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GIVING LESLLA LEARNERS A FAIR CHANCE IN TESTING

CECILIE HAMNES CARLSEN
Skills Norway/Kompetanse Norge

ABSTRACT: LESLLA learners have two specific challenges, which both affect their
results on language tests: their lack of general literacy on the one hand, and their lack
of test literacy on the other. Both challenges need to be taken into account when large-
scale language test developers design their tests in order to give LESLLA learners a fair
chance to show their language abilities. This paper shows how Skills Norway (Kompetanse
Norge) has worked to construct a standardized language test that gives this group of
learners a fair chance. The results presented in this paper show that despite some room
for improvement, we are on the right track towards a fair test for this group of learners.
A main point of the paper is that in order to construct a fair test for LESLLA learners,
collaboration between test developers and LESLLA teachers and researchers is necessary.

KEYWORDS: standardized tests, LESLLA learners, fairness, justice, test literacy.

1. INTRODUCTION

LESLLA Jeamers have long been part of the immigrant population, but until recently,
they have not formed a significant part of the population who take large scale, stand-
ardized tests. The past five to ten years, however, this has begun to change and it has
become increasingly common for policy makers to set formal language requirements
for citizenship and permanent residency, as well as for entrance to the labour market
(Extramina et al., 2014). This is the case in Norway as well as the rest of Europe and
beyond. Such requirements apply to all immigrants, LESLLA learners included. Adult
1,2-learners with little or no prior schooling and limited, literacy skills, have some specific
challenges when it comes to learning a second language (e.g. Tarone et al., 2009} as
well as when it comes to performing well on language tests (Allemana, 2013; Carlsen
et al,, 2013). The focus of this paper, is to show how test developers at Skills Norway
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(Kompetanse Norge), are working in order to give LESLLA learners a fair chance in

testing by taking this group and inte account when planning and developing the test of
Norwegian for adult immigrants,

2. JUSTICE AND FAIRNESS IN LANGUAGE TESTING

As language testers, we develop tests that have a great impact on the lives and op-
portunities of certain members of society. However, language testers do not usually
make the political decision that a test be introduced or decide who has to take it, what
function the test will have in society, and how the results will be used and by whom,
Integration policymakers, education policymakers, or even employers, make the choices
that decide the impact of the tests we make.

Samuel Messick’s definition of validity has been highly influential in language testing
and assessment since it was first introduced in 1989. Its innovation was its focus on the
social consequences of test scores, and its emphasis that validation studies should not
limit themselves to investigations of whether or not a test measures what it is supposed
to measure, but encompass the interpretation and use of test results. Despite the obvious
advantages of including test use and consequences in the definition of validity, it places
an enormous responsibility on the shoulders of language test developer. No matter how
much we may want our tests to be door openers for those who take them, no matter
what we may think about the use of language tests for citizenship or for permanent
residence, these are decisions that are out of our hands,

In light of this, I find McNamara and Ryan’s distinction between justice and fairness
in language testing extremely useful. In their terms, justice is a matter of social and

political values of test constructs, and it has to do with the way others choose to use
the tests or the scores of tests:

Questions of the justice of tests include considerations of the consequential basis of test
score interpretation and use but aiso, and particularly, the social and political values im-
plicit in test construct {McNamara & Ryan, 2011: 167).

Justice questions regard matters such as whether or not it is Jjust to use language tests
for university admission, whether or not it is Jjust to use language tests as gate-keepers
to certain professions or to the labour market in general and whether or not it is Just
to set language requirements for citizenship, for permanent residency, for family reuni-
fication, er for entrance to the host country. Similarly, justice applies to whether it is
Just or not to set such requirements for all immigrants, the low-educated and refugees.

Fairness, however, has to do with ensuring that all candidates have an equal op-
portunity to demonstrate their skills, in this case, language skills. It has to do with the
absence of bias, i.e. of systematic discrimination of certain groups for reasons other
than differences in the skill being measured (Kunnan, 2007; Shaw & Imam, 2013). If a
language test favours people with certain professions, one gender over the other, people
from western societies over people from other parts of the world etc., the test is unfair.
Important fairness questions are for instance whether the test measures language ability in
a stable and reliable way, whether test developers provide sufficient preparatory material
for candidates to know what is expected of them, whether test scores are communicated
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in an understandable way to all users, i.e. to learners, teachers, emplo%fersdan:lt ;):ci;ﬁy
makers, thereby preventing the misuse of tht scores due to a 1a<?k (;1 " under ne lgt
of what the scores mean. It is uncontroversial to claim, as we do in t is ptalpe_r,lds .
is the responsibility of language test developers to guarantee that thelr.tesb_yl(_lteies an
results, is not biased and gives everybody an equal chance o show their abilities,
herein lies the focus of this paper.

3. LESLLA LEARNERS’ DOUBLE CHALLENGE

Several studies have shown that LESLLA leame‘rs perform significantly wgrslt? o:t
verbal tests than test takers with more schooling (K}m et al., 2014). (l)strosky: l;)c;(s o
al. (1998) and Allemano (2013), among others, claim that' ]'.'ESLLA.l?an;e{S ack
success on verbal tests is a consequence, not only of.' a d(‘aﬁmF in the ability esln% > al,
but also of a lack of experience with the testing 51t.uat1c3n 1tse1f.‘ Qstrosky-b? 1st L .
argue that “[...] testing itself represents a nonsense situation that 1111_teratc;1 S];] _]facezhoei/l
find surprising and absurd” (Ostrosky-Solis et al.' 1998: _657), a claim w! t1c fli gehoed
by Allemano (2013: 67) who says that “[a] 'major barrier to 'flsse'ssdn.len dothat gWhen
readers seems to be the examination process itself”. These studies in 1cat(;3t tal,(e hen
developing a language test which is fair fo;r LESLLA learner.s, we nee | ok e into
account their double challenge in testing: their la.ick of general’ llter‘acy, ie. lac C of react
ing and writing skills' on the one hand, and their lack of testing }1teracy, 1.e.th i ac
of test experience and test strategies, often referred to as test- w1seness_,uon e ccoré-

The degree of test literacy necessary to perform a certain test task, w1h vary l-f‘j coore-
ing to the kind of task you are asked to perform: task.tyges range fr()[{l lt1 ose W h are
similar to tasks one would perform in so-called “real-life”, to those.whw recgm}‘{e aearfh
degree of prior test taking experience in order to understanfl what is expecte ._thes;re o
results showing which tasks LESLLA learners have particular problems gvi L,ESLLA
great value to language test developers. For example, research_has shown 111 al "
learners have limited metalinguistic awareness ?fz%}a(;na]gl%fgs gdug; 2&3(;02 T

nage (Homer, 2009; Kurvers et al. , s ; ,
ge()a(;gfels{;):dlaggal.lg98(6). Connected to this is their. poor recog_nmon of pseud(;};g:ls
(Kosmidis et al., 2004; Tarone, 2010). Knowing this, it is obvious t.hat .mgre arti _ns;
inauthentic tasks like cloze tests, C-tests or nonsense-word tests, dlsc_:rl‘mmate a%il'fe-
LESLLA learners. On the other hand, it should 1'3e noted that authenticity or 1;‘ea - 1lled
likeness, does not guarantee that a test task is su1tcable_ for LESLLA learllzerts. . (;;;:S o
integrated tests, where candidates listen to an audio ch}?, read a text, loo' }zlihpl‘: ures or
graphs, and reply in writingy are popular because of their resemblz_mce. vvlltl . 0 wouse
language outside the test situation. Here too we need to be cau.tlous,.. w l;e'n;img1 e
tests may work well for advanced learners, for instance as a unlver51£yLaA Ilms on 1o ;
we could argue that it is highly inappropriate as a_task type t_"o_r 1LES A lear ors .2
high stakes test. This is because their lack of reading and writing experience w

1. In this paper, I build on Tarone et al.’s (2009) definition of literacy as alphabetic print
literacy.
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such a test, make it impossible fi
: s ; or them to show their com i i
will return to this point later in this paper. petence fm oral siills We

4. TEACHING AND TESTING OF NORWEGIAN TO ADULT IMMIGRANTS

thelggzr;vsa‘):eifilsg;es, ab.}sylu;n seekers, and those in the family-reunification program have
€ obligation, to follow courses of Norwegi i
(KOS). The courses consist of 550 ho T s ST e ofsacity
( urs of language, and 50 hours of KO is gi
in 2 language the learners understand, Co , y e oo given
. Courses are free of charge. After th ici
pants take a compulsory language test as well Tk estis develont in 38
inis t as a KOS-test; the KOS-test is d i
minority languages (Vox, 2012). Adult immi ivided i ey
U X, . grants are divided into three diffi i
tracks depending on their de i i i ks ave Gt
gree of prior schooling or education. Th i
speeds and different learning goals. Track 3 i i 2 mediam oo lone e Scrent
. is for those with a medi i
background. The courses are intensive i b Qo s poveatone]
' and the aims are relatively high (level B1 in b
- - . th
and written skills). Track 2 has medium progression and somewhat lower learning aimso(les;?s[

A2 or Bl in both oral and written skill i
. _ s). Track 1 is for low-ed
lated in the curriculum, this is a heterogeneous group: rredicted leamers, and as formu-

:;ack 1 IlS. tailored to participants with little or no prior schooling, some of whom will
ve no literacy skills, while others will be abl .

" . ¢ to read, but have little experience i
using the written language as a tool for learning [...]. (Vox, 2012: 8, own traislationc) "

Ch:r‘g;ckp rl(;;z:z?;,.or lLESLL},IA learners, can get up to 3000 hours of tuition free of
arge, 1s slower than in the other tracks, and learni i
skills are lower (A1 or A2 in writt i ile th e s 30 for ey 3om
the oral kils (A2 o1 81 en skilis), while they are the same as for Track 2 in
The Test of Norwegian for adult immigrants (Norskpraven for voksne innvandrere

h .
ercafter Norskpraven), is based on the Curriculum of Norwegian for adult immigrants

(Vox, 2012) and on the Common E
(hereatir CBF, Cof. 3000, uropean Framework of Reference for Languages

and it measures at levels Bel
@ ' ) 1su elow Al, Al, A2, Bl
tecsa:skp:;a-zen is a standardized test, administered twice a yeat, and has arounda;(;i (])3020
st <s:an a]l( _ate§ per year. It measures the four language skills: listening, reading, writin
and ﬁte mgdm four separate tests. The tests of listening, reading, and writin’g are Olgl
Gxaspz()%r(’) an t}?e tests of listening and reading are partly adaptive (van der Linden &
a2 w)itl}l: tt at the; ;:}(l)ncept that all learners, regardless of their level of proficiency;
Items at the same level, but dependin h ’
first items, they will get a te ilored P S arofeianey, Tras enorm on the
N st tailored to their level of profici i
loarmons wy ey will proficiency. This way, LESLLA
g to face tasks that are beyond thei
takers will not bove o oereer eir reach, and advanced level test
. too many low-level tasks, which the
. ‘ ) 'y may find dull
;;rztr\;apt.t"['h; oral test is a paired format test where two candidates talkyto each ot?'jne(ri
candid:r; aarl]sd ;,n a:d al.one in 3thers, to avoid an asymmetrical conversation between a
xaminer, and at the same time ensure that all i
to show their abilities. Their oral i Toually by ey epenance
1 . performance is scored locally by trai
cording to a common rating gri i i s ore seored ool
_ grid, while the written perform
Since its introduction, Norsk; e more hishaahon o
i s proven has gradually become more high
. -stakes: Nor-
weglan tests have been compulsory following Norwegian courses sincf autumn 20 f;

CECILIE HAMNES CARLSEN §

GIVING LESLLA LEARNERS A FAIR CHANCE IN TESTING 139

but for a while, there were no sanctions if one did not manage a certain level on the
test. This changed in 2015 when the government, consisting of the Conservative party
and the right-wing Progress Party, introduced a series of restrictions with the purpose
of “[...] making it less attractive to apply for asylum in Norway” (Regjeringen 2015).
From January 2017, immigranis who want to apply for Norwegian citizenship, LESLLA
learners and others, have to prove a certain level of oral Norwegian as well as pass-
ing the KOS-test, in Norwegian. Similar requirements have been agreed for permanent
residency and family reunification, but with a lower level requirement in Norwegian
and a KOS-test in one of the 28 minority language versions of the test.

5. TAKING LESLLA LEARNERS INTO ACCOUNT IN TEST DEVELOPMENT

Making a standardized test for adult immigrants, which takes LESLLA leamers into
account, was a new experience for the test developers in Skills Norway. Before 2013,
we only had a test measuring language from level A2 and above, and LESLLA learners
only took a test if they wanted to or if their teachers considered it likely that they were
at an A2-level in all four skills, which was a prerequisite in order to pass the test. When
the test was made compulsory in September 2013, we knew we needed to make some
changes for the test to be fair for all test takers, including the new candidate group of
low-educated learners. Given our limited experience with this group, we needed help.
Therefore, we invited LESLLA teachers to meet and discuss test formats, the structure
of the tests and concrete tasks with us. We established a reference group of LESLLA
teachers, and we also invited LESLLA learners to give their commentis on tasks and task
response formats. In September 2015 we carried out a survey among LESLLA teachers
to get their opinions about how the test and the tasks worked for LESLLA learners, the
results of which will be presented later in this paper.

Let’s return to LESLLA learners’ two challenges as presented in the introduction of
this paper; the lack of general literacy on the one hand, and the lack of test literacy
on the other. .

For test developers to meet the first challenge, it’s paramount to ensure that candidates’
limited reading and writing skills do not affect scores on listening and oral production
tests (oral skills). To avoid reading skills in the oral tests, we introduced the use pictures
both as task prompts and as task responses. We use pictures of a situation, for example
a father cooking, a mother setting the table, a girl playing with a cat, a boy waiching
TV, a brother and sister quarrelling, etc., to aliow candidates at lower levels to name
abjects in the picture, but at the same time providing the opportunity to candidates at
A2 and Bl-levels to describe what the people are doing, relations between the people in
the picture, and, for example, the emotions they are showing. In the listening task, we
use the same kind of picture but ask candidates to listen and to follow the instructions:
“Click on the cat”, or “Click on the persen who is cooking”. We also use pictures as
task responses and distractors, for example in a listening task where candidates listen to
a text and then choose one of four pictures that matches what they hear. Skills Norway
has hired an illustrator who works full time and in close collaboration with the item
writers. This is a great advantage for us. It is hard to find pictures or drawings that are

suitable, and having an illustrator working with the item-writers makes it much easier.
It also means that we can order pictures containing just the right vocabulary at different
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levels of proficiency, and we can make sure the pictures contain no content that may
be provocative or sensitive,

Measuring the four language skills in separate tests yielding independent test
scares is of paramount importance in order to give LESLLA learners a fair chance
in testing. Prabably the most important message the reader should take away from
this paper is that even though integrated tasks measuring reading, listening, writing,
and maybe speaking, in the same task, may well be authentic and well suited for
educated learners, it may be disastrous for LESLLA learners. hindering them from
showing their real abilities in listening and speaking. In addition, a test measuring
the four skills separately allows candidates to re-sit only parts of the test. If for
instance candidates get the score they need in speaking and listening, they would
not need to take those parts again because they didn’t get the score they needed in
writing or reading. The tests of Norwegian prior to the current test, only had pass/
fail-scoring. This was very demotivating for the LESLLA learners. some of whom
after up 10 3000 hours did not get a certificate because they failed the written pro-
duction part and therefore failed it all. A test that takes LESLLA learners seriously
should measure also at the lower levels, A1 or below A 1. It is particularly important
that learners with slow learning progress get a chance to take a test that shows their
incremental improvement.,

The second challenge we had to take into consideration, was LESLLA learners® lack
of test literacy, i.e. their lack of experience with the test situation. It is a central princi-
ple in all assessment that the test measure the skill in question, for example language,
and be influenced as little as possible by irrelevant skills or abilities. Test-wiseness is
a construct-irrelevant factor in a language test (Bachman, 1990:114). This principle
is even more important to bear in mind when LESLLA learners form part of the test
population. Firstly, we have consciously avoided using artificial task types like C-tests,
nonsense-word-tests or cloze-tests. As far as possible, we iry to use test types that are
authentic in Spolsky’s sense, i.e. meaningful and relevant (Spolsky. 1985). We also
try, as far as possible, to avoid hvpothetical tasks that require candidates to imagine a
situation: When given a written production task, for instance, it is easier for LESLLA
learners to respond to a prompt like: “Write a text about what vou like to eat for dinner™,
than to a prompt like: “Imagine that you are inviting some friends over. What would
you make for dinner?”. Our prior experience in test development, as well as LESLLA
teachers, have stressed the importance of avoiding hypothetical tasks and making it as
simple and concrete as possible to limit the effect of test literacy.

For candidates with limited schooling and little prior test experience, it is more
important than for other groups to know what is expected on the day of the test, It
is always important to have ample practice material, for test takers, but for LESLLA
learners it is indispensable. Before Norskproven was administered for the first time,
practice materials illustrating every task format that candidates would meet, were made
available online. We also made available benchmark texts written by learners at the dif-
ferent levels of the test, and we video-recorded the oral exam so that candidates could
see how this part of the test worked in practice and could get familiar with the tasks
types they would encounter in the real test. The purpose of this was two-fold: to make
candidates familiar with the test tasks, and thereby reduce the effect of test literacy on
test scores, and, to reduce stress and anxiety, which might introduce another source of
construct irrelevant variance to the test-score.
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Skills Norway has chosen not to allow the use of electronic spe!l -:hecll:l. 'gl;:lo’ll“,::;
check and/or a dictionary in the written production test: as we fear it w;?u .m_c .
another source of construct irrelevant variancc,_ that is, another non- mguls:ll s
candidates would need to master. We fear that this woul_d be an adve.l.ntage 1ot et -
educated candidates, who might already have these skll_ls. but a disadvantage to o
low-educated ones, who would not. To our knowl_edge. little research has been ca;‘r:em
out on the use of electronic aids during computerl;eq test.s by L_ESLLP; I?arner&duté e
present a pilot study with the aim of gaining more insight into this area being con

at Skills Norway (Lauvik, 2016).

5.1. ResuLts

So far, this paper has presented how we have worked in ordexf to give LESLLA Iea;:;c;’:
a fair chance when tested. In the next part of the paper, we will Iook‘ at Isome rem B
an attempt to answer the question of whether or not we succeeded. Firstly, \;fedm s
at some analyses of how LESLLA-candidales_perfo:-med as compared to candidate; gl
a higher level of schooling. Secondly, we will look_at lhf*. .results of a sur;eyha:t}:e 1351
nearly 60 LESLLA teachers asking them about their opinions related t‘: | ol ;
system, the test tasks and the consequences of Norskproven on LESLLA learners.

5.2. TEST SCORES

Figure 1 displays mean scores across skills and tracks: The CEFR-levels have been
transferred into numeric scores to allow for calculation of the mean.
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Figure |: Mean Scores across Skills and Tracks.

Track 1= LESLLA-learners, Track 2=medium school backgmmzft Track 3=!eng:'k';:«'
school background. CEFR-scores were converted to numerical variables (o allow cal-
culation of means: 4=B1, 3=42, 2=A1, 1= Below AL
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As is obvious from the graph. there are differences in scores between the three tracks
for all four skills, and the effect of track on test scores is significant at the p<.001 level
for all skillst Track 1 {LESLLA learners) perform the lowest. Track 3 the highest
on all skills. In addition, we can see that the profile of the Track I-candidates differ
somewhat from the profiles of the more educated learners: Both Track 2- and Track
3-candidates perform better in the receptive skills than in the productive skills, while
the Track [-candidates perform better in oral production than they do in reading. Track

[-candidates perform better in listening than in reading. while the opposite is true for
the Track 3-candidates,

80
60
40
20
0 - -
READING ~ WRITING  LISTENING  SPEAKING
WTRACK1 mTRACK2 MTRACK3

Figure 2: Percentages of Candidates who Obtained A2 or Beuer across Skills and Tracks.

This histogram in Figure 2 shows the percentages of candidates obtaining A2 or
better (A2 or B1, since at the time of the analysis, Norskproven did not yet measure at
the B2-level), in the different skills. This graph visualize very clearly the differences in
profiles across skills for candidates of the three tracks: Track 3-candidates (dark columns)
have a very even profile across all skills. The difference between their strongest skill,
listening, and their poorest skill, speaking. is 12.6%.

Track 2-candidates also show a pretty even profile across skills, though a slightly
larger difference between strongest, again listening, and weakest skill, speaking, of 14%.
The Track 1-candidates, however, show a rather uneven profile: the difference between
their strongest skill, listening, and their weakest skill, writing, is as much as 28.5%. In
fact. as many as 63.5% of the Track 1-candidates get A2 or better in listening, while
only 35.2% get A2 or betler in writing.

This graph shows two things: Firstly, it underlines the importance of measuring the
four skills separately in order to give LESLLA learners a fair chance to show their
abilities, and secondly, it shows that Skills Norway has succeeded in giving LESLLA
learners a chance to do exactly this. IT we had measured integrated skills. or if we had,
like we used to. required candidates to pass all subtests in order to get a test score,
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snly 35,2% would have succeeded. Instead. LESLLA.-candid_ales and ol:hf:rs i?gnub?;ré
Egmlé{d séores in. listening and speaking, whilst working to improve their writing
reading skills, if needed.

N=2082 9% of score variance Sig.

explained by Track
T Reading 23,9% p<.000

iti p<.000
Writing 18,4%
Listening 13,4% p{.Dgg
Speaking 13% p<.0

Fieure 3; Nominal Regression Analysis of Track Effect on Skills.
g :

Nominal regression analysis shows how much of the score variance is e;iflt?l:iiil;l};
irack. The analysis shows that there are significant ;ﬁect; 01; ;ra::kcs] ;‘(lilil]li:lha?requhe
‘ ition. it shows the largest effects for the tw equ
ata pd.DDD—levcl. ln addition, 1 : : S I3 o
i riti Ivsis shows that we hav
iteracy. reading and writing. Again, this analy . ‘ b
ll::i:li;ythe oral Ekilis and preventing LESLLA jeamers’ scores to be negatively affe

by their lack of general literacy.

5.3, Resurts — LESLLA TEACHER SURVEY

In September 2015, a year after Norskpwver.- Iwas introduced, a surve:r Eﬁ:jgl ‘}‘tlihscl.tle,g
teachers was carried out it solicii:.ld their Oplnl::: :??1:1; :I;:t t::: ;-EE,gSLLA ‘ s
] sks. and 3) the consequen for L j :
S’?rsaf!:nii}:;::e:zs:eaied to the survey. They were highly q}mhﬁ ed ani elxp::;lqc:r:j;l;i-:i
a4, had more than five years of experience teac_hlir?g adult mlgra.nw,h?? :1 c:ademic de;r -
as a second language (second Iar:lguag_e ac'qms;-’h2?k;iiii’:I;{);n[}EgtLA i o
9 ience with administering Vors e :
i’l::sosn1 ﬁht'aliizxpii:entage isn’t higher may be because the survey was caweﬁj us\:;’ lo;sllo);
ane year after the test was first introduced, and many LESLL;;\ I::ag?;ers wou
have reached a level where they would be erpared to take the ed_: I WO
The teachers were asked 10 reply on a Likert scale from 1 ( isagr o e
to 5 (agree completely) to a series of pos'itiveky 1’0rrrt‘uIm.cclf!quc*:st1“:112\3".“{)J ool
The results are displayed in percentages of respondents that Agree mosi

completely (5).
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Agree mostly/completely

1. 1t’s good that the test measures the four skills

separately
g. It’s good that you can re-sit oniy parts of the test :83 :/A
. It,s good that the test is computer-adaptive %
4.1t’s good that the test is not pass/fail 954
5.10s sufficient information about the test 8 :’%
6.1t’s go_od that no electronic aid is allowed 85 °/D
7. Sufficient example material is provided E ‘;)
(1)

8. If 5 good t]lat Cand]dates take a“ fOLlI SkIUS the iIlSt tl]ne 40 0

Table 1: Questions? about the Test System.

As the tabl

i separate? al;g;et lfhows, tfsachers are very pleased that the test measures the f
2c0d choneat tgfst . dat (_:andldates need only re-sit parts of the test 98% think itD p
: adaptive and 89% think it is good . o

mstead of pass/fail. Most of th i midates eenion oo CbA & sc
. e teachers think candid i i fon

rad . ndidates receive enou i
ot :ct:os:;i :nqd72;/o agree with the test developers’ opinion that it igshblentfce)?n a?(m
alds for LESLLA-candidates, On a less positive side, only 47% ntzirf]c:

N (]

2. The questi
questions were translated from Norwegian to English Jor the purpoese of this pa
per.
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Agree
mostiy/compietely

1. 1t's good that Norskpraven uses pictures as prompts 96 %
2. It’s important that the tasks are not hypothetical 96 %
3, It’s important that the task aren't provocative or

sensitive 96 %
4. 1P’s good that Norskpreven uses pictures as task responses 84 %
5. The oral interaction task functions well 82%
6.1t’s good that the ora! exam uses paired format (candidate-

candidate} 79 %
7. The test works well on a whole 77 %
6. Describe picture task works well in the oral production task 77 %
9. It’s good that the examiner can be the candidates' own teacher 73 %
10. Describe picture task works well in the written production

task 67 %

11. It's easy for LESLLA-candidates to understand what to do on the tasks 62%
12. LESLLA-candidates have enough time for the written production test 41 %

Table 2: Questions about the Test Tasks.

Almost all teachers are pleased with the use of pictures as prompts (96%) and task
responses (94%), and they are relatively pleased with the oral test and the measures we
have taken to reduce stress and anxiety, such as including a paired format and allowing
the candidates’ teacher to be the examiner. The only question regarding test tasks where
teachers were more negative, was the time allocated to the written production tasks.
Only 41 % of the LESLLA teachers thought their learners had enough time to write.
As a consequence of this feedback, we decided to augment the time with 1/3 from 60
to 90 minutes from November 2015.

Agree
mostly/completely
1. Norskpraven has a positive washback effect on teaching and learning

for this group 67 %
2, It's motivating for LESLLA-learners to take Norskpreven 64 %
3. Norskproven contributes to raising LESLLA-learners status 59 %
4, Norskpraven contributes to giving LESLLA-learners priority
{access (0 computer room) 51 %
5. Taking Norskpreven is not a scaring experience for LESLLA-

44 %

learners

Table 3: Questions about the Test Consequences.

As stated in the introduction, it is not up to the test developers to decide how the test is
used and its impact on peoples’ lives. However, it is interesting to know whether LESLLA
teachers are in favour of a test for this group and how they think the test influences them:
We were pleased to learn that almost 70% think the test affects LESLLA learners’ learning
process positively and that the effect on classroom activities is positive. 64% thought it
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was motivating for this group to take Norskproven, and almost 60% find that it contributes
to raising LESLLA learners’ status in the school. Unfortunately, still only 44 % agree that
it is not a daunting experience for LESLLA learners to take the test, Nevertheless, several
teachers did indeed comment on the opposite effect, je. that LESLLA learners felt they
were taken seriously, as this quote from one of the teachers shows:

Being met with certain expectations by the teacher, by the school or by society is experienced
by most LEL2-learners as positive. That way, they feel they are given the same opportuni-
ties, even though their point of departure is different (Respondent 56, own translation),

6. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

This paper has described how Skills Norway has worked to make a standardized,
high-stakes test of Norwegian for adult immigrants a fair test for LESLLA learners. A
comparison of test scores of LESLL.A-candidates and candidates with more schooling
showed that it is indeed possible to give LESLLA learners a chance to show their skills
in a standardized test if certain measures are taken from the start. A good test for these
learners needs to measure the four language skills in separate parts which yield inde-
pendent scores. The results of the study presented in this paper show that Norskproven
does give LESLLA learners a chance to perform well at the listening and speaking
tests, which do not rely on their limjted reading and writing skills. Furthermore, it is
important to avoid hypothetical and artificial tasks in order to prevent test scores from
depending too heavily on test literacy. LESLLA teachers in the survey presented in this
paper underline the importance of this, and the majority agree that Norskpraven is a
good test for LESLLA learners on the whole,

The evidence presented in this paper shows that we are on the right track, but there
is still some room for improvement: For example the LESLLA teachers who responded
to the questionnaire are particularly unhappy with the fact that learners need to sit for
the four parts of the test the first time they take it. This is a political decision, but
something the test developers may try to change. In addition, they feel there is not
enough practice material to prepare LESLLA learners for the test. This is something
we will have to take into account and work to improve. In addition, around 50% of the
LESLLA teachers surveyed fear that the test is a daunting experience for their learners,
This teo needs to be addressed, and we can see how more practice material may help
making candidates feel more familiar, less stressed about taking the test, and change
teachers’ views of how daunting the test is.

In her presentation at the 2016 LESLLA-symposium, Gonzalves touched upon an
important dilemma when assessing LESLLA learners: standardized tests are often not
suited to LESLLA learners and, if they have a choice, LESLLA teachers therefore of-
ten choose to develop their own tests for this group. LESLLA teachers, however, may
know the learner group well, but do not necessarily know how to develop a good test
and often refer to their assessment as gut-feeling based. This is reminiscent of Charles
Alderson’s important argument that language testing is too important to be left to lan-
guage teachers, but also too important to be left to language testers (Alderson, 2001),
One of the main purposes of this paper is therefore to argue in favour of closer col-
laboration between LESLLA teachers and researchers on the one hand, and large scale
test developers on the other. We need to draw upon each others’ competence in order
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igni - t are
to take LESLLA learners into account when demgmng: large s.zcale t&i‘sts hiér;st; ;;ahave
iﬁcreasingly used by policymakers as part of integration policy, and w

S . s
serious consequences on immigrants’ lives.
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