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A CONCEPT OF VALIDITY

Vahdity . o central concept i testing
general. has been a central concern of language
testing (Anastast 1988, Angoff 1988, Baker
1989 Hughes 1989 Messick 1989, Davies
1990, Bachman 1990, Alderson et al, 1995,
Bachman and Palmer 1996). Tradiionally. test
vithdity 1s defined as “the fidehty with which ut
measures what 1t purponts to measure” (Gare,
1947 394 cied i Angoff. 1988 195 The
tadinonal view considered vahdity as o
quality of the measunimg mstrument. In this
view, language test validity s commonly
deemed to consist of five different types of
vahiditv . defined by Morrow (1981 13,
emphasis added) as foltows:

Face: The test looks Like a good one
[t the eves of lav people].

Content: The test accurately reflects the
sy Habus on which it s based.

Predictive: The
performance e s mdiatve of the same construct|

test  accurately  predicts
i some subsequent situation.
The gIves

results 1o existing test [ve. measures the

Concurrent test similar
same construct] which have abready been
valwlated

Construct: The test reflects accurately the
pnnciples of o vahd theory of foreign Language
learming

Morrow s defimmon of predictive vahdity
hind  of

predict s o

does not clanfy  whether  the

performance  the  test should

Linguage performuance, or another performance
mvolving  both  Language  and  non-Linguage

factors
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Dissatisfied with face vahidity. which “is

the mere appeatance  of  vahidity 1o the
metnically - nanve  observer™  (Stevenson
1985h- 11 1), Wamer and  Braun  (1988)

reduced the number 1o the “troikit™ of content

valhiditv.  cnternion validity - (consisting  of

concurrent  and  predictive  vahidity)  and
construct validity

The diviston of vahdity into different
tvpes led to controversy on the importance of
these types (Morrow 1981, Savignon 1983,
Stevenson  [U8Sa,  1985b, 1988,
Messick TYRY. Davies 19900 Communicative

theorists argued that content. face. and possibly

Anastasi

predictive validity were the most important
(Morrow 1981 1989).
Supporters of psychometnies (Loevinger 1957,
Messick 19750 Tenopyr 1977, Guion 1977, all
cited in Angoff 1988 28 Savignon [YK3,
Wood 991) cliumed that only concurrent
and vahdity
considering in test vahdatnon. which 1y the
kinds  of
evidence to support the mterpretation and use

types Hughes

constiuct were worth

process  of collecting  different
of test scores for a particulan purpose i
order to establish a test's vahdity

The

discussions 1s to consider vahdity as o unitary

recent trend o Language  testing
concept with different tvpes of validity  as
different aspects of validuy  (Messick 1989
Bachman 1990, Wood 199,
1995, Bichman & Palmer
1090

valichity s at the centie (Messick 1989) and s

Alderson et al
1996, McNamara
Within the new perception, construct

ennched  with two new aspects of  validity

response and  consequential - or - washback
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A comeept o valuhin

vabidity  (Bachman & Palmer 19960 2935,
MeNimara (U960 2203,

gives mdormmaition on how an andivadoal

Response validity

responds 1o test atems” tAlderson el
190 176,

Consequential validiy s “the potential
socttl consequences of the proposed {test] use
and ol the actnal conseguences of the apphed
testing” (Messich TUNY 8 I Language

testing.  consequential vahidiny . subsuming
washback tdefimed as the effects of assessment
mstiuments o educanional prachices and
beliels (Cohen 1994 4110 as ane of 1its aspects,
is the impact of Linguage teachmg. leanung
and curnculum, on Cthe teaching madernals, the
Ife chances of test candidates”™ or other
CMONmare 996

23 Bachmuan and Paliner (1996) preferred 1o

micrested  stake holders
refer o consequenttal vidhidiy under the
heading of “impact”  Bachman and Pulime
(1996) conceptualised the mmpact of test use as
operating at both nucro and macro levels At
the micro level, mdivaduals are affected by a
particular test use The individuals mclade test
takers, test users, decision makers using test
scores.  teachers, test takers”  fnends and
relatives and futnre classmuates. ete At the
ncio level, the society and the edacanonal
svatem e affected  Thus, takang o systematic
view, virtually evers member of the system s
mdirecthy aftected by the use of the et
(Bachman & Palmer 19900 31 Inthes respect.
consequential vahdity s much broader than
washback  vahidhityv, which often takes into

account mannly test tiekers and wachers

Over the vears, vahidity has evolved from
the concept of “test qualiny ™ 1o the concept of
the use the anterpretation o the iferences
muade from test scores tHenmmg 1987 Apastas
TONN. Angolf TYSN. NMessack 1989 1996
Vderson eral T995 Bachman 19900 Bachman
& Palmer 996,

reasons for s chumee as follows

Messich ey |1|.||||L'd the

In gencral. content and crtenion-related
evidence. heng  contrthutory to seore
mterpretation, are subsumed under the 1ubri
of  comstruct-related  evidence Yot
considerations of speaific content and selected
coterna resurface, i addiion o the general
construct validity of score meaning. whenever
the test s used Tor o particular apphed purpose
In justityimg test use dividing vahidity evidence
into three categories that we then merged mto
one, does not dlumimate these nuances - the
roles of specific content and cnterton - related
evidence as adjuncis 10 construct vithdity
What 18 needed s a0 oway of dividing and
combinmg validity evidence that forestalls undue
relimce on selected form of  evidence. that
lghhights the important though subsidiny le of
spectfic content and crtenion - related evidence
support of - construct

validin,. o testing

applications, and  that formally - includes
constderation of value impheations and - social
consequences  anto the framework
(Messich 198920

Different “types™ of vahdity e now

\.lhi[l[_\

constdered as different “methods™ of assessing
validiny : “the more different “tvpes™ o vahidity
that can he estabhished | the better, and the more
evidence that can be gathered for any one
“tvpe” of valdity the better” ¢Alderson et al
[VOS 171
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MOT CACH HIEU VE DO GIA TRI

TS. To Thi Thu Huong

Khoa Ngon ngie & Van hoa Anh - My
Truong Dar hoe Ngoai ngit, DHQG Ha Not

Bai viét nav mo ta khai niém vé do gia tri trong kiém tra danh gia né chung, kiém

tra danh gia nang lge ngon ngit n6i rieng. Trude day dé gia tri cua mdt bai kiém tra
duce quan niém mot cach truveén thong la do trung thue ma bair do do dude cai né can do

val nhiéu lom do gia e khae nhau nhu gia tri bé mat. ndi dung. tien doan. tuong duong
va khai niém. Xu hudng hién nav trong kiém tra danh gia nang luc ngén ngi cor do gia
try la mat khan mém dong nhat vai ciace loal do gia tri truyén thang la cac khia canh
khiae nhau cua do g tn
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