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INTRODUCTION

2000 Summer Institute

The 2000 NFLRC Summer Institute (SI) was organized around the topic of computer-based tests for
less commonly taught languages, particularly Southeast Asian and East Asian languages. Specifically
it focused on Internet-based test development for the Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, and
Vietnamese languages. The SI lasted two weeks from June 12 to June 23, 2000. Its goal was to have
at least one test in place at the end of the workshop that could be made available via a web-site
maintained by the NFLRC in order to collect data during the next year or two. It was further
designed to provide professional development for the participants in the development of their own
expertise in the areas of language test development and web-based technology. Specifically, it was
hoped that the participants would: a) develop techniques of test design; b) focus on multiple test
formats; c) write tests that would be useable around the nation; d) use the WWW as a test
dissemination method; and e) learn or develop competence in HTML and selected web editors. Over
the two weeks of the institute, participants worked in small groups on individual language tests as
well as participating in meetings directed at the full cohort across individual languages.

Organization of the SI

Staff for the SI consisted of NFLRC staff and the workshop facilitators. The NFLRC staff included
Heidi Agunias (Student Assistant), Deborah Masterson (Publications Specialist), Jim Yoshioka
(Program Coordinator), and Richard Schmidt (NFLRC Director). The workshop facilitators were
Thom Hudson (Summer Institute Director/Summer Institute Evaluator), Siwon Park (Workshop
Facilitator), Carsten Roever (Workshop Facilitator) and Kin Chan (Student Assistant/Technical
Support).

Needs analysis for the SI

During the planning stages of the workshop, a questionnaire was prepared to determine the perceived
needs among members of the less commonly taught languages community. The questionnaire was
sent to professional organizations and to universities and other academic institutions. The
questionnaire was designed to elicit: 1) testing needs specific to the respondents’ institutions; 2)
contexts with the most clearly identifiable assessment needs; 3) identity of commonly used
pedagogical materials; 4) level of training in testing among language practitioners; and 5)
technological issues that should be taken into account (See Appendix A). The respondents
identified a broad range of testing needs. There was no clear preference for achievement tests versus
general proficiency tests versus self-assessment tests. All were seen as important. Likewise, there was
great diversity among the responses for the language teaching contexts with the most clearly
identifiable assessment needs in terms of instructional level. However, the vast majority of responses
indicated that they were primarily focused on university level instruction and the needs for those
course types. It is not clear whether this is a reflection of the membership lists from which the
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institutions were selected, or whether this is a reflection of where most instruction for less commonly
taught languages takes place. Similarly, based on this questionnaire, there appeared to be
considerable overlap among many of the university level programs in terms of the pedagogical
material that was being used. However, there was minimal prior training in testing among the
language practitioners. There were occasional instances of advanced level training, but this was rare.
Finally, the technological issue that was of most interest to the respondents related to the issue of
availability of fonts for the particular languages. This was not only an issue of easy access to the fonts,
but an issue of how the particular web browsers (Netscape or Internet Explorer) handled the different
fonts.

Publicity for the 2000 SI

Advertising to solicit participants for the SI followed the pattern of previous NFLRC summer
institutes. Flyers/ads were sent to professional organizations and academic institutions. The ads were
also sent via email to people on the NFLRC mailing list and to a number of foreign language
listservs. The ads were also posted on the NFLRC web site. The ads/flyers were also distributed at
professional convocations such as the ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages) convention.

Selection of participants

Potential participants applied by completing a web-based application form (See Appendix B).
Applications were received for the following languages: Russian, Indonesian, Vietnamese, Japanese,
Korean, Chinese, Filipino, Thai, Swahili, Hebrew, Afrikaans, Greek, Tamil, Hawaiian, Khmer. The
applications were rated by five of the SI organizers on the following criteria using a five point scale:

• Relevance of target language to Southeast Asian and East Asian languages
• Background in language testing
• Background in computer use
• Familiarity with HTML
• Background with technology in general
• Familiarity with proposed software (Authoring tools)
• Availability of target language fonts
• Quality of statement of purpose
• Apparent potential for developing a complete test
• Potential impact on field
• Clarity of goals
• Specificity of dissemination plans
• Fit with other potential participants (level, skill areas, syllabus, knowledge, etc.)

Based on the criteria, three participants were selected for each of the five selected languages:
Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, and Vietnamese.

Pre-institute communications

After the selection of the participants, the NFLRC was in frequent contact with each participant.
Communication was generally conducted via the Internet. Jim Yoshioka, the Program Coordinator,
was in touch with each participant regarding accommodations, stipends, schedules, etc. Additionally,
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the participants were sent a list with the email addresses of all other SI participants. According to
discussions during the workshop, there was quite a bit of communication between members of some
of the language groups prior to their arrival, but there is only anecdotal evidence.

Facilities

The SI took place in the Moore Hall PC lab. A decision had been made initially to make all
workshop presentations in PC as opposed to Mac format. However, although there was a Mac lab
available, none of the groups decided to use it. The lab had sixteen PCs. Each PC had a Pentium I
processor and a high-speed Internet connection to the WWW. A scanner was available to the
participants. Also, an audio lab was available for recording listening comprehension test scripts, as
well as a multimedia lab on campus that was available throughout the workshop for digitizing sound
and video files.

DESCRIPTION OF WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES

General overview

In planning for the SI, there was a concern with ensuring a balance between language testing issues
and web construction issues. The planners wanted to emphasize the importance of language testing
over the often overwhelming attraction of the web’s visual possibilities. There was also a concern
with making sure that there was as little lecture-centered focus as possible in order to provide the
maximum amount of time for the groups to have hands-on test project development experience.
Consequently, only the first three days of the workshop were set aside for formal facilitator-fronted
presentations. As much of the remaining two week workshop was designed for participant test design
and construction. (See Appendix C.)

Participant profile

The participants represented universities across the US and Hawai‘i, as well as the Center for
Applied Linguistics in Washington D.C. and the U.S. Defense Language Institute in Monterey,
California. Despite information from the initial institutional needs analysis, there was actually very
little overlap in the textbooks used in the different participant institutions. In Chinese and Filipino
two of the participants in each group used the same instructional text. In the other languages there
was no common set of materials. In terms of testing background, nine of the participants had
responsibility for developing tests but had little formal training while six of the participants had
formal coursework in testing and psychometrics in addition to test development responsibilities.
Seven of the participants had had quite a bit of experience with HTML and HTML editors, six had
had some experience, while two had had very little experience with either HTML or editing
programs. No language group had a makeup of all participants with little experience in HTML or
psychometrics.



 2000 NFLRC SUMMER INSTITUTE: Computer-based Tests for Less Commonly Taught Languages 5

Facilitator profiles

As noted above, the SI was facilitated by Thom Hudson, Siwon Park, and Carsten Roever. All three
have appointments in the Department of Second Language Studies at the University of Hawai‘i at
MÅnoa. Thom Hudson, Associate Professor, was primarily responsible for language testing issues
related to validity and test construction throughout the two weeks of the workshop. Siwon Park, a
PhD candidate in Second Language Acquisition, had primary responsibility with instruction and
advising on the Dreamweaver2 editor and general HTML issues. Carsten Roever, also a PhD
candidate in Second Language Acquisition, had primary responsibility for JavaScript issues and
general HTML issues.

Workshop activities

Each day, there was an open computer lab from 7:00 am until 8:30am and 4:30pm until 6:30pm
(except when preempted by extracurricular activities). During this time, the participants were free to
work on their projects or communicate with others via email. The daily workshop activities followed
a fairly flexible but consistent schedule.

On the morning of the first day, after the official opening of the workshop, Thom Hudson presented
a general overview of language and web-testing issues. This presentation involved material regarding
validity and test design that was delivered via the Internet. A central metaphor that was used
throughout the workshop was based on a statement by Nainoa Thompson, an important person in
the Hawaiian voyaging canoe movement currently experiencing a resurgence in interest. He was
asked how to select a canoe. His response was “When planning a voyage by canoe, first decide where
you want to go, and why. Then decide what kind of canoe you need to accomplish the task.” This
was used during the workshop by facilitators and participants to address validity issues during the test
construction process. Additionally, the presentation employed a set of tests that were intentionally
designed to be “bad tests,” reflecting, as they did, overly enthusiastic use of HTML capabilities
without a sound basis in assessment. This presentation was followed by a discussion of sources of
performance variability and variability associated with particular item types. Later in the day, the
language groups met to discuss their own areas of interests in the workshop. Those meetings were
followed later in the afternoon by a discussion of technologies in language assessment by the full
cohort of 15 participants and the facilitators.

On the second day of the workshop, Carsten Roever presented models and examples of web-based
language testing. During the early afternoon session he presented applications and hands on
activities for the participants. This presentation also presented an initial exposure to basic HTML
and its capabilities in language testing and provided a web-based language testing manual. Finally,
participants broke into small groups and discussed the day’s information in terms of application to
their own projects. The third day was primarily devoted to presentations by Siwon Park
demonstrating the authoring language Dreamweaver 2. This was designed to make a connection
between the authoring program and HTML. A basic Dreamweaver 2 manual was provided to the
participants. At the end of the day, participants again broke into small groups and discussed the
information in relation to their own projects.
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As of the fourth day of the workshop, the format shifted away from formal presentations by the
facilitators to hands-on work by the participants. For the week from June 15 through June 22, the
days generally began with the participants breaking into their language groups and developing tests.
They initially planned out test objectives and mapped their testing sites. This was followed up by
actual test writing activities. During the final session each afternoon, the participants generally came
back together as a full cohort to discuss issues that had arisen. Through these sessions, areas were
identified that needed to be addressed by the facilitators. For instance, issues of JavaScript came up
and required an additional session of that aspect of web development. Likewise, during the workshop,
language groups would meet with the facilitators to arrange for language recording sessions and
appointments with the digitizing lab on campus. On the last day of the SI, each language group
presented its final products to the larger group of participants.

Description of workshop products

The products in the groups varied in the extent to which they represented complete tests, but each
group did have a version of a test form on the Internet. Briefly, the products were as follows:

Chinese. The Chinese group produced a test with three subtests. There is a 10 item listening
comprehension subtest, a 16 item reading subtest, and a 10 item grammar test. All items are
either multiple-choice or true/false in format. The test is viewed as a self-assessment achievement
test and examinees are given feedback on each item following the submission of the test.

Filipino. The Filipino group wrote a test made up of a 25 item listening subtest and a 22 item
reading test. Both tests are selected response in format. There is an extensive background
information questionnaire. While the listening test is a complete form, the reading test is not yet
entirely complete. The test is presented to the examinees as a pilot practice placement test.

Japanese. The Japanese test is comprised of listening and reading subtests. There is an extensive
practice test for the potential examinees. Each subtest is made up of three tasks, and the
examinee must type in the correct answers in English. Consequently, this test differs from the
others in being almost completely constructed response in format.

Korean. The Korean tests consisted of grammar & vocabulary, listening, and reading. As a result
of some incompatibilities with the programming, these tests do not work at the present time.

Vietnamese. The Vietnamese tests involved vocabulary, reading and listening. There are
extensive problems with access to Vietnamese fonts. As a result of problems with the HTML and
JavaScript code, these tests are not working at the present time.
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EVALUATION OF INSTITUTE :  PARTICIPANT AND ADMINISTRATION

Participants

The evaluation by the participants of the Institute involved two foci. The first is a presentation of
the formative evaluation that took place during the workshop, and the second presents the
summative evaluation by the participants at the end of the workshop.

Formative

Throughout the workshop, the facilitators observed the activities and progress of the
participants. This informal process led to changes in the schedule as well as to individual
participant feedback. For example, it became clear that participants needed more focus on test
validity issues, and a workshop was included on this late in the first week. Also, it became clear
during the second week that participants needed additional work with Dreamweaver and with
Java scripts. Additional instruction was included on these two tools for the projects. A second
type of formative evaluation was participant responses to email feedback questionnaires during
the first week of the workshop (See Appendix D).

A summary of the responses for the first week indicates the following developments:

Day 1. After the first day, the evaluations show that there are varied backgrounds both in terms
of testing and in terms of computer knowledge. One participant noted a problem with “some
background knowledge in testing” while another wrote “I’m a quite beginner so I’d like to take
things in a slower pace. I hope that information given will be easy to ‘digest’ in the days to
come.” This is in contrast to a statement at the end of day 1 stating, “Having worked on the
web-based test development projects at [a large U.S. university], I think I have learned basic
technical skills needed to develop a website for testing with standard features.” This differential
ability had been expected, so there did not appear to be a major reason to change the general
orientation of the workshop presentations in order to accommodate unexpected levels of
competency.

Further, the first day workshop feedback began to indicate the SI goal of having complete tests in
place at the end of the workshop might not be feasible. There appeared to be many conflicting
individual goals and differing home contexts. For example, one participant wrote the following
regarding any problems that had been experienced:

“It is not really a problem, but I realized the contextual differences three of us are dealing
with at our own institution, even if we are all working on college-level FL instruction at
American universities. For example, what does it mean to say that the “target test takers are
those who completed the first year of Japanese instruction.” The level of such a group of
students in terms of Japanese language proficiency seems to be quite different across the
institutions. Also, we seem to lack a common framework to define students levels at
individual institution properly due to the difference in the nature of the curriculums,
students, textbooks, goals, students’ motivations and purposes of learning Japanese)”

The recognition of different contexts was noticed by other participants as well. One wrote, “It
seems to be more factors that you have to consider in testing. I hope I can incorporate those
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factors and issues at my home institute.” However, in general, comments from the participants
indicated that the members of each team were more or less coming to some accommodation
regarding what the test they developed would cover. Comments were, “We will work as a group
and develop an exit test for the second year students of [one of the target languages]. I look
forward to working with the group,” and “We will definitely still work together even after this
workshop because of the enormous need for language tests in (language).”

Finally, there was a general satisfaction with the workshop at the end of the first day.
Representative comments were: “It was a great presentation. Theories on testing/measurement
are clearly presented. It gives people guidelines on the test to be developed.” “I enjoyed browsing
through the web sites, especially the ‘bad test’ site.” “I think the overview covered a lot of ground
and was very informative. If anything else needs to be added or presented, perhaps show an
improved/revised test sample after the ‘bad test’.”

Day 2. The feedback again pointed out the varying levels of skills among the groups. Some
participants had fairly extensive backgrounds while for others their experiences with technology
had been rather cursory. One participant commented that, “I found everything very useful, but
scripts for scoring & validation were my favorite.” Another more advanced participant wrote, “I
wished we had more time to learn how to use Cookies and programming for diagnostic feedback
as part of the one-by-one presentation of test items. Especially I would like to know more about
how to import student responses (strings of responses) to spreadsheets.” Another less proficient
participant wrote, “It is nice to know how HTML and JavaScript work. However, some tasks are
too difficult or too advanced for some of us.” and a fourth participant wrote, “Perhaps I will need
today’s instruction ten more times to feel comfortable with HTML and Java script.”

Most of the participants thought that the workshop was well presented, writing, “…it is an
excellent presentation and I like it. I just wish that my level/computer skill/experience were
higher than what I have now,” “Everything was very clear, and Carsten did a very good job of
giving us an introduction to issues to be considered in web-based testing and HTML/JavaScript
programming for language assessment,” “I like more practice and hands on experience. I know I
need it. Thank you very much for all the instructors who are in the workshop. Your are so helpful
and friendly!!” and, “I feel that I learned a lot by debugging the programs and writing the codes
on Tuesday. These hands-on skills will definitely help us in developing any web-based tests in
the future. Thank you for all the preparations and effective presentation of the materials.”

However, some recognized that the material was difficult at this point, and there was a growing
concern about the complexity of HTML and how large the learning task was. Participants wrote,
“I felt a little bit uncomfortable to go on exercises where most of us don’t have much experience
in <form> and <script>,” “The final task was quite challenging and can be frustrating but we did
make through. I’m still quite overwhelmed by it all so I’m not sure if I could manage that on my
own,” “It seems more complex than I expected,” and “I would like to make our original plan less
complex.” Although there was concern, none of the participants expressed despair at the scope
of the project. So, although there was clearly going to be a steep learning curve for some of them,
there was optimism about the potential outcomes.
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Day 3. The Dreamweaver session of the workshop put the HTML information from the previous
day into context, showing how the participants could work back and forth between HTML and
the editor. Most participants liked this presentation very much. Representative comments are,
“Siwon’s teaching style impressed me the most: DW has become understandable and its usability
has become so obvious and I’m going to abandon Frontpage to switch to DW after this
workshop,” “All the sessions were very well organized, and I believe I integrated the materials to
my previous knowledge effectively,” “Siwon did a very good job of showing us how to use
Dreamweaver step by step!” and “So far, I did not encounter any difficulty, especially after the
session yesterday. Siwon did a good job of providing us with the technical information then the
hand-on, step-by-step instructions.”

Further, despite its difficulty for some, the participants seemed to feel the selection of
Dreamweaver was appropriate. As noted in the previous paragraph, even many of those who had
used other web editors appreciated Dreamweaver’s features. Comments about Dreamweaver were
of the following type, “Easier than HTML, more interesting and user friendly,” “I really like the
fact that it’s so easy to use Dreamweaver instead of JavaScript to design test items,” “An overall
knowledge of Dreamweaver is useful; frames was fascinating,” “It’s great to learn some of the
basic web writing yesterday and to see how those things work within an editor like
Dreamweaver,” and “I have a feeling that it is a bit easier to use than JavaScript. I’m quite
excited about it and will probably use it in the future.”

However, many of the participants noted that the workshop was very fast and detailed. “We
covered a great deal of material today. I will practice a bit this afternoon and early tomorrow
morning. However, it would be great to have a brief review/exercise tomorrow morning before
starting the group discussion,” “I need further digest the presentation and think about it. The
learning materials is overwhelming but I like it,” “I was too overwhelmed with the presentation
today to even think about this [what additional material might be included]. I would know better
when in the actual process of writing test items,” “I felt we are rushed a little bit to fit in the
schedule. Especially, since functional use of Dreamweaver is one of the objectives in this
institute, we could take more time for each hands-on activity,” “Time pressure should be eased
for both the presenter and the participants,” and “I think we should be more realistic with the
amount of time involved in presenting a Dreamweaver workshop. One day is too much info in
too little time. Perhaps 1–1/2 days would be much better. Siwon did a good job, he obviously
really knows what he is talking about.” These reactions led the facilitators to continually put the
material into a context of a two week period for the participants. Additionally, we encouraged
participants to identify specific needs for additional mini-workshops throughout the rest of the
Summer Institute.

Day 4 and Day 5. The participants began to settle into developing tests within the five
language groups beginning with the first Thursday of the workshop. Mornings and early
afternoons were spent in small groups while the late afternoons were spent in a larger meeting of
the full cohort. At the end of each afternoon, participants presented the progress of their test
construction. At this point, a more or less regular schedule developed. Participants noted the
shift with comments such as, “I think it was a very productive day today. We seemed to be able
to discuss issues and the project in depth,” “No problems. We were able to define our tasks and
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proceeded to work on what is expected of our group,” “The members of our group have different
experiences due to the types of students at their institutes (heritage vs. non-heritage students)
hence the types of test questions can be varied. For this workshop we have decided to target the
test for all non-beginning students,” “People often have different philosophies. But, we worked
out and cooperated very nicely,” “Most issues which we encountered were presented during the
session with the larger group and possible solutions were proposed,” “Group discussions at the
end of the day is a big help; we get to see what other groups are thinking and processing and we
could learn and guide each other in the process,” and, “When we are discussing as the language
group, we sometimes lose sight of what we are trying to do. Discussing issues as the whole cohort
definitely helps us clarify our thinking, and we appreciated the feedback we received from the
other participants in today’s closing session.”

After the fifth day, the formative email evaluation was very informal. Most of the evaluation
emerged from the workshop activities. For example, a short session was needed in the second
week to address the needs surrounding any listening activities that would be needed for the tests.
This discussion focused on the recording and digitizing of files. The major source of concern that
developed during the second week was the need to develop JavaScript scoring and feedback files.
The groups developed the tests discussed above, but there was recurrent anxiety around a sense
of time pressures and access to facilitators. Participants wrote comments such as, “The anxiety
level is rising a bit for me since I’ve never had any experience on HTML or Dreamweaver. It is
comforting to know that the teaching staff is always around,” “I just cannot help feeling time
pressure to finish our project by Friday, especially because I fear that I would not be able to use
Dreamweaver and the Java script in a timely manner (I’m glad this is team work). I wish we had
three weeks rather than two weeks,” “In addition to working in the lab, I often write and revise
test items at home. The separation of computer work and test composition, in a way, helps me to
concentrate much more easily. I think I am learning a great deal but just don’t have enough time
to review and practice. I had some ideas on test formats that I want to implement, but realized
later that it could be shown on the web pages but probably couldn’t be calculated and scored. All
these a part of my learning process here. I just wish I have more time to digest and implement.”

These formative evaluations indicated that the participants were very involved in developing the
tests. It was a very productive process and no one indicated that they were not learning or were
dissatisfied with what they were learning. The primary issues that arose after the actual test
construction process began were related to a lack of time, either to learn the technical issues or
to focus on the quality of the instruments they were developing.

Summative

At the end of the workshop, the participants completed the summative evaluation form. The
participant results are indicated in Table 1.
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Table 1: Participant responses to workshop evaluation;  N=10
1=disagree strongly, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=no strong reaction, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree

item question mean std

1 The workshop has increased my understanding of web-based
language testing. 4.9 0.32

2 The workshop helped my understanding of some of the technical
issues involved in web-based language testing. 5.0 0.00

3 I now feel that I want to independently learn more about HTML
on my own. 4.5 0.53

4 I feel confident now that I will be able to help others modify or
implement web-based testing at my home institution. 3.6 1.27

5 There was sufficient expertise to help me throughout the workshop. 4.5 0.53

6 I now feel that I want to independently pursue more information
about Dreamweaver on my own. 4.7 0.48

7 I have a stronger understanding of language testing in general than
before the workshop. 4.3 0.82

8 Throughout the workshop, there was sufficient technical support. 4.5 0.53

9 I now feel that I want to independently learn more about
JavaScript on my own. 4.3 0.48

10 As a result of the workshop, I feel I will be a greater asset to my
home institution’s assessment program. 4.4 0.70

11
I am interested in continuing my involvement with the NFLRC in

the test development process and would like to be kept abreast
of the data collected.

5.0 0.00

12 The workshop format and organization was appropriate for the
institute goals. 4.9 0.32

13 I feel that I have achieved my own personal and professional goals
for the workshop. 4.6 0.52

14 I feel that the workshop contained an adequate balance between
technology issues and language testing content. 4.4 0.52

With the exception of question #4, the participants rated all answers between the somewhat
agree and strongly agree ratings. Thus, participants indicated general satisfaction with the
workshop activities and with their learning. The 3.6 rating for question #4 indicates a lack of
confidence in being able to independently apply the information covered in the workshop once
they are at their home institutions. That is consistent with the email evaluations and comments
made during the workshop which indicated how much material there was to master. In many
ways, this supports the participant sense that there was too little time to incorporate all of the
information covered. The relatively lower responses for items #7 and #14 of 4.3 and 4.4,
respectively, may indicate that the workshop indeed did not spend enough emphasis on
measurement issues per se, focusing instead on the technical web-based issues.
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Administration evaluation of the workshop

The following discussion is based on notes and observations I made throughout the workshop
relating to the operation and success of the Summer Institute 2000. As noted in the introduction to
this evaluation, the goals for Summer Institute 2000 were:

…to have at least one test in place at the end of the workshop that could be made available
via a web-site maintained by the NFLRC in order to collect data during the next year or
two…to provide professional development for the participants in the development of their
own expertise in the areas of language test development and web-based technology.
Specifically, it was hoped that the participants would: a) develop techniques of test design;
b) focus on multiple test formats; c) write tests that would be useable around the nation; d)
use the WWW as a test dissemination method; and e) learn or develop competence in
HTML and selected web editors.

Products

The original goal of developing stand alone tests for the languages was a bit too ambitious. This
appears to be due both to problems in the initial participant selection process and in the length
of the workshop. First, while each of the 15 selected participants was qualified, they frequently
did not have common objectives or backgrounds. Some had more experience in testing than
others while some had more extensive teaching experience. Second, two weeks was not a
sufficient amount of time for the participants to develop common goals, learn the material
necessary, and produce a test. The length of time did not allow facilitators to cover the necessary
testing information as well as the technical programming components. Consequently, the
participants spent too little time questioning the notions of test construct, appearing too willing
to accept views of tests and testing held prior to participating in the workshop. This said,
however, the participants did produce tests that will be useable, with some additional work, for
data collection in the future (See description in “Quality”). In that sense, the workshop did
succeed to some large extent. There are perhaps too few testing formats represented, but that is
most likely a result of the time pressure.

Participation

It was clear throughout the workshop that the participants did experience important professional
development in expanding their expertise in the application of web-based technology to
language test development. The participants were actively involved in the workshops each day
and in the computer lab during the time outside the formal sessions. One indication of the
participant involvement is that there were no absences by participants except on the last day
when one person had to leave Hawai‘i early to return home. In general, the different groups
worked together well in developing their tests. However, two exceptions to this collaborative
tenor were observed during the workshop, one minor and the other more substantial. In one of
the groups, it became clear that one of the members had as an agenda the converting of her
institution’s existing test to a web-based test. While the other two members worked on a more
appropriate test project, she continued to work on her own test rather independently, though she
did contribute to the group meetings and planning. The second schism was basically the result of
personality conflicts between one of the members and the remaining two. This group spent little
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time working together, though each segment of the group did produce a test that could be
developed for the web. Thus, even though there may have been problems with the group
dynamics in some instances, there was substantial professional development across all
participants. This is substantiated in part by the responses noted above in Table 1. Participant
responses to items 1, 2, 6, 12, and 13 indicate that the participants perceived that the workshop
helped them improve their test development abilities.

Quality

An evaluation of the quality of the tests must take into account the context of the test
development. As such, the limitations of time, resources, and group consensus in test purpose
must be considered. A brief evaluation of the tests follows:

Chinese. The Chinese group produced a test with three subtests. The 10 item listening
comprehension subtest and the 16 item reading subtest are both very visually pleasing. The 10
item grammar test will take additional work to make it as visually appealing as the first two. In
general, the grammar subtest is a bit too discrete point from this evaluator’s point of view.
However, the test as a whole provides very good feedback for the examinees. This is a nice
feature and can be utilized as a beginning for the modification of the other tests developed during
the workshop.

Filipino. The Filipino 25 item listening subtest covers short single response listening, dialogue
and narration sections. The 22 item reading test includes both short and longer texts. As noted
above, the listening test is a complete form; the reading test is not yet entirely complete. The test
uses very nice graphics and has a good test practice test page for the examinees. Additionally, the
Filipino test includes a comprehensive and useful background information page used to collect
information about the examinees. This test will benefit from feedback similar to that used by the
Chinese test. Given the fact that this test was developed in only two weeks, it is a nice example
of what a short workshop can accomplish.

Japanese. The Japanese test is comprised of listening and reading subtests and contains an
extensive practice test. As noted above, the subtests frequently require the examinee to type in
the constructed response answers in English. As a result, it requires more production on the part
of the examinees than the other tests. This is a positive aspect from a test construct point of
view, but makes test delivery more complex and labor intensive. There is a good use of HTML
frames with text on the left frame and test questions in the frame on the right.

Korean and Vietnamese. The Korean tests consisted of grammar & vocabulary, listening, and
reading. As a result of programming problems, the tests do not work at the present time. New
items and scoring scripts are still needed along with more developed feedback. Likewise, the
Vietnamese tests, which involve vocabulary, reading, and listening, do not work at the present
time. There are extensive problems with access to Vietnamese fonts due to browser
incompatibilities. As a result of problems with the HTML and JavaScript code, these tests are
not working at the present time and will involve fairly substantial work for full test
implementation.
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In summary, two tests, Chinese and Filipino, were produced that will be useable with relatively
easy adaptations here at UH. The Japanese test will be useable when accommodations for the
constructed response items are made. The Korean and Vietnamese tests will take more
maintenance in order to get them up and running. The quality of the tests is remarkably high
given the circumstances. They will be useful as mechanisms for data collection across a range of
examinees. A final note regarding the test construction. In the end, problems with fonts
associated with these less commonly taught languages did not prove to be an insurmountable
problem, though it was a considerable issue. It turned out to be a particularly vexing issue for the
Vietnamese participants because examinees will essentially have to download the fonts before
they can take the test. Sample assessment instruments produced during the Summer Institute
may be viewed at     http://www.lll.hawaii.edu/nflrc/si2000/testing/   

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 2000 NFLRC Summer Institute at the University of Hawai‘i successfully brought together 15
participants to work on developing Web-based tests for five less commonly taught languages. During
the first three days of the workshop, participants dealt specifically with language testing issues, Web-
based coding, and the Web editing program Dreamweaver. The remaining 10 contact days involved
hands-on work with tutored help from the program facilitators.

The structure of the workshop appears to have worked well from both the participants’ and
administrators’ perspectives. The workshop structure during the hands-on work days of having the
morning sessions take place in small language specific groups and having the last afternoon session be
a larger full cohort presentation of progress achieved the goals of motivating the participants to
progress as well as providing them feedback on common problems. Further, this structure allowed the
facilitators to monitor areas that needed to be addressed more explicitly either to a particular group
or to the workshop participants as a whole. If a future workshop on this topic is proposed, this
schedule should be considered.

The two areas that were the most problematic, and which need further consideration in future such
workshops, relate to the participant profiles and to the time devoted to the workshop. Regarding the
participant profiles, if must first be emphasized that all of the participants of SI 2000 were very
qualified and able. The issue that is less than satisfactory relates to the matching of the different
participants in each group. This may be inevitable to the process, but in the selection process it was
not possible to select able participants who also all had common teaching contexts. Some of the
participants came from institutions which had primary needs for proficiency tests while other
institutions needed placement or achievement tests. In the latter two cases, it was not possible to
find institutions which had common curricula to write tests for. So, it may be that the goal of
developing full tests for dissemination is not realistic in this format. However, the goal of having
participants advance their professional knowledge certainly can be met.

The final problematic area mentioned above relates to restrictions of time allotted for the workshop.
Two weeks is a long time in any professional’s year, but it was somewhat too short to fully accomplish
the goals set out initially for SI 2000. In the future, serious consideration should be given to
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extending the workshop to three weeks. Admittedly, this length of time might limit the number of
potential participants because many would not wish to be away from their families and institutions
for that length of time. However, perhaps some accommodation could be arrived at.

Finally, from an administrators point of view, I feel the workshop was overall successful. I am
convinced that the participants learned a great deal and that the tests they developed can be
modified to collect data for test analysis. It was a rewarding project.
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APPENDIX A:
NEEDS ANALYSIS QUESTIONS POSED TO MEMBERS OF THE

LESS COMMONLY TAUGHT LANGUAGES COMMUNITY

National Foreign Language Resource Center
Needs Assessment for Less Commonly Taught Languages

Name:                                                                                   Language:                                                                      

Please answer the following questions in as much detail as appropriate. If you prefer word processing
or answering on a separate sheet, please feel free to do so.

1. Please describe any testing needs specific to your language institution or classes. Answers to
this might address special needs due to a particular text being essential to the curriculum,
issues of class size, etc.

2. What level of instruction (secondary, tertiary, etc.) do you see as having the most definable
needs? What would those needs be?

3. Is there a set of materials or a textbook that are widely used across the country in teaching
your particular language?

4. Reflecting on your experiences as an expert in your field of language teaching, please provide
some suggestions for improvement with regard to test construction.

5. Please nominate any significant persons, along with information about how to contact them
if that is available, in your field of language teaching.

6. We are planning to have Summer institute 2000, at which experts in teaching and testing of
each language will participate in constructing test instruments for Web Based
Testing/Computer Based Testing. What technological issues should be taken into account
given any local constraints?

7. How much training in language testing have the teachers in your language generally had?
8. Will your organization be willing to provide any (financial) support for the participants from

your organization in the Summer Institute in order to augment the honorarium.
9. Please feel free to add any additional information that you believe would be helpful to us in

designing our Summer Institute.
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APPENDIX B: O N-LINE APPLICATION FORM FOR POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

Workshop Application

The National Foreign Language Resource Center (NFLRC) at the University of Hawai‘i is now
commencing work on a 3-year project to develop web-based and computer-based tests for less
commonly taught languages. This project has as its primary goal the design of computer-based tests
for proficiency, placement, and self-assessment. The project will begin with five languages, selected
from the languages of Southeast Asia and East Asia.

This project is primarily concerned with the computer-based testing needs of classroom teachers of
these languages at the university level. To that end, we will have a Summer Institute workshop from
June 12 to June 23, 2000, here in Honolulu. During the institute, we will bring together
approximately three teachers representing each of the selected languages (15 participants in all). The
goal will be to develop tests, using word processors (i.e., Microsoft Word, Word Perfect) and web
editors (i.e., Dreamweaver) on a WINDOWS platform, that can then be placed on the World Wide
Web for teachers and students around the country to access.

Educators interested in computer-based tests for less commonly taught languages are welcome to
apply.

Please fill out and submit this application no later than February 1, 2000. You will be notified by
March 1, 2000 regarding the status of your application.

Mahalo for your interest in participating in the 2000 NFLRC Summer Institute!

Workshop Application Form

Contact info

Last (family) name:                                                                                                                                                 

First (given) name:                                                                                                                                                 

Position/Title:                                                                                                                                                          

Department:                                                                                                                                                             

Institution or affiliation:                                                                                                                                        

Language of instruction:                                                                                                                                        

Grade or level of instruction:                                                                                                                                

Home address:                                                                                                                                                          

City:                                                      State:                                                    Zip:                                                 

Country:                                                                                                                                                                    

Office phone:                        Home phone:                                  FAX number:                                                  

E-mail (required):                                                                                                                                                    
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As part of the Summer Institute 2000 application process, the NFLRC is conducting a survey of
potential participants. This survey covers a large number of areas. We appreciate your taking the
time to answer the following questions. (Your responses will help in planning future directions for
foreign language instruction at the University).

Part I: Background information

1. Does your language program have a pre-determined textbook or textbook series that it uses?
If so, please describe.

2. Is there a generally accepted textbook for your particular language? If yes, please describe.
3. What would you estimate to be the average size of your classes?
4. How often, and for how long, do your classes typically meet?
5. What background have you had with testing and measurement?
6. What experience have you had with programming HTML or programs like Frontpage and

Dreamweaver?
7. What experience have you had with the World Wide Web and Web pages?
8. What experience have you had using computers in the classroom?
9. What other types of technology have you used in language teaching?
10. What difficulties have you had in using computers and other technology in your teaching?
11. What are the major areas emphasized on your most recent syllabus? Please list at least five.

Part II: Teaching and technology in your language

Please answer the following questions thinking in terms of your own language program, but also for
developments in your specific foreign language more generally.

1. What do you consider to be the needs relating to technology for your language teaching and
testing?

2. What skill areas do you consider the most in need of development in your language?
3. What types of computers do you use in your language program?
4. What software programs are available in your language?
5. To what extent do students and teachers in your program, and others like it, have access to

the internet?
6. What areas in your particular program need to be emphasized from a testing perspective?
7. What special fonts are needed for your language? Do you have access to them?

Part III: Statement of purpose

Please write a short essay describing:

1. Your reasons for wanting to participate in the NFLRC Summer Institute 2000
2. Any information about experiences you have had in the area of testing and computers
3. Your plans to disseminate what you learn at the Summer Institute

Please carefully proofread your application and make sure to complete all items before clicking the
submit button. After you submit your application, you will receive a confirmation message.
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APPENDIX C: WORKSHOP SCHEDULE

Monday, June 12

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 9:00 Official opening of Workshop: Welcoming remarks (Schmidt & Hudson), workshop

schedule, and workshop goals
9:00 – 10:00 General overview of language testing and web-testing (Hudson)

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 General overview of language testing and web-testing (continued)
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch (Chinese food provided by the Maple Garden Restaurant)
1:00 – 2:30 Group work: Participant discussion of areas of interest in groups
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participant presentations and discussion of technologies in language

assessment
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Tuesday, June 13

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Presentation: Web-based language testing – Models and examples (Roever)

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Presentation: Web-based language testing – Models and examples (continued)
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch (bento option available)
1:00 – 2:30 Presentation: Web-based language testing – Applications and hands-on activities

(Roever)
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Small group: Participant group discussion of testing overview
5:00 – 6:30 Reception (Student Services Center 412)

Wednesday, June 14

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Presentation: Dreamweaver 2 demonstration (Park)

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Presentation: Dreamweaver 2 demonstration (continued)
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch
1:00 – 2:30 Presentation: Dreamweaver 2 demonstration (continued)
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Small group: Participant group discussion on group testing issues and technology
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Thursday, June 15

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants plan test objectives and map potential testing site

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants begin test and site construction
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch (bento option available)
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction and test development schedule
2:30 – 3:00 Break
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3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction and project schedule to
larger group. Discussion.

4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Friday, June 16

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants work on test objectives and map potential testing site

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants work on test and site construction
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction to larger group.

Discussion.
5:00 – 7:00 Magic Island picnic (Ala Moana Beach Park)

Saturday, June 17

10:00 – 2:00 Open computer lab

Sunday, June 18

10:00 – 2:00 Open computer lab

Monday, June 19

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants work on projects (begin putting projects on the web)

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants continue working on projects (continue putting projects

on the web)
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction to larger group.

Discussion.
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Tuesday, June 20

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants work on test objectives and map potential testing site

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants work on test and site construction
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch (bento option available)
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction to larger group.

Discussion.
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Wednesday, June 21

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants work on test objectives and map potential testing site
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10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants work on test and site construction
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction to larger group.

Discussion.
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Thursday, June 22

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Small group: Participants work on test objectives and map potential testing site

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Small group: Participants work on test and site construction
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch (bento option available)
1:00 – 2:30 Small group: Participants work on test construction
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Full cohort: Participants present progress of test construction to larger group.

Discussion.
4:30 – 6:30 Open computer lab

Friday, June 23

7:00 – 8:30 Open computer lab
7:30 – 8:30 Morning refreshments (coffee, tea, juice, bagels, & pastries)
8:30 – 10:00 Full cohort: Participants present test projects. Discussion.

10:00 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:00 Full cohort: Participants present test projects. Discussion.
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch
1:00 – 2:30 Full cohort: Participants present test projects. Discussion.
2:30 – 3:00 Break
3:00 – 4:30 Small group: Final revisions to projects
5:00 – 7:30 Closing & presentation of certificates at Dick Schmidt’s place in Hawai‘i Kai
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APPENDIX D: D AILY EMAIL EVALUATIONS

Day 1

1. Given the overview presented today, what additional types of workshop activities would you
like to have included?

2. Comments on the overview of language testing and web testing issues that were presented?
3. In what ways will your target language group work together?
4. At this stage, how doable do you see your project?
5. What are your individual goals for this workshop?
6. What problems have you encountered so far?
7. Any other information you would like to provide or comments you would like to make?

Day 2

1. What aspect(s) of web-based testing presented today will be the most useful to your group?
2. Would you like more practice or additional in-depth workshop activities on any aspect(s) of

web-based testing?
3. Was there anything in the presentation that confused you more than it helped?
4. How has the presentation influenced the way you think about your project? Any changes?

Does it seem more/less complex now?
5. Any other comments/lavish praise/biting criticism/self-reflection?

Day 3

1. What aspects of Dreamweaver impressed you the most as a web page editor in general and as
a tool for WBT construction specifically?

2. Given the overview presented today, what additional types of workshop activities with
Dreamweaver would you like to have included?

3. If you have encountered any difficulty in using Dreamweaver, describe that difficulty.
4. How useful do you think Dreamweaver will be for your work?
5. Any other comments about the workshop?

Day 4

1. What problems did you have working with your group in this early test development process?
How can those problems be addressed?

2. In what ways can the workshop activities help to overcome any roadblocks or problems that
appear to arise?

3. What other suggestions do you have for changes in the workshop?

Day 5

Reflect on the work you did today. Provide a diary of the important issues that came up
regarding your successful development of a test in your language area.


