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INTRODUCTION

What is Standard Setting, and Why is it Important?

Standard setting is defined here as “the task of deriving levelp@fformance
on educational or professional assessments, byha@cisions or classifications
of persons (and corresponding inferences) will aelen (Cizek, 2001, p. 3). The
product of the standard setting task is a cut pmirsieveral cut points that
correspond to the performance standards and segaeaple into different
categories based on the assessment resutig. phint is also known as cutscore,
cutting score, cut-off score, passing score, &td;@eople can be categorized into
pass/fail, certified/non-certified, beginning/intezdiate/advanced, level 1/2/3,
etc., depending on the number and the nature tdnpesince levels involved.

Standard setting and the cut point(s) produced ftwractivity clearly affect
peoples’ lives to different degrees and in variligssituations. In most
assessment situations, especially in high-stakes,@m inappropriate or unfair
cut point derived from the standard setting proceayg pose threats and cause
harm to people’s financial condition, social statusalth, psychological and
mental state, etc. For example, an unreasonabiydugpoint for a high school
graduation test may deprive many good studentiefight to get their high
school diploma. On the other hand, an overly lowpaint in this case may grant
many unqualified students a school diploma that tteenot deserve. As another
example, consider an unjustified and unreasonallycut point for a doctor
licensure test, which may certify candidates wieorent ready to practice yet and
are likely to misdiagnose or mistreat the patieotsgn unreasonably high cut
point that may rule out those who are ready andifegch Neither policy makers
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nor ordinary people want the above scenarios tpéraprherefore, standard
setting deserves proper attention and all necessty, through which we hope
to obtain reasonable and defensible cut pointscdwatruly reflect the

performance levels and can put people into thénttigategories.

Development of Standard Setting in Educational Measment

Measurement professionals started to pay attetdistandard setting from
the 1950s onward, and a number of influential mashHfor standard setting were
invented between the 1950s and 1970s (e.g., Nedelskhod, Angoff method,
Ebel method, Jaeger method, and Contrasting Gnmegisods) (Zieky, 2001).
However, inventors of these methods did not prosjaecific procedural
guidelines for using them. From the 1980s, theditee and practice of standard
setting began to focus on how to select and use#tibods; detailed descriptions
of those early methods and their variations anahgfnew methods became
readily accessible (Zieky, 2001). In addition, likerature saw a number of
standard setting studies using a single methodsantimes more than one
method for method-comparison.

Despite the seeming rigor in standard setting aiggrits methods and
procedures, standard setting has never becomefframtroversies, uncertainties,
and sometimes ambiguities. Fundamentally, stanskttahg involves judgment
about what the performance standards should bevhack to put the decision
lines. The activity of standard setting is ladethyudgments, which are based on
the values and beliefs of the people who are ired\Cizek (2001) reflected after
his years of work in the field that “standard sgjtis perhaps the branch of
psychometrics that blends more artistic, politiealg cultural ingredients into the
mix of its products than any other” (p. 5). Zield001) concluded that the field
has recognized that there are no “true” or “cofreatscores, and cutscores are
basically constructed by a group of people basethein values. Nevertheless,
involving judgment does not mean that such decssame necessarily “arbitrary”
or “capricious.” As a matter of fact, all the et®for procedural rigor in selecting

and using the methods and for evaluative rigorailidating the process aim to
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arrive at more valid and defensible decisionsamgard setting (Hambleton &
Pitoniak, 2006).

Status Quo of Standard Setting in Second Languag#uEation Literature

Although standard setting has enjoyed half a cgituesearch and practice
in general education, it hardly drew any attenfrem the field of second
language education up to now. Among the limitegtditure, Brown and Hudson
(2002) and Brown (2005) provided overviews of staddsetting procedures
when discussing test validity issues in relatiotat@yuage testing situations. They
particularly emphasized how standard setting relaieest consistency and test
validity. They pointed out that for highly reliabbe dependable tests, the
accuracy of the decisions based on carefully ddrowg points should be high.
But for tests that are not adequately reliableegeshdable, they suggested sorting
out examinees who score within one standard efroreasurement (SEM) or one
confidence interval (Cl) of the cut points, andngaiing additional information for
deciding on these examinees’ categories. BrownHard$son (2002) and Brown
(2005) also pointed out that standards and cutgoiot only affect test validity in
measuring what a test intends to measure, butupenar test decision validity in
interpreting test scores and using test resultisarmanner for which the test was
designed.

Rather unfortunately, there are scarcely any staingkztting studies reported
in the second language education literature. Tihe@re | was able to locate is
Yoko Kozaki’'s (2004) standard setting study forestification test of medical
translation from Japanese to English. Kozaki usedified versions of the
Angoff method, but she mainly explored the use dfl®@ory and Multifaceted
Rasch Analysis to check and examine the validitgieawce of the cut-point

decisions, and to adjust the decisions.

The Current Study
The study reported here is a pilot standard-sesiindy for the listening

subtest on the placement test used in the Englsigliage Institute (ELI) at the
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University of Hawaii at Manoa (UHM). The ELI prowd academic English
courses in the skill areas of listening/speakiegding, and writing to
matriculated international and immigrant student®se TOEFL scores range
between 500 and 600. For each skill area of the tRere are two levels of
courses, i.e., intermediate and advanced. Fomaostdhe ELI listening/speaking
curriculum area has ELI 70, which is the intermezliavel listening/speaking
course, and ELI 80, which is the advanced levaisg/speaking course.
Students are required to take the ELI Placement(Ee$PT) right before the
start of the semester of their enroliment intouharersity. The ELIPT comprises
an essay-writing test, two listening sub-testsi¢gation test and a multiple-choice
academic listening test), and two reading sub-{astmp-filling test and a
multiple-choice reading comprehension test). Basetheir ELIPT results, their
TOEFL scores in each skill area, and their acadéai&ground (e.g., A.A.
degree earned or not; number of credit hours eamether U.S. universities or
colleges; etc.), the students are placed intormgelfate or advanced levels of
each ELI curriculum area, or exempted from anyhefi. But all undergraduate
students are required to take ELI 100, which isattheanced level writing course
for undergraduates, unless they have taken itathan U.S. university or college.
Students who are placed into the intermediate lexeise of a skill area are then
required to take the intermediate and the advalesesd courses sequentially,
after which they can be exempted from that skdbaiStudents who are placed
into the advanced level course of a skill area th#in need to take the advanced
level course before they are exempted from théitaida.

The cut points for the ELIPT listening and readsoudp-tests have been set at
50 (i.e., theTl score mean for all scores) for placement intcativanced level
courses, and at 60 (i.e., thescore one standard deviation above the mean) for
exemption from the curriculum areas. Students vdooesbelow 50 in both of the
ELIPT listening sub-tests and below 50 in their TRRHistening test will be
placed into ELI 70, the intermediate level couSieidents who score between 50
and 60 in either of the ELIPT listening sub-testbetween 50 and 60 in their
TOEFL listening test will be placed into ELI 80gthdvanced level course.
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Students who score above 60 in either of the EList&ning sub-tests or above
60 in their TOEFL listening test will be exemptedrh the listening/speaking
curriculum area. The same placement decisions dpghe ELI reading courses.
Unfortunately, the way the cut points for the Iistey and reading sub-tests were
set was rather random and arbitrary. Basicallyctitgpoints were originally set
without using any standard setting procedures. &louthose cut-point decisions
may not be capricious in that there is consisten@acing the students with
similar ability levels. But no standard setting gedure will necessarily result in
arbitrary decisions, which may misplace studertsjidservice to institutional
functioning, and cause negative or unpleasant cpesees to the students, the
teachers, and the institution.

Therefore, the current study undertook the tasitaridard setting for the
Academic Listening Test (ALT) of the ELIPT. It igpdot study in the sense that
it is the first attempt to use standard settingalioy subtest of the ELIPT, and
there is no previously reported similar study ie L2 literature. The researcher
largely drew on the literature in mainstream edocatThe ALT is a listening
subtest of the ELIPT, which tests students’ acaddistening ability in a
multiple-choice format. The current version of Alwks designed by a PhD
student in the Department of Second Language $tuainel has been used since
Fall semester in 2005. The ALT is made up of tiafeart lectures of about five
minutes each and two longer lectures of about erghtites each. There were a
total of 35 items in the test. During the testdstuts listen to each lecture in order,
and take notes at the same time if they wish. Adtah lecture, they are asked to
read and answer the multiple-choice questions abeuecture. The reliability of
the ALT, based on its administrations on 597 sttglanthe past four semesters,
was 0.74 (K-R20).

The main research question for the present stuthusclear and
straightforward: What are the most reasonable afehdible cut-points for the
Academic Listening Test of the ELI Placement Test#ee main methods were
used to address those issued in this study: (&)\vestandard setting method, (b)

Compromise standard setting method, and (c) Pmiltia) indices at various cut
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points. In the following three sections, | will deibe how each method was
selected and used, and report the results from efatiem.

YES/NO STANDARD SETTING METHOD

Selection of the Method

The yes/no method (Impara & Plake, 1997) is anradtéve to the most
widely used Angoff method (Angoff, 1971) for stardiaetting for multiple-
choice tests. The Angoff method is a test-basedata setting method, which is
suitable for the current study on a placementvibsth cannot possibly be
examinee-based. In addition, the Angoff methoelatively easy to use
compared to other test-based methods. As a mdttactp Angoff (1971), right in
the text, suggested using the yes/no method, wdimply asks the judges or
panelists to decide whether a target group of emees can answer each item on a
test correctly. In contrast, the Angoff method vydeported in the literature was
actually found only in footnotes to his text. TAisgoff method asks the judges
or panelists to decide the proportion of a targetig of examinees who can
answer each item correctly. The exact procedunegsiog the traditional Angoff
method and the yes/no method were largely develtgtedby other
measurement professionals.

Impara and Plake (1997) used alternatives to tesgamethod in their
studies by asking the judges or panelists to cdnedipe a typical examinee of
the target group when making their judgments, andrguing that the aggregated
judgment on the items over the judges using thtngasethod could accurately
reflect the target examinee group’s performancescbmparison purposes, their
studies on two elementary school mathematics tes&g both the yes/no method
they proposed and the traditional Angoff methode Tésults showed that there
were essentially no differences in the cut poimtglpced by these two methods.
However, the panelists reported that it was musiee#o use the yes/no method
than the traditional Angoff method. In additione ttesults of these studies

showed that there were almost no differences irctigoints produced in the
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first round and the second round of judgments wisng the yes/no method. In
the second round of judgments, the panelists were/is the normative data of
the test items, and the results from the first cbahjudgments and its

consequences.

Participants

Among the five ELI listening/speaking curriculunatéers in Spring semester
2007, three of them participated in the study asefists. The other two were not
able to come to the panel session. The researdsome of the participants.
These teachers were selected since they have tstekmmwledge and experience
with the curriculum and the students. One of th@iggpants has taught both ELI
70, the intermediate level course, and ELI 80 atieanced level course. The
other two teachers have only taught ELI 80, buehabyserved ELI 70 classes and
have taught students who were promoted from ELI 70.

Procedures

The procedures used for this method were largedgdban the yes/no method
proposed by Impara and Plake (1997). But only oned of judgments was used
due to the limited amount of time that the panglegiuld devote to the panel
session. | also referred to Hambleton (2001) whetching out the procedures.
Below are detailed descriptions of the procedusesidor this method, displayed
in chronological order:

1. Clarification of the purpose of the study; Briefxplanation of the
procedures used in the panel sessid.the beginning of the session, | made the
purpose of the study clear to the panelists. larph to them the function of cut
points on the ELIPT in placing ELI students, and t#ct that the current cut
points for the ELIPT listening subtests were sbitaarily. | also explained how
cut-point decisions would affect the students,tdaehers, and the institution. |
informed them that the aim of the panel sessionteasrive at more valid cut
points for the ALT, and that the method used camom fthe literature about

setting cut points. In addition, | briefly explathto the panelists how the panel
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session would proceed. Basically, | told them tiratwould go though the ALT
in the same way that students do, but pause indagtwhe lectures to make
judgments about which levels of students (ELI 70, ), or Exempt) would be
able to answer the items correctly. | also toldrttibat before we went through
the whole test and made a judgment on each itemvowd have a short training
and practice session in order to make more consigtdgments.

2. Training about the distinctions among ELI 70, BI80, and ExemptThe
purpose of the training was to help the panelsteivelop a good idea of the
performance standards for the three levels of phece: ELI 70, ELI 80, and
Exempt. | prepared and distributed to the panedistandout (se@PPENDIX A)
about the distinctions among the three performéenass in terms of listening
abilities. | selected the best possible informaabout the distinctions among the
three levels from the ELI official documents. Badlig | emphasized to the
panelists that, ELI 70 students need to develop geheral and academic
listening skills and need to have two semestesttiing instruction from the ELI
in order to function well in their academic listegitasks; ELI 80 students need to
develop academic listening skills, especially catilistening skills, and need to
have one semester’s listening instruction fromBhein order to deal well with
their academic listening tasks; Exempted studemis lalready developed
adequate academic listening skills and do not megdistening instruction from
the ELI in order to perform well in their acaderigtening tasks. In addition,
according to the course goals and objectives, BL3tddents will be exposed to
intermediate-level academic listening materialserels, ELI 80 students will be
exposed to advanced-level academic listening nadgei he distinctions among
the three levels in terms of listening are ratharegic, and no listening subskill
distinctions are available for ELI 70 and ELI 80.this way, the panelists could
only have a general idea of the performance stasdar the three levels of
placement.

3. Training about how to use the Panel Judgment &hd\fter the training
about the performance standards of the three plawelevels, | distributed to the
panelists th&anel Judgment Sheet (seeAPPENDI X B), and explained to them
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how they should use the sheet. | explained to &melists that we would go
through the test just as the students do, butwbatould pause in between the
lectures to make judgments about which levels efstindents (ELI 70, ELI 80, or
Exempt) would be able to answer the items correEtty each lecture, the
panelists would listen to it, take notes as theshed while listening, and then
read and answer the multiple-choice questiongietecture. They would then be
provided with the answer keys for the items atehé of each lecture. By doing
the test itself as the students do it, the pamsetistld make a better judgment in
terms of which levels of students could answeitdras correctly. After
answering the items for each lecture and compaheig answers with the answer
keys, the panelists would make a judgment for éaoh as to whether an ELI 70
level student, an 80 level but not a 70 level stiider only an Exempt level
student could answer it correctly, and put a che¢ke corresponding column on
the judgment sheet. It was assumed that, if an7/BUevel student could answer
an item correctly, an ELI 80 level and an Exemptlstit could also answer it
correctly. And if an ELI 80 level student could a@s an item correctly, an
Exempt student could also answer it correctly.dlaxed to the panelists that an
ELI 70, ELI 80, and Exempt level student is a tgbstudent who would be
placed into that level. | also suggested that Hreefists visualize a typical student
for ELI 70, for ELI 80, and for Exempt, preferalitpm their classes. Since the
other two panelists have not taught ELI 70, | ssteg that they think of a student
who was currently in their 80 class, but seemdubtee a lower level of listening
ability and need ELI 70 listening instruction. A8 Exempt, | suggested that they
think of a student who was currently in their 88sd, but seemed to have
developed sufficient academic listening skills &ad no further need for ELI
listening instruction.

4. Practice with and discussion about the firsttere of the ALT.With the
Panel Judgment Sheet in hand, we started with the first lecture of &l€T, and
used it as practice. There were a total of fivestjoas for the first lecture. The
purpose of the practice was to help the panell®sicand adjust their internal

judgment consistency with reference to the norneatidst data, and their external
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judgment consistency with other panelists via disan. After the panelists
listened to the first lecture and answered the tipresfor it, | provided them with
the answer key, as well as the Item Facilify) (ndex and Item Discrimination
(ID) index for each of the items on a slip of papére[F andID indices are

based on 597 examinees’ responses. | explaind tpanelists whd& andID

are and what they can show about an item and sgigerformances on the item.
| also let them know moderately acceptable ranfiés andID for a good item:

for IF, 0.30- 0.70; fotD, above 0.30, ideally above 0.40 (Brown, 2005,5). 7
We then looked at a couple of items together amddigcussions about them. For
example, for one of the items that hadRof 0.74 and athD of 0.31, the
panelists thought it was a very easy item withthaahighlF and a minimally
acceptabléD, and reasoned from the lecture itself that tha ieas about a main
point that was repeated twice at the beginnindnefi¢cture. Thus, we thought a
student placed into ELI 70 could answer this itemrectly. For another item that
has anF of 0.28 and ahD of 0.35, the panelists thought it was a very diffi

item with a rather lowF and a minimally acceptabl®, and reasoned from the
lecture itself that the item was of a minor detfadlt was hard to catch. Therefore,
for this item, we thought only an Exempt studenild@et it right. After the
discussion, | asked the panelists to check ovér jindgment consistency based
on the normative data provided, to see whethersitetth similarlF andID are
judged into similar placement categories. The pstselhen made any changes of
their judgment that they deemed necessary.

5. Panel judgment of the whole tegtfter practicing with and discussing the
items for the first lecture, the panelists movedmthe whole test. For all the
other four lectures and 30 items, we followed thecpdures outlined in # 3 above.
| then provided the panelists with only the anskesyr for each of the items, with
no other normative data lik€ andID, and with no discussion among the
panelists. When the panelists finished with the lvlbest and their judgments, |
collected the judgment sheets, the test booklatstlze other materials | had
distributed.
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Results

Table 1 below shows the results from the paneljuelyg session using the
Yes/No standard setting method. The three panelists labeled as Panelist A, B,
and C. For each panelist, the total number oftdras for which they put a check
in the 70, 80, and Exempt columns of Banel Judgment Sheet was counted and
listed in the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th rows of Table I &mample, for Panelist A, there
were a total of 22 items that he/she judged an7Llevel student could answer
correctly, a total of 10 items that he/she judgedEal 80 level but not a 70 level
student could answer correctly, and a total oéfh# that he/she judged only an
Exempt level student could answer correctly. Avesagere then taken from the
three panelists for the total number of items thay judged as ELI 70, 80, and
Exempt. Table 1 shows that, on average, there avartal of 19.33 items that the
panelists judged an ELI 70 level student could ansserrectly, a total of 11.67
items that they judged an ELI 80 level but not dei@| student could answer
correctly, and a total of 4.00 items that they pdl@nly an Exempt level student
could answer correctly. The cut points (raw scodesived from the averaged
judgment would be 19.33 for ELI 80, and 31.00 (=3B%+ 11.67) for Exempt.
When converted to T scores, these cut points woeld9.71 for ELI 80, and
71.95 for Exempt. Based on the panel judgmentdgesiis who score below 49.71
would be at the ELI 70 level; students who scotgvben 49.71 and 71.95 would
be at the ELI 80 level, and students who score @@dv95 would be at the
Exempt level. When compared with the cut points &na currently used, the cut
point of 49.71 for ELI 80 is close to the currentlsed one, which is 50 (the
Mean), and the cut point of 71.95 (more than 18 above théviean) for Exempt

is much greater than the currently used one, wisiéi® (oneSD above théMean).
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Table 1
Panel Judgments
ELI 70 ELI 80 Exempt

Panelist A 22 10 3
Panelist B 19 10 6
Panelist C 17 15 3
M 19.33 11.67 4.00
D 2.05 2.36 1.41
Cut Point 19.33 31.00
(raw score)
Cut Point 49.71 71.95
(T score)

In order to find out the consistency of judgmenbamthe panelists, inter-
panelist reliability was calculated and displayed able 2 below. Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients were usedtie calculation. For each
panelist’'s judgment on the items, ELI 70 was coaed, ELI 80 was coded as 2,
and Exempt was coded as 3. Please note that thggatf ELI 70, ELI 80, and
Exempt are nominal data. Even though they werectadel, 2, and 3, the use of
Pearson for calculating the inter-panelist reliability Vaded the required
assumption that the ratings should be continuotes dhe researcher was not
able to use any other more appropriate statistitotthe calculations for these
nominal data. Thus, the inter-panelist reliabitibefficients in Table 2 would not
be the most accurate. From what was calculated tierénter-panelist reliability
was not very high, especially that between parsefsand C i = 0.37). But since
the final judgments were taken from the averagh®fpanelists’ ratings the mean
(M) of the correlation three coefficients (using Fhgherz transformation) is
given as well as the three-panelist reliabilityngsthe Spearman-Brown prophecy
formula based on the average correlation, whichettiout to be 0.76.

In addition, with a larger number of panelists, tiverall inter-panelist
reliability could be enhanced. In addition, theklat clear standards may have

caused difficulty in making consistent judgments.
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Table 2

Inter-panelist Reliability

Panelist A B C
A 1.00

B 0.58 1.00

C 0.37 0.58 1.00
Mcorrelation 0.51

Three-panelist

reliability 0.76

COMPROMISE STANDARD SETTING METHOD

Selection of the Method

In comparison to “absolute” methods like the yesfreihod used above
which involve either test-based or examinee-base@lgudgments, “relative”
standards take into account major stakeholderg/syend perspectives about cut-
point decisions especially in terms of the consages of the decisions. These
“relative” standards then involve consideratiorthad political nature of standard
setting. Compromise methods (See Hambleton & RitqQri006 for a review of
the methods) can be used in the standard-settouges to come up with
“relative” standards. These standards can be cadbaith the results from the

“absolute” methods for making more reasonable dwtss

Participants and Procedures

| therefore interviewed the Director and the Curien Coordinator of the
ELI, since they are the people who supervise akel ¢are of all aspects of the
program, who have good knowledge of the curricuturd the students’ levels,
and who make decisions over important aspectsegptbgram such as cut points
for the placement tests and placement policiemrmed to ask them the
following three main questions:

1. Based on your knowledge about ELI students’ levfelsa single

semester’'s administration of the ELIPT, what percérstudents do you
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think should be placed into ELI 70 level (needing tsemesters’
instruction), ELI 80 level (needing one semestar&ruction), or be
exempted from listening/speaking curriculum areeting zero
semester’s instruction)?

2. In relation to institutional functioning, as adnstrators, have you thought
about what would be the ideal percentages of 70ai8@ Exempt level
students, e.g., for the listening and speakingaulum? Why so? How
would the percentages (where we put the cut poaitsyt the number of
students we have, number of sections we open fand®BO0 level classes,
number of GAs we can hire, students who get exearipten the
curriculums, students’ perceptions and attitudesiaB&LI courses, etc.?

3. The university will not provide the Asian Pacifiaifion Differential
Exemption to incoming students from the Asia Paciigion from Fall
2007 semester. Considering this drop of fundingpfospective
international students, do you expect a drop ineswoliment? If so, how
big a drop do you expect? How do you plan to detd the situation?

In addition, after asking the first two questiohased the figure and the table
below to show and explain to the administratorsrtggh distribution of students
placed into each level with our current cut poihso explained to them how
changes of where we put the cut scores could takenumber of students we

would have for each level of placement.

Frobability
0.z 0.3 0.4

0.1

-4 -3 -2 -1 u] 1 2 3 4
Standardized Normal Scores
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Level Percentage N =100 IfN =200

70 50% 50 100

80 34.13% 34 68

Exempt 15.73% 16 32
Results

In terms of the first two questions, unfortunatélgould not get direct
answers. It appeared to me that the administraidreot see the political nature
of setting cut points, or think much about how npaitation of cut points could
affect the institution in many ways. They thoudtg percentages of students
placed into each level would vary semester by seanegepending on the
students. They also thought that the current citpavorked quite well in
placing the students accurately, since there wamnoh moving between the
levels after the diagnostic activities at the bagig of each semester. But after
asking the first two questions, | did inform theowhthe current cut points were
placing students, and how any change in the cuttpcoould affect the number of
students we could have. Maybe this will help themut more thought into cut-
point decisions for the ELIPT in the future. Astié third question, the
administrators did not yet know how the drop ofduny for students from the
Asia Pacific region would affect the ELI student@iment. They would have to

wait until much later to get the information.

PHI (LAMBDA) INDICESAT VARIOUS CUT POINTS

It is a fact that the consistency of decisions Qasetest scores may vary
depending on where the cut points are set (seenBneri980, 1984; Brown,
2007). Therefore, it is often useful to examinedbpendability of the scores at
various cut points. The phi (lambda) dependabifitlex, or®()), can be used for
this purpose. Thé(1) index is always the lowest at the point corresjiog to
the mean of the test scores, and it gets largtteascores deviate further from the
mean. This means, the dependability of decisioasnays the lowest if the cut

point is set at the mean of the test scores.
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Table 3 below shows the phi (lambda) dependabiiyces at various cut
points (T score) for the ALT. As the table shows, the depéiidy of the decision
is the lowest at the meaf ¢core = 50), which is 0.71. This index is actually
equal to the K-R21 reliability of the test. Howeyvire current cut point between
ELI 70 and 80 is right at the mean, which makes dl@cision point is less
dependable than any other option, and the depditgaiithe current decisions
separating ELI 70 and 80 students is 0.71, whictotddeal by any means. As for
the dependability of the current decision to plEgempt students, th()) for
the cut point T score = 60) is 0.85, which is better, but still rtal.

Table 3
Phi (lambda) Dependability Indices at Various Cut Points

Cut Point

(T Score) Decisions ()
35 0.91
38 0.88
41 0.84
44 0.78
47 0.73
50 ELI 80 0.71
53 0.73
56 0.78
59 0.84
60 Exempt 0.85
62 0.88
65 0.91
68 0.93
71 0.95

DISCUSSION

The cut points for the ALT derived from the Yes/Method were 49.71 for
ELI 80 and 71.95 for Exempt. The Compromise meitleed did not produce
findings relevant for the cut-point decisions. T point of 49.71 for ELI 80 is
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almost the same with the currently used one, wisi&® (theMean). The cut

point of 71.95 for Exempt is much greater thandheently used one, which is
60 (oneSD above thévlean). Based on the Yes/No method used, the current cut
point for ELI 80 seems to be working well in digjinshing ELI 70 and ELI 80
students. Whereas, the current cut point for Exasatther problematic. For the
given test, a cut point as high as 71.95 (a bitentlban twdSD above théviean)
may distinguish ELI 80 and Exempt level studentsevaxcurately. This means
that only about 2.28% of the students taking thd Atay be qualified to be
exempted. The cut point as high as this could sthatvthe ALT does not have a
sufficient number of items to discriminate well tbe Exempt level students, and
thus needs to be revised in this regard. The cosegs of using the current
ALT and the current cut point for Exempt include thossibility that we are
exempting students who actually need ELI 80 insima¢c and having a higher
enrollment in the ELI, etc.

However, the above findings should be interpretét waution, especially
due to the small number of panelists making thgijuehts. A larger number of
panelists could increase the validity of the firgdinin addition, the Yes/No
method used and the procedures involved as dedali®ve in the methods
section should be carefully scrutinized and evaldaWethods comparison
studies have shown that different methods may pre@diifferent cut points. As
for the procedures, there is a large number otibéas that can alter the results
produced. Of particular interest are variables Vikeether and what normative
data should be provided and how much discussiopdhelists should have
during the process. Such variables are contralarsthe literature on standard
setting. Lastly, the Compromise method was not gsedessfully in this study.
Otherwise, it could possibly provide additional fusé&formation for making the
decisions.

Although the cut point separating ELI 70 and 80wzt from the Yes/No
method is virtually the same with the currentlydis@e, which is 50 (thiklean),
the phi (lambda) index shows that the dependalwfityis decision is only 0.71,

not as high as might be hoped. One solution toishis revise the test and include
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more items at the difficulty level of the cut pariased on Item Response Theory,
which will make the decisions at the cut points endependable.

CONCLUSIONS

The study reported here aims at arriving at maasaopable and defensible cut
points for the ALT of the ELIPT. As a pilot studythink it has fulfilled its
purposes to the degree it was possible. It not prdyided evidence for what
would be more reasonable cut points for ELI 80 Brempt, but also offered
information for test revision and development. Asntioned in the interpretation
part above, the study has its limitations. In gattr, the number of panelists for
the Yes/No method was small, and the Comprise ndetlas not used to its
fullest extent. Perhaps the teachers should haswe in@olved in participating in
the Comprise method as well, asking for their amsiof ELIPT placement
decisions and the consequences. It would also leee interesting to see how
the results would differ if there were two roundgualgment in the Yes/No
method, with normative data provided for all tremis in the second round of
judgment and more discussions and feedback thraughe process.

In terms of the local value of the study, therthiss question of whether the
ELI should pursue rigorous and systematic stangettihg for all the sub-tests in
ELIPT. The ethical answer to the question is “yé@$ien it would require
resources, particularly people, for doing the wdike administrators may have to
investigate the possibilities for pulling togetloerbringing in resources to do this.

But one apparent problem with standard settinghferdistening and reading
subtests of the ELIPT is the lack of clear objexdifor the performance levels.
Without clearly specified objectives, the standsetting and the cut-point
decisions could be ambiguous. In order to have degectives, the
listening/speaking and the reading curriculum deast need subskills as
objectives that distinguish the curriculum levdesacly.

As for the broader value of this study for secamuage education, it

apparently adds to the limited body of work on dtad setting in the field by
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providing an actual standards-setting study. llmsddanguage education,
placement tests are widely used. Thus, the cuttpl@cisions for the placement
tests are quite important in affecting a large nends people’s life and the
language programs. At the same time, placemenh#&est certain characteristics
as a type of test, and the standard setting methdgrocedures for this type of
test are probably unique in nature. Thus, it wdaddnteresting and worthwhile to
futher investigate how and how well standards aradset for this type of

widely used test in second language programs.
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APPENDIX A

Distinctionsamong EL1 70, 80, and Exempt
(listening part)

ELI 70 focuses on improving listening and speaking sKitsh general and
academic ... ELI 70 is designed for students who les®listening/speaking
experience and limited familiarity with academicglish and/or limited
proficiency, and thus serves as a bridge to ELI 80.

ELI 80 focuses on further developing academic listenimdyspeaking
skills ... This course is designed for students waeehconsiderable
listening/speaking experience and fairly advanaedigency in English, but
have only moderate familiarity with academic Englad limited experience
with academic listening and speaking tasks thatanmemon in university classes.

(adapted from ELI Student Handbook: What classe®tered in the ELI?)

Major distinctive featur es between EL 170 and 80

Listening Studentsin 70 in general seem to lack general listening
comprehension skill, i.e., to understand what they listen to.
They should first understand what they listen ten@ral
listening comprehension skill) in order to critigalespond to
the listening material (critical listening skillF-or this reason,
the improvement of the general listening compretoenskill
(or what is called “fluency in listening” in thidart) is
emphasized in 70. Although it is also requine®0, more
emphasisis given on critical listening skill than on general
listening comprehension skill.

(adapted from ELI L/S Level Separation Chart (updain April 23, 2004))
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ELI 70

1. Studentswill develop their ability to compr ehend academic listening materials'.

Students will learn to use pre-listening strategeeg., obtaining background
information, having discussions to activate prinowledge, determining contexts),
during-listening strategies (e.g., note-taking, paraphrasing, circumlocution,
making inferences, predicting, getting main ideas, getting details), and post-listening
strategies (e.g., reviewing notes, having groupgtiiscussions) for listening
comprehension of academic lectures.

Students wilbecome awar e of the nature of academic lectures (e.g., discouesiears
used in academic lectures, emphasis of importantpaise of visual aids).
Students will learn how to effectively take notesidg lectures.

Students will become familiar with English pronuaten system for comprehension
purposes.

Students will be exposed iioter mediate-level academic listening materials.

)

Coursedescription for ELI 70

This course provides students the opportunity forawe their academic as well as gener
listening and speaking skills. Particular attemi®given to the comprehension of academic
lectures, delivery of presentations, and partiégpain discussions. This course is designed
as a bridge to the next level of Listening/Speakiags, ELI 80.
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ELI 80

1. Studentswill learn to efficiently compr ehend academic listening materials'.

» Students will review pre-listening strategies (eofptaining background information,
having discussions to activate prior knowledgeeeining contexts)during-
listening strategies (e.q., note-taking, paraphrasing, circumlocution, making
inferences, predicting, getting main ideas, getting details), and post-listening
strategies (e.g., reviewing notes, having groupgtiscussions) for listening
comprehension of academic lectures.

« Students will be able to determine useful listerstrgtegies that work for themselves.

« Students willbecome familiar with the nature of academic lectures (e.g., discourse
markers used in academic lectures, emphasis ofrtamiqooints, use of visual aids).

« Students will learn how to take notes effectivalyidg lectures.

» Students will become familiar with English pronuatan for comprehension purposes.

» Students will be exposed &olvanced-level academic listening materials.

2. Studentswill learn tolisten critically to academic listening materials.

« Students will learn to evaluate the contents tiney tomprehended.

e Students will learn to use what they just heardriter to construct their own opinions.

« Students will learn to incorporate their opiniomdindings from other sources (e.g.,
reading materials) to respond to the listening nitein a critical manner.

Coursedescription for ELI 80

This course provides the students with the oppdytio further improve their academic
listening and speaking skills to enable the stuslamfollow lectures and participate orally
in class in an American university setting. Tharse will focus on listening
comprehension, presentation, and discussion sKiliés course is designed for students
who have considerable listening/speaking experieandeadvanced proficiency in English
as an additional language.

(adapted from Goals and Objectives—ELI Listening@geaking—(Updated on
November 20, 2003))
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APPENDIX B
Panel Judgment Sheet

Panelist Name:

Method: Adaptation of Yes/No Method (Impara & Plake, 1997)

Directions:

« Put aVin the 70 level column, if you think a 70 levaldént can answer the

item correctly.

« Put aV in the 80 level column, if you think an 80 levaident, but not a 70
level student, can answer the item correctly.
« Put aV in the Exempt level column, if you think only arenpt level student

can answer the item correctly.

Your Answer

70

80

Exempt
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Directions:

« Putavin the 70 level column, if you think a 70 levaldéent can answer the
item correctly.

« Put aV in the 80 level column, if you think an 80 levaident, but not a 70
level student, can answer the item correctly.

« Put aV in the Exempt level column, if you think only areEnpt level student
can answer the item correctly.

[tem Your Answer 70 80 Exempt

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35




