higher ability students received higher scores and the outfit
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mean squares are below 1.5. However, in the event the average measures are not found to be
sequential (indicated by Rasch with an asterisk), the judge would be found to have given lower
ability students a higher score in some cases than higher ability students. While this may simply
indicate volatility due to small sample sizes (in the case of a very small number of a grading
category being assigned), it may also indicate a gap in the judge’s understanding of or ability to
consistently apply the rating scale, indicating further standardization training is necessary.

The data in Figure 3 also allows for comparisons of how each judge is applying the rating scale
compared to other judges based on average student ability. While small sample size plays a
role in skewing results, it can be gleaned from the data that these two judges had a different
understanding of the high end of the rating system. The judge on the left awarded five points to
students with an average ability measure of 1.64 and six points to students at 3.06, while the judge
on the right only began awarding five points to students at an average measure of 4.53, requiring
an ability measure of 7.57 to award six points.

Initial Evidence of Improvement from Rasch Analysis
Although application of Rasch Facets to BEST data is only in its third year at present, a few
benefits have already been evidenced via these analysis methods.
In Figure 4.1 below from the 2016 BEST 1, the judges and the four rubrics (vocabulary and

grammar, pronunciation, and interactive communication from the rater rubric and the interlocutor

Figure 4.1. 2016 BEST 1 Judge and Rubric Relative Measures

|Measr|+Students |-Judges |-Items |
| + t + +
| [ | |
| 2 + sekokek + Judge 3 + +
| | stk | | |
| | skeokk | | Vocabulary & Grammar |
| | skeokskokeokok | | |
| 1 + kkk, + Judge 8 + Interactive Communication +
| | skokeokokeok | | Judge 1  Judge 7 | |
| | skokeskoke | Judge 2 Judge 6 Judge 12 | |
| | skokeskoke | | Judge 9 | Interlocutor Score |
* 0 ok kkk, * * *
| | s | | |
| | ek | Judge 10 Judge 13 | |
| | ok, | | I
| =1 + sokskex, + + +
| | skokeskoke | Judge 5 Judge 4 | |
| | *. | | |
| | owseke | | |
| -2 + *. + + +
| | | | |
| | ook | | |
| | stk | | Pronunciation |
| -3 + *. + Judge 11 + +
| | | | |
| + ; + ;




Figure 4.2. 2016 BEST 1 Judge Measures

| Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)]| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation |
| Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Judge
| |
| 409 117 3.50 3.27 | 2.12 .15| .92 -.5 .91 -.5|1.09| .86 .84 | Judge 3 |
| 442 110 4.02 3.71 | .94 .17 | 1.70 4.1 1.65 3.2 | .38 | .83 .89 | Judge 8 |
| 463 116 3.99 3.76 | .80 .15 ] 1.09 .6 1.03 .2 | 1.00| .84 .85 | Judge 1 |
| 201 78 3.73  3.79 | .70 .19 | 1.05 .3 1.01 .1 ] 1.06 | .86 .88 | Judge 7 |
| 365 106 3.44 3.81 | 61 .16 | .90 -.7 .90 -.6 ] 1.09 | .86 .86 | Judge 2 |
| 278 74 3.76 3.83 | 57 .19 .98 .0 .98 .0 | 1.03| .83 .83 | Judge 6 |
| 408 108 3.78  3.86 | 45 .16 | .95 -.3 .97 -.1]1.00| .89 .87 | Judge 12 |
| 416 107 3.89 3.92 | 25 .16 | 1.32 2.1 1.24 1.3 | .78 | .87 .85 | Judge 9 |
| 391 94 4.16 4.11 | -.40 .17 |1.00 .0 1.11 .7 | .97 | .78 .83 | Judge 10 |
| 414 96 4.31 4.18| -.61 .17 | .72-2.1 .68 -2.3 | 1.32 | .87 .85 | Judge 13 |
| 572 131 4.37 4.37 | -1.15 .14 | 1.02 .2 .94 -.2 | 1.12| .88 .85 | Judge 5 |
| 407 96 4.24 4.42 | -1.27 .17 | .61 -3.0 .59 -2.1 | 1.33 | .89 .83 | Judge 4 |
| 433 92 4.71 5.24 | -3.00 .18 | .82-1.2 .73-1.2 | 1.16 | .8 .85 | Judge 11 |
| |
| 406.8 101.9 3.99 4.02 | .00 .17 | 1.01 .0 .98 .1 | .86 | Mean (Count: 13) |
| 70.4 15.2 .35 46 | 1.24 .01 | .26 1.7 .26 1.4 | | .03 | s.D. (Population) |
| 73.3 15.8 .36 47| 1.29 .01 | .27 1.8 .27 1.5 | | .03 | s.D. (Sample) |
Figure 4.3. 2016 BEST 1 Rubric Measures

Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation |

Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | N Items

| |
| |
| |
| 923 265 3.48 3.55| 1.41 .10| .91-1.0 .92 -.8 | 1.07 | .80 .83 | 2 Vocabulary & Grammar |
| 969 265 3.66 3.71 | .93 .10 | 1.28 2.9 1.31 3.1 | .72 | .83 .83 | 4 Interactive Communication |
| 2086 530 3.94 3.89 | .35 .07 | .60-7.8 .59 -7.3 | 1.35 | .91 .85 | 1 Interlocutor Score |
| 1311 265 495 5.09 | -2.69 .11 | 1.79 6.9 1.53 2.9 | .55 | .71 .81 | 3 Pronunciation |
| |
| 1322.3 331.3  4.01 4.06 | .00 .10 | 1.14 .3 1.09 -.6 | | .81 | Mean (Count: 4) |
|  465.7 114.7 .57 .61 | 1.60 .01 | .44 5.5 .36 4.3 | | .07 | s.D. (Population) |
| s37.8 132.5 .65 .70 | 1.8 .02 | .51 6.3 .42 4.9 | | .08 | s.D. (Sample) |

score from the interlocutor rubric) are shown on a relative logit measure scale. Figure 4.2
demonstrates a gap of 5.12 logits from the harshest to the easiest judge, while Figure 4.3 quantifies
the gap between the rubric with the lowest scores (vocabulary and grammar) and the one with
the highest scores (pronunciation) to be 4.1 logits, showing judges graded vocabulary and
grammar far more harshly than pronunciation, which may have spoken to a problem with either
the judge training or the rubrics themselves. These observations are supported by the observed
and fair average columns. Figure 4.2 observes nearly a two Rasch-converted point difference
between the strictest and most lenient judge, equalling an entire CEFR grade of grading
discrepancy on average per student. In Figure 4.3, after adjusting for judge leniency and
severity, the fair average column indicates that a student who performed at uniform ability on
each grading criteria would have been given only a 3.55 for vocabulary and grammar as opposed
to a 5.09 for pronunciation, a gap that indicated a potential need for rubric adjustment and/or
reconciliation.

Figure 5.1. 2016 BEST 1 Judge Discrepancies

| DATA | QUALITY CONTROL | | DATA | QUALITY CONTROL |
| Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| | Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT|
|Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq | |Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |
| |

| 1 0 | 11 0 | |
| 2 0 | | | 2 2 4 20% 20%| -3.14 -2.58 .2 |
| 3 0 | | | 3 5 10 50% 70%| -1.31 -.32 1.2 |
| a 4 8 25% 25%| -2.90 -2.56 .6 | | 4 3 6 30% 100%| 1.51 1.59 2.1 |
| s 8 16 50% 75%| .82 45 3| | s 0 | |
| & 4 8 25% 100%| 3.33 2.61 .3 | | 6 0 | |
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Figure 5.2. 2016 BEST 1 Judge Stability

| DATA |  QUALITY CONTROL | | DATA | QUALITY CONTROL

| Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| | Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT|
!Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq | |Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |
1

|

| 1 0 | | | 1 5 5 6% 6%| -3.71 -4.77 3.4

| 2 1 2 3% 3%| -6.32 -5.57 .3 | | 2 3 3 3% 9%| -4.55% -3.26 2.7

| 3 3 6 9% 13%| -4.77 -4.24 .1 | | 3 17 17  20% 29%| -.50 =-.51 1.0

| 4 12 24 38% 50% 1.46 1.70 .9 | | a4 31 31  36% 64%| 2.40 1.38 3.0

| s 10 20 31% 81%| 3.61 4.19 1.6 | | s 10 10 11% 76%| 2.22% 3.55 1.7

| 6 7 12 19% 100%| 5.86 5.58 .9 | | & 24 21  24% 100%| 5.58 5.94 4.1 |

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 above stress the continuing need for rater standardization. Taken from two
different judges both using the interlocutor rubric, it can be seen from Figure 5.1 that these
judges had vastly different applications of the rating scale. The average measure of the judge on
the left shows a score of four Rasch-converted points awarded to students at a 1.51 logit measure,
while the judge on the right awarded the same score to those at a —2.90 logit measure. Moreover,
the students awarded a five by the right judge were found to be of lower average ability than the
students given a four by the left judge. Secondly, the right half of Figure 5.2 shows a judge who
potentially has a limited understanding of the rating scale, as the outfit mean square data shows
high levels of volatility in addition to two of the average measures (scores 2 and 5) being out of
order with the remainder of the rating scale and Rasch’s expected measures. This contrasts with
the judge on the left, whose outfit mean squares show consistency and stability, along with steady
student performance increases corresponding to awarded scores. All together the 2016 BEST 1
data found four instances of rating scale usage errors from three different judges.

After rubric rewriting and the additional rounds of and improvement to the standardization
sessions, the initial analysis of the 2018 BEST 1 results show some improvement under these

metrics, as shown in Figures 6.1 — 6.3 below.

Figure 6.1. 2018 BEST 1 Judge and Rubric Relative Measures

|Measr|+Students |-Judges |-Items |
|—— : = +
| 4 + skkckkkk, + + +
| | *. | | |
| 3+ kkkkkk + + +
| | okt | Judge 12 | I
| 2 + skkok, + + +
| | ook | Judge 9 Judge 7 | I
|1+ ek, + Judge 2 + *
| | skskkkkxk | Judge 3 | Vocabulary & Grammar |
* 0 * skekkkkekk, * Judge 11 Judge 6 * Interactive Communication Pronunciation *
| | skokeokk | Judge 5 Judge 8 | I
| =1 + sk, + Judge 1 Judge 10 + Interlocutor Score +
! S ! | !
| =2 + sekkk, + + +
| | ok | | |
| =3 + sokskokk,  + + +
| | skkeorokok | Judge 4 | !
| =4 + *x + + +
! | *. | | |

|
o
w
|



Figure 6.2. 2018 BEST 1 Judge Measures

| Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)]| Model | Infit Ooutfit |Estim.| Correlation | |
| Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Nu Judges |
| |
| 353 117 3.02 3.056| 2.58 .19 | 1.04 .3 1.00 .0 | .98 | .90 .87 | 12 Judge 12 |
| 534 130 4.11 3.36 | 1.48 .18 | .57 -4.1 .52 -4.3 | 1.49 | .95 .89 | 7 Judge 7 |
| 340 9% 3.54 3.39 | 1.37 .21 | .81-1.4 .76-1.7 | 1.23| .91 .8 | 9 Judge 9 |
| 575 151 3.81 3.46 | 1.12 .16 | 1.13 1.1 1.14 1.1 | .84 | .90 .90 | 2 Judge 2 |
| 468 132 3.55 3.59 | 68 .17 | 1.26 1.9 1.23 1.6 | .74 | .8 .85 | 3 Judge 3 |
| 850 209 4.07 3.77| -.07 .13| .87-1.3 .87 -1.3 | 1.13| .87 .87 | 6 Judge 6 |
| 328 20 3.64 3.81| =-.23 .21]|1.11 .7 1.16 .9 | .89 | .82 .85 | 11 Judge 11 |
| 463 116 3.99 3.90| -.70 .18 | .82-1.3 .80-1.4 | 1.19 | .90 .88 | 8 Judge 8 |
| 738 189 3.90 3.90 | -.71 .14 | 1.12 1.1 1.18 1.6 | .78 | .85 .88 | 5 Judge 5 |
| 778 186 4.17 3.95 | -1.04 .14 | .90-1.0 .88-1.0 | 1.13 | .81 .83 | 1 Judge 1 |
| 385 106 3.63 3.98 | -1.23 .20 | .82-1.2 .70-2.0 | 1.25 | .92 .90 | 10 Judge 10 |
| 450 123 3.66 4.40 | -3.25 .18 | 1.37 2.6 1.37 2.4 | .61 | .77 .82 | 4 Judge 4 |
| |
| 521.6 137.1 3.76 3.71 | .00 17 | .99 -.2 .97 -.4 | | .87 | Mean (Count: 12) |
| 171.0 37.0 .31 .35 | 1.49 .02 | .22 1.8 .24 1.9 | | .05 | S.D. (Population)

| 178.6 38.7 .32 .36 | 1.56 .02 | .23 1.9 .25 2.0 | | .05 | S.D. (Sample) |
Figure 6.3. 2018 BEST 1 Rubric Measures

Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation

Items

=

Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp

| |
| |
| |
| 1221 329 3.71 3.58 | 72 11| .91-1.1 .90-1.2 | 1.11 | .87 .88 | 2 Vocabulary & Grammar |
| 1266 329 3.85 3.72 | .18 .11 | 1.33 3.8 1.36 3.9 | .59 | .82 .88 | 3 Pronunciation |
| 1280 329 3.89 3.75 | .01 .11 ] 1.03 .3 .97 -.3 ] 1.00 | .87 .88 | 4 Interactive Communication

| 2492 658 3.79  3.93 | -.91 .08 | .83 -3.2 .82 -3.1 | 1.17 | .93 .88 | 1 Interlocutor Score |
| |
| 1564.8 411.3 3.81 3.75 | .00 .10 | 1.02 .0 1.01 -.2 | | .87 | Mean (Count: 4) |
| 535.8 142.5 07 .13 | 59 .01 | .19 2.6 .21 2.6 | | .oa | s.D. (Population) |
| 618.7 164.5 .08 .15 | .68 .02 | .22 3.0 .24 3.0 | | .04 | s.D. (Sample) |

While the logit gap between judges as seen in Figures 6.1 and 6.2 exceeds that of the 2016 BEST
1 data (see Figure 4.2), there is a smaller gap in the fair score discrepancy at 1.35 points, or
slightly above a half CEFR grade level. What is more, the gaps between the strictest and second
most strict judge, along with the gap between the most and second lenient judge, are smaller than
two years prior. While this is still not ideal, it is hoped it represents a modicum of progress. The
rating scale as shown in Figure 6.3 has seen considerable standardization, with only a 1.63 logit
difference between hardest and easiest rubrics, equalling a .35 fair average difference, or roughly
a .2 CEFR-grade level discrepancy. Finally, while a full analysis of the 2018 BEST 1 rater scale
understanding has yet to be undertaken, a cursory glance at the data shows only one error by a
single judge in rater scale order application, a 75% decrease from the 2016 iteration.

Curriculum Washback from BESTs and Standardization

Bower et al (2014) state that

“the term ‘washback’ refers to the influence of testing on classroom instruction, assuming that
teachers and learners ‘do things they would not necessarily otherwise do because of the test’ (Alderson
& Wall, 1993, p. 5). In the case of large, high-stakes tests this effect has often been taken to be
negative, but in the case of smaller, lower-stakes tests, it is hypothesized to have a positive effect on
classroom instruction (Cheng, Watanabe & Curtis, 2004)”.

In line with the above, we hoped to see positive washback from our BEST tests and
associated teacher training. The first and most obvious case is with our spoken presentations that
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all students do in all their English courses. The rubrics for these assessments have been
developed directly from the BEST rubrics, and as such both teachers and students are familiar
with the scoring system. Teacher understanding of how the grades are achieved helps them better
explain these points to the students, who now have a clearer idea of what they can do already, and
what they need to do to improve. They also have a better understanding of how the “can-do”
statements and main tasks in their lessons relate to their tests and overall speaking ability. While
these in-class assessments are graded by the students’ own teachers, we are still seeing more
consistency in grading. As the feedback from these rubrics gives the students their CEFR grades
for spoken presentation, these can be compared to their BEST spoken interaction grades to
provide students with an overall idea of their speaking ability. Our writing assessments too now
have a CEFR based feedback system. While obviously different to the speaking assessments in
terms of areas assessed, the style is the same so that students are constantly getting a grade in
terms of what they can do in English, rather than in just points. This in turn encourages students
to seek out the correct levels of activities in the SALC to help them progress, rather than
defaulting to the easiest option. Many activities in the lessons and SALC activities have also been
written or re-written based on the specifications for the BEST tests, thus leading to a greater
feeling that the tests are seamless extensions to the curriculum, and an assessment of what
students do in class and might need in real life, rather than something to be studied for separately.

Recent and Future Developments

We are always looking to find ways of improving our BEST tests and our training. After every test
period feedback is collected and used to both clarify and “tidy” prompts within the test, improve
student preparation for test procedure via our BEST preparation lessons, and to clarify further
test procedure and grading criteria. An example of this was the decision made in July 2018 to have
all paired interviews a standard maximum of ten minutes long. This required us to work out how
long each part of the test could take, and in what way teachers could seamlessly keep track of
time. Adding this extra layer of complexity to the interlocutors’ job meant not only extra training
in the July session, but also once again focusing on ways for teachers to improve smoothness of
operation and consistency of scoring. The goal of every standardization session is to improve
teacher ability, confidence and reliability in test administration and grading, so as to make the end
results fairer and more useful for students. Further developments already being looked at include
a wording change for the BEST part 2 cards to both mirror the style of a well-regarded external
examination, and to combat a situation many Japanese students find themselves in when trying
to make questions. Often, when armed with only context and one or two words, students will panic
and think, “I'm not sure of the perfect answer, so I won't say anything!” By changing the prompt
instructions from “When/start work”, to a sentence form such as “Ask your partner what time
they start work”, students have to perform the same task (forming a correct question) but are no
longer constrained by the idea of trying to find one perfect question. Another is the construction
of the BEST specifications themselves. Now that we have experience and video evidence of how
our students will perform in our tests, we can look at adding a Response Attributes section to each
part of the specifications. Response attributes are “a complete and detailed description of the way



in which the student will provide the answer; that is...what will constitute a failure or success”
(Popham, 1978, quoted in Fulcher, G (2013) p. 135). Rather than failure or success, our attributes
will more clearly define the CEFR band performance teachers can expect to see. Also, while the
majority of our students fit the A2 — B1 CEFR bands, there are some students who exceed this
level. To give these students a more accurate assessment of their abilities, and those at the B1
level some idea of what they can aim for, we will be introducing extended rubrics that will show
descriptors for the B1+ and B2 levels, while at the same time keeping the ‘maximum’ points score
level as a 5/B1 so as not to penalize those students at a lower CEFR level. After all, the whole idea
of the new BEST tests is not to help teachers just give an end of semester grade, but to tell
students, as accurately as possible, what they “can do”, reassure them that they can speak English,
and therefore motivate them to study more in the future.
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