COUNCIL  CONSEIL
OF EURDPE  DE L'EURDPE

Language Policy Division
Division des Politiques linguistiques

January 2009

Relating Language Examinations to the Common Europe  an Framework of
Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assess  ment (CEFR)

Further Material on
Maintaining Standards across Languages, Contexts an  d Administrations
by exploiting Teacher Judgment and IRT Scaling

Brian North (Eurocentres / EAQUALS)
Neil Jones (Cambridge Assessment / ALTE)

Language Policy Division, Strasbourg
www.coe.int/lang







Contents

1. Introduction

2. Constructing and Interpreting a M easurement Scale
2.1. Specification
2.2. Pretesting

2.3. Data Collection and Scale Construction
2.4. Scalelnterpretation

2.4.1. Interpreting Cut-offs
3. Building an External Criterion into the Main Design

3.1. CEFR Anchor Items
3.2. Holistic Teacher Assessment

3.2.1. Assessment Instruments
3.2.2. Accuracy of Teacher Ratings

3.2.2.1. Interpretation of the Levels
3.2.2.2. Rating Invisible Skills
3.2.2.3. Lenience and Severity
3.2.2.4. Criterion- and Nor m-referencing
3.2.3. Setting Cut-offs
3.3. DescriptorsasIRT Items
3.3.1. Rating Scale
3.3.2. Teacher Assessment
3.3.3. Self-assessment
3.3.4. Setting Cut-offs
4. Exploiting the CEFR Descriptor Scale Directly
4.1. Benchmarkingwith FACETS
5. A Ranking Approach to Cross L anguage Standard Setting

6. Conclusion

Page 1
Page 2
Page 3
Page 4
Page 4
Page 5
Page 5
Page 6

Page 6
Page 7

Page 11

Page 14
Page 15
Page 16

Page 18






1. Introduction

In setting standards, the issue of their maintemaver time, of their continuity within the devetoental
and operational testing cycle is of course fundaalerit is important to try and relate the settargl
maintainingof standards to such a cycle. It is this area witich this document is essentially concerned.

It also suggests ways of using teacher judgemerdsttstandards, using CEFR-based descriptorsrand/o
assessment criteria to establish a link acrossukeges. The document discusses approaches exploiting
teacher and/or self-assessment to set the actualastls. But the fundamental emphasis is put ondkd to
see standard setting in the context of a scalevefl$, a range of languages, developmental anchibpeal
cycles, and administrations over time. All thesafsoconcern scaling.

It is clear that in relating standard setting te tlevelopmental and operational test cycle, ovee the
emphasis must shift from standard setting to stahei@intaining. This does not mean that standaadse
set once and for all. In developing a new exam ¥ery likely that the first standards set willfrevisional
and uncertain: an iterative cycle of progressiveraximation is the norm. Even when the standargiias
confidence some procedure for longitudinal moniigis necessary. None the less, the emphasis is on
carrying a standard forward, not re-inventing iegyvsession. This implies two things:

» Firstly, relevant approaches are comparative:gdbssion’s test and candidature are compared with
previous tests and candidatures. This may proviifferent focus for human judgment than the
standard setting one.

» Secondly, relatively greater effort can and shdaggaid to the techniques that enable standards to
be carried forward: that is, item banking and szali

The fact that scaling has become an increasingbpitant aid to standard setting is made clear iap®ir 6
of the Manual. Approaches to standard setting wezeented in more or less chronological order deoto
assist the reader in following the introductiorddferent concepts, and the user will have noticedain
trends over time:

a) More recent approaches — Bookmark, Basket, Bodyark — all consider standards in the context of
the relevant proficiency continuum concerned: SIBil rather than A2 or B2”, as opposed to “It is
mastery”/“It isnot mastery”.

b) It has become standard procedure to feed informdtom pretest data to the panel, typically
information on empirical item difficulty (for roundvo) and calculation of the impact the provisional
decisions would have on the percentage of candigetssing (for round three).

c) IRT (Item Response Theory) is often used to pleaas from different (pre)tests onto the same
measurement scale and to allow the cut-offs todberchined once on the item bank scale, rather than
repeated for each new form of the test.

d) The most recent method described (Cito variatiotmeBookmark method) not only encompasses the
above three points, it also asks panellists toguagf the difficulty of the individual items, butetcut-
offsbetween levels on the IRT measurement scale itsedfthus a combination of a panel-based and a
scalar approach.

This document follows up on this trend visible ihapter 6 of the Manual, with the focus on consingct
and using scales in the developmental and opesdtiesting cycle. That is, it places item bankihtha
heart of standard setting.



2. Constructing and I nterpreting a M easurement Scale

Space does not permit a detailed discussion of BiKer (1997) offers a particularly good, simple
introduction, and Section G of the Reference Supele to the Manual describes IRT models in moraildet
Here let us simply review the essential featuremnofRT-based item banking approach, illustrated in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1: ltem Banking in Outline

The approach provides a single measurement scafewlpich we can locate items by their difficultydan
learners by their ability, as well as criteriondé/of performance. The scale is constructed fraqqossibly
very large set of items. The vital thing is that ttems arealibrated(their difficulty estimated) on a single
scale, which is achieved by ensuring that all #sponse data used in calibration is linked up. Tiksige
can be achieved in several ways:

» tests with new material for calibration contain goibems from the bank which are already
calibrated (anchor items);

* aset of tests have common items, so all can lderatdd together;

* two or more different tests are given to the samegof learners.

When the scale has been constructed tests casémlaed using items at the appropriate level dicdity
for a target learner group. This ensures relatiedfigient measurement. The learners’ scores ds tes be
translated into locations on the ability scale. \WWlilearner’s score differs depending on thedliffy of the
test, the learner’s location on the scale is anlabs measure of their ability, with a particulagaming.
That meaning, of course, depends entirely on #rastin the bank. “Ability” and “difficulty” are mutally
defining — they arise in the interaction of leametth test tasks. What the scale measures isgetgci
described by the items and the way they line udifficulty. It is by identifying the features ofsks which
seem to make them more or less difficult that wetbaow light on what exactly is being measured #us
evaluate the validity of the item bank.

The item banking approach greatly facilitates sgtind maintaining standards. Points on the scalestart
off only as numbers, but, like the numbers on antleeneter, their meaning is constant, so that dues e
can develop a shared understanding of the infesegiog actions that they support. Interpreting parémce
on a non-item-banked test is a one-off: no undeditg can be accumulated over time, and the ingeita
uncertainty accompanying judgmental standard sgtt@ver diminishes. With item banking the fact that
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standard can be consistently applied facilitateg@ssively better understanding of what that stechd
means.

Item banking can thus be seen to support stan@#idgin a number of ways:

» Test forms at different levels, and parallel vansiof a test at the same level, can be linked tiraun
overlapping “missing data” data collection design.

» The initial batch of items calibrated can form Hasis of an expanding item bank — still reportiegutts
onto the same scale. Since an item bank has oelgaade, CEFR cut-offs only have to be established
once for the test scale(s) involved.

» Data from objective tests and from teacher or asffessed judgments can be integrated into the same

analysis; this facilitates:

— involving a far larger number of language profesals in the interpretation of the CEFR levels
that set the standards;

— anchoring cut-offs across languages onto the saaite through the descriptors.

* An existing scale — perhaps reporting from a sexfesxaminations at succeeding levels — can béegtla
to the CEFR, without needing to suggest that thel$¢grades reported match up exactly to CEFR
levels. The pass standard for a test might actball{between A2+ and B1; closer to B1 but not quite
B1". A data-based, scalar approach enables thigddme measured exactly and then reported in a
comprehensible way (e.g. A2++), thus preservingrtegrity both of the local standard and of the

CEFR levels as insisted on by the 2007 LanguageyPBbrum (Council of Europe 2007: 14). One must
not forget that, as stated in Manual Chapter leanghasised in the foreword to the CEFR, the CEFR is

a metalanguage provided to encourage reflexiorcamanunication; it is not a harmonisation project
telling people what their objectives should be (G@ouof Europe 2001: xi Note to the User).

The exact approach taken to developing an item bélhepend very much on the starting point, the
purpose and the feasible scope of the project. tinking can be applied to a suite of tests cogaairange
of levels, or to a single test at one level. Thst f these situations is the more challenginghbse of the
need to create good links across levetst{cal links). If there is the possibility of re-usingihs over time
this makes item banking a particularly attractipgéian and enables better calibration. One may &eiisg
from scratch or from existing test material, workinith one skill or several, or even with the aifn o
constructing a framework for several languagesri€@uar constraints may apply. It may be more ssle
feasible to run pretests or set up ad-hoc datacalhs. One may have more or less easy accessito i
response data from live exam administrations. lsewbtechnical support, e.g. with analysis or with
constructing a system to hold the item bank, may.vehese factors can be decisive in determinieg th
exact approach adopted — and indeed the feasibfliy item banking approach at all. Adopting sach
item banking approach may also require changdsetaurrent practice in test development.

However, despite this variation in the design afcdsfic projects, the following four basic steps ameolved
in creating a scale of items linked to the CEFR:

» Specification;

» Pretesting;

» Data Collection and Scale Construction;
e Scale Interpretation.

2.1. Specification

Whether one is working with an existing test oreleping a new one, it is necessary to demonstatethe
test content relates to the CEFR.



The first step is therefore to create a very deda@EFR-related specification of the skill(s) canes at
each level. In so doing, the specification procedwutlined in Manual Chapter 4, and the Conteralysis
Grids there referred to could be useful.

To develop new test material a team needs to leetsel. It is vital to carry out familiarisation and
standardisation training with them as outlined iaridal Chapters 3 and 5 in order to ensure thatghase
the consensus interpretation of the CEFR levetviduals or sub-teams are then assigned to preépsi®
or pools of items targeted at relevant levels incWwhhey have expertise.

2.2. Pretesting

The next step is that sets of items should be gteddeon small, representative samples of candidatbe
appropriate level(s). In practice it may be difftdo develop an item bank as a pure research girojgside
an operational exam cycle. Item banking is diffitaloperationalise in the context of an existing
examination if there is no pretesting in the norteat construction cycle. It may be necessaryttodiuce
such a step if it is not already current practice.

If one exploits pretesting, then of course theeeaanumber of issues that need to be considergid@asssed
in detail in Section 7.2.3 of the Manual. The mastious is the security of items: whether learmgrgaged
in pretesting are likely to see the same itemslineaexam.

2.3. Data Collection and Scale Construction

The next step is to organise the items for init@lbration into a series of linked tests. The nactical
method may be to include an anchor test commofi torens at a given level. More complex links are
possible but may complicate the logistics of datéection.

Cross-level links need particular care, becausgdhe difficult to build into an operational cyckn require
specific organisation. Picking the right targetugyas tricky; because of the possibility of targgterror, it is
better to go for a relatively wide range of abibityd be prepared to reject off-target responseh @ery
high or low facility). Generally vertical linking work better if it can be done subsequently aditrating
items at each level, using items hand-picked ferr thifficulty and statistical performance (fit).

Calibrating a set of items covering a range of lewaight theoretically be done in a single analysis
containing all the response data. However, everrevbessible this process should be undertakecaliti
and iteratively, cleaning the data to ensure thstiplausible result. If this approach is adoptedntthe
safest method is that applied by Cito: anchor ¢ash50% upwards and 50% downwards to its adjdestd
in such a way that every item is an anchor iternepk50% of the items on the highest and on thedbowest
forms.

In practice the analysis and calibration involvedétting up an item bank is more likely to involvaumber
of iterations and extend over a longer period, @mzk integrated into the operational testing cyafe,
course, becomes an ongoing process.

However the data for calibration are collected,lihsic rules for quality control remain the same:

» Try for a sample of candidates reasonably repratieatof the live population.

* Try for an adequate sample size (say, 100 if uiadRasch model).

» Avoid off-target responses, that is, very highaw kscores; remove them from calibration data
where they occur.

* Try to avoid effects that will cause predictabladjie.g. differential effort between an anchor test
and a live test, or time pressure effects that nhatieeitems appear more difficult.

* Where such effects may be present, try to deteah #ind remove them from the calibration data.

» Try to pick anchor items carefully. Good anchorgewveragefit and discrimination indices and
don’t function differentially across major groupsiaerest.
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2.4. Scalelnterpretation

This section relates primarily to the interpretatad a scale covering a range of levels (e.g. A0t it
also has relevance to a scale targeting a sing¢ (e.g. B1, so A2+ to B1+ in practice). The iptetation
is portrayed as a process completed at a singilegsialthough as pointed out above, in practieepfocess
of completing the construction and interpretatiba gcale may well be an extended and also ariitera
business.

The first step in interpreting the scale is to tifgrihe core space taken up on the scale by émsttargeted
at each level — without overlap to items at thet t@xel, comparing items to the specifications éted in
this process. A decision then needs to be takerhase to place the provisional cut-offs within drea of
the overlap. There are different ways of doing #nd ideally decisions should be made in an iteati
process taking account of all three. If the itenesemvell written and well targeted, then thesedhre
perspectives should converge:

» Match each item in the area of overlap to the thatapecifications and CEFR descriptors for the
adjacent levels concerned, to inform judgment.

* Place the cut-point exactly in the middle of therap between the items originally targeted atedéht
levels, as suggested in the discussion of the Badkmethod and Cito variant of it in Manual Secsion
6.8. and 6.9.).

» Set the cut-off within each area of overlap in sachay that the space taken up on the logit sgale b
each level makes sense in proportional terms. iShégvels shouldn’t differ haphazardly in width.

During this process, it is valuable to investigaitel seek explanations for items that are “outliéneh a test
(items designed for one level that have actualgdal in another one). In some cases a mismatcltebatw
text and item(s) may be the cause; in other chsetask may seem reasonable and well calibrateguand
turn out to be an easier or more difficult challemgthe microskill that is still a valid objectie the
adjacent level. A decision needs to be made whéthlezep or discard each such item. Generally spgak
items whose intended difficulty and empirical ditfity differ greatly are suspect.

In this process, the decisions might be taken tigsigner/analyst alone, but there is strength mbrars. It
is possible that a small panel would produce mepeasentative results. Certainly the exact process
followed should be documented and reported.

The reader will have noticed that the procedurerifged in this section has similarities to the kem
descriptor Matching method (Manual Section 6.79 te Bookmark method (Manual Sections 6.8 —9), and
the Cito variant of it (Manual Section 6.9.). Th#eatence is in who determines the level of thenseand
when. As described here, it is the item writers whostruct items to a careful specification, inforgna
quasi-mechanical setting of cut-offs. In standanttirsg procedure such the Item-descriptor Matcheghod
and the Bookmark method it is a panel of judges ddnsomething similar as a post-hoc exercise. th bo
cases one would like to say that some additionareal validation is still highly desirable. Thepexience
of serious language testing operations, who investh effort in the item writing process, is thaillekl item
writers can produce valid tests which are well ¢éed at the intended level. But this alone is precise to
support vertical equating or accurate grading.tkRat one needs an IRT model, scaling and a known
standard (such as a CEFR level).

24.1. Interpreting Cut-offs

The procedure described in Section 2.4. lets oha eet-off on an item bank scale that divideslaardy as
possible the items intended to describe two adjdegals. But this is not yet an appropriate cutfof
saying that a candidate has achieved the levehnflidate at exactly the level of an item — sayfitlseand
easiest B1 item — has just a 50% chance of sucugeatithat item. For each more difficult item the
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probability is even lower. This borderline candalatscore on a test made up of items appearingdestihe
A2/B1 and the B1/B2 cut-offs on the scale woulddtber low — too low to imply achievement of thede
So as explained in Manual Section 6.8., we mustidaan a response probability (RP) which is corrsily
higher than 50% say, 80%- and set the cut-off higher, such that a candidatke cut-off would have an
80% chance of succeeding on the easiest Bl itetina a@asonable score on a test consisting of Bisite

Looked at another way: the A2/B1 cut-off is alse thp end of Level A2. The borderline B1 candidae
not just achieved but fully mastered A2, with af%86hance of succeeding on the most difficult Atnitend
an even higher chance on easier items.

3. Building an External Criterion into the Main Design

Section 2 outlined classic steps necessary to dp\aly scale: (a) define the construct and preppare
items; (b) check them through pretesting; (c) aliata and create a scale, and then (d) intettpgetesult
and set provisional cut-offs. However, one woulild I§te to do more to verify that the CEFR cut-sffo set
are in fact accurate. The obvious method of canrating cut-offs arrived at in this way is to unidée a
cross validation study: i.e. use another standeittthg technique. This could be one of the techesqu
outlined in Manual Chapter 6, or under the headingxternal validationn Manual Section 7.5. — for
example, the worked example given there of usiagter judgments as an external criterion.

A scalar approach offers the possibility of builglsuch external criteria into the data collectiesign itself.
If items from an existing CEFR test/scale are idell or if a candidate-centred approach is adopittd
teacher judgments or even self-assessments, tesa éxternal perspectives can be taken into acaount
setting the initial standards. It is certainly tiegé case that standard setting and external os-m@&lation
need to be separated in time. Integrating the htthe initial data collection is greatly to beasenmended,
since it can ensure that the linking study remaimstrack” throughout and can so avoid the dander o
contradictory result from a conventional exterraidation study.

There are at least three ways in which the extamitgrion can be built into the main project desilj is a
good idea to include more than one approach, sirecenore information for standard setting that lsan
included the better.

 CEFR Anchor Items: Integrate the CEFR illustrative items for the laages concerned into the
data collection test forms.

* Holigtic Teacher Assessment: Involve the teachers of the candidates conceamdng them to
give assessments of CEFR level for the skill(sceomed, guided by training and an appropriate
CEFR-based rating instrument.

» Descriptorsas|tems: Use appropriate individual CEFR descriptors asusep items on a checklist
for teacher assessment and/or for self-assessment.

If teachers are involved in the project in this winen this opens the possibility of holding staddsetting
seminars with some of them (using a method suthas® in Manual Chapter 6) in order to ensurettieat
items for the data collection are indeed well tegdeat the typical range of levels of their student

3.1. CEFR Anchor Items

Including CEFR illustrative test items for the #{l§) concerned is an obvious step to take. It aaddne in
two ways, at different phases of the project. We approaches are not mutually exclusive; an igegect
would include both:

* Pretesting: In pretesting, CEFR illustrative items can beuded in order to check that assumptions
being made about the match between local itemsren@EFR levels are broadly correct, and that
the local items for a level (a) cover a similargarof logits on the scale to the illustrative itesmnsl
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(b) show comparability of means.

» Datacoallection: In the main data collection for an item bankingide. Here, these CEFR
illustrative items could form part of the batchamichors linking adjacent tests, thus helping tanfor
the actual scale. If exploiting a live exam to eotlitem response data for calibration, one muskth
how that CEFR anchor data can be linked in. Onsipility is to require candidates to complete an
anchor test of calibrated items at about the samethey take the live exam; however, a likely
problem is that the anchor test may be taken lE$susly than the live exam, leading to a
predictable bias effect.

Szabo (2007) demonstrates the usefulness of integi@EFR illustrative items. He found that, eveaugh
the CEFR illustrative items available at the timerevfar from perfect from various perspectiveswias able
to exploit them as reference items to demonsthatethere were no significant differences in theeag of
difficulty on the scale covered by the new itemd #re illustrative items.

3.2. Holistic Teacher Assessment

Teachers can be a valuable source of informatiaarms of both collateral information on the caraties
and in terms of contributing assessments onto BieR0evels that can be exploited in setting cus-offi the
measurement scale.

Jones, Ashton and Walker (2007) provide an exawfpeacher ratings playing an important part inisgt
cut-offs and contributing to vertical scale constian, from the English “Asset Languages” projddtis
project reports assessments in terms of gradeCiF&R-based “Languages Ladder”. Teacher ratings wer
collected at two stages:

* Pretesting: At the pretesting stage, with a global ratedigited by reference to English National
Curriculum levels, which are broadly in line withetgrades on the Languages Ladder. These
National Curriculum levels were found to be the triamiliar proficiency levels for primary and
secondary school teachers to use.

At the pretesting stage teachers can give a sigfibal rating of level for each of the candidates.
These ratings corresponded to ability on a prendéfiscale, so that the IRT analysis of pretest data
can be anchored to the scale via the estimateitiatficandidates.

» DataCallection: In the main data collection, with ratings for dising and for readinglicited by
reference to the Languages Ladder/CEFR, usingsruiment drawing on both scales.

When live tests are constructed, the item diffieslanchored in this way can be used to estimate th
ability corresponding to different scores in thett@and hence the score corresponding to each grade
threshold on the scale.

The pre-defined scale is a template which appleddault to all languages and objectively testalliss
(reading, listening) in the Asset Languages franmm&wd represents an expectation of what the ssiadeild
look like, proportionally, when empirically constted. It is related to the common scale which uieter
Cambridge Assessment’s ESOL exams, itself emplyicainstructed and interpretable as showing that
levels emerge as a function of learning effort absglervable learning gains (Jones, Ashton and Walker
2007). Over time an empirical vertical linking skibanable refinement of each scale, but for langsag
where this is yet to be achieved, it is the teactings which effectively anchor the levels.

Asset Languages works with 25 languages definstkdgvels. Aligning such a large number of elersant
a complex framework is beyond the capabilitiesarfventional test-centred approaches to standatidget
In addition, the requirement of internal cohereritcean be argued, is best met by working from alehof
the framework as a whole downwards to the elemsitlsn it, rather than working upwards from unrelat
standard setting decisions concerning individuagleages, levels and items.



As well as being used to help to set the standesaliscussed in this section, holistic assessrbgnts
teachers can also be used in an external validatialy to corroborate cut-offs set by another nettho
North (2000b), for example, reports using teaclodistic assessments of “knowledge of the language
system” and of writing to corroborate provisiorteln banks of grammar and vocabulary items for gffe
languages in the context of an intensive languegemiing course in a country where the languageeraed
is spoken. This method is described in Manual 8e¢i5.3. whilst discussing external validation.

3.2.1. Assessment | nstruments
There are different forms that holistic teacheeasments could take:

a) Holistic Scale: A single holistic judgment answering the questtévhat level is this person,” using
whichever of the CEFR scales and subscales is apgsbpriate, or the simple holistic scale given as
Appendix Table C1 in the Manual. A single item fttes

b) Analytic Grid: A number of judgments in relation to CEFR scategifferent communicative language
activities and aspects of communicative languagmpetence. One could use rating instruments
developed from CEFR scales themselves, or an andlscriptor grid derived from them such as those
in Appendix C to the Manual (Tables €24). This would at least give a “test” of five ax gems. The
result could of course then be averaged to givingles “global result”, matching the single holistic
judgment above.

c) Checklist: Alternately, judgments on checklists of-30 descriptors could be required. Such checklists
were used in the Swiss research project that eddiirthe descriptors and developed the CEFR levels
and nowadays are commonly available in the LanguBiggraphy section of validated European
Language Portfolios (ELP). This approach coulddyi¢ests” of 36-50 items. One way of using the
scores is to allocate a single CEFR rating baseth@notal number of “Can Do” descriptors endorsed.
What percentage endorsement would demonstratevachémt of the level in question? There is no
simple answer to this question. European Languagidios generally adopt 80%. However, provided
the selection of descriptors is reasonably reptatiga, if a learner “can do” what is stated on 6@f6
the descriptors, they could be considered the lemeterned. If they achieve 85%, or 90% then thiey a
probably well into the next level, even though theil not yet have fully mastered it; in other werd
given a checklist for the succeeding level, theyid@robably already say they “can do” many of the
descriptors.

Another way of using such data is to treat eaclergesr as a separate test item, as discussee inetkt
section.
3.2.2. Accuracy of Teacher Ratings
Whichever approach to teacher assessment is usad,(grid or checklist) it is good practice to sigker the
assessment as a test procedure that needs to deatemascertain validity. Aspects to bear in mindlide
the following:
+ whether teachers understand the levels;
» whether teachers are actually able to judge tHks skiquestion;

» whether differences of leniency/severity will atféite standard setting;

» whether teachers assess according to the critgrrrm-reference between stronger and weaker
learners.



3.2.2.1. Interpretation of the Levels

The teachers must be trained as well as possibleally through the Familiarisation and Standartitisa
processes described in Manual Chapters 3 and Sewsystematic training for all teachers involued
the project may be difficult to achieve, as thdatmbration of teachers, who already have more ¢émaugh
to do, is often dependent on their good will. lni&idn, finding dates for training sessions maydifécult —
and some teachers will then inevitably, for onesogaor another, be unable to attend. Distanceingiie.g.
studying the examples on CEFTrain.net) may be plest, but a system to check whether the teachers
actually do their homework will be necessary.

One way of dealing with this problem would be tgfin the data whether teachers completed traming
not, with the option to reduce to a more reliableup of respondents, should difficulties occurhia tata.

3.2.2.2. Rating Invisible Skills

The second issue is whether teachers are actiddly@give accurate judgments on the skills instjoe.
Clearly it is the performance skills of speakingl avriting which are uppermost in our perceptioraof
learner’s level. Reading and listening being meptatesses, only indirectly observable, it is mbatder
even for a teacher who knows their pupils wellate them accurately.

It is predictable that the ratings teachers prosiaieuld be coloured most strongly by the perforraasidglls.
How much of a problem this is for using teacheings is hard to say. It would be no problem atfalle

could count on a population of learners havingla ffrofile” across skills, but individuals, as Weow,

rarely do have a flat profile — they are bettesame skills than others. The assumption of flafilpo(rather
than much higher competence in receptive skills)ldicertainly be a very questionable assumptiamamy
contexts, for example, assessment of English glliNorthern European countries. Grin (1999/2000)
demonstrates that well over 20% of the English U@gg competence of Swiss-German speakers cannot be
accounted for by study, work, relationships or était is just “in the air” — and probably moreibfs

receptive than productive

Thus in eliciting holistic judgments by teacher&eg issue is which skills to focus on:

» the productive skills, speaking and writing;

» “global CEFR level”;

» impression judgments on the candidate’s (invisiblg)ity at the skills under study (listening,
reading, linguistic knowledge).

It is difficult to know in advance whether teachesii be capable of making consistent judgmentsuabo
receptive skills that correlate highly enough wéht scores to be useable. They may instead actied a
global rating coloured more from what they seetoflent performance (in the productive skills) tigare a
genuine rating of the receptive skill(s). Asking &oprofile for each candidate ensures that thehtezaat
least thinks about the issue. The assessmentsheitiighest correlation to the test results coeldhen
actually exploited in the standard setting.

Even if one cannot use ratings of productive skafigroxies for the receptive skills, it seems @dgdea to
collect such data in a project of this kind. Aftdl; the logistical problems with this type of pgof are more
concerned with the scope (number of candidateshéza, administrations, etc.) and the necessary
familiarisation and standardisation training of¢banvolved (item writers, test developers, teachtars).
Adding one or two extra aspects for each teacheatéofor each candidate, so that they give alprofifour
or five aspects, is a small increment logisticédiyteacher and analyst — but could have a paindffe
standard setting.

! By contrast, the French language competence a§sSGerman speakers and the English and German tempeof
Swiss-French speakers are almost entirely expladigetiose four factors in Grin’s data.
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3.2.2.3. Lenience and Severity

Raters are known to vary in strictness. How thenaree feel confident that differences in lenieneyésity
between teachers do not cause large unwantedqgbahts variance? If teachers rate only their owpilgu
there is no way of checking this, although it iss@nable to assume that the effect will averagacnatss
teachers. If teachers can be given the opporttmitsite a number of the same scripts or DVD samites
there is a possibility of using the many-faceteddRanodel as operationalised in the program FACETS
(Linacre 1989; 2008) to detect rater severity ake taccount of it in estimating ability estimatesthe test
takers. This will still not guarantee that the teers overall are on target: the only way to do wuslld be to
use the ratings of one or more authoritative exgeranchor the analysis.

3.2.2.4. Criterion- and Norm-referencing

When teachers are asked to rate a range of ledmirair class, there is a tendency for them tggerate

the differences between their stronger and weaeanérs. They want to give credit to better leariaaid

tend to dislike giving two learners the same gr@addch might be required in strictly following ttoeiteria)
when they can clearly see a difference in the aehnient of the two learners. There was evidenchisf t

with the Swiss teachers involved in the projeatatibrate the CEFR descriptors that was remarksibtjlar

in the two separate data sets for the two yearms.sbhution adopted was to exclude the data froniap@nd
bottom learner from each class (theoretically at2#' and 7%' percentile) and to exclude two more learners
from teachers showing a spread of judgments ma tilio standard deviations from the mean. (North
2000a: 2156).

3.2.3. Setting Cut-offs

The next issue is the question of how such holetgessments of candidate level (one result pelidan,
e.g. “B1") can be related to scores on a test antpan an IRT scale. Classic methods for relatiag
scores to the teacher assessments, the Contréstngs and Borderline Group methods, have alreadn b
discussed in detail in Manual Section 6.5. Thesenmawst useful when relating results from one tesirte
standard, but can also be adapted to relate tegltgao a series of ascending standards, likeClBER
levels.

Displaying data graphically is a good way of exigrwhat they can tell you. The following exampkes
“box plots” to show how scores from a test relateseéveral CEFR levels. Figure 2 is based on aficati
data set, containing the test scores of 750 catedidan a 50 item test. The CEFR level for each idatel
comes from teacher assessment, using three adjavels. These levels are labelled as 1, 2 andryathe
x-a%(is of the figure, but could correspond to A2, B2, for example. The y-axis represents the sconethe
test.

The three graphics depicted represent groups afidates who were rated Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3
respectively by their teachers. The shaded boxesemts the middle 50% of the scores; for Levehésé
central scores range from about 8 to 15 on theées0 iest. The horizontal line across the shaded &lmwn
going through the dot) corresponds to the medi&e. Gpper border of the box shows th& pércentile and
the lower border represents the 25 percentile. Akmwd below the box itself are the so-called “wisk
representing outlying scores. In this case the uppeder of the whiskers corresponds to the higheste,
and the lower border to the lowest score. Sometithes1d' and 98 percentile are displayed, together with
the exact position of the outliers.

The plot is very clear in this case: the test disicrates quite well between the three levels, altjothere
does remain some considerable overlap in the secenebich is not unusual. In order to relate hdlisti
assessments to an IRT scale reported from a tdsbrara series of tests in an item bank reportegplts
onto the same scale, then logistic regression,aggd in Manual Section 6.6.2. is a more appropriat
technique. Most analysis packages have a functionplotting such logistic regression. In the “Asset

2 The section on box plots is taken from the piletsion of the Manual, and was originally writtenNgrman Verhelst.
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Languages” project described above, IRT methode weed to impute pupil abilities from teacher iggin
providing the basis for anchoring item calibraticarsd subsequently generating grades on a pre-define
proficiency scale for each test.
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Figure 2: Box plot

3.3. DescriptorsasIRT Items

When using descriptors on checklists, another ambrds to treat each descriptor as a separatigeestor
teacher and/or self-assessment, as opposed tortingweeores on checklists to a holistic resulsaggested
in Section 3.2.1.(c). The checklist of descriptitmss gives 3650 items, analysed separately.

The exploitation of CEFR descriptors in data cdit@tin this way has the following advantages:

« Data-based standard setting. It enables a large-scale data-based form of catelicentred
analysis; this can be exploited to base the stansktting on a wide consensus of the
interpretation of the levels. This can be seen@maplementary view to that of a standard
setting panel. The claim to empirical validity betCEFR descriptors themselves is based on the
fact that they reflect the consensus of a largead practitioners rather than that of a single
committee.

* Crosslinguistic anchoring. It can provide a means of anchoring different laagges and
regions into a common frame of reference, to thiergxhat we are satisfied that they are
interpreted similarly. In the Asset Languages mipjiearners taking tests in two different
languages provided self-ratings for each languageder to evaluate the potential of this
approach as a way of verifying cross-language algmnts of objective tests. This is an attractive
idea because self-ratings by plurilingual infornsasttould reflect reasonably well their relative
competence in the two languages. The tendencydofidtuals’ self-ratings to vary in terms of
absolute level should thus not be a problem. Thdysteplicates a design previously adopted in
checking standards for the BULATS test across laggs, by exploiting self-assessments for
each language with ALTE “Can Do” statements.

» Cyclical standard setting. Use of descriptor-assessment by teachers andoreles in each
phase of a project (pilot, pretest, data collegtoan encourage a cyclical approach to standard
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setting, focusing on the issue from different asdjedgmental/data-based) that can ensure a
successful project that stays “on track”.

The potential weakness is that showing correlatipitself does not actuallyuild a validity argument. Such
a correlation between test scores and ratings matedemonstrate construct validity. Such a cori@hat
could, in theory, be due primarily to a differeonstruct (e.g. age). Hypothetically speaking, iuido
therefore in fact be possible to “relate” mathsstdésr 8-14 year olds to the CEFR levels in this way —
through the construct “age” rather than “commurieatanguage competences”. This means that a strong
specification argument must be built, following v@cedures such as those outlined in Manual Chépte
before undertaking standard setting using desecepBRut self-ratings can themselves also be a biduaol
for construction validation. For example, Ashtof(8) used self-ratings by AB1 secondary school
readers of German, Japanese and Urdu in a mixdubageapproach that compared their perception of the
construct of reading at each level. The analyaslyced interesting evidence of similarities anéed#nces
across languages and proficiency levels.

3.3.1. Rating Scale

The descriptor-items can be scored with a binary/Ne or with a rating scale<€@, 0-3 or 0-4). For
example, the scale used in the Swiss CEFR respavfgtt was:

0 1 2 3 4
Describesa Yes, Yes, Yes, Clearly
level beyond infavourable  in normal evenin better

his/her circumstances circumstances difficult than this
capabilities circumstances

For speaking, this was elaborated in instructiecfbows:

© This describes a level which is definitddgyondhis/her capabilities. Couldbt be expected to perform
like this.

Could be expected to perform like this provideat ttircumstances are favourable, for example shee/
has some time to think about what to say, or thelocutor is tolerant and prepared to help out.
Could be expected to perform like this without s in normal circumstances.

Could be expected to perform like this even ifidift circumstances, for example when in a suipgs
situation or when talking to a less co-operativeriocutor.

This describes a performance whiclelsarly belowhis/her level. Could perform better than this.

® 0 o

3.3.2. Teacher Assessment

In pursuing such an approach, it is important aatdmand more of teachers than they can providéngs
teacher to complete a 0-4 rating scale for eaclm‘@a’ descriptor on a 50 item questionnaire forrgve
pupil in a class of 30 is probably not realisticlarill at best produce poor data.

The approach used by the Asset Languages projectorask teachers to complete a questionnaire for a
“good”, “average” and “weak” pupil in their clasmd also to provide a ranking of the pupils showiigre
they fell in this classification. A similar apprdawas used in the Swiss project: teachers ranletbéiners
in each of two classes and then selected five éeaifinom each class: the median learner; the |lemaig¢he

25" and 7% percentile, and the learners at the mid-point betwthe median learner and those two learners.
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3.3.3. Self-assessment

Self-assessments with checklists of descriptore lb@en previously used to relate tests to profigiescales
(TOEIC/TOEFL: Boldt et al 1992; Wilson 1989, 192901; ALTE: Jones 2002). Checklists could be made
with CEFR or ELP descriptors. The advantage ofqi§iIEFR descriptors is that they are largely based o
descriptor-items which have been calibrated. Tladesaf descriptors with calibrations from the Swiss
project is given in the appendix to North (2000a).

Opinions vary about the reliability of self-asseesinn a standard setting project; however, manjepts
have used self-assessment data in this way. Tlepnaf there is one is not with the calibrationtioé
descriptors, because candidates tend to percesirerdative difficulty in similar ways. The diffidty
parameters of descriptors estimated from teaclsesament and self-assessment therefore will shogha
correlation. As an example, in the CEFR researofept the correlation between the scale valuekef t
descriptors derived independently from teacherssssent and from self-assessment correlated 0.88. It
candidates’ assessment of their own proficiencyithi@ss reliable: they tend to over- or undeinaste
themselves.

It has often been observed that low-level leartemd to over-estimate themselves, while high-lés@iners
tend to under-estimate. Intuitively pleasing explions can be given: low level learners are elatigd what
they do know, and don't realise how much therdilists learn; high-level learners by contrast haeene to
realise that there is always more to learn. Acyualk not necessary to appeal to such theoriexptain
what we observe. Self-assessment is inherently-prome, and both groups will tend to err in on@clion:
upwards in the case of low-level learners and doavdw/in the case of high-level learners. It isedmtable
complicating factor in interpreting such data.

Despite the individual variation in the self-ratinfpr the reasons discussed above, Jones (200#}ingpon
the ALTE“Can Do” Project found a strong correlation betwselfirrating and the proficiency level reported
by Cambridge ESOL exam results, when data werepgiby exam. Four hundred and seventy-eight self-
ratings on ALTE “Can Do” descriptors and on a sabed particularly stable CEFR descriptors for &spe

of Fluency were linked to exam grades in ESOL exaweas five levels.

Figure 3 shows the mean self-rating of candidatesped by the exam grade which they achieved. Such
data appear to enable quite detailed interpretagioggesting for example that an ‘A’ grade at FCE
corresponds approximately td@” pass at the next level up (a relation corroleatddy other evidence).

Where there are doubts about the absolute levadlbhssessment data, it can best be anchored by
comparing it with teacher ratings.

=1 Can-dos
|| o Fluency
Linear (Can-dos)

= = = =Linear (Fluency) . 1=l

Mean self-rating (logits)

P P M C B A C B A C B A
KET KET PET PET FCE FCE FCE CAE CAE CAE CPE CPE CPE

Figure 3: Mean Self-ratings by Exam Grade (ALTE “Ca  n Do” Project)
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3.3.4. Setting Cut-offs

Apart from summing results into a single result giwing a holistic rating of CEFR level as discutsséove
in Section 3.2.1.(c), there are at least three wayshich data from teacher and/or self-assessnients
relation to checklists of CEFR “Can Do” descriptoas be exploited in an IRT analysis of data frasthb
objectively scored test items and subjectively sdatescriptors, in order to set standards (= dsthdtween
levels) on the theta scale produced from the aizalys

a) The position at which the descriptors for differ@EFR levels are placed on the scale can be used to
make decisions about where one level stops andekidevel starts. This approach relies upon
easily seeing what level the CEFR descriptorskwethis purpose, it would be a good idea to code
the descriptors for the analysis is such a wayttietevel is clearly visible. For example, an A2
descriptor: Can get simple information about travehight be coded A2-Travinfd. The coded
descriptors will then indicate visually the rangetbe scale covered by the descriptors for each
CEFR level.

The approach taken by the analyst — or panel s@taof assisted variation of the Bookmark
method described in Manual Section 6.8; therenmplsi strong guidance for deciding where to put
the bookmark. However, there may well be some apdoetween descriptors for different levels.
Judgment will therefore be necessary in order tideethe exact cut-off. This involves balancing the
factors outlined in Section 2.4.

b) The position at which the descriptors for differ@EFR levels are placed on the scale can be used
as an additional step in a panel-based standamdgsptocedure, as a form of external validation.

This approach is described in Manual Section 225uhilst discussing external validation, with the
Cito variation of the Bookmark method as an example

c) The CEFR research project descriptors can be osexploit directly the cut-offs on the
measurement scale underlying the CEFR descrip&besdn this way, cut-offs are linked rather
than items.

This approach is discussed below in Section 4.

4. Exploiting the CEFR Descriptor Scale Directly

If CEFR descriptors are used as separate itemsarfiofRT analysis, then there is the possibility of
transforming the result of the teacher or self-sssents obtained in the new study into difficuléyues on
the same scale as the original CEFR research study.

One advantage of this approach is that the descsiptlected for judgment can, at least in priegipe an
arbitrary subset of the original ones. Howevethis regard it is worth noting that North (200068270)
divided the CEFR research scale descriptors imaethlasses: (a) normal descriptors; (b) those isigow
some variability (differential item functioning) @rfc) those showing very good model fit and noatioin
by context (target language, language of use, ¢idneh sector, language region). This subset wabed
“excellent items” with the suggestion that they htige suitable as anchor items for future projéeltese
“excellent items” mostly describe aspects of comirative fluency. It was this subset that Jones 2200
used in the ALTE “Can Do” Project, reported in $&tt3.3.1. above.

If CEFR descriptors and test items from the exationaunder study for the same candidates are both
included in the data collection, then the diffigultalues estimated for the test items can be lirtkeolugh
the difficulty values for the descriptors to thenea— CEFR-based — scale.

The new scale could be anchored to the scale fneroriginal CEFR research study in several ways.

* Through descriptor difficulty values:
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— by anchoring descriptor-items to their difficultylues in the original study (North 2000a:
358-415);

— by running an independent, unanchored IRT analysighen equating the new scale and the
original CEFR research scale from the relative gataent of the CEFR descriptors on the two
scales.

e Through cut-offs:

- by directly anchoring the scale steps to the chtpoiints from the original study (North
2000a: 274), shown in Table 1.

David (2007) gives an example of exploiting botl #ery stable subset of CEFR descriptors (“excellen
items”) and the CEFR research scale cut-offs. iyghoject, teacher assessments in relation teghef
CEFR descriptors were used in order to help idgwtt-offs for B1, B2 and C1 on the logit scaleagpd
by the local test. In effect, David was able to teelocation of the CEFR descriptors on his negit Iscale
to translate the logit cut-offs on the CEFR redeaale into logits on the scale from the localysis of
test items and descriptors. Scale steps were tighoeed to these new, local CEFR cut-offs — creaditest
scale that reported onto CEFR levels. In this mititds not the items or the tasks that were lihtethe
CEFR levels — but the cut-offs themselves.

In this context we should also point out possibitebfems of translating one scale to another. Legjiies
arenot a unit of measurement that can be transferredrattoally from one context to another; they are the
product of a particular approach to data collectiod scale construction. There is no reason toctxpat a
logit scale produced by anchoring together setiatd from teacher assessments in relation to essefi
checklists of descriptors using apartial credit scale (the CEFR scale researcjegovould have the
same scale properties (e.g. proportional distarteden levels, overall length of scale) as a ualduced
by an IRT analysis of a suite of vertically linkeljectively marked listening tests. The relatiopghiay not
be linear. On the CEFR research scale, for exaraplehown in Table 1, C1 and C2 are each half ds as
the other levels, when their “plus levels” are un#d. This phenomenon was also observed in theraadn
of the ALTE “Can Do” scale, and may be connecteithwhe difficulty of writing “Can Do” descriptorg a
the C levels. The same might not be observed wittake produced from data from objectively scoestst
of the receptive skills. The Cambridge ESOL comrscale, constructed empirically from objective
response data, in fact shows levels decreasindist@asize as they ascend. This reflects the tlaat
learning gains decrease proportionally over tirhe:lbnger you learn, the less difference it makes.

Table 1: Logit Cut-off Scores of CEFR Levels and  “Plus” Levels

Levels Cut-off Range on logit scale

C2 3.90
C1l 2.80 1.10
B2+ 1.74 1.06
B2 0.72 1.02
Bl+ -0.26 0.98
Bl -1.23 0.97
A2+ -2.21 0.98
A2 -3.23 1.02
Al -4.29 1.06
Tourist -5.39 1.10

4.1. Benchmarkingwith FACETS

One further way of exploiting the descriptors anel $cale cut-offs from the CEFR research projestems
the benchmarking of performance samples rathergteardard setting for objectively scored test items
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As previously mentioned, an analysis with the paogFACETS (Linacre 2008) provides the possibility o
taking into account variation in severity amongsiges in order to give a fair rating for a candid@tinacre
1989), complete with fit statistics and standardrst The data for the FACETS analysis will prolyadsme
from a rating seminar in which a number of expprts/ide global ratings and possibly analytic ragimg a
range of criteria. Manual Section 5.7. recommehdsuse of Manual Table C2 (CEFR Table 3) or Manual
Table C4 (for writing) as the criteria grid for assing the CEFR level of spoken or written sampfes
performance respectively at such seminars. Pahegburpose of such seminars is to achieve a censen
through discussion of cases. For the purposesatysia however it is very important to collect ipgadent
ratingsbeforeany discussion. Such ratings give a better viethefperformance of raters and of how the
criteria are applied. The calibration to CEFR levérough independent judgments with FACETS can the
be compared to the consensus reached by the gteraliacussion. Samples that have good modet fitré
not confusing), on which a high consensus was ezhamd for which the CEFR level from both FACETS
analysis and consensus after discussion are vesg,atan then be selected as good illustrative lssmp

If the descriptor grids mentioned above (Manuallgsi€2 or C4) are used as rating criteria — orraghies
derived from CEFR descriptors — then the threshioéde/een the bands on the scale (the scale si@ps)ec
anchored to the cut-points on the logit scale ftbenCEFR descriptor research scale given in TabRTL
ability estimates can then be calculated on theedagit scale as the CEFR descriptors. Howevehifm
situation, the caveat about translating one scaémother still holds. Anchoring to the CEFR reskacale
will make the scale steps look very even; it wdugdmportant to verify whether the unanchored scale
shows such clear definition. Poor agreement betweagens, different approaches to using the plusléewr
simply the particular distribution of samples fating, may produce a much less well-defined scaie
should study such effects before anchoring thenobexkistence.

This FACETS approach was used experimentally aL#9¥ Fribourg conference at the end of the Swiss
CEFR/ELP research project, implemented in the iimgtrnational CEFR benchmarking seminar (Jones
2005; Lepage and North 2005a, 2005b, and repeathe iseries of such events for different langudgeais
have followed, as well as at the Cross-languagetbearking seminar at Sevres in 2008 (Breton, Jones,
Laplannes, Lepage and North, forthcoming).

5. A Ranking Approach to Cross L anguage Standard Setting

Users of the pilot version of the Manual and oftibalkit of CEFR illustrative materials for diffene
languages have sometimes questioned the compgralbiiamples provided for particular languages,
purportedly at the same level. There are sevegélrigte reasons why examples that are suppodee tioe
same level do not appear to be comparable:

» candidates can be the same global level althowghhtave very different detailed profiles;

» candidates may show aspects of different const(adigdts/teenagers; foreign language learner/
immigrant, etc.);

» the decision on level is a deduction about proficieon the limited evidence provided by the
sample; if the tasks being performed are very difig direct comparison between the candidates
becomes difficult.

On the other hand, there is the question of whetteeorganisations providing these samples reallgale
a common understanding of the CEFR. Are they warkithin the same frame of reference or to a local
interpretation of it? No amount of CEFR familiatisa and standardisation, or estimation of indickes
consistency and agreement, will prove that a ggreap of experts judging the level for a given laage
are not bringing their own culturally determinetenpretation to the task. In fact, why would we estp
them not to?

One way of dealing with the issue is to use ploglial raters to rate two or more languages as sigechin

Manual Section 6.10.3. and as put into practidgbetCross-language benchmarking seminar in Sénres i
June 2008; at the seminar itself, plurilingual raf@st rated a number of samples for English Erahch
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and then split into subgroups, all rating “ancheaimples for English or French, but going on to caber
samples for a third language (German, Spanishtatidn respectively).

The use of candidate-centred approaches with teaaigments in relation to CEFR descriptors, ushese
judgments to anchor the languages to the samewaaléiscussed in Section 3.2. and Section 4.

Another way of addressing the issue is a rankimgaarh that exploits the truism that all evaluation
involves comparison. Behind every standard theeerisrm and setting a standard involves comparing a
performance or an item to an internalised norm. dproach put forward in this Manual stresses
comparisons which are mediated by the CEFR illtisgalescriptors. But every attempt to link a laage
performance or a test to the CEFR is still an impomparison with other language performancescher
tests.

The paired comparison method (Thurstone 1927)3edan the idea that the further apart two objaeon
a latent trait, the greater the probability of @fichem “winning” a comparison. The problem witleth
approach is the repetition and sheer number oéggirdgments required. Bramley (2005) offers airank
approach, where more than two objects are compaseithus an attractive practical alternative.déaof
judges rank a set of 10 samples, so that each eagatd a “score” of 1 to 10 reflecting their ramkithese
data can be used not simply to agree a correctaratd, but also to find the relative location atk subject
on a Rasch model measurement scale.

A first application of ranking to cross-languagengarison took place in the context of the Crosspiage
benchmarking seminar held at Sévres in June 20@8.tB the conference ranking data were colleéteoh
the participants on a larger number of samples toafd be studied at the actual seminar, usingaiaity
developed web-based platform which allowed thewidw samples and record their ranking by dragging
samples to re-order them in a list. The allocatibsamples for the ranking exercise was such asgare
that each judge rated in two languages, and tleat tivas linkage in the data across all samples and
languages.

Sevres June 2008: Ratings & ranks (all cases)

¢ non-sig

10l00 | = sig
Linear (non-sig)
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Figure 4: Ranking and Rating Compared (Sevres June  2008)
Figure 4 compares the abilities estimated fromireggk(collected on the website before the semiziad)

ratings (at the seminar) for the set of samplesnsitdd to both procedures. The lighter square®ateomes
which are significantly more discrepant than measiant error would allow. Clearly there are some
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significant differences in the outcomes, but gittes fact that the ranking exercise took place lecfoe
conference, and was done individually on-line withguidance, discussion or familiarisation with the
procedure — plus an element on confusion in thteuotions — this is not surprising. The correlati@iween
the two sets of data is still high at 0.94 foraaes. This first study thus makes the rankingagmbr look
very promising.

Ranking is potentially an extremely useful techeidpecause outcomes are not dependent on the
understanding of the CEFR levels, though cleantgrtains critical that judges should understandtsas
and criteria on which they are to compare perforeanit opens up the possibility of constructidipla to
the CEFR without a standard setting seminar.

It also suggests a way of expanding the set afsitative samples” from the more commonly taught
languages investigated at the Sévres seminar @ndlrench, German, Spanish, Italian) to lessghtau
languages, whilst preserving cross-language corbpilyalLet us assume that as a result of such
multilingual rating conferences we arrive at arhatitative set of samples for widely learned largpsa
One or more of these languages can then be ughd benchmarks for a ranking exercise vis-a-vis a
different language. The cut-offs for the benchmads be applied directly to this language and rhase
the same interpretation. A standard error for sutihking can be estimated (though this is work in
progress), enabling us to state with confidence acsurate the outcome is — something which is not
possible with standard setting focused on a silagiguage. Cross-language comparison thus is nglysim
an area for bodies with an explicit interest in tilingual testing. It offers a promising approadtgeneral
applicability to any linking exercise.

As with all other benchmarking and standard setipgroaches we feel on firmer ground with the
performance skills, where judgment is applied togas of observable behaviour rather than to tests.
There remains the issue of whether a comparatigeoaph can be made to work for this case too.ttues
that judges have been found to be not very goedtahating the relative difficulty of test itemsrice the
practice in some standard setting methods of prayithe item difficulties to them. But a procedemild
be devised in which judges would rank items foingle language as well as across two languages. The
cross-language comparison could be done in vaviays, with knowledge of the relative difficulties o
none, or one, or both of the item sets. Outcomakidme correlated with item calibrations from erngat
data to derive indices of probable accuracy wiipeet to the single-language and by extensiongtanbss-
language case. This is an area waiting to be exgblor

6. Conclusion

By focusing on the use of scaling techniques ad ibanking this document has given more emphasigeto
location of standard setting and standard maintgiimi an operational testing cycle. Having recotiose
stable measurement scales facilitates the settiddiae adjustment of standards, and enables ashieve
continuity and consistency in applying them overdi It is certainly not a short cut; a data-baseddate-
centred approach requires training large numbetsaahers rather than the members of a small panel.
Nevertheless, it does open the prospect of taigefiiort most productively. The fundamental chaijerfior
language testers is to write good items. Skilledhitvriters take years to train, but the effortiptd
developing that skill and judgment is effort wadesit. So is effort put into implementing an openaail item
banking approach, which will greatly lessen thedhiee applying judgment in carrying a standard fargy
over time. Such an approach, however, pre-supptagive Familiarisation, Specification and
Standardisation training of the development teamudlned in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of the Manual.

In this document we have also tried to show wayasliith an external criterion can be integrated aito

stages of a linking project. The link to the ex#dreriterion is the crux of a linking project, deetmore that
it can be integrated into the project, the gretiterchances of an effective outcome.
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Users of this document may wish to consider:

* how they might exploit the CEFR illustrative itefmsthe skill(s) in question during pretesting

» whether they are more concerned with linking ongigalar standard reported by a test pass (suggests
a panel approach) or whether they are concerndihtoa range of standards for a series of tests at
different proficiency levels (suggests consideratba scalar approach)

* how they address the issue of cross-language stersating

» whether to include teachers in their project, wivatestandard setting approach is taken

» whether they have the required expertise to conauletta-based, candidate-centred IRT standard
setting study, or whether they could obtain sugiedise externally

» whether the test(s) under study have demonstragedfigiently clear content relationship to the GEF
through completion of the specification procedureslanual Chapter 4, for standard setting through
such a study to have acceptable validity

» whether there is a pool of teachers available witsufficient awareness of the CEFR as a startirigtpg
for it to be feasible to give them the detailedrtireg (Familiarisation; Standardisation Training)
necessary for them to give valid CEFR assessniaattsduld be incorporated in the study

» whether checklists from European Language Portsdiothe context concerned could be used in su¢h a
study (i.e. is the ELP in question a validated arae) the ELP descriptors all really be related baak
the original CEFR descriptors or should the bankwasw.coe.int/portfolidoe consulted for
alternatives?

» whether other assessment grids could be adapted feay.) CEFR Table 3, Manual Tables-@2y
selecting relevant levels and categories
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