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Abstract 

The General English Pr'Oficiency Test (GEPT) is a 5-1evel， criteri'On-referenced EFL 

testing system implemented in Taiwan t'O assess the general English pr'Oficiency 'Of 

EFL learners at all levels. The GEPT was designed as a skills-based test battery 

assessing b'Oth rec叩tive(listening and reading) and productive (speaking and writing) 

skills. Since its first administrati'On in 2000， the GEPT has been taken by m'Ore than 

6.5 milli'On learners， and has bec'Ome the largest-scale standardized English test in 

Taiwan. In the wake 'Of the intr'Oducti'On 'Of pr'Oductive skills t'O也euniversity entr姐 ce

examinati'On system in Japan， this talk aims t'O share the GEPT experience. Several 

key issues ab'Out speaking and writing tests will be presented in relati'On t'O血e

s'Oci'O・c'Ognitive企'amew'Orkf'Or validati'On (Weir， 2005). A number 'Of examples ab'Out 

GEPT validati'On will be illus回tedt'O dem'Ons回，te也atb'Oth a priori and a posteriori 

validity evidence are required t'O establish test quality. The paper als'O emphasizes the 

imp'Ortance 'Of facilitating c'Ommunicati'On between test devel'Opers and stakeh'Olders 

whenin佐oducingnew assessment. 

1. Iotroduc姐00

In the wake 'Of the introducti'On 'Of productive skills t'O仕leuniversity entrance 

examinati'On system in Japan， this paper aims t'O share Taiwan's GEPT experience 

with assessing speaking and writing in relati'On t'O也es'Oci'O-c'Ognitive企amew'Orkf'Or 

validati'On (Weir， 2005). This paper c'Onsists 'Of由reep紅ts.First， it gives an 

m仕oducti'Ont'O the c'Ontext in Taiwan in terms 'Of its university entrance system and 

the use 'Of GEPT sc'Ores f'Or university admissi'On. Sec'Ond， a number 'Of GEPT 

Speaking and Writing validati'On cases are illus回 tedt'O dem'Ons回 te白atb'O也αpriori

and a posteriori validity evidence are required t'O establish test quality. Third， it 

suggests what test devel'Opers can d'O t'O enhance p'Ositive washback and impact. 

2. Taiwaoese Cootext 

Bef'Ore 2001， we had the J'Oint C'Ollege Entrance Examinati'On (JCEE)， which was 

administered 'Only 'Once each year. Based 'On yeぽs''Of research 'On educati'Onal ref'Orm 

and testing devel'Opment， the JCEE was replaced by tw'O s叩arateexams: the General 
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Scholastic Ability Test (GSAT) and the Advanced Subjects Tests (AST). All senior 

high school graduates are now required to take the GSAT during the winter break.百 C

AST， however， is optiona1. It is administered in early Jul)ι 

On1y reading and writing ski11s were initially assessed in bo白 theGSAT and 

AST; listening wasn't even included until 2014. So far， it has not been possible to 

include spe紘血gmain1y due to the large test popu1ation that is expected. Currently， 

there are about 120，000 candidates for the GSAT and 70，000 for the AST annually. A 

high school graduate can be assigned to a university based on hislher AST scores. 

Alternatively， students can simply submit their GSAT scor，回 toapply to a university. 

In most cases， students are required to provide supporting documents for application， 

of which a proof of English ability is required by 80% of the universities in Taiwan. 

As a result， the GEPT Intermediate and High・Intermediatecertificates， which are 

equivalent to CEFR B 1阻 dB2， respectively， are the most convincing evidence of 

students' English ability出 theyassess both rec叩tiveand productive skills， thus 

meeting universities' needs to screen applic姐ts.

3. TheGEPT 

The GEPT is a five-level criterion-referenced EFL testing system， which targets 

English learners in Taiwan at a11 levels，企omjunior high school upwards.百le

development of the GEPT was sぬrtedas an in-house project ofthe Language Training 

and Testing Center (LTTC). Later， it was partially funded by Taiwan's Minis佐yof 

Education with the aims of promoting life-long learning and in:仕oducingpositive 

washback effect on the learning and teaching of English. Since its launch血2000，白e

GEPT has been administered independently by the 1.:πC. Currentl)ん白eGEPT is白e

l紅gests旬且白rdizedEnglish 1阻 guagetest in Taiwan， which is taken by approximately 

500，000 test takers at over 100 test sit怠saround the coun町 eachye低 Asa resu1t， 

GEPT scores紅'ealso reco伊izedas proof of English abi1ity by government 0伍ces，

schools， and employers. 

The test content of the GEPT is not only linked to the local English curriculum， 

but also駄目配countof loca1 cultural and social references. We hope that by 

providing a testing context that is suitable for local learners linguistically， visually， 

and cognitively， we can increase learners' motivation to learn and help them 

demons仕atetheir best performance in the test. The levels of the GEPT， which are also 

linked with the CEFR (Council ofEurope， 2001) empirica11ぁareroughly equivale凶

to CEFR A2-Cl (e.g. Wu & Wu， 2010; Wu， 2011). More details about the GEPT and 

associated research are avai1able at www.gept.org.tw. 

Next is a quick overview of GEPT speaking and writing specifications. For 

spe紘血g，a semi-direct method is adopted at the面stthree levels. Yet， at the higher 
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levels， a direct method is employed， with an inter1ocutor who interacts with 2 to 3 

test-takers. For writing， both Chinese-to-English translation and essay writing are 

assessed at the lower levels. However， at也ehigher levels， read-to-write skills are 

assessed. Candidates紅erequired to perform two tasks: summarizing the main points 

企omtwo texts before writing an argumen旬.tiveessay and interpreting two charts 

before writing a persuasive letter. 

4. The socio-cognitive framework for validation 

It is test developers' responsibility to examine validity continuously. According to也e

APA Standard (1999)， validity is an紅'gumentbased on evidence to support score 

interpretation and use. As we know，由emajor sources of va1idity evidence include 

test content， response processes， internal struc加re，relations to other variables， and 

旬stingconsequences. Yet， how to collect va1idity evidence企omvarious sources in a 

more comprehensive way or how to carry out validation more e能 ctivelyare also 

important issues. As the test developer of由eGEPT，出eL甘 Cdecided to adopt the 

socio・cognitive企ameworkfor validation (Weir， 2005) on which to lay out our 

research agenda. One of the merits of the framework is白紙 itcovers both the 

development stage (a priori) and the appraisal stage向posteriori).百leformer 

focuses on the work before the test is actually operationalized. At血estage of 

developing旬stspecifications， we need to address different facets of validity， 

including cons伽 ct，consequential， and criterion-related. A priori validity evidence 

can be collected during the development stage. Nevertheless， in the real wor1d the test 

may not be realized as designed. As a result， we must seek a posteriori cumulative 

evidence to further establish va1idity after the test is administered. 

The notion of construct validity (Weir， 2013) is well suited to the assessment of 

productive skills. In Weir's view， cons加 ctresides in the interactions between 

cognitive abi1ity， the context ofuse血whichthe旬skis performed， and scoring， which 

often involves human raters. He further reminds test developers of the importance of 

satisちringthe expectations of stakeholders with regard to the comparability of白e

cons回 ctsmeasured by each test version in terms of both cognitive and contextual 

validity， and scoring validity. In line wi白 thisnotion， due attention to the under1ying 

properties of spe北血gshould be paid when we develop a speaking旬st.For example， 

under context validity， we need to speci命旬skrequ出mentsin terms of linguistic 

input and output. Also， due to也enature of oral communication， we need to specify 

inter1ocutor-related factors such as the number of inter1ocutors， the relations between 

inter1ocutors and test-takers， speech rate， etc. For writing assessment， on the other 

hand， we need to consider the writer-reader relationship. Since bo由 speakingand 

writing tests elicit constructed responses， issues such as rating criteria， rating 

-5一



－ 6 －

procedures， raters， and rater standardizati'On紅eall c1'Osely ass'Ociated with test 

validity. . 

In the next secti'On， 1 wi11 highlight a number 'Of GEPT studies t'O illus仕ateh'Ow旬

examine the validity 'Of speaking and writing tests. 

Case One -The GEPT speaking construct at the Intermediate level 

This is a multi-dimensi'Onal appr'Oach t'O investigating the c'Ons仕uct'Of也eGEPT 

speaking test at the intermediate level. A paper based 'On the study was published in 

Language Testing (Weir &Wu， 2006). 

Due t'O its large test p'Opulati'On， the GEPT empl'Oys the semi-direct meth'Od in its 

speaking c'Omp'Onent at the frrst three levels. Each test adminis位ati'Onc'Onsists 'Of 

multiple test sessi'Ons， each requiring a difIerent test paper. Theref'Ore， it is essential t'O 

establish parallel-f'Orm reliability and t'O dem'Ons仕ate白紙出etests are c'Omparable. 

T'O establish parallel-f'Orm reliability in也espe北血gtest， we c'Ompared the 

c'Onstruct 'Of three di宜erenttest papers in terms 'Of c'Ode c'Omplexity (1exical姐d

syntactical di伍culty)，c'Ognitive c'Omplexity (c'Ontent familiarity)， and c'Ommunicative 

d回 land(time pressure). Data企'Om difIerent s'O町ces，including task sc'Ores姐 d

inter1anguage measures in the areas 'Of邸 curacy，fluency， c'Omplexitぁandlexical 

density， were analyzed. By means 'Of b'Oth q回litative(expert judgments 'Of task 

di:ffic叫.tyand language白ncti'Ons)and quantitative analyses (c'Orrelati'On， ANOVA， 

fact'Or analysis， Multi-Faceted Rasch Measurement)， the results supp'Ort the clainl也at

the test papers can be c'Onsidered p紅allel.

Case Two -The GEPT Writing tests at the Advanced level 

The c'Oncept 'Of‘validity by design' is evident in the GEPT. As the f'Oll'Owing句ble

sh'Ows， the GEPT Advanced Writing Test requires candidates t'O summarize main ideas 

企'Omb'O也verbaland n'On-verbal inputs and express 'Opi国'Ons.It provides a simulati'On 

'Of writing tasks f'Or academic purp'Oses， i.e.， reading-t'O-write and writing f'Or a 

specified pu中'Oset'O a specific audience. Sample test tasks can be f'Ound at 

www.1仕c.削 .edu.tw/GEPTl/ Advanced/writing/writing.h加.

T'able 1 GEPT-Advanced Writing Test f'Ormat姐 ds佐田町民

P釘t Task旬pes Time (mins) 

1 Summarizing main ideas企omverbal input ar吋 60

expressing 'Opi国'Ons(250 w'Ords) 

2 Summarizing main ideas fr'Om n'On-verba1 input 45 

and pr'Oviding s'Oluti'Ons (250 w'O吋s)
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However， these descriptions can only be considered a priori evidence. We also 

need to demons回tethe test q田 litythrough a posteriori validation. Ch阻， Wu and 

Weir (2014)， in a collaborative project between the LTTC and Cen回 forResearch in 

English Language Learning and Assessment (CRELLA)， University of Bedfordshire， 

investigated the context and cognitive validity of GEPT Advanced Writing Task 1. In 

a writing test∞ntext， context validi勿addressesthe p副 cul紅 performanceconditions 
under which the task is加 beperformed (e.g. purpose of the task， input to be 

processed， time available， length required， marking criteria as well as the linguistic 

demands inherent in也esuccessful performance of也etask， etc.)，姐dcognitive 

validity is what test takers will activate cognitively in response to the contextual 

parameters set out in也eperformance conditions. However， a more pertinent question 

for us to ask is whether or not all the requirements we place on test takers when也ey

perform in the writing test are similar to those也eywill meet in non-test‘real-life' 

situations. In other words， we need to investigate the similarity between test takers' 

test performance阻 dtheir actual performance in real-life tasks in terms of context阻 d

cognitive validity. Therefore， Chan et al. (2014) addressed two research questions: 

1. What are the relationships between the contextual parameters set in也eGEPT 

Advanced Writing Test and those set in the real-life academic writing tasks in a 

business school at a UK university? 

2. What are the relationships between the cognitive processing activities elicited 

企om由eGEPT Advanced Writing Test and those elicited企omreal-life academic 

writing tasks in a UK university? 

Both expert judgment and automated textual analysis such嗣 VocabPro:file

(Cobb 2010) and Coh-Me仕ix (Graesser， McNamara， Louwerse & Cai 2004) were 

employed to examine the degree of co町'espondencebetween the overall task se枕ing

and input旬xtfeatures ofthe GEPT task and those ofthe target academic writing tasks 

in real-life university business courses in也eUK. As for cognitive validity， this study 

examined the cognitive processes elicited by the GEPT task in∞mparison to也e
real-life academic writing tasks through a cognitive process questionnaire. The 

demons仕ationof a close simil紅itybetween the test and real life conditions in the 

findings supports the context and cognitive validity of GEPT Advanced Writing Task 

1，姐 integratedreading-into-writing task. In addition， the results have important 

implications for university admissions 0田cersand other GEPT score users when 

considering whether the test is a valid option for assessing English writing for 

academic purposes. 

Case Three -Enhancing scoring validity 

Another dimension of cons位uctvalidity is scoring validity， which can be established 
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and enhanced仕IToughrigorous quality control procedures，企omrecrui回 entand 

仕ainingof raters to monitoring and evaluation. The rating processes should be 

examined in terms of speed， quality， and bo也血旬r-and intra-rater reliability. During 

each GEPT scoring session， raters' rating speeds are monitored， which helps us to 

identiちrthe raters who may have worked too fast or too slow. Thus， we can provide 

assistance to the raters in a more ef!ective manner. In addition， scoring reliability is 

also measured， and a monitor report is produced on the scores awarded by each rater， 

inc1uding mean score， standard deviation， and score di附ibutionacross score bands. 

Such monitor reports， generated two to也reetimes daily during the rating session， 

help us加 identifyraters who may have problems with scoring， allowing 蹴倒的

action to be taken to resolve the problems in due course. 

Most GEPT raters釘eschool teachers who釘enon-native speakers of English. 

They tend to focus more on linguistic accuracy， so也eytend to be 柑 icterabout 

lexical and grarnmatical errors and more lenient when test-takers use more complex 

vocabulary and s四 ctures.Also， raters tend to judge the quality of the writing or 

speaking performance by comparing across performances or using their own 

eva1uation criteria without applying the GEPT rating scales. These are behaviors由at

we've observed among GEPT raters in the past years. You ma)んhowever，fmd very 

different behaviors among the raters in J ap姐.

Case Four -How raters interact with rating scales 

We understand that productive skill performance is always rated against a set of 

evaluation criteria. However， the application of the criteria is ultimately dependent 

upon how raters interpret them. The next example to be shared is an investigation of 

the rating processes using an analytic rating scale developed for the GEPT Advanced 

Writing Test (Wu & Ma， 2013). In this s加dy，we aimed to answer the following 

quest1ons: 

. What do raters atiend to when rating an essay? 

• How企equent1ydo raters refer to scoring criteria when making scoring 

decisions? 

• Do raters base their decisions on features which do not direct1y reflect the 

scoring criteria? 

The raters were asked to provide a verbal report of their rating processes， which 

were回 nscribedand then姐 alyzedwith reference to the evaluation criteria specified 

in the rating scale ( coherence & organization; grammatical use; content relevancy， 

LU for lexical use). The resu1ts suggest也ata1也ough也eraters scored reliably and the 

degree of inter-rater reliability is acc句旬ble，they may aw紅dsimilar scores for 

different reasons， suggesting that raters have dif!erent interpretations of the rating 
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scale. Based on由efindings of白isstudy， we decided to improve the c1arity of白e

wording of the scale and rater仕ainingmaterials in order to enhance scoring validity. 

5. Enhancing positive washback 

It cannot be denied that t怠stperformance data can inform teaching and learning and 

help achieve positive washback. For example， writing is the most difficult among the 

four skills for Taiwanese learners to acquire. To describe the features of GEPT 

performance and to better understand Taiwanese learners' writing difficulties， we've 

cons仕切teda learners' co叩us，which consists of 2 million words， based on GEPT 

writing performance. A co甲山 websiteprovides public access to也isdata， allowing 

teachers and researchers to conduct keyword and collocation searches. 

Also， an online writing learning and assessment system， named Dr. Writing， has 

been cons佐ucted.This system is not intended to aid test-preparation; instead， it is 

designed to facilitate learning. Although learners practice writing by completing a 

GEPT writing task，組d血eirperformance is evaluated according to由eGEPT criteria， 

they receive individualized feedback血additionto a score. We hope this resource can 

be utilized to support formative assessment in classrooms. 

Through白euse of the Dr. Writing system， we are able to identiちrthe 紺 en凶lS

and weaknesses of learners'問 tingacross levels. The data suggest削 six判 or

types of mistakes make up of over 90% of the errors. Also， most of the e町ors紅e

caused by the differences between Chinese， learners' first lan伊age，and English. 

Basedon也efmdings， a self-assessment checklist was later developed to help learners 

examine their own performance aga血sta list of the features of an e貸出tiveexpository 

essay.百lIsexample demons仕ateshow test performance data can be仕組sformedto 

provide pedagogical resources for EFL writing classes. 

6. Conclusion 

As Japan is launching the new productive skill assessment in the university en仕組ce

examination， l' d like to conclude the paper by highlighting the importance of 

facilitating communication wi仕1stakeholders. 

First， it is essential to promote language assessment literacy and communicate 

with stakeholders. However， this should be done in a less technical manner. As 

assessment professionals， we tend to use very technical language when 

communicating with stakeholders. In reality， even school teachers have difficulty 

understanding the technical aspects of language assessment， not to mention lay 

persons. 

Second， test developers should increase也e仕組sparencyof their work. To 

achieve也is，validation reports should be published periodically. Validation studies 
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